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Preface

Many years ago, my first book—Patterns of Social Organization: A Survey of Social
Institutions—outlined the evolution of human institutions, with particular
emphasis on their dynamic interchanges. Twenty-five years later, I wrote
The Institutional Order, which expanded coverage in light of more recent litera~
tures and with even more attention to institutional interchanges. In this book,
I integrate these descriptions of human social institutions with a theory of
macrodynamic processes. I argue that the original core human social institu-
tions—economy, kinship, religion, polity, law, and education—are the out-
come of macrolevel forces that have generated selection pressures on human
populations; and out of people’s efforts to meet these pressures, they have suc-
cessively created kinship, economy, religion, polity, law, and education. The
forces driving the formation of these institutions are population, production,
reproduction, regulation, and distribution. I see these as “‘forces” because they
push individual and collective actors to organize in certain ways. These social
forces thus explain how and why the social universe at the macro level of social
organization reveals particular kinds of institutional systems.

Other forces drive the formation of the meso and micro levels of social real-
ity, and so, I believe that each level of human social organization reveals its
own distinctive forces causing the formation of structures unique to the micro,
meso, and macro domains of the social universe. To be sure, meso structures
are composed of micro encounters; and institutions are constructed from the
corporate and categoric units of the meso level. Still, we cannot explain the
macro level of social organization by those forces generating structures at the
meso and micro levels of reality. Macro reality—that is, the universe of social
institutions—requires explanation by forces operating primarily at this level.

Chapters 1 and 2 of the book explain my theoretical position and enumerate
the abstract laws of population, production, reproduction, regulation, and dis-
tribution. In developing these laws, I try to obviate problems of traditional
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xiv Preface

functional analysis by viewing each force as a variable—that is, as a property of
the social universe that varies by degree—rather than as a functional need or
requisite. Variations in the valance of each force are, to some extent, explained
by the other forces but also by additional properties of social organization. The
relationships among these properties can be expressed in formal propositions
that, I believe, explain why and how institutions formed and, later, differenti-
ated. Chapter 3 defines the elements of each core institution and enumerates
the selection pressures that have pushed humans to create various institutional
systems. Chapters 4 through 7 examine the selection pressures generated by
macrodynamic forces at four basic stages of human evolution: hunting and
gathering, horticulture, agrarian, and industrial/post-industrial. Chapter 8
explores the interchanges among institutional systems as they have become
increasingly differentiated from each other during societal social evolution.

In the end, I hope that this book provides new conceptual and theoretical
insights into the process of human social evolution over the last twenty thou-
sand years. The materials are not new, but the way of analyzing them is.
Indeed, I am trying to revive “‘the Old Institutionalism” (i.e., functionalism)
because “‘the New Institutionalism’ is more about mesolevel processes than
macrodynamics. Sociology needs an analysis of institutions, per se, rather than
a view of institutions as merely ‘‘environments” for organizations. The old-
style functionalists were essentially correct in viewing long-term evolution as
revolving around the differentiation of institutions. Unfortunately, their mode
of analysis was flawed because they did not explain the forces driving the for-
mation of institutional systems. In these pages, I try to overcome this problem
and, thereby, provide a theoretical explanation of why humans created the
institutional core over the history of human evolution.
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Chapter One

Institutional Analysis

For unknown millennia, perhaps as many as two hundred and fifty, humans
lived as hunter-gatherers. The mode of social organization was probably not
dramatically different than humans’ hominid ancestors who had first moved
onto the African savanna and, as a result, were forced to develop stronger social
ties if they were to survive (Turner 2000). As hunter-gatherers, the structure
of human societies was simple, consisting of nuclear families of parents and
their offspring organized in small bands that moved about a territory in search
of food. If there was a more complex structure, it consisted of the common
culture among bands within a territory, and possibly weak ties among members
of different bands. Then, anywhere from twenty thousand to fifteen thousand
years ago, a few bands began to settle down, leaving their more nomadic ways
behind; as people stayed in one place, populations began to grow, forever
changing the nature of human societies.

In hunting and gathering, the economy is folded into kinship, with the sex-
ual division of labor directing gathering and hunting activities. Similarly, to the
extent that it existed, religious activity was conducted within kinship, although
at times specialized practitioners could be found in some bands. Political activ-
ity was very recessive because most bands did not have leaders, although certain
individuals had influence because of their skills. The first laws were, for the
most part, coextensive with traditionalist kinship rules, and adjudication was
generally a community activity of the band as a whole. Similarly, education
was conducted exclusively within kinship and the band.

Thus, among the first societies, the institutional systems that dominate mod-~
ern societies—economy, polity, kinship, religion, education, law, science,
medicine, sports, and others—were not highly visible outside the structure and
culture of kinship and band. The last twenty thousand years of human evolu-
tion have, therefore, involved the differentiation of distinctive institutional sys-
tems; and today, any society is composed of a series of institutional complexes

1



2 Chapter 1

that organize virtually all human activity. None of these complexes would have
ever emerged if humans remained hunter-gatherers; and so, it is with the estab-
lishment of permanent settlements and their subsequent growth that institu-
tional differentiation was initiated. When or why institutions became
distinctive is for some less interesting than the fact that they exist today, but if
we are to understand institutional systems in the modern world, it is necessary,
I believe, to explain why they evolved in the first place. This line of inquiry
takes us into a search for the forces that pushed humans to create new institu-
tional systems from the simple structures of hunter-gatherers.

Institutions are an important topic because they are the structures that enable
human populations to adapt to their environment. We can define social institu-
tions, therefore, as those population-wide structures and associated cultural (symbolic)
systems that humans create and use to adjust to the exigencies of their environment.
Without institutions, humans do not survive, and societies do not exist. Insti-
tutions are thus fundamental to the viability of humans as a species.

THE INSTITUTIONAL
DOMAIN OF REALITY

Despite the fact that many subfields in sociology are dedicated to the analysis
of human social institutions, conceptualizing institutions as a distinct level of
social reality remains problematic. Typically, it is the organizational units from
which institutions are constructed that receive most attention. For example,
sociologists study family rather than kinship systems, firms more than econo-
mies, churches more than religion, governmental organizations more than pol-
ity, medical professionals more than medicine, agents of law enforcement more
than law. Even when the broader structural and cultural environments of orga-
nizational forms are examined, there is a tendency to conceptualize these in
rather vague terms. Indeed, the “new institutionalism” in organizational the-
ory is more about organizations in their cultural environments than it is about
the specific dynamics of the institutional systems, per se (e.g., Scott 1995;
Powell and DiMaggio 1991). I do not want to push this point too far, since
indeed, some scholars do study institutions as a whole and as an emergent
property of human social organization. Still, there can be little doubt that there
is a mesolevel bias in studying institutions.

One way to overcome this mesolevel bias in institutional analysis is to con-
ceptualize the levels at which human societies unfold as they grow and
develop. Each level, I argue, is driven by its own distinct set of forces, creating
structural and cultural forms that are unique to a given level of reality. The
question about which level of social reality is paramount has occupied theoriz-
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ing in sociology for several decades (Turner 1983; Turner and Boyns 2001b).
Some are microchauvinists, proclaiming that all reality is ultimately constructed
from interpersonal processes; others are macrochauvinists, arguing that all
microlevel processes are constrained by larger-scale sociocultural formations.
In a sense, both positions are correct to this extent: social and cultural structures
at the macro level were produced by human beings in interaction and are sus-
tained by face-to-face interaction; and conversely, all encounters of face-to-
face interaction are embedded in more macro social structures and cultural sys-
tems and, hence, are constrained by these systems. But such arguments are
more metaphorical than theoretical. What is needed is the clear recognition
that human societies unfold at three levels of organization, each with its own
forces driving the operation of structural and cultural formations (Turner
2003a, 2000, 1999). While this assertion is analytical, I argue that it is more
than a conceptual convenience. Rather, the macro, meso, and micro levels of
social reality are just that: real. One can see distinct structures at each of these
levels, and the goal of sociological theory is, in my view, to explain the forces
driving their formation. True, the levels are interrelated and embedded in each
other: organizations are composed of micro encounters, and institutional sys-
tems are structured from mesolevel structures like organizations; and con-
versely, the formation of mesolevel structures and culture is constrained by the
institutional domain in which they are nested, while encounters are circum-
scribed by the mesostructures in which they are lodged. We must, however,
do more than simply assert this to be the case; it has to be demonstrated.

In this book, I analyze the initial emergence and subsequent development
of the core social institutions of human society—economy, kinship, religion,
polity, law, and education. In the very beginnings of human society, these insti-
tutional systems were fused within kinship units and bands comprising the
meso level of social reality. But even at this early stage of human evolution, the
forces that ultimately drive institutional evolution were at work, but at rela-
tively low valences because the scale of human society was so small. But as this
scale increased, these forces became more powerful, driving humans to create
new institutional systems. As these systems emerged, the nature of social reality
as operating at three distinctive levels was ever more evident.

LEVELS OF SOCIAL REALITY

Sociocultural Structures at the Micro, Meso,
and Macro Levels of Reality

In figure 1.1 the basic structures and attendant cultural formations of the micro,
meso, and macro levels of reality are portrayed. At the micro level, the encoun-
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Forces Structural Outcomes
Macro-level forces o Social Institutions
Meso-level forces ————s={ Corporate Units [ > Categoric Units

Micro-level forces ———| Encounters of Face-to-Face Interaction

Figure 1.1. The Embeddedness of Macro, Meso, and Microlevel Social Forces

ter is the basic structural unit; at the meso level, corporate and categoric units
are the key structures; and at the macro level, institutions are the essential struc-
tures. An encounter is an episode of mutual awareness among individuals punc-
tuated by communication that shapes the ebb and flow of face-to-face
interaction. As Erving Goffinan (1967, 1961) emphasized, there are (1) focused
encounters where individuals face each other and actively engage in mutual
communication and (2) unfocused encounters where individuals sustain mutual
awareness and implicitly communicate in ways that keep them from focusing
on each other as they move about public spaces. Thus, at the micro level, we
need explanations of the dynamic of face-to-face interaction in focused and
unfocused encounters, and such explanations must examine the fundamental
forces that drive human interaction (Turner 2002).

At the meso level, two structural forms emerge: corporate and categoric
units (Hawley 1986). A corporate unit is typified by a division of labor organized
to pursue ends or goals, however clear or vague. The basic forms of such cor-
porate units are groups, organizations, and communities. A categoric unit is
formed by the distinctions that people make and use: gender, age, class, ethnic-
ity/race, region, and the like. Members of these social categories share certain
distinguishing characteristics that mark them for differential treatment by oth-
ers.! As the arrows in figure 1.1 indicate, corporate and categoric units can be
related. Many categoric distinctions in human societies follow from positions
in corporate units—for instance, student, worker, father, scientist, and the like.
Conversely, categoric unit membership can be the impetus to corporate unit
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organization, as has been the case in the Civil Rights and women’s move-
ments. Thus, when engaged in mesolevel analysis, scientific sociology needs to
develop theories of the forces driving the formation or operation of corporate
and categoric units.

At the macrolevel of reality, institutions are the essential structures. Institu-
tions and their corresponding systems of cultural values, ideologies, and norms
allow populations as a whole to adapt to the environment, both the biophysical
and sociocultural. Macrolevel analysis will, therefore, revolve around develop-
ing theories about the forces that drive the formation of institutional systems as
populations adapt to the biological, physical, and sociocultural environments
in which they must be sustained (including those created by the very act of
social organization). Institutional analysis is, therefore, inherently evolutionary
because it explores how humans create population-wide structures and cultural
systems that enable them to survive in the environment, often an environment
of their own making.

Forces Operating at the Micro, Meso, and
Macro Levels of Reality

Table 1.1 lists the forces that I see as driving each level of social reality (2002).
By forces, I mean properties of the social universe that push individual and
collective actors to create particular kinds of structures and cultural formations.
I deliberately use the term forces in order to emphasize my “hard science” view
of how sociology should explore the social universe (Turner 1995). Just as
gravity or any of a number of fundamental forces examined by physicists drive
the formation and operation of the physical universe, so the social universe is
to be understood by the operation of fundamental forces. Similarly, the biotic
world is driven by the forces of evolution, such as natural selection, gene fiow,
mutations, and other elements of the modem synthesis in evolutionary biology.
Granted, invoking the notion of “forces” is somewhat pejorative, but I do so
to emphasize the commonality of the social universe with other domains of
reality. Unlike so many in sociology, I do not see any fundamental differences
among the social, physical, and biotic worlds to justify a science of sociology
that is different than any other “hard science.”

The study of human social institutions, therefore, must begin with an analy-
sis of the forces driving their formation. As is evident in table 1.1, I see five
macrolevel forces as operating in creating, sustaining, and changing the institu-
tions of society: population, production, reproduction, regulation, and distri-
bution. Correspondingly, mesolevel analysis examines the forces driving the
formation of corporate and categoric units: segmentation, differentiation, and
integration. And, the microlevel analysis explores the forces shaping the
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Table 1.1. Forces of the Social Universe

Macrolevel Forces

1. Population The absolute number, rate of growth, composition, and distribution
of people.
2. Production The gathering of resources from the environment, the conversion of

resources into commodities, and the creation of services to facilitate
gathering and conversion.

. Distribution The construction of infrastructures to move resources, information,
and people in space as well as the use of exchange systems to distrib-
ute resources, information, and people.

4. Regulation The consolidation and centralization of power along its four bases (coer-
cion, administrative structures, manipulation of material incentives, and
symbols) in order to control and coordinate members of a population.

. Reproduction The procreation of new members of a population and the transmis-
sion of culture to these members as well as the creation and mainte-
nance of sociocultural systems that sustain life and social order.

w

w

Mesolevel Forces

1. Segmentation The generation of additional corporate units organizing activities of
individuals in the pursuit of ends or goals.

2. Differentiation  The creation of new types of corporate units organizing activities of
individuals in pursuit of ends or goals and new categoric units distin-
guishing people and placing them into socially constructed categories.

3. Integration The maintenance of boundaries, the ordering of relations within cor-
porate and categoric units, and the ordering of relations among cor-
porate and categoric units.

Microlevel Forces

1. Emotions The arousal of variants and combinations of fear, anger, sadness, and
happiness.
2. Transactional The activation of needs for confirmation of self, positive exchange
needs payoffs, trust and predictability, facticity or the sense that things are
as they appear, and group inclusion.
3. Symbols The production of expectations (normatization) with respect to cate-

gories of people present, nature of the situation, forms of communica-
tion, frames of what is included and excluded, rituals, and feelings.

4. Roles The presentation of sequences of gestures to mark a predictable
course of action (role making) and the reading of gestures to under-
stand the course of action of others (role taking).

5. Status The placement and evaluation of individuals in positions vis-a-vis
other positions and creation of expectation states for how individuals
in diverse and differentially evaluated positions should behave.

6. Demographic The number of people co-present, their density, and their move-
ments, as well as the meanings assigned to number, density, and
movements of individuals.

7. Ecological The boundaries, partitions, and props of space as well as the associ-
ated meeting of boundaries, partitions, and props.
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dynamics of encounters: emotions, transactional needs, status, roles, symbols,
and demography/ecology. Although table 1.1 defines these basic forces for
each level of reality, my goal in this book is to examine only those of the macro
realm.

FORCES OF THE MACRO REALM

Institutions are generated, sustained, and changed by population, production,
reproduction, regulation, and distribution. Each of these forces constitutes a
basic contingency of human existence, pushing individual and collective actors
to build particular kinds of social structures and cultural systems. And, the
larger a population becomes, the more likely are multiple institutional systems
to evolve in response to the operation of these forces. There are many compli-
cated and, indeed, rather problematic issues in visualizing the macro realm in
this way, but before addressing these issues, let me offer a brief summary of
what these forces are.

Production

In order to survive biologically, humans must gather resources from the envi-
ronment and convert them into usable commodities that sustain life. This
process of production is fundamental to human organization, and it drives a
great deal of activity in all societies. Out of this activity comes the institution
of the economy, and more indirectly, virtually all institutional systems that
depend upon environmental resources. Traditionally, economists talked in
terms of “‘elements of economies,” such as land, labor, capital, and entrepre-
neurship. I follow this older tradition but redefine and supplement this list. In
my view, variations in production and, hence, economies stem from the fol-
lowing elements (Tumer 1997, 1972): (1) technology or knowledge about how
to manipulate the physical and social environment, (2) physical capital or the
implements, including money that can buy these implements, used in gather-
ing resources and converting them into commodities, (3) human capital or the
knowledge and skill possessed by people, (4) property or socially constructed
rights to possess and use objects of value, and (5) entrepreneurship or the mecha-
nisms for organizing technology, physical capital, human capital, and property
systems for gathering resources and converting them into commodities. It
might be noted that I have not mentioned distribution of goods and services as
a part of production, although it is an essential dynamic of the economy. As is
evident below, I see distribution as a distinctive force, above and beyond its
effects on the economy, per se.
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Population

Demographic factors are not typically seen as a force in the formation and evo-
lution of human social institutions. Yet, early sociologists such as Auguste
Comte (1830-1842), Herbert Spencer (1874—1896), and Emile Durkheim
(1893) all saw population size and its rate of growth as the driving force of
human evolution. As populations grow, they argued, the differentiation of
social structures and culture accelerates. I think that their respective insights are
essentially correct: institutional differentiation began with growth of human popula-
tions. For, as populations grow, new kinds of logistical loads are placed on a soci-
ety—loads for securing more resources, for coordination and control, for
distributing resources, and for finding ways to sustain social structures. These
loads pressure people to find solutions to new problems that are emerging, and
from these pressures come patterns of institutional differentiation.

Not only is the absolute size of a population and its rate of growth a driving
force of human organization, but so are the diversity, distribution, and move-
ment of a population’s members. Diverse populations pose more logistical
loads than homogeneous ones, all else being equal; and so populations that can
be distinguished culturally and that can be differentiated into diverse types of
categoric units above and beyond age and sex distinctions push actors to
develop new institutional systems or to change older ones. Similarly, the distri-
bution of populations in space has an enormous impact on institutional evolu-
tion. If a population is large but distributed across vast territories, pressures for
institutional evolution are less intense than is the case when the same popula-
tion is densely settled in a comparatively small area. Under these latter condi-
tions, differentiation of institutional systems will accelerate. Moreover,
movements of populations in space have effects on institutional systems. If
immigration into a society exceeds emigration (out migration), this ratio of
immigration-to-emigration will increase the size of the total population and
generate pressures for differentiation; and if immigration is to already dense
settlements, then these pressures are that much greater.

I should pause briefly to note that terms such as logistical loads and pressures
are vague. I will seek to clarify these terms and introduce the notion of selection
as 2 key mechanism later, but for the present, let me ask that this vagueness be
endured. My eventual goal is to expand the notion of natural selection to
human populations, emphasizing that forces driving the formation of institu-
tional systems do so by generating selection pressures that push actors to develop
new forms of social organization, if they can, in order to sustain their viability
in a given environment (Turner 2001¢, 1995). Sometimes these pressures over-
whelm a population, causing it to disintegrate or be conquered by a better-
organized society; at other times, by rational planning, diffusion of culture,
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experimentation, trial and error, and just pure luck, new institutional forms are
created as a means to manage selection pressures. The most primal of these
pressures historically has been population growth as it creates new problems of
how to sustain this larger population in the environment. Without the pres-
sures of a growing population, humans may have stayed hunter-gatherers for-
ever, but once growth forced humans to settle down in more permanent
settlements, institutional evolution was thereafter inevitable. Population forces
have continued to exert pressures on institutional differentiation, but as we see
below, institutional differentiation generates new kinds of selection pressures
that force further institutional development. Let me leave the argument at this
point, only to pick it up later in this chapter.

Regulation

In order to survive, individuals and corporate units organizing people’s activi-
ties must be coordinated and controlled. Mechanisms must be discovered to
control deviance and conflict, to coordinate actions, and to allocate resources;
and as the valences for production and population increase, selection pressures
for regulation also increase. As we will come to appreciate, higher valences for
regulation generate selection pressures for the mobilization of power. Power is
thus the basic element of regulation.

Power is the capacity to dictate, to varying degrees, the actions of others,
whether individuals or collective units. There are four bases of power: (1) coer-
cive powetr, or the ability to force physically others to do what an actor with
power desires; (2) symbolic power, or the capacity to use appeals to values and
ideologies to regulate the actions of others; (3) material power, or the use of
incentives or disincentives—that is, giving or taking away material resources—
to secure conformity to one’s desires; and (4) administrative power, or the use
of organizational systems to monitor and control actions of others.

Many have analyzed combinations of these bases of power (e.g., Turner
1995; Mann 1986; Blalock 1989; Collins 1975; Etzioni 1961). My view is that
there are two important dimensions along which power varies. One is what I
term the consolidation of power, and the other is the centralization of power.
Consolidation refers to which bases of power are mobilized to what degree as a
means of controlling and regulating the actions of others, whereas centralization
denotes the degree of concentration of decision-making prerogatives among
actors. Consolidation of any combination of power—whether coercive, sym-
bolic, material, or administrative—inevitably leads to some degree of central-
ization, but there can be large differences in how centralized various
configurations of consolidation are. For example, when power is consolidated
principally around the coercive and administrative bases, it will generally be
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more centralized than when it is consolidated on the material and symbolic
bases. Moreover, different configurations or profiles of consolidation and vary-
ing degrees of centralization yield varying types of institutional systems, espe-
cially the polity. For instance, a high degree of mobilization of the symbolic
and coercive bases along with high degrees of centralization produce systems
like those in postrevolutionary Iran or Taliban Afghanistan; a moderate degree
of centralization based upon high levels of material and symbolic power, cou-
pled with the strategic use of coercive and administrative bases, generates insti-
tutional systems like the Western democracies.

A theory of institutions, then, must specify how regulation as a force
increases and sets into motion power dynamics, especially the conditions under
which power is centralized or remains relatively decentralized and the condi-
tions under which varying profiles of consolidation emerge. For most of
human evolution, regulation as a force remained at low levels, escalating with
interpersonal conflicts within bands and perhaps occasional clashes between
bands of hunter-gatherers. But once humans settled down, the valences for
regulation continually increased, thereby creating selection pressures for the
mobilization of power along all its bases and for varying degrees of centraliza-
tion of power.

Distribution

For a population to sustain itself, it must distribute information, resources, and
people. I separate distribution from the analysis of the economy because I
believe it to be a much more generic force of human organization than just the
distribution of economic goods and services. Distribution of economic goods
and services, to be sure, is an important aspect of distribution, but noneco-
nomic resources, and most particularly, human bodies and information are also
distributed outside the purely economic arena. There are two dimensions to
distribution: (1) infrastructure, or the physical facilities for moving material
resources, people, and information about a territory; and (2) exchange, or the
process of giving up some resources to secure other resources. Obviously,
exchange distribution depends upon infrastructural facilities, such as roads,
ports, communication and transportation technologies, and conversely,
exchange activity often leads to the development of distributive infrastructures
to encourage and facilitate trade, especially as markets using money and credit
evolve.

Like any other force, the analysis of distribution involves specifying the con-
ditions under which distributive infrastructures expand and exchange distribu-
tions accelerate. Production is certainly one such condition, but political
consolidation and centralization of power are another, as is population growth,
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and other forces. Thus, distribution is a force driving virtually all other institu-
tional systems, either holding their evolution back or accelerating their devel-
opment to the point where the institutional systems of a large number of
societies become intertwined in a world system.

Reproduction

Evolution was defined by Charles Darwin (1859) as “‘descent with modifica-
tion” by which he meant that individual members of a species survive by
reproducing themselves under the pressures of natural selection. Today, it is
recognized that such descent involves the passing on of genotypes, with those
genes promoting fitness or reproduction surviving in the gene pool. Social
evolution is, however, more Lamarckian because human actors often have the
capacity to alter structures, or create new ones, under selection pressures.
Moreover, humans cannot survive biologically without being socialized into a
culture and acquiring those skills necessary to occupy positions and play roles
in social structures. This is not to deny, of course, that there are not inertial
tendencies in socialization and in sociocultural systems that can be seen as the
equivalent of genotypes, and hence, as subject to the forces of natural selection
(Hannan and Freeman 1977). Indeed, human history is filled with societies
whose structure and culture were so rigid as to make them vulnerable to Mal-
thus’s “*four horsemen.” Still, even if efforts fail, social organization can be
changed by acts of agency in an effort to promote fitness in physical-biological-
sociocultural environments. Humans can create new social structures and cul-
tures, and they can resocialize the young into these sociocultural systems. As a
result, human reproduction is mediated by patterns of sociocultural organiza-
tion that, to some extent, insulate genotypes from the forces of biological evo-
lution.

At the most fundamental level, human social institutions cannot exist with-
out people, and so, biological reproduction is perhaps the most driving force
of all behind patterns of social organization. Thus, human social institutions
initially evolved under selection pressures for biological reproduction, but
since this reproduction cannot occur outside of human groupings, reproduc-
tion also involves the replication of social structures and systems of culture to
provide the haven within which biological reproduction and subsequent
socialization can occur. While biological descent with modifications is no
doubt occurring to humans on a very gradual scale, it is the descent with often
dramatic modifications of social structures and cultural systems organizing
human activity that is even more evident. For in the end, the viability of
humans as a species depends upon the creation as well as replication of socio-
cultural systems and, then, the socialization of all new members to a population
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into these systems. For most of human history, hunting and gathering popula-
tions reproduced themselves without dramatic alterations (perhaps for as long
as 230,000 years); and while the cultures and the specific social structures of
hunter-gatherers varied somewhat, they all conformed to a basic form of small
bands of nuclear families wandering defined territories in search of food. Only
when human populations began to settle in more permanent communities and
grew in numbers did the “modification” portion of “descent” begin to accel-
erate. Reproduction has thus become more about sociocultural change than
stasis, but such changes are to some extent driven by the necessity of creating
sociocultural systems that are adapted to the environment and that, as a result,
enable humans to reproduce those structures and cultural systems necessary for
biological reproduction.

From an evolutionary perspective, then, we need to understand the condi-
tions under which reproductive forces drive the formation of new institutional
systems, above and beyond those devoted solely to biological reproduction.
Substantively, this process involves moving beyond the nuclear family units (of
mother, father, and offspring) typical among hunter-gatherers to more complex
kinship systems and, eventually, to non-kin structures and cultural systems like
education involved in social reproduction of individuals who can participate
in complex cultures and social systems. But reproduction involves more than
differentiation of new kinds of socialization systems, such as the institution of
education; it also pushes individual and collective actors to reproduce all socio-
cultural systems and to modify them in ways that facilitate adaptation to the
ever more complex environments of developed societies. For example, politi-
cal policies that seek to sustain cultural traditions and social structures, laws that
specify behaviors, appeals to supernatural forces that reinforce particular norms,
biomedical discoveries and practices that sustain health, and many other pat-
terns of action in institutional systems are partially responses to the force of
reproduction. Thus, reproduction extends its driving force well beyond social-
ization processes into virtually all practices that operate to sustain social struc-
tures and culture or to change them in ways that enhance adaptation.

Forces, Institutions, and Environments

As is perhaps obvious but nonetheless fundamental, the environment within
which adaptation occurs changes as societies become more complex or differ-
entiate new institutional systems. The physical-biological parameters of society
always exert pressures on human populations, particularly if their institutional
systems cause environmental degradation or natural events dramatically alter
the availability of resources, but as societies become more complex, new insti-
tutions become part of the environment to which all other institutions must
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adapt. Moreover, the institutions of other populations are also part of the envi-
ronment; and as populations grow and as institutional differentiation acceler-
ates, the sociocultural environment often poses as many problems of adaptation
as the physical-biological environment. Thus, many of the selection pressures
that drive institutional differentiation and development come from other insti-
tutions, those within a society and/or those of another society.

This pressure for populations to create institutional systems in order to adapt
to their own sociocultural environments drives human evolution more than
other species. More fundamentally, any given force driving institutional forma-
tion and change will be influenced by variations in the other forces. For exam-
ple, the level of production is very much related to the level of consolidated
power emanating from regulation or the scale of infrastructural and exchange
distribution. Thus, we can analyze the relations among institutions at two lev-
els. One level traces out the interconnections among various institutions, as is
the case when we examine the relationship between the polity and economy,
kinship and polity, law and economy, and so forth. At another, more funda-
mental level, we can examine the relationships among the forces that generate
these relations among institutional systems. For instance, the degree of central-
ization of power along coercive and administrative lines will influence the level
of production differently than will centralization along the material or symbolic
bases; or the differentiation of reproductive structures like schools for socializa-
tion will have effects on the symbolic bases of power and the level of human
capital formation on production.

The important point here is that most institutional analysis, when it occurs
at all, is typically conducted at the first level. When the second level is also
pursued, I think that our understanding of institutional dynamics is greatly
increased. Hence, in the chapters to follow, I pursue both levels, the first being
primarily descriptive and the second more theoretical. In the next chapter, I
offer some preliminary laws on the dynamics of macrolevel forces that can
guide the more descriptive portions of subsequent chapters. Before doing so,
however, I need to return to the issue of selection pressures.

FUNCTIONAL NEEDS, HUMAN AGENCY,
AND SELECTION PRESSURES

The Ghosts of Functionalism?

Some of the macrodynamic forces that I propose sound very much like the
needs or requisites of old-style functional theorizing (e.g., Spencer 1874~
1896; Durkheim 1895, 1893; Radcliffe-Brown 1952; Malinowski 1944; Par-
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sons 1951). The logic of functionalism is to posit a list of basic needs that all
societies must meet if they are to survive in an environment and, then, to
analyze social structures and processes in terms of how they meet, or fail to
meet, these needs (Turner and Maryanski 1979; Turner 2001¢). Thus, it is a
short step from my view that population, production, reproduction, regula-
tion, and distribution are the basic forces to the view that these are the func-
tional requisites of human societies, with particular social institutions like
economy (production and distribution), polity (regulation), or family and
education (reproduction) functioning to meet these requisites. However,
there are some important differences, if only in emphasis, between traditional
functionalism and my approach (Turner 2001c, 1997, 1995). First, the forces
of population, production, regulation, reproduction, and distribution are not
static need states; rather they are variable states that, depending upon their
valences, exert varying degrees of pressures on humans to organize along cer-
tain lines. Second, as will be evident, I make explicit what is often left implicit
or ignored in functional theorizing: the mechanism of social selection whereby
need states generate selection pressures to which people and collective actors
respond, sometimes successfully and, at other times, unsuccessfully. The
emphasis on selection pressures shifts the entire analysis away from categoriz-
ing institutions on the basis of which functional need they meet to one where
the level of a force, as it generates selection pressures, pushes agents to act in
certain ways; and this line of reasoning makes no assumptions that these
agents do so successfully. In fact, history tells us that all societies eventually
collapse or are conquered because they fail to respond to these selection pres-
sures.

The Critique of Functional Logic

The basic critique of all functional arguments is that they do not specify how
human agents create social institutions. Instead, the critics argue, functional
theories simply crosstabulate functional needs and the institutional systems
that meet these needs without ever telling us how, and through what proc-
esses, this correlation between a need state and institutional system came
about. While the critique is typically overdrawn, it has some merit. Among
the various criticisms that can be summarized, let me focus on the one devel-
oped by rational choice theorists who seek to explain institutions as the out-
comes of decision-making processes of rational actors (Hechter 1987;
Coleman 1990).

There are variations in the exact argument but all rational-choice explana-
tions of institutions begin with the assumption that individuals are rational,
seeking to maximize utilities and minimize costs in pursuing various lines of
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conduct. Ultimately, institutions arise from both negative and positive “‘exter-
nalities”” (bad and good outcomes, respectively) experienced by individuals.
When individuals experience negative externalities, they seek to create struc-
tures so that these negative consequences go away or are minimized and, if
possible, so that positive outcomes ensue. There is, then, a demand for a jointly
produced good—a pattern of cooperative organization—that eliminates the
negative externalities and provides positive reinforcers to individuals. If the
production of a joint good takes collective effort, with each individual making
a contribution, the problem of “free riding” emerges. Free riders enjoy the
benefits of the jointly produced good but do not contribute their fair share of
effort in its production; and since it is rational for each actor to free ride (in
order to maximize utilities and minimize costs), all actors may free ride; and
when this occurs, the joint good will not be produced—thus, escalating nega-
tive externalities once again. To avoid free riding, control systems must be cre-
ated to monitor and sanction potential free riders, but monitoring and control
are costly; and so, the demand for the joint good—in this case, a new pattern
of cooperative behavior that forms the basis for an institutional system—must
be high and the costs of monitoring and sanctioning must not be so high as to
impose new kinds of negative externalities. Indeed, institutions often emerge
as mechanisms to overcome the costs involved in monitoring and sanctioning
free riding in other cooperative spheres.

The arguments of rational choice theorists are more detailed, and the goal is
to specify the nature of the negative externalities and how these motivated
agents to give up some of their rights to create constraining patterns of social
organization (Coleman 1990). The logic of this argument is often juxtaposed
to that of functionalism and seen as a superior form of explanation because it
provides a mechanism by which problems and pressures translate into actions
that generate and sustain institutional systems. It is possible, I believe, to medi-
ate between these logics; and the key is the concept of selection pressure.

Macrodynamic Forces and Social Selection

Most sociological analyses invoking the notion of selection borrow from
Charles Darwin’s (1859) view as it filtered through Emile Durkheim’s analysis
of The Division of Labor in Society (1893). For Durkheim, population size and
growth increase material density, as do communication and transportation
technologies that “reduce the space” between individuals. Increased material
density, Durkheim continues, magnifies the moral density or rates of interac-
tion among individuals. And, as material and moral density increase, competi-
tion for resources escalates, with the most fit staying in a given resource niche,
and with the less fit migrating to new niches in order to secure resources. Fig-
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ure 1.2 summarizes Durkheim’s argument. Hence, specialization of activities
in the social world, as opposed to speciation in the biotic world, is the result
of these dynamics. And, unlike Darwin (1859) who held out the possibility for
the extinction of species not able to adapt to an ecological niche, Durkheim
had a more optimistic view that competition would lead to specialization of
individuals in ever more diverse resource niches instead of their extinction. In
contrast, Spencer (1874-1896) argued more in line with Darwin, when he
coined the phrase survival of the fittest, but Spencer’s real contribution to the
notion of selection does not reside in his Darwinian-sounding pronounce-
ments.

What Spencer argued in his The Principles of Sociology (1874—1896) is what
all functional theories imply: selection pressures are set into motion when a
population faces problems of adaptation to an environment; and many of these
pressures exist because there is an absence of relevant structures or cultural
symbols to deal with these problems. Thus, rather than density-competition
setting selection into motion, Spencer emphasized that problems of adaptation
to the environment typically arise from a lack of structures (no density) or the
existence of ineffective structures. In fact, most selection in human societies is
of this kind: a new problem emerges forcing actors to consider alternative ways
of dealing with the problem; and by thought, borrowing, diffusion, trial and
error, innovation, or luck, they create a sociocultural pattern that resolves the
problem and, as a result, facilitates adaptation. For example, we can see Spen-
cerian selection today in the problems of integrating the world system or, more
specifically, the global economy; and these problems are forcing nations and
other international actors to think of ways and to build structures that can
resolve the problems emerging from globalization. It is very much in the bal-
ance whether these and additional efforts—such as the World Bank, Interna-
tional Monetary Fund, United Nations, Group of Seven/Eight advanced
industrial nations, and the like—will be enough to maintain some equilibrium
in the global economy; there is no inevitability that agents will hit upon solu-
tions to problems that work.

Al functional theories in the social sciences imply this logic, but unfortu-
nately, they generally bypass explanation in terms of a selection process, some-
times Durkheimian but more often Spencerian. When individuals encounter
problems of adaptation to their environments—a kind of “negative external-
ity”’ in rational choice terms—they begin to cast about for solutions in the face
of the selection pressures they are experiencing. One kind of selection pressure
comes from density in a resource niche and competition for resources in this
niche, but another stems from the lack of appropriate structures to manage a
problem. Since humans are rational in the minimal sense of trying to avoid
punishments, they will generally try new options. Sometimes they succeed,
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and at other times, they fail; but in the long run of human evolution, they have
at least managed many adaptive problems by creating new institutional systems
that, ironically, may resolve one problem but set into motion new kinds of
selection pressures.

One way to view Spencerian selection pressures is in terms of first-order and
second-order selection (Turner 1995). First-order selection pressures emerge with
problems of adaptation to the external environment of a population. The
source of these pressures can come from the physical and biotic environments
as well as the sociocultural systems of another population. Whatever their
source—environmental degradation, war-making from another society, natural
disaster—agents must deal with events external to their society. Second-order
selection comes from the sociocultural environments created by the growing
complexity of society itself—for example, internal conflict stemming from
inequality, market collapse because of fraud, increasing rates of crime, and poor
coordination of economic units. These kinds of selection pressures come from
inside the society as a result of its increasing differentiation and complexity.
This line between first-order and second-order selection is not always so clear,
but in general terms, the first institutional systems emerged in response to first-
order selection, but once these systems were created and evolved in complex-
ity, they began to generate second-order selection pressures that led to the
alterations of existing institutional systems and/or the development of new
ones.

In sum, then, the concept of selection can be expanded to reconcile agent-
based and functional theories of institutional development. The functional
needs or requisites facing human populations need to be reconceptualized as
forces, pushing on both individual and collective agents to solve a problem of
adaptation. These forces are universal in that they are always present, but they
always reveal varying levels of intensity when populations of humans adapt to
their environments. For example, among hunter-gatherers the forces of pro-
duction and reproduction are much more intense than the other forces, and
hence, the selection pressures that these generated led to the emergence of
nuclear kin units in bands with the division of family labor also serving to
define the simple economic roles of men and women. With the emergence
of horticulture, selection pressures from population and regulation increased,
leading to the differentiation of polity and other institutional systems. Over the
course of human history, then, the valences of forces have caused varying pro-
files of selection pressures; agents try to respond to these pressures, if they can,
by considering alternatives that can eliminate the negative externalities that
they are currently experiencing or that they anticipate may come about in the
future. Out of these responses to negative externalities, as fueled by selection
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pressures stemming from the operation of macrolevel forces, humans have suc-
cessively created the institutional systems of society.

CONCLUSION

In the chapters to follow, I develop a theory of macrodynamic forces and, then,
illustrate this theory with descriptive accounts of the major stages in human
evolution: hunting-gathering, horticulture, agrarianism, and industrial and
post-industrial societies. My emphasis is on the core institutional systems that
first emerged in human evolution: kinship, economy, polity, law, religion, and
education, although one could make the case that science, medicine, and edu-
cation differentiated at about the same time. In figure 1.4, I have schematically
arranged the basic model of the forces driving human evolution. I see popula-
tion size and growth, relative to land mass and resources, as the ultimate driving
force of evolution because it has intensified the values of other forces. Together
these forces have generated selection pressures, some Darwinian and others
Spencerian.

My goal is to offer more than a descriptive account of institutional evolution
from hunting and gathering to the present; others have already performed this
exercise in many guises and, at the same time, presented theoretical arguments
on the driving forces of evolution (e.g., Lenski 1966; Nolan and Lenski 2001;
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. values of: Reproduction | generate selection pressures for Igsutuﬂqna}
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Distribution
L 1 decreases
potential
Jor
increases values of
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Figure 1.4. Macrodynamic Forces of Selection Pressures for Institutional
Differentiation and Development
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Sanderson 1995a, 1995b). I also seek to present an alternative theory of the
macrolevel forces that drive the formation of institutional systems. In the next
chapter, 1 present this theory in its broad contours as a series of elementary
principles on macrodynamics.

NOTE

1. The concept of categoric unit is similar to the notion of nominal parameter developed by
Peter M. Blau (1994, 1977) in that both concepts emphasize that the categorization of indi-
viduals influences the nature of interaction, or in Blau’s theory, rates of interaction.
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Chapter Two

A Theory of Macrodynamic Forces

In the course of human history, institutions have emerged as responses to selec-
tion pressures imposed by the fundamental forces driving the macro level of
social reality. A theoretical explanation of institutional evolution thus requires
a set of theoretical principles on the dynamics of these forces, and in particular,
on those properties of human populations that increase or decrease the value
of each force. In this chapter, I lay out what I see as some of the elementary
theoretical principles that explain the operation of each macrolevel force.
Many of the conditions that raise or lower the values of any one force are the
other macrodynamic forces, although additional properties of societies are also
introduced. Since the evolution of human institutions beyond hunting and
gathering was initiated with population growth, let me begin here and, then,
move to the analysis of production, power, distribution, and reproduction.

POPULATION DYNAMICS

The Law of Population

Thomas Malthus ([1798] 1926) was the first to conceptualize the relationship
among population growth, carrying capacity of the environment, and potential
for societal disintegration. His famous “four horsemen”—war, disease, pesti-
lence, and famine—underscore the problems faced by growing populations.
One “‘solution” to these problems is to expand productivity and to create new
forms of political regulation. In this way the carrying capacity of the environ-
ment can be increased. Alternatively, a population must find ways to cut its
rate of growth, and Malthus posited that economic growth can work to lower
birth rates and, hence, population growth. In very modern-sounding terms, he
posited what has become known as the “demographic transition.” As produc-
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tion expands, people’s standards of living rise, and as their expectations for con-
sumption escalate, additional children are seen as cutting into consumption. As
a consequence, birth rates begin to decline. More recent demographic theorists
like Esther Boserup (1981, 1965) have rephrased Malthus’s argument by posit-
ing a relationship between population growth, competition for resources, and
demands for innovations that can increase production so as to support the
larger population. This line of argument takes us to the notion of selection
pressures, because “demand” for innovations under conditions of competition
is simply one way to state that population growth generates selection pressures
for new kinds of social structures. Moreover, as demands for increased produc-
tion are realized, rising normative standards of living cause individuals to have
fewer children in order to meet these standards.

Herbert Spencer (1874—1896) and Emile Durkheim (1893) both pursued
similar lines of argument. For Spencer, population growth increases logistical
loads on a population for securing sufficient resources to sustain the larger pop-
ulation, for assuring that social structures and cultural systems can be repro-
duced, for coordinating and controlling the larger population, and for
distributing resources and information among members of the population. For
Spencer, these logistical loads generate selection pressures that cause the differ-
entiation of new kinds of productive, reproductive, political, and distributive
structures; and as these differentiate, the larger social mass can be sustained in
its environment, as emphasized in chapter 1. Spencer thus posited a form of
selection that has been underemphasized in sociology: selection for new struc-
tures in the absence of structures that can manage increasing logistical loads.
This is why I term this process Spencerian selection.

Emile Durkheim (1893) added a more Darwinian twist to the argument:
population growth or any force that increases material and moral density (such
as transportation and communication technologies that “‘reduce the space”
between individuals) increases competition and selection pressures that cause
actors to seek resource niches in which they can sustain themselves. While
Durkheim tended to have a rather rosy view of how differentiation would
eventually lead to reintegration of a society along “‘organic” lines, his discus-
sion of the pathologies of differentiation—forced divisions of labor (or inequal-
ity), poor coordination, and of course, anomie—signals that disintegration is
possible as differentiation increases. Yet, unlike Spencer who saw that the nec-
essary institutional differentiation in the face of population growth may never
occur in the first place or be unsuccessful when it does (thus hastening disinte-
gration), Durkheim assumed that the new institutional forms would somehow
magically emerge.

In a variety of fields over the course of two hundred years, then, the basic
insights about population dynamics have been revealed. And in new traditions,
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such as Christopher Chase-Dunn’s (2001; Chase-Dunn and Hall 1997) analysis
of world system dynamics, population pressures are a crucial force driving this
system. In other works (Turner 1995:22), I have tried to synthesize these long-
standing ideas about population in analytical models and formal propositions.
My latest thinking on population dynamics can be summarized by the follow-
ing principle or “law.”

N = {[(Np) x(Nsp)] x [(+ /= P) x (DFys,my) X (=/+DFqp)
x (+/=PO¢)]} + (TS)

where:

N = the size of the population

N, = the density (p) of population (N)

Ngr = the proportion of population (N) residing in permanent
settlements (s1)

P = the level of production (gathering of resources and their conversion
into commodities)

DFysmy = the differentiation (DF) of market systems (ys) using money and
other financial instruments (yy)

DF¢;p = the level of differentiation (DF) among corporate (cp) units organiz-
ing people’s activities

PO, = the level of consolation () of each base of power (PO)

TS = the amount of territorial space (TS) inhabited and controlled by a
population

The equation above and those to follow require some clarification. Equations
like this one are “‘quasi math” but they are sufficient to delineate key relation-
ships without the complicated notations in conventional mathematics. The
equation argues, first of all, that the size of a population (N) is related to the
multiplicative relationship between the proportion of a population in perma-
nent settlements (Ns;) and overall density of the population (Np) throughout
its territory. As populations urbanize, they generally grow because they attract
immigrants and indigenous migrants who will maintain high birth rates for a
time after moving to urban areas. This effect on population size is related in a
positively curvilinear pattern with increases in production (P) that enable
larger, densely settled populations to support themselves; and in turn, increas-
ing production is multiplicatively related to the differentiation and develop-
ment of markets using money (DFygmy) for the distribution of goods and
services between rural and urban areas, as well as within dense settlements. And
once these settlements can secure resources, they can grow and, thereby,
increase the size of the population. A larger population can only be supported
by increases in structural differentiation of corporate units (DFcp) to house
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diverse activities and by increases in the consolidation of power (PO¢;) to
coordinated diverse structural units; and once differentiation and capacities for
political regulation are in place, these operate as a stimulus to further popula-
tion growth, at least until the demographic transition sets in with very high
levels of production (hence, the positively curvilinear relation, symbolized by
the (+ /-) sign, between production to population size). These two blocks of
variables—that is, [N, Ng] and [P, DFysamy, DFcp, PO ]—are multiplica-
tively related to each other in their effects on the size of a population; and,
together, they are influenced by how much territory is available to a population
(TS).

At this point, I should pause and note some of the signs on the variables
in the equation: as just indicated, a (+ /-) sign indicates a positive curvilinear
relationship, with population size increasing with increases of production until
raised standards of living initiate the second phase of the demographic transi-
tions under conditions of very high levels of production; a (+/=) sign indi-
cates that the consolidation of power will lead to increases in size of the
population during initial consolidations of each base of power, eventually lev-
eling off with further consolidations of various bases of power; a (=/-+) sign
signals a lagged positive relationship in which initial increases in one variable
have no effect (signaled by “=") on another until a certain threshold is
reached, and then, the relationship turns positive (+); a (x) sign emphasizes
that relationships are multiplicative in the sense that the variables interact in
terms of their effects on population growth beyond their additive effects alone;
no sign indicates a positive relationship; and just to fill out the other logical
possibilities for equations, a {-) sign indicates a negative relationship between
variables, while a (—/ +) sign denotes a negative curvilinear relationship in
which the relationship is initially negative but eventually turns positive; a (=/
-) relationship indicates a lagged effect, with no effects until some threshold
is reached in the signed variable and, thereafter, with the relationship turning
negative. This kind of notation is not standard, but it communicates to the
nonmathematically inclined key relationships. An equation like the one above
allows me to communicate in a parsimonious way the complicated relation-
ships among forces and properties of the social universe. Let me briefly expand
upon the argument in more discursive terms.

Settlements and Population

‘When humans began, some 15,000—20,000 years ago, to establish more per-
manent settlements, they did so because of the ready availability of resources,
typically fish near rivers, lakes, or other bodies of water. Once settled near
resources the population generally began to grow, particularly since its mem-
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bers no longer needed to pack up and move about a territory. Eventually popu-
lation growth and intensive hunting and gathering activities in an area depleted
resources, forcing humans to turn to horticulture and, at times, to herding in
order to generate enough resources to maintain the growing population. But
the key event was the initial settlements, because once committed to this form
of subsistence, populations would grow with access to resources, and as they
grew, settlements expanded. Moreover, new settlements would be created as
older ones became full, thereby raising the overall level of density among
members of a population across its territory. Thus, the interaction effect
between settlement densities and the proportion of people in stable communi-
ties is perhaps obvious but, nonetheless, fundamental because once settlements
are established, they provide the structural base for further growth, whether
through higher birth rates or immigrations, if production and distribution can
expand to sustain individuals in urban areas. Thus, settlement patterns are
multiplicatively related to production and distribution; without expansion of
the latter, urban communities cannot survive. Once this dynamic relation
between urbanization and production/distribution was initiated, population
density increased.

Production and Population

In order to support a larger and more densely settled population, new modes
of production become essential. If production cannot be expanded to meet
population growth, then settlements are abandoned, as was the case for the
Anasazi in the southwest United States and the Incas of Peru who, because of
ecological changes, simply could not produce sufficient food to support the
population. Thus, increased production will allow the population to grow, but
eventually, high levels of production and escalating standards of living initiate
the demographic transition. As individuals become oriented to the consump-
tion of ever more varieties of consumer goods, they eventually come to see
larger numbers of offspring as working against this consumption; and as a con-
sequence, birth rates begin to decline. And so, the relationship between popu-
lation and production is positively curvilinear (+/-).

Markets and Population

Population growth depends not only on increased production but also the
capacity to distribute goods (and eventually services as well) to larger numbers
of individuals. Markets become the key force in this process because they allow
goods to flow to those not directly engaged in production, and as money and
other financial instruments such as credit emerge, markets can function even
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more effectively in allowing economic resources to flow to those engaged in
other kinds of activities. Urbanization of a population will eventually force
market development because, as settlements get larger, many individuals are no
longer engaged in actual production of food; and this fact generates selection
pressures for markets that distribute food and other necessary goods to those
living in urban areas. Once markets using money exist, they allow individuals
and collective actors to express new preferences (with money as a generalized
marker of value) and, as a result, diversify demand in markets, which, in turn,
provides a stimulus to new modes of production. This mutually reinforcing
cycle between market development and increased production allows a popula-
tion to grow further, thereby escalating selection pressures for enhanced pro-
duction and distribution.

Corporate Units and Population

Production, market distribution, and the consolidation of power are multipli-
catively related to the differentiation of meso structures because, without the
capacity to expand the division of labor and to house labor or human capital
in new kinds of corporate structures, production is limited. Initially, population
growth can be managed by segmentation, or the reproduction of similar cor-
porate units. For example, a horticultural population can grow and expand
production, to a point, by adding more kinship units such as lineages, clans,
and submoieties. Thus, the relationship between production and differentia-
tion of corporate units is lagged and positive (=/+); that is, segmentation of
units can, for a time, provide the necessary structural skeleton for the larger
social mass and the needed structural forms for expanded production, distribu-
tion, and regulation, but as population and production expand, selection pres-
sures will operate to differentiate new kinds of corporate units engaged in a
variety of activities beyond production, such as marketing, political regulation,
religion, and education. If these do not emerge, then population growth will
be arrested or the population will disintegrate and de-evolve back to simpler
systems of corporate units.

Power and Population

Without the capacity to coordinate and control larger numbers of individuals
and the more complex structures organizing their activities, population growth
will lead to disintegration. The consolidation of power along all four bases—
coercive, symbolic, material, and administrative—becomes ever more neces-
sary as selection pressures from regulation as a macrolevel force mount for
increased control capacity. Thus, for the population to continue to grow, with-
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out causing disintegration, the consolidation of power is necessary. As the his-
tory of human societies so clearly documents, however, societies often fail to
achieve the right balance among the bases of power, thereby assuring their dis-
integration from within or their conquest from without. For power to be con-
solidated, it becomes necessary to generate an economic surplus, above and
beyond subsistence needs. The bracketing of production, market expansion,
differentiation of corporate units, and consolidation of power in a multiplica-
tive relationship (in terms of their combined effect on population size) empha-
sizes that without additional resources and capacities to distribute them across
diverse structural units, it is not possible to sustain the corporate units involved
in production and consolidation of power. Furthermore, this block of variables
will operate to concentrate populations in settlements which, in turn, will cre-
ate settlement structures that can sustain a larger population (hence the multi-
plicative relationship in the above equation between population settlement and
density, on the one hand, and production, markets, corporate unit differentia-
tion, and consolidation of power, on the other.

Territorial Space and Population

It is obvious but still fundamental that a larger territory, all other things being
equal, can encompass a larger population. True, variations in resources, ecol-
ogy, and geography can alter this relationship somewhat, but generally, a small
territory cannot accommodate large numbers unless a population has access to
the resources of another population. And even here, there is eventually only
so much space that can accommodate so many people, no matter what the
level of productivity and exchange distribution with other societies. Thus, the
Netherlands cannot be a large society, no matter what its level of productivity,
unless it engages in territorial expansion, as it has done at times in its history.
China and the United States, in contrast, can accommodate large populations,
as long as the other forces listed as variables in the equation above are operative
at high levels. Moreover, with a larger territory, segmentation of structures can
absorb growing numbers of individuals without differentiation that will intro-
duce increased complexity, with such complexity setting into motion selection
pressures for expanded production, market development, and political regula-
tion. Even with segmentation of similar units in a larger territory, selection
pressures will typically lead to expanded production and distribution as various
settlements specialize in somewhat different economic activities. Moreover,
larger territories present greater logistical loads for not only internal regulation
but also for defense of borders. And so, even if segmentation in larger territories
proceeds, pressures for differentiation also build, and as the units organizing a
population differentiate, a larger population can be supported.
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Other Demographic Forces

I emphasize the absolute size of a population as a critical force in macrolevel
social organization. While population size and rate of growth are paramount
forces driving much human activity, there are other demographic forces to
consider. As the equation emphasizes, the distribution of a population is an
important demographic force. Urbanized populations generate different selec-
tion pressures than rural ones because, once a large proportion of the popula-
tion lives in dense settlements, new modes of production, distribution, and
regulation become necessary; and these lead to differentiation, which provides
a structural base that can support a larger social mass. Another demographic
force not explicitly incorporated into the equation is the diversity of the popu-
lation. Diverse populations, as defined by varying locations in different kinds
of corporate units and by categoric distinctions such as ethnicity and social
class, generate more selection pressures for coordination and control than do
more homogenous populations; and as new modes of production, marketing,
political regulation, and corporate unit differentiation emerge, the structural
base to support a larger population is in place.

Still another demographic force is movement of a population. When indi-
viduals are mobile, migrating to new regions and urban/rural areas or emigrat-
ing/immigrating across a society’s borders, the density and size of a population
is typically changed. Migration to urban areas increases the values of the first
block of variables in the equation, and a net increase of immigration over emi-
gration directly increases the size of the population and generally the overall
density of the population (since immigrants often go to urban areas). In turn,
mobile populations, per se, increase logistical loads for production, distribu-
tion, and regulation; and if they increase size and density, these logistical loads
and the selection pressures that these loads generate increase that much more.
When these pressures cause the expansion of production, distribution, and reg-
ulation as well as differentiation of new kinds of corporate units, they provide
the structural base for further population growth. Thus, there are many ways
to conceptualize population as a force in human evolution, but in general, the
size and rate of growth of the population capture much of what is needed to
explain the emergence of new institutional formations.

PRODUCTION DYNAMICS

The Law of Production

Production is a force that drives individuals to gather resources from the envi-
ronment and convert them into life-sustaining commodities, but as institu-
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tional differentiation occurs, the diversity of resources gathered and goods
produced goes far beyond what is essential for maintaining life. Instead, forces
driving other institutional systems and corporate units from which these insti-
tutions are built dramatically expand the demand for new kinds of goods and,
eventually, services. As I note in chapter 1, the basic elements of production
are (1) technology or knowledge about how to manipulate the environment, (2)
physical capital or the implements used in gathering and converting resources
into commodities and, later, into the liquid resources like money used to buy
implements, (3) human capital or the dispositions and skills of humans engaged
in gathering and production, (4) property or definitions of how to control
resources, both material and symbolic, and (5) entrepreneurship or the mecha-
nisms by which technology, physical capital, human capital, and property are
coordinated in the gathering and conversion of resources.

A principle on production, then, needs to explain variations in these ele-
ments. The equation below represents my best effort to develop such a prin-
ciple:

P = (N) x [(TE) x (CAgy) x (CApy) x (NR)] x (DFcp) X (DFusmy)
x [(+/=PO¢) x (+/-POcr)]

where:

P = the level of production (gathering of resources and their conversion to
commodities)

N = the size of the population

TE = the level of technology or knowledge about how to manipulate the
environment

CA;y = the level of physical (p;) capital (CA) or implements used in pro-
duction

CAyy = the level of human () capital (CA) or skills of individuals
engaged in production

NR = the level of access to natural resources in the environment

DFp = the degree of differentiation (DF) of corporate {cp) units

DFysmy = the degree of differentiation (DF) of market systems (us)
employing money and other financial instruments (uy) for the distribu-
tion of goods and services

PO, = the level of consolidation (c,) of the coercive, symbolic, material,
and administrative bases of power (PO)

POcr = the level of concentrated power along all bases of power

This is a complicated proposition, but it captures the forces driving production
in human populations. The equation argues, first of all, that the level of pro-
duction (P) is a positive function of population size (N) as it pushes actors to
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increase the level of technology (TE), physical capital (CApy), human capital
(CAy), and access to resources (NR). In turn, these variables are all multipli-
catively related to each other in their effects on production. That is, these ele-
ments mutually accelerate each other’s values so that an increase in one will
increase the others, thereby increasing production. This is a fairly obvious set
of relations, but essential nonetheless.

The other forces enumerated in the equation are the key as to whether or
not these multiplicative relations will actually increase production. There must
be some entreprenecurial mechanisms to organize these elements for them to
increase production, and the equation visualizes one of these mechanisms as
the differentiation of new corporate units (DFc;p), some of which can organize
new modes of gathering and converting resources (as well as other kinds of
activities like market, political, and religious activities). My argument is that
structural elaboration, per se, is critical, even if this differentiation of corporate
units is not initially used in production. Another entrepreneurial mechanism is
the differentiation of market systems employing money and credit (DFys my).
Until markets using money and credit exist and until differentiated corporate
units organizing technology, capital (both human and physical), and property
systems are in place, the scale of production will be limited. It is only when
technologies, capital, labor, and property become subject to market distribu-
tion among differentiated corporate units that production can begin to acceler-
ate to high levels. These markets can vary in terms of how much the “laws”
of supply and demand operate, but once markets of any kind are in place, they
provide a means for the distribution of knowledge, resources, and people to
larger-scale productive activities organized in corporate units.

Markets distributing the key elements of economic activity will not, how-
ever, prove effective in the long run unless they are regulated by centers of
power. Thus, the consolidation of each base of power (PO¢;) is essential, as are
moderate degrees of centralization of power (POcr). These two power forces
feed off each other, with consolidation of a base of power causing some cen-
tralization of that base (but not necessarily other bases). After a certain thresh-
old in production and market activity is reached, selection pressures for
regulation through consolidation of all bases of power may begin to escalate.
Centralization of power is a distinctive dimension of power as a macrodynamic
force. Without some degree of centralization of the bases, unregulated entre-
preneurial activity can be exploitive, definitions and enforcement of property
rights can be chaotic, and markets can become too speculative and unstable,
especially if money and credit are not regulated. Yet, too much centralization
often leads to elites usurping for privilege the economic surplus that could oth-
erwise be invested in entrepreneurial activity encouraging the development of
new technologies, physical capital, and human capital. This is why I indicate
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by the (+ /-) sign that the relationship of centralization to the consolidation of
power and to all other variables in the equation is curvilinear. I should empha-
size that, in particular, consolidation and moderate centralization of power are
critical to reformulating definitions of property in ways that make them a
dynamic element of production. Without symbolic power to legitimate defi-
nitions of what is property and who has rights to property and without the
capacity to administer and enforce these rights, property is not easily transferred
in markets and, instead, is hoarded by elites to maintain privilege and, hence,
less dynamic productive activities. Of course, markets also concentrate prop-
erty, but not to the extent of nonmarket distributions. Let me now look at each
variable in the equation more systematically.

Population and Production

As 1 note earlier, 2 growing population generates selection pressures for
expanded production; and reciprocally, increased production will allow a pop-
ulation to grow in a cycle that ends with the demographic transition or with
the disintegration of the population. This same growth can also exert pressures
for the segmentation and perhaps differentiation of new kinds of corporate
units as well as the consolidation and centralization of power which, as the
equation emphasizes, also affect production. Other demographic forces can
also be important, particularly the distribution of the population. Until human
and physical capital can be concentrated in space, production will remain
somewhat limited. But with urbanization, the large-scale corporate units hous-
ing more complex divisions of labor can coordinate human and physical capi-
tal, thereby increasing production.

Technology, Capital, Resources, and
Production

Access to natural resources is critical to production. Environments vary in
terms of how plentiful resources are, but to a very great extent, technologies
or knowledge about resources and how to gain access to them, along with the
formation of physical and human capital to gather and convert them, determine
resource levels of a population. Hunter-gatherers knew nothing about most of
the resources that industrial societies use, even if they were sitting under their
feet; and so, it is fairly obvious that access is relative to technology and capital
formation. Moreover, as I discuss below, market dynamics are also critical in
gaining access to resources. When technologies and capital, both physical and
human, and property flow through markets, they can be imported and increase
access to resources, or the resources themselves can be imported from other
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populations. In either case, the level of resources available for production
increases.

Corporate Units and Production

For production to expand, non-kin corporate units must eventually emerge
because as long as production occurs within kinship, even within fairly large
kin units like those of unilinear descent systems, it will be limited. Distinct
entrepreneurial units dedicated solely to production must differentiate from
kinship to organize technologies, physical capital, and human capital; and such
organization cannot emerge without clear and stable definitions of property
rights to own and coordinate elements of production (i.e., technology, physical
capital, and human capital). Thus, corporate units engaged in purely economic
activity depend upon property rights sanctioned by the consolidation and cen-
tralization of power. If centers of power do not create laws defining and
enforcing property rights, however, these rights will not operate as a stimulus
to economic activity; rather, they will tend to preserve elites’ traditional privi-
leges and, hence, perpetuate a relatively static economy as capital is channeled
to elite consumption and as power is used to stifle change-generating techno-
logical innovation. Thus, as centers of power extend their influence, additional
corporate units must be created to regulate both production and distribution.
Without distinct types of corporate units devoted to production and the con-
solidation of power, then, the overall level of production will be limited. Con-
solidation of the bases of power, coupled with moderate centralization, is most
likely to encourage the formation of entrepreneurial corporate units, while
allowing for the regulation of these productive corporate units.

Markets, Money, and Production

As Fernand Braudel (1982, 1977) emphasized in his history of commerce in
Europe, markets exist at different levels. The “lower” markets consist in
ascending order of (1) person-to-person barter, (2) person-to-person exchange
using money, (3) peddlers who personally make goods and sell them for money
while extending credit, and (4) shopkeepers who sell with money and credit
goods that they do not make. At the “‘upper” level are (5) fairs with relatively
stable locations where higher volumes of goods are bought and sold with
money and credit, (6) trade centers where brokers and bourgeoisie sell goods
and services, including credit and other financial instruments, and (7) private
markets where merchants are engaged in high-risk and high-profit speculations
in trade revolving around long chains of exchange between buyers and sellers.
Markets are thus limited by the availability of stable money and credit, but



A Theory of Macrodynamic Forces 35

once relatively free markets using money and credit emerge, production will
increase. Money allows individual and collective actors to express preferences
with a generalized medium of value—money. Once actors can express their
individual preferences in markets without the need to have a particular good
to barter for another good, aggregate demand increases and becomes more
diversified. In turn, as demand diversifies, markets can differentiate, thereby
creating new niches in which buyers and sellers compete. Such competition is
Darwinian, with the more successful surviving and the less successful either
ceasing to operate or moving to a new resource niche, but in the end market
activity escalates, thereby creating demands for higher levels and more diversity
of goods and, eventually, services to facilitate production and distribution.
Credit accelerates these trends because now a buyer does not have to possess
the money in hand, only the ability to pay lenders back at some future date.

Once money, credit, and free market systems are widely dispersed across the
territories housing a population, production can expand; and increasingly, pro-
duction revolves around generating services that can facilitate distribution—
such as banking, insuring, and underwriting. Eventually, markets begin to buy
and sell stocks and other financial instruments marking ownership of corporate
units within both the productive and distributive sectors of a society. Specula-
tion in these instruments becomes another higher-level market beyond
Braudel’s typology, around which bundles of financial services are bought and
sold.

Of course, for most of human history, markets did not exist; and even when
they emerged around fifteen thousand years ago, they stayed at the lower level
in Braudel’s typology. Only over the last few thousand years have higher-level
markets appeared, and as a result, production was limited until recently in his-
tory. Once markets begin to spread, however, they have multiplicative effects
on all of the variables in the equation above. Power must be consolidated and
centralized to regulate the increased volume of transactions and to assure that
money, credit, and other financial instruments are not misused. The differenti-
ation of corporate units dramatically expands in order to organize the increased
variety and volume of goods and services being produced and distributed. Fur-
ther, the multiplicative effects among the elements of the economy are acceler-
ated because technology, physical capital, and human capital can be bought and
sold in markets that, in turn, generate a dramatic expansion in definitions of
property which, themselves, become subject to market forces. Once market
forces expand trade, access can potentially be gained to resources in remote
regions and with the territories of other populations.

Power and Production

Power cannot expand without the productive outputs that exceed the subsis-
tence needs of a population. As production increases, it not only provides the
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surplus resources beyond subsistence that, via taxation, can be used to sustain
bases of power, but increasing production also generates selection pressures for
new forms of regulation. Once production and distribution occur outside kin-
ship, pressures for the regulation of corporate units, markets, money, credit,
and other financial services build. At first, traders generated their own codes
and enforcement procedures, as was the case of the Hanseatic League in north-
ern Europe, but eventually, selection pressures mounted for the consolidation
and centralization of power, as was the case among the merchants of Venice
and as is currently the situation in the global economy. There is, of course, no
inevitability to this mobilization of power to regulate distributive and produc-
tive forces, but once it exists, it has positive effects on all those variables in the
equation on production. Regulation of markets sustains the money supply and
monitors abuses of markets; consolidation of the administrative and material
incentive bases of power generates new kinds of corporate units; regulation
allows for integration of the population within territories whose members, in
turn, increase demands for expanded production; and the multiplicative rela-
tions among technology, physical capital, and human capital are accelerated
with moderate degrees of regulation, especially as polity expands and clarifies
definitions of property that, in turn, regularize the development and distribu-
tion of technology and capital.

REGULATION DYNAMICS

The Law of Regulation

Regulation is a force that drives actors to increase the capacity to control and
coordinate members of a population and the units organizing their activities;
and the higher the valences for regulation, the greater are the selection pres-
sures for the mobilization of power. Power, in turn, is the capacity of one set
of actors to dictate the actions of another set of actors. As I have emphasized,
there are two dimensions of power: (1) consolidation and (2) centralization. As
societies become more complex, problems of coordination and control esca-
late, increasing the values of regulation and, hence, selection pressures for the
mobilization of power. For most of human history as hunter-gatherers, power
was not mobilized because values for regulation as a force were very low.
When hunter-gatherers settled down or when they found themselves in con-
flict over territory, however, regulation as a social force increased, setting into
motion selection pressures favoring those populations that could consolidate
and, to the degree necessary, centralize power. Thus, regulation as a social force
remained recessive during hunting and gathering modes of production and
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social organization, but once selection pushed populations to develop new
mechanisms for coordination and control, power became a dominant property
of human populations, thereby changing forever the nature of institutional
evolution. With power, institutional differentiation and development could
proceed because there was an enhanced capacity to coordinate and control
diverse actors within and between institutional domains.

RG = {(PO¢) x [(N) x (P) x (DFysmy)]} +
{[(PO) x (+/= POcr)] x [(I) x (TH)] x (THex)] }

where:

RG = the capacity for coordination and control of a population.

PO = the degree of consolidation () of all bases of power (PO)

N = the absolute size (N) of a population

P = the level of production (P)

DFusamy = the level of differentiation (DF) of market systems (yus) of distri-
bution using money, credit, and other financial instruments (y4v)

POcr = the degree to which power (PO) along all bases is centralized (1)

1 = the degree of inequality (I) in the distribution of valued resources
among members of a population

TH, = the level of internal () threat (TH) stemming from actual conflict,
or perceived potential for conflict among organizational units and/or
subpopulations

THix = the level of external (gi) threat (TH) stemming from actual conflict
with other populations, or perceived potential for such conflict

This equation argues that there are two blocks of forces and properties of social
systems that increase the level of regulation (RG). One block denotes those
variable properties of a society that increase the consolidation of the four bases
of power (PO, )—coercion, symbols, administration, and manipulation of
material incentives, while the other block specifies those conditions that
increase the centralization of power across the four bases.

1. Consolidation is the process of mobilizing bases of power, but the partic-
ular profile of consolidation can, of course, vary because rarely is each base
equally mobilized. There are, however, some configurations that are more
likely than others. For example, coercive mobilization is often accompanied
by high levels of administrative mobilization, whereas symbolic and material
mobilization often occur together with moderate amounts of administrative
mobilization and only strategic use of coercion. No one base, by itself, can
regulate a population; other bases are almost always activated but it is the rela-
tive proportions of activation that make a difference in how the institution of
polity and, by extension, law become structured. For our present purposes, we
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need not worry about these empirical details; what is required is a general prin-
ciple on those forces and properties of societies that mobilize power along any
or all of its bases. In the first block of variables, the consolidation of power is
multiplicatively related to the size of the population (N), per se, and to the
multiplicative relation between growing production (P) and expanding mar-
kets using money, credit, and other financial instruments (DFysy). As pro-
duction increases, stimulating the expansion of markets, and vice versa,
selection pressures for regulation of markets and the corporate units engaged
in production also increase. These pressures mount as money and credit are
used in markets. Equally important, the surplus wealth generated by produc-
tion and market activity, especially markets using money, provides the
resources necessary to support all bases of power (PO). The coercive base can
be mobilized by other means, such as kin loyalties, but larger-scale mobiliza-
tion of this base ultimately depends upon the ability to pay officers of coercion
and to finance their operations. Similarly, the administrative base can be orga-
nized along kinship lines or patterns of personal loyalties, but in the end, the
base can only expand when its incumbents are hired for salaries in labor mar-
kets. The material incentive base can, for a time, operate through manipulation
of redistribution of the products of production, such as food surpluses, or
through the allocation of plots of land, but for this base to control larger popu-
lations, selective taxation, patronage, and other forms of bestowing material
well-being depend upon the use of monetary resources that can only be gener-
ated on a large scale when markets are operative. Finally, the symbolic base
of power can operate effectively through charisma and abilities of leaders to
manipulate symbols, but still, without financial resources and systems of distri-
bution, appeals to symbols will not reach larger populations.

2. The second block of variables in the equation on regulation (RG)
denotes the properties of societies that increase the degree to which power is
centralized, or concentrated (POcy). Consolidation of power initiates central-
ization (POcy), but these effects of consolidation alone cannot generate high
levels of centralization. Additional properties of a society must also come into
play: inequality (I), internal threats (THyy), and external threats (THgx). These
are all multiplicatively related because concentrated power is used to extract
resources and, hence, increase inequality; inequality poses threats that require
more centralization of power to regulate tensions and conflicts over resources;
and centralized power and inequality often lead centers of power to create
external threats to justify more centralization of power. Similarly, internal
threats can be magnified to legitimate the use of power. But, both external or
internal threats alone will cause centralization of power, and once this process
of centralization is initiated it is used to regulate a population to a higher
degree.
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I could have written the equation in a simpler form: RG = (POg) x
(+/ = POcy). That is, the capacity to regulate is a joint function of the multi-
plicative relation (positive, but then leveling off) of consolidation on central-
ization of power. But such an equation does not offer a sense for what forces
increase consolidation of power or what properties of societies beyond consoli-
dation increase centralization of power. At times, I have (Turner 1995) written
the two blocks as separate equations—that is, PO¢, = (N) x (P x DFysmy)
and POcr = (+/=PO¢) x {(I) x (TH) x (THgx)]. I want to emphasize,
however, that the force pushing for the consolidation and centralization of
power is regulation and that this force generates selection pressures on the
mobilization of power, and so, I have written out the more complicated equa-
tion emphasizing how consolidation and centralization stand in multiplicative
relations with other forces and properties of social systems to increase regula-
tion. Let me now backtrack and examine each block of variables in more
detail, beginning with the first block.

Population Growth and the Consolidation of Power

Historically, population growth among settled hunter-gatherers led to some
degree of consolidation, often in the form of ‘“Big Men” who would assume
the reins of power, using a combination of coercion, symbols, manipulation of
material incentives, and a small cadre of lieutenants to administer and monitor
decisions (Johnson and Earle 1987). With population growth, however, the
logistical problems of coordinating and controlling the larger social mass gener-
ated selection pressures for even more consolidation of power. After segmenta-
tion reaches its limits in structuring activity, growing populations are likely to
differentiate and urbanize; and as they do so, control problems become that
much greater, generating additional selection pressures to find a way to coordi-
nate and control diverse activities. At first, the authority and descent systems
of kinship could be used, but eventually pressures for further consolidation led
to the formation of the state.

Production, Distribution, and the
Consolidation of Power

As populations grow, selection for new forms of production ensue; and if soci-
eties of the past were to remain adapted to their environments, gathering and
conversion of resources into goods shifted toward horticulture and, eventually,
to agriculture. As production expands, new systems for distribution begin to
emerge, at first on a small scale (barter) and, over time, ascending up Braudel’s
scale of lower to higher markets, and beyond Braudel’s scale to metamarkets
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dealing in financial instruments {e.g., money, stocks, bonds, derivatives). These
demographic, productive, and distributive forces have all generated selection
pressures on a population for coordination and control. Large populations, if
they are to remain a coherent society, needed to be coordinated within a terri-
tory; and if power could not emerge, they generally de-evolved to smaller and
less complex societies, or were conquered by more organized populations.
Historically, production initially expanded within kinship systems, mobilizing
power relations among kindred to coordinate and control individuals. Grow-
ing populations that could not develop more complex kinship structures using
descent rules to connect families together as productive units often had a diffi-
cult time adapting to the environment, and without mobilizing each base of
power to some degree, coordination of kin would be difficult. As production
moved outside kinship, the problems of controlling independent corporate
units escalated, dramatically increasing selection pressures for the consolidation
of power. Similarly, distribution within and between kin units would require
some degree of political control, but once markets began to use generalized
media of exchange such as money and credit, selection for their regulation
increased, eventually causing more consolidation of power. And, as distribu-
tion reaches very high levels to even a global scale, these pressures escalate dra-
matically. Indeed, the global system is currently experiencing selection
pressures to find some way to consolidate power to coordinate world trade
within the limits imposed by high degrees of consolidated power within
nation-states. Moreover, once high volume and velocity markets using money
exist, the political legitimacy of polity (a symbolic basis of power) increasingly
depends upon a stable currency (i.e., low inflation) and stability in market
forces (e.g., managing the business cycle, or keeping accounting practices
transparent and banking practices honest).

Consolidation and Centralization of Power

To consolidate any base of power is, to a degree, to centralize power. As leaders
seek to increase their hold on coercive, symbolic, material, or administrative
power, they create structures for making decisions and, in doing so, centralize
each base. Once some degree of consolidation exists along each base, leaders
of each respective base often form coalitions, or, alternatively, engage in con-
flict, with the winner pulling together under a more centralized power those
who have lost in the struggle. For example, historically in Europe, the Roman
Catholic Church mobilized several bases of power but confronted emerging
states doing the same thing; and out of their struggle over several centuries a
more centralized profile of all bases of power emerged. More recently, religious
leaders in Iran in the 1980s were able to translate their control of symbolic
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bases of power into the capture of coercive and administrative bases in the
aftermath of the Iranian revolution; and in the end, power was centralized
around religious elites, although their hold on power is growing more tenuous
in recent years. Thus, consolidation of power, per se, will centralize power
along each base to some extent, but more fundamentally, initial consolidation
typically leads to competition and struggle among leaders of varying bases, and
out of these processes, power becomes more centralized, at least up to a certain
point. For power to be highly centralized, other dynamics must come into
play, with inequality and threats being the most important.

Inequality, Internal Threats, and
Centralization of Power

Inequality will almost always lead to the centralization of power, particularly
its coercive and administrative bases, as a means to control the tension and
potential conflict among members of various social strata. When inequality is
high, the level of internal threat to elites increases, leading them to extract
resources to finance social control. Ironically, these practices only increase
inequality, thereby escalating threat. And if this cycle of inequality-threat-cen-
tralization of power, followed by more inequality-threat-centralization, con-
tinues, very authoritarian regimes emerge. For a time, manipulation of symbols
and, perhaps, material incentives can keep a lid on rising threats, but to the
extent that centers of power must rely upon large coercive and administrative
structures to maintain order, they must constantly usurp resources to pay their
agents and, as a consequence, increase inequality and threat.

External Threat and Centralization of Power

Threats from outside a society will lead to the centralization of power so that
resources can be mobilized to deal with the threat. Sometimes the threat can
be bioecological, but more typically, threat comes from competition and/or
conflict with another population. As competition or conflict increases, power
is concentrated along all bases. Symbols are mobilized to encourage members
of a population to make sacrifices to deal with the enemy; material incentives
are directed at plans and programs to combat the enemy; administrative control
is tightened to assure that resources are directed at the enemy; and coercive
forces are mobilized to not only deal with the external threat, but to control
internal threats that might emerge among segments of the population as power
is ever more centralized.

As mentioned earlier, internal and external threats are often related. Centers
of power have frequently engaged in warfare or manufactured external ene-
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mies in order to deflect attention from the inequalities and abusive practices
used to maintain order, but as Max Weber (1922) and, more recently, Theda
Skocpol (1979) have documented, when these leaders lose a war, their legiti-
macy soon unravels and internal conflict is likely to follow. So, it is always a
high stakes game when centers of power seek to manufacture external enemies
as a way to bolster their symbolic base of power and to justify their policies
aggravating inequalities. These dynamics can also work the other way around:
prolonged conflicts, whatever their origins, can aggravate internal threats as
inequalities increase and as the abusive practices of centers of power are
resented by, potentially, both elites and those lower in the stratification system.
For, to mobilize a society’s resources for external activities involves the use of
power to extract and focus resources on enemies; and as centers of power do
so, they demand sacrifices from many segments of a population who, over the
long haul, come to resent centers of power, initially withdrawing legitimacy
from the state and, later, perhaps mobilizing to counter the coercive and
administrative control of the state. Thus, once power is centralized to deal with
threats, the longer the threat persists without clear resolution, the more likely
is internal threat to escalate.

DISTRIBUTION DYNAMICS

The Law of Distribution

As emphasized in chapter 1, distribution revolves around two elements: (1) the
infrastructure for moving people, resources, and information about a population;
and (2) the exchange of resources. The two are, of course, related with an exten-
sive distributive infrastructure encouraging exchange, and with exchanges in
markets pushing for an expanded infrastructure that can extend the reach of
markets. Still, these two elements of distribution are distinctive because other
properties of societies can accelerate or retard either, somewhat independently
of each other. For example, a centralized political system may desire transporta-
tion facilities for moving military equipment and personnel rapidly without
much consideration for the effects of these facilities on markets; indeed, free
markets may be viewed suspiciously by authoritarian regimes. The equation
below summarizes the key forces that increase the overall level of distribu-
tion—both infrastructural and exchange distribution.

DS = {[(N) x (+ /=P) x DFusmy) X (CApumy)] x [(POcr)
x (+/-POcr)}} x DFcp

where:
DS = the volume, velocity, scale, and scope of distribution
N = the size of the population
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P = the level of production

DFusmy = the level of differentiation (DF) of market systems (us) using
money and other financial instruments (uy)

CApi vy = the level of physical (pp) capital (CA) formation, including liquid
capital or money and other financial instruments (yy) that can purchase
physical capital

PO, = the degree of consolidation {¢;) of the four bases of power (PO)

POcr = the degree of centralization (c1) of all bases of power (PO)

DF¢;p = the level of differentiation (DF) among corporate units (cp) organiz-
ing the activities of members of a population

The multiplicative relations among the variables in the first block of the equa-
tion—that is, population size (N), production (P), market differentiation
(DFysmy), and the formation of physical capital (CApy)—interact and acceler-
ate the level of distribution of resources, information, and people (DS). The
relation between population growth (N) and production (P) in their mutual
effects on distribution (DS) is curvilinear (+ /-) because very high levels of
population growth eventually exceed the capacity of production to support all
members of the population; or, alternatively, population growth begins to drain
surplus production as demands for social welfare programs use up capital that
could be reinvested in production or that could be deployed to stimulate mar-
kets or build out infrastructures. When population growth or any force stimu-
lates expanded production, the differentiation of market systems (DFyg)
occurs, and the formation of physical capital (CApy) increases. Exchange distri-
bution encourages infrastructural development while generating the surplus
wealth that, as capital, can be used to expand production and to build out dis-
tributive infrastructures. In turn, as populations grow, production expands,
markets develop, and surplus capital is created, the second block of variables in
the equation is activated—that is, the consolidation (PO¢,) and centralization
(POcr) of power. As production and capital formation rise, capital is taxed and
used to consolidate power (PO;) and, thereby, coordinate larger numbers of
individuals and new productive units; and as centers of power do so, they gen-
erally expand the distributive system. Consolidation of all bases of power
(PO¢,) causes moderate degrees of centralization of power (POcr), which in
turn becomes a crucial condition for the differentiation of market systems and,
indirectly, for the development of distributive infrastructures. As markets
become more complex, some external regulation by centers of power is more
essential, and eventually, infrastructural development becomes so expensive
that it can only be financed by centers of power with the capacity to tax eco-
nomic surplus. In turn, as centers of power encourage exchange distribution
and build out infrastructures, production and capital formation increase; and all
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of these forces together increase the level of distribution, especially as these
forces also influence growth in the population. Too much centralization of
power around its coercive and administrative bases, however, will lead to over-
regulation of both production and distribution, thereby mitigating the dynamic
relationship between production and distribution (hence, the positively curvi-
linear relationship [+ /-] between centralization of power and distribution).
Too little regulation can cause chaos in many forms—for example, corruption,
deep business cycles, and overspeculation. Thus, when centralization occurs
primarily around the symbolic and material incentive bases, with moderate lev-
els of centralization around the coercive and administrative bases, sufficient
regulatory power exists to mitigate against chaos while encouraging entrepre-
neurial activities in both production and exchange distribution.

The level of differentiation of corporate units (DFc;) is also critical in
increasing distribution (DS). As population growth, production, and capital
formation affect the consolidation and centralization of power, the overall level
of differentiation among members of a population increases. Larger populations
must find new structural formations within kinship and, later, outside of kin-
ship to coordinate the expanded division of labor. Rising production similarly
generates new kinds of corporate structures to coordinate more workers. Capi-
tal formation such as this stimulates markets, and the building of distributive
infrastructures further expands the number and diversity of corporate units.
And, both the consolidation and centralization of all bases of power cause new
organizational formations to emerge. As new specialized corporate units
emerge, exchanges between them dramatically increase the level of distribu-
tion, especially since many of these new structures are not directly engaged in
gathering or converting resources and, hence, must pursue exchanges to
receive them. Now let me examine each of the variables in the equation in

more detail.

Population Size and Distribution

Independent of any other force, a larger population poses more distributive
problems than a smaller one. Thus, as populations grow, logistical loads for
distributing resources and information increase, setting off selection pressures
that expand distribution. Such is especially likely to be the case when popula-
tion growth is accompanied by structural differentiation in which individuals
playing specialized roles or corporate units engaged in specialized activities
must exchange resources in order to remain viable in their respective environ-
ments. And, to the degree that population growth causes production to expand
and power to be mobilized, then the effects of a growing population are that
much greater as new outputs from production require distribution and as new
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forms of consolidated and centralized power begin to regulate exchanges and
infrastructural development.

Yet, if population growth is too rapid or too great, productive outputs are
distributed as welfare, and hence, cannot be used as capital reinvestments to
stimulate more dynamic markets or even infrastructural development. Such is
especially likely to be the case when the consolidation of power involves
extraction of productive resources to feed corrupt elites who, in turn, distribute
just enough material incentives to sustain a potentially restive population.
Under these conditions, population growth works against expansion of mar-
kets and infrastructural development because elites will rely upon traditional
and conservative modes of taxation and patronage. Population diversity only
aggravates these roadblocks to market activity, especially if diversity is corre-
lated with high levels of inequality into patterns of ethnic stratification.

Population density will increase market activity over what it would be with
low density because, unlike a rural population, which can often be self-sustain-
ing, people in urban areas must purchase sustenance in local markets in order
to survive. Such market activity tends to fall into the lower levels discussed by
Braudel; and these kinds of markets are not highly dynamic, nor do they gener-
ate pressures for their own expansion in the same way as high-level markets
using money and financial instruments do. Moreover, densely settled and poor
populations pose social control problems for polity, thus forcing the use of cap-
ital resources for sustaining the coercive base of power.

Production and Distribution

There is an obvious relationship between production and distribution; the
more that is produced, the more goods that must be distributed. I have sepa-
rated production and distribution because they reveal somewhat different
dynamics, despite their close affinity in most economic theorizing. As produc-
tion expands, it exerts selection pressures for new distributive structures. These
pressures lead to the development of infrastructures for moving goods and
commodities about a population, as well as to the differentiation of market
systems. Once markets become highly differentiated and dynamic, however,
they begin to exert more influence on production in the sense that market
demand drives production rather than production pushing market formation.
Thus, a certain threshold of production is necessary to set into motion these
endemic dynamics of markets. Without high levels of production, there is sim~
ply not enough to distribute to stimulate markets beyond lower-level barter
and trade, but as the volume and variety of goods increase, markets using
money and credit emerge. Once these kinds of markets are in place, they will
often expand to ever higher levels in Braudel’s scheme, culminating in com-
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plex metamarkets. For such higher-level markets to operate, however, distrib-
utive infrastructures for moving resources, commodities, services, and
information across long distances must be in place; and once infrastructures are
built, they stimulate more differentiation of markets, thereby creating demands
for expanded production. It is these feed-forward and feed-back relations that
make production and markets stand in a multiplicative relationship to each
other in their effects on distribution.

Markets and Distribution

Markets allow for the exchange of commodities and services. As they differen-
tiate, they move up Braudel’s hierarchy of markets, eventually using money,
credit, and other financial instruments. Exchange with money is revolutionary
in that it allows individuals and corporate units to express their preferences as
demand in markets without the need to have a commodity to exchange (as is
the case in barter). Instead, a generalized medium of exchange—that is,
money—provides a common yardstick for determining value; and as the use
of money and later other financial instruments are institutionalized, markets
become more dynamic. They can exchange goods and services more rapidly;
they can exchange a much wider variety of goods; and they can expand into
new territories.

Once individual and collective actors can express preferences with money,
and indeed borrow money, aggregate demand increases, but more significantly,
the diversity of demand increases, stimulating the differentiation of markets
that, in turn, creates niches of resources that entrepreneurial activity by indi-
viduals and corporate units can seek to exploit. Moreover, as money and
financial instruments become part of any transaction, markets for services dra-
matically expand; and these services become essential for not only maintaining
markets but production as well.

As an outgrowth of these processes, metamarkets are generated (Collins,
1990). Media of exchange in one market become the goods exchanged in a
metamarket. Thus, money becomes subject to market forces (i.e., is bought
and sold), as do other financial instruments such as stocks, bonds, mortgages,
derivatives, and futures. Once metamarkets differentiate, production increas-
ingly revolves around services (e.g., brokerage, banking, insuring, accounting,
advising, advertising) that, in turn, differentiate markets even more while
allowing metamarkets to operate. As production shifts to services, markets
begin to use money and financial instruments even more, and as a result they
differentiate considerably beyond what is possible when only hard goods are
being produced. Moreover, these services become increasingly important in
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the expansion of markets beyond a population’s borders in patterns of long-
distance trade.

Once production revolves around services as much as commodities, specula-
tion in metamarkets increases, with the consequence that markets can collapse
from overspeculation. As these high-level markets fall, their contraction is felt
in all other markets down Braudel’s typology of higher-level to lower-level
markets. For example, if a stock market collapses, this contraction will eventu-
ally decrease aggregate wealth and, hence, demand for all goods and services
which, in turn, will lower production and the number of goods and services
that can be distributed. Moreover, if metamarkets extend beyond a popula-
tion’s territorial borders, collapse can set off chain reactions that decrease
wealth in trading partners and, thereby, demand in external markets. Thus,
ironically, production of services drives the expansions of markets, but as the
scale, scope, and velocity of these markets increase, they become vulnerable to
overspeculation as well as normal cyclical downturns that appear endemic to all
markets, thereby lowering production for a time. Yet, even with contraction in
markets and de-evolution to lower-level market activity, markets will generally
expand in the long run when the production of services becomes as prominent
as the production of goods and commodities. For as corporate units are orga-
nized to produce services, they have interests in constantly seeking new clients
for their services; and as they do so, they exert constant pressure to expand
markets and to build out infrastructures to reach ever more numbers of people
within and outside a population’s borders.

Physical Capital and Distribution

Without capital, not only will production be limited but the differentiation
of market systems using money and other financial instruments will also be
constrained. There must be physical facilities for high-volume and -velocity
exchanges—oports, roads, trading centers, warehouses, communications sys-
tems, and the like—and until production reaches relatively high levels, there
will be insufficient capital surplus to build infrastructures. And, of course, with-
out surplus capital, reinvestment in new technologies and production systems
cannot occur. Moreover, unless there is surplus production, power cannot be
sufficiently mobilized to finance the expansion of infrastructures. In fact, while
a certain amount of privately financed infrastructural development occurs dur-
ing early phases of market differentiation, it is the polity that eventually must
see this development as essential to its interests, such as making war or encour-
aging production, that can then be taxed to support governmental activities.
Liquid physical capital is essential in infrastructural expansion because the
capacity to finance projects depends upon having resources to pay human capi-
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tal, buy materials, and reward entrepreneurs. When liquid capital is scarce,
however, more traditional forms of organizing distributive activity will domi-
nate (e.g., feudal tenure systems, slavery); and while traditionally organized
labor can be used to construct infrastructures, the need to reproduce traditional
ties of domination and subjugation imposes limits on how dynamic these
efforts can be, although the infrastructures built by agrarian populations like
the ancient Romans or Egyptians can be both extensive and impressive in scale.
At some point, however, without liquidity of capital and market activity freed
from traditional patterns of social relations, limits of infrastructural develop-
ment are reached and, indeed, even the maintenance of existing infrastructures
becomes more difficult. Thus, there is a mutually reinforcing effect between
markets using money and the flow of liquid capital that can be used in more
efficient ways of organizing large-scale infrastructural projects. If there is no
liquid capital, then infrastructure will be limited; but as the amount of money
and credit available increases with higher-level market activity, new facilities
for accelerating and extending exchange can be built. Thus, market differentia-
tion is, on the one hand, a stimulus to infrastructural growth but, on the other
hand, an outcome of such growth.

Structural Differentiation and Distribution

Exchanges occur between individuals and collective units. Thus, the more dif-
ferentiated are corporate units organizing members of a population’s activities,
the greater will be the volume of exchange as corporate units seek the resources
necessary to sustain themselves. High degrees of differentiation among corpo-
rate units come from the interrelated dynamics of population growth, produc-
tion, physical capital formation, and market systems as well as the consolidation
of power. A larger population requires more structural forms to organize activi-
ties in a more complex division of labor; increasing production will generate
new kinds of corporate units, especially as physical capital and market systems
differentiate demand. And all of these combined create resource niches within
which organizations seek resources; and from the Darwinian competition
among them, new kinds of corporate units are generated as they move to new
niches in search of resources or create new resource niches to support them-
selves. Similarly, the consolidation of power, especially along the administrative
base but along all other bases as well, will create new kinds of regulatory corpo-
rate units, thus directly expanding the diversity of corporate units organizing
activity and seeking resources in markets to sustain themselves. More indirectly,
to the extent that the consolidation and centralization of power facilitate pro-
duction, physical capital formation for infrastructural development, and market
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distribution, political systems encourage further differentiation of corporate
units through their effects on production and distribution.

We need not see Adam Smith’s “invisible hand of order” as a necessary out-
come of this relationship between differentiation and market development;
indeed, just the opposite of “order” has often been the case historically. But
once differentiation increases, units must seek resources, including human cap-
ital, to sustain themselves; and as they do so, the level of distribution among
the individual members of a population as well as the corporate units organiz-
ing their activities accelerates dramatically. Units must often seek members in
labor markets or clients and members in other markets; necessary supplies,
commodities, and services must often be purchased in markets; and even sym-
bolic goods and services must be secured in markets. And, each member of all
the diverse corporate units must, in turn, use resources to secure what is neces-
sary to maintain self or household. Thus, differentiation is a prime force behind
distributive activity in a society.

REPRODUCTION DYNAMICS

The Law of Reproduction

To survive, members of all species must reproduce themselves. Because
humans can survive only in social structures coordinating their activities,
reproduction involves considerably more than passing on genes; it also revolves
around creating, sustaining, and, if necessary, changing sociocultural forma-
tions. Thus, reproduction as a force generates many of the selection pressures
driving institutional evolution. The equation below offers a principle on those
forces influencing the level of reproductive activity among members of a pop-
ulation.

RE = {[(N) x (P) x (DFusmy)] X [(POc1) x (+/-POcr)]} x (DFcp)

where:

RE = the level of reproductive activity and structures organizing this activ-
ity among members of a population

N = the size of the population

P = the level of production

DFusmy = the differentiation (DF) of market systems (ys) using money and
financial instruments (yy)

PO, = the degree of consolidation () of all four bases of power (PO)

POcr = the degree of centralization (cr) among all bases of power (PO)
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DFcp = the level of differentiation (DF) among corporate units (cp) organ-
izing the activities of members of a population

This equation argues that the level of reproductive activity (RE) and the num-
ber as well as diversity of structures organizing this activity increase with initial
population growth (N) as this growth accelerates production (P) and differenti-
ation of market systems using money (DFysuy). These three forces stand in a
multiplicative relationship to power, causing the consolidation of power
(POc¢y); and consolidation, in turn, accounts for the initial centralization of
power (+/—POcq). As is the case for differentiation, the two sets or blocks of
variables revolving around, respectively, population, production, and distribu-
tion, on the one hand, and the consolidation and centralization of power, on
the other, increase the overall level of differentiation of corporate units (DFp);
and as this differentiation occurs, reproduction (RE) increases because each dif-
ferentiated unit must reproduce itself in its own way, and incumbents in each
structure must acquire the unique culture of the unit as well as the skills to
occupy positions and play roles in the unit. Now, let me isolate each variable
in the equation for further discussion.

Population and Reproduction

As populations grow, reproduction becomes more problematic. A growing
population signals, of course, that individuals are able to reproduce themselves
biologically, but the capacity to absorb all these bodies into the broader social
structure and culture can increasingly prove difficult. Historically, initial
growth of human populations led to the expansion of kinship structures into
more complex forms, but these most always produced tensions as large num-
bers of kin had to live in proximity to each other. Thus, internal conflicts
among kin often caused problems in reproducing the kinship system so essen-
tial to the biological and social reproduction of individuals. Moreover, as popu-
lations became even larger, expanded production and the consolidation/
centralization of power increased inequalities to the point of generating con-
flict that, in turn, threatened reproduction of the entire institutional order.
Thus, the size of a population has always generated enormous selection pres-
sure from reproduction as a macrodynamic force. The population must expand
the basic system for biological reproduction—that is, kinship—and find new
ways to integrate the more complex social structures and cultures that come
with large numbers of individuals having to find niches as adults in the broader
society. And the institutional systems created to manage the larger popula-
tion—particularly economy and polity—increase problems of reproduction in
two senses: individuals must find slots in the economy in order to survive, and
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the ever-increasing complexity of the economy and the consolidation/central-
ization of power themselves pose problems of how they are to be reproduced.

Production and Reproduction

As populations grow, selection pressures on production mount. As production
expands in response to these pressures, new problems of sociocultural repro-
duction escalate, even as sufficient levels of resources allow the larger popula-
tion to survive biologically. In a larger, more complex economy, individuals
will require additional training for more specialized positions in corporate
units, and as inequality increases with economic growth (and centralization of
power that results from economic growth), problems of finding niches in the
economy increase, as do resentments of those who are denied access to those
positions that increase material well-being, prestige, and other forms of cultural
capital and power. As these tensions mount, conflicts increase, posing problems
of how the structure and culture of the entire society are to be reproduced,
thereby generating selection pressures for new systems of reproduction.

Market Systems and Reproduction

The expansion of market systems will increase inequality (Lenski 1966) until
very high levels of market development are reached—thereby aggravating the
problems of reproduction discussed above. But markets are systems that differ-
entiate a population not only by social class but also by the number of special-
ized positions in wider varieties of corporate units. Thus, markets create new
positions for which increasingly specialized training is required, thus expanding
the number and variety of reproductive structures—e.g., primary and second-
ary schools, universities, trade schools, technical institutes, and the like. The
total volume of activity geared toward reproduction increases, especially as
kinship systems begin to cede over many socialization functions to non-kin
corporate units. Moreover, as markets develop, a labor market is created as the
principal mechanism for moving individuals from reproductive structures to
positions in the increased number and variety of corporate units.

As labor markets expand, structures increasingly come to rely upon educa-
tional credentials for placement of individuals in positions. Markets thus
become more involved in the process of supplying individuals who will ulti-
mately occupy positions in all institutional spheres and who, as a result, will be
very much involved in reproducing the corporate units of each institutional
sphere.
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Power and Reproduction

As population, production, and markets all grow, the consolidation and cen-
tralization of power become essential for coordination and control of relations
within and between individuals and the corporate units in which they are
incumbents. As a consequence, power becomes a principal mechanism of
reproduction because it will regulate structures so that they reproduce social
relations, while at the same time, it will finance new reproductive structures
outside of kinship, such as schools.

Power will also regulate production and distribution processes necessary for
reproduction. For example, the amount of physical capital available for eco~
normic activity, the scope of the distributive infrastructure, and the dynamics of
markets will increasingly be subject to some regulation by centers of power
and the administration of law. As power is used in this way, it has reproductive
consequences for a society’s ability to sustain itself in its environment.

Differentiation and Reproduction

The more differentiated are the structures organizing individual and societal
activities, the more complex is the process of reproduction. Each structure will
channel resources to sustain itself in its local environmental niche, especially if
it must compete with other units in a resource niche. Equally fundamental is
the differentiation of new reproductive structures to train individuals to occupy
positions in very diverse kinds of structures; and as differentiation of corporate
units increases, kinship becomes increasingly inadequate to provide the neces-
sary socialization for incumbency in corporate units. As a result, a wide variety
of distinctive educational structures devoted to social reproduction are differ-
entiated from kinship. Thus, the level of differentiation among corporate units
will dramatically increase selection pressures for the expansion of reproductive
structures.

FORCES, SELECTION, AND
INSTITUTIONAL EVOLUTION

The theoretical principles on population, production, distribution, regulation,
and reproduction presented in the equations above are, to say the least,
abstract, as is the effort to summarize the relations among the variables in the
equations. Yet, if we are to develop more general theoretical principles on the
evolution of human social institutions, it is necessary to move beyond descrip-
tions of institutions to explanations of why they would emerge in the first place
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and, subsequently, develop during the course of societal evolution. Of course,
we need to use these principles to explain actual empirical events, but it is best
to start with a theory of the forces driving these events, now and in the past.

I have emphasized that, at each level of social organization, there are distinc-
tive forces driving the formation of the structures and the attendant culture
unique to each level. At the macro level, institutional systems are the basic
structures, as is the culture of these structures. And, while institutions are ulti-
mately composed of corporate and categoric units, as well as the focused and
unfocused encounters by which these meso structures are sustained, we need
to remain at the macro level to understand how institutional systems evolve.
The forces operating at the macro level generate selection pressures on popula-
tions whose members seek to find solutions to the problems posed by these
pressures. At first, selection pressures came from the biophysical environment,
but as the complexity of social structure and culture increased, selection pres-
sures came from the very sociocultural systems that had been used to increase
adaptation to the biophysical environment. Thus, as institutional systems
evolve, they constantly create new environments generating new kinds of
second-order selection pressures that push institutional evolution toward ever
more complex formations. Ironically, as the scale and complexity of institu-
tional systems has increased, they have caused environmental degradation gen-
erating a new set of biophysical selection pressures on institutional systems.
Thus, even as humans have created sociocultural environments to which they
must respond, they have come full circle back to issues faced by the earliest
hunter-gatherers who had to find a way to sustain themselves in the biophysical
environment.

In the chapters to follow, I review the emergence and development of the
core institutions that first enabled humans to adapt to the biophysical and,
increasingly, the sociocultural environments of their own creation. We start
with hunting-gathering and, then, move through horticultural, agrarian,
industrial, and post-industrial societies, exploring the emergence, differentia-
tion, and development of six core institutions: economy, kinship, religion, pol-
ity, law, and education. As becomes evident, these institutions are universal
because they represent the earliest responses to selection pressures generated by
macrodynamic forces—population, production, distribution, regulation, and
reproduction.

Initially, selection for production and reproduction dominated the institu-
tional order of hunter-gatherers, but as human societies became larger and
more complex, other macrodynamic forces—population, regulation, and dis-
tribution—generated selection pressures. Indeed, at different stages of societal
evolution, a somewhat different configuration of selection pressures has domi-
nated, indicating that macrodynamic forces exert varying degrees of pressure
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on human organization at different points in the history of human societies.
And, by the time industrial and post-industrial societies emerged, all of these
forces placed pressure on all institutional systems.

Macrodynamic forces put pressures directly on each institutional system, but
there are also indirect effects. Because institutions are interrelated, the forces
driving any one institution may exert their effects through this institution as
it influences the organization of another institution. For example, regulation
influences the economy primarily through its effects on the polity and law
which, in turn, regulate economic activity; reproduction influences the econ-
omy through its effects on kinship and education; distribution has direct effects
on the economy as markets are created, but much of this effect operates
through pressures on polity to build out infrastructures; and so on for each set
of reciprocal relations among institutions. Thus, we will have to be attuned to
the mutual effects on institutional systems on each other because it is through
these interdependencies among institutions that macrodynamic forces often
operate.

CONCLUSION

Much analysis of societal evolution emphasizes a *“master force,” such as tech-
nology (e.g., Lenski 1966), energy transfers (White 1959; Freese 1997), or
population (Spencer 1874-1896; Chase-Dunn 2001) as having historically
driven the movement of societies from simple to more complex forms. None
of these kinds of explanations is wrong, per se, but just incomplete. The analy-
sis of societal evolution requires, I believe, a theory of macrodynamics consist-
ing of abstract principles about the forces driving the formation and change of
institutions (Turner 1995). Societal evolution has, at the macro level, revolved
around the emergence and transformation of institutional systems, and these
systems represent responses to the selection pressures generated by five funda-
mental forces: population, production, reproduction, distribution, and regula-
tion. These are not functional needs, as traditional functional analysis might
argue, but rather, they are forces that push actors in certain directions. They
set in motion selection pressures on actors to find solutions to problems or face
the prospects of societal disintegration. Since virtually all human societies
except the newest nations have collapsed at some point in their histories, there
is no guarantee that individuals and collective actors can respond adequately to
selection pressures. Still, over the long course of human evolution, the com-
plexity of human societies has increased, or to phrase it another way, the level
of differentiation and development of social institutions has increased. So, some
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societies at some places and times in history have been able to respond to selec-
tion pressures posed by macrodynamic forces.

Not only has much analysis of societal development been mono-causal, even
more has been atheoretical. That is, descriptive accounts of societal evolution
have been offered, and with the exception of the *“‘master force” presumed to
drive social transformations, descriptions rather than explanations of stages in
societal evolution have been offered. Not all analysts have so restricted their
approaches in this way, but many have. My goal is to build on previous theo-
retical approaches by offering a general theory of the macrolevel forces that
explain, I believe, the evolution of human social institutions and, by extension,
all of the meso and micro structures from which institutional systems are built.
Before tracing the history of institutional evolution, however, we need a
review of the basic elements that make up each institution and of how selection
has pushed actors to create and use these elements to build institutional systems.
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Chapter Three

The Institutional Core

Human social institutions emerged in response to selection pressures generated
by macrodynamic forces. As institutions evolved, they were constructed from
meso structures—at first groups and later organizations and communities—that
could address problems posed by increases in the values and valences of these
macrodynamic forces. In this chapter, my goal is to outline the basic elements
of the core institutional systems and assess the kinds of selection pressures that
caused them to emerge in the first place. Later, we can explore how institutions
evolved during the movement from hunting and gathering through horticul-
ture and agrarianism to industrial and post-industrial societies.

ECONOMY

Selection Pressures and the Economy

All life forms must secure resources from their environment, convert them, if
necessary, into usable substances, and then distribute these substances to life-
sustaining parts. These activities emerge as a consequence of the selection pres-
sures generated by production and distribution. When life forms must be orga-
nized to survive, however, group members’ activities are coordinated in the
pursuit of resources; and once groupings of individuals gather resources, the
process of converting these resources and distributing them to members of the
group moves from being an individual act to an economy whereby cultural
codes and group structures organize gathering, conversion, and distribution.
Gathering, conversion, and distribution of resources are thus fundamental to
the survival of a species; and in the case of humans, these processes reveal a
structure—that is, the organization of distinctive types of status positions, nor-
mative expectations, enacted roles, and embellishments from cultural value
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premises and beliefs. All other institutional activities and forms are guided by
the economy, but we do not want to go so far as to assert that the economy
determines the profile of all other institutions because other institutional sys-
tems have important effects on the economy. We can say this much: if we know
how economic activity is organized, we can make fairly accurate predictions
about the structure and operation of other institutions.

Elements of Economic Organization

Because the economy is so directly tied to the forces of production and distri-
bution, the elements of all economies are the same for those outlined for pro-
duction and distribution. To review briefly from the last chapter, economies
reveal certain basic elements (Turner 1995, 1972): (1) technology, or knowledge
about how to control and manipulate the natural and social environments; (2)
physical capital, or implements used to gather, produce, and distribute, as well
as the liquid resources like money that can buy such implements; (3) human
capital, or the number as well as the distribution of characteristics (knowledge,
skill, motivations) among those who occupy positions and play roles in the
economy; (4) property, or the socially constructed right to own, possess, and use
physical and symbolic objects of value; and (5) entrepreneurship, or the way in
which (1), (2), (3), and (4) are organized for gathering, producing, and distribut-
ing (Parsons and Smelser 1956). The economy as an institution can thus be
defined as the use of technologies, physical and human capital, entrepreneurial struc-
tures, and property systems for the gathering of resources, the conversion of resources into
usable commodities, and the distribution of these commodities to members of a popula-
tion.

The first economies were very simple, and most of these elements revealed
very low values. Technology revolved around knowledge of how to exploit
environments for their surface plant and animal life, physical capital consisted
of digging sticks and perhaps bows and arrows, human capital involved the
skills and energy used to gather plants and hunt animals, property did not exist
except in the sense of a home range among various bands of hunter-gatherers,
and entrepreneurship was organized by the kinship system in which division
of labor in the nuclear family also determined how gathering, converting, and
distributing resources was to occur. Thus, the economy was fused with kinship
in the first human societies, although it is relatively easy to distinguish between
economic and family activities of kin members within small bands. Still, kin-
ship was humans’ first social structure, and all institutional systems were
embedded in the culture and structure of kinship for most of human history.

Population growth exerted selection pressures for increased economic out-
puts and distribution. At first, kinship could be used as the principal entrepre-
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neurial and distributive structure, but as populations grew larger, non-kin
structures for organizing the economy became necessary. Some of these non-
kin structures emerged in response to selection pressures outside the economy
proper. Regulation generated selection for polity and law as a means to coordi-
nate and control the larger population; reproduction created selection for more
explicit religious structures and, eventually, the schools of the educational sys-
tem; and distribution increased selection pressures on infrastructures and mar-
kets to move people, information, and resources among the larger population.
Thus, the very selection pressures coming from the mutually escalating causal
effects among population, production, and distribution that led to the expan-
sion of kinship also caused the emergence of new institutional systems as the
capacities of kin structures to organize a population were exceeded.

Once the economy became more differentiated from kinship, new entrepre-
neurial structures began to organize technology, physical and human capital,
and property. Indeed, the scale of the economy was limited by its embed-
dedness in kinship, where the norms of kinship dominated over those for eco-
nomic organization. With non-kin corporate units within the economy proper
(e.g., guilds, manorial estates, shops, banks, chartered corporations, businesses)
and outside the economy (e.g., the state, religious bureaucracies, townships
and cities), the dynamic potential for economic development increased because
these corporate units were less restricted by kinship as primarily a reproductive
rather than a productive structure. Moreover, as new entrepreneurial systems
responding to selection for increased distribution emerged (e.g., markets, infra-
structures for transportation/communication), the dynamism of the economy
increased even more. Indeed, because markets distribute productive outputs
while at the same time moving the elements of the economy (technology,
physical capital, labor, and property) into new entrepreneurial combinations,
they became ever more the engine that pushed production as economies
moved out of agrarianism into industrial and post-industrial forms. Yet, even
as the economy differentiates and develops, it nonetheless responds at the most
basic level to selection pressures stemming from the forces of production and
distribution.

Yet, second-order selection pressures stemming from the differentiation of
other institutional systems like polity, religion, law, and education from kinship
also begin to push economic development. These other institutional systems all
depend upon surplus economic outputs for their support because these systems
cannot sustain themselves without physical capital, especially liquid capital, and
markets for distributing human capital. For as the corporate units comprising
each institutional domain grow, they become bureaucratized and, thereby,
depend upon liquid revenue streams to pay labor and to maintain infrastruc-
tures. And, as the viability of these structures depends upon economic outputs,
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the corporate units of each institutional domain place pressures on the econ-
omy for continued development. Thus, as the economy became fully differen-
tiated from kinship, differentiation of each institutional domain generated
additional selection pressures on the economy.

KINSHIP

During hunting and gathering, all institutional formations were discernible
only by the distinctive types of activities of family members as they sought food
{economic), raised their children (education), addressed the supernatural (reli-
gion), and resolved disputes (law). Other institutions, such as polity, were
hardly visible even in this minimal sense of observable activities among family
members. In very global terms, the history of human development over the
last 15,000 years has revolved around two trends in kinship: (1) the initial elab-
oration of kinship from its simple form in hunting and gathering societies to
accommodate the selection pressures generated by increased size and complex-
ity of society as humans discovered horticulture, and then with further evolu-
tion, (2) the differentiation of new institutional systems outside of kinship, and
a corresponding reduction in the scale of kinship back to the simple form evi-
dent with hunter-gatherers (Blumberg and Winch 1977; Tumer 1997, 1972).

Selection Pressures and Kinship

Systems of kinship emerged and have persisted in human populations for the
simple reason that they have facilitated survival. Kinship was selected because
it increased fitness. All species must reproduce themselves, and sex and sexual
drives are the evolved mechanisms assuring that the appropriate parties get
together, while assuring a minimal level of genetic diversity. Without sex
drives, members of a species would not regenerate themselves, but sex among
humans is never unregulated. For the ancestors of humans, or hominids, a
major roadblock to kinship existed: males and females are promiscuous, and
hence, no stable kinship structure among mothers, fathers, and children
existed. One can see this structure today in humans’ closest relatives—
chimpanzees—who reveal no permanent bonds between adult males and
females. Only mother and her offspring endure, but her children transfer from
the troop at puberty (Maryanski and Turner 1992). But, as hominids were
forced to adapt to the African savanna, where they could no longer enjoy the
protection of the forests, selection favored tighter-knit group structures. By
looking at the brain, the footprints of selection are clearly evident (Turner
2000): the spetum, which is responsible for sex drives, has additional areas for
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pleasure among humans; and I would speculate that these areas enhanced male-
female bonds in ways that allowed for the emergence of nuclear families. Once
males and females formed more permanent bonds beyond the act of sex, and
once growth of the brain expanded the capacity for culture, these bonds could
be normatively regulated.

Norms could now specify ‘‘appropriate” persons, times, places, ways, ages,
and circumstances where sex can occur—although the specific content of
norms naturally varies from society to society (Davis 1949; Murdock 1949).
However, the key breakthrough was that, whatever variations existed, a family
structure came into existence, and the norms of this structure emerged under
additional selection pressures. First, sex drives can lead to competition among
individuals for sex objects, and out of such competition atise jealousies, anger,
and perhaps murder. Furthermore, since males tend to be physically stronger
than females, sexual dominance and exploitation of females by males can also
occur, leading to more anger, frustration, and hostility. Such a situation can
create tremendous personal anxieties as well as threaten the survival of the
human species, since newborn children depend for a long time on the physical
and emotional support from parents (or surrogates). Building upon the inher-
ited legacy from their ape and hominid ancestors, humans developed implicit
“understandings” about how competition for sexual objects was to be miti-
gated and how more enduring physical relations among adults were to be
established. Initially these understandings were probably not consciously or
deliberately instituted, but over time, because of their success in mitigating sex-
ual conflict and in establishing enduring sexual relations, they persisted. As they
persisted, these implicit understandings became translated into binding norms
about sex and mating that combined with other norms arising out of similar
processes to form a kinship system.

Second, the newborn are biologically helpless. A baby cannot feed, clothe,
shelter, or protect itself; and for brief periods, neither can the mother, especially
if she must care for the infant. Through processes similar to those delineated
above, norms originally emerged to assure the protection of biologically help-
less members of the species. Societies have different kinship norms regarding
who and how many people are to protect the infant, but with some exceptions,
the biological father and mother were designated to be the primary caretakers
of infants, although in many societies the cast of protectors can be much more
extensive and include grandparents, aunts, and cousins. The biological support
functions of kinship can, moreover, include taking care of the incapacitated,
aged, and diseased.

Third, social systems regenerate themselves not only through biological
reproduction of the species but also through social reproduction in which the
young acquire through socialization those personality traits necessary for par-
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ticipation in the social positions of society. For once social structures are used
to meet selection pressures for reproduction, the nature of reproduction
changes as the young must learn how to participate in the culture and struc-
tures organizing social activity. All known societies have evolved structures
having consequences for social reproduction, and the most prominent of these
structures was the family. The father and mother are usually intimately
involved but sometimes aunts, uncles, grandparents, and other relatives do as
much or more to assure social reproduction.

Fourth, humans can experience a wide range of potentially disruptive emo-
tions—such as fear, frustration, uncertainty, anger, and jealousy—which can
generate tremendous anxiety and tension, while immobilizing individuals and
disrupting social relations. These kinds of emotional states are, no doubt, one
of the costs of having a big brain that can remember, think, and embellish more
primal emotions. Thus, with large brains, selection pressures mounted to find
solutions to the emotional overloads that can come with being human. Selec-
tion initially worked to enhance human’s emotional capacities for bonding
(Turner 2000), and the family was the easiest route to providing the social and
emotional support that humans needed to perform social roles effectively.

Fifth, after years of biological and social support as well as socialization of
the young, the issue of how and where to insert the young adult into the wider
society appears. This issue has been one of the most fundamental for all popula-
tions because it involves the transition from child to adult. Without this transi-
tion, social reproduction cannot occur. Such a transition raises questions of
where the young adult will go in a society, how this decision will be made,
and what criteria will be employed in making it. Through varied historical and
evolutionary processes, two basic ways of resolving the problem have devel-
oped (Davis 1949; Stephens 1967): (1) Insert the young into the wider society
on the basts of ascription, where a child’s adult status in the society is determined
at birth and where children assume the occupational, religious, political, and
legal status of their families or their birth order and status of their parents within
a larger kinship system. Because social placement is determined at birth, family
support and socialization are directed toward preparing youth for this predeter-
mined slot in the wider society. (2) Insert youth into the larger society on the
basis of petformance, where role performance in key activities becomes the crite-
rion by which one is inserted into various statuses. In turn, such performance
is a reflection of inherited and socialized personality traits; and because kinship
circumscribes both biological inheritance and socialization, it has had far-
reaching consequences for social placement in nonascriptive, performance-ori-
ented societies, although performance systems almost always have intermediary
structures, like a school system, that become the arbitrators of performance.

Sixth, the kinship subsystem has had far-reaching consequences for organiz-
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ing and coordinating much societal activity. As noted earlier, among hunters
and gatherers the respective economic roles of males and females were dictated
by the family division of labor. Or, as was evident for horticultural societies,
kinship is the principle by which most economic activity is organized; and in
these systems, what is true of the economy is also the case for political, legal,
religious, and educational activity. Thus, kinship has often been very much
involved in the coordination of activities in human populations.

In sum, then, kinship has represented a solution to a whole series of funda-
mental selection pressures on humans—sex and mating, emotional support,
biological maintenance, socialization, placement, and social coordination—
that have arisen under the forces of production, reproduction, and regulation.
We can, therefore, provisionally define the institution of kinship as those mar-
riage and blood ties organized into structures and mediated by cultural symbols that regu-
larize sex and mating, provide biological support, reproduce societal members, offer social
support, engage in social placement and, at times, coordinate societal relations. We will,
however, want to expand upon this definition after reviewing the elements of
kinship organization.

Elements of Kinship Organization

Kinship is a set of norms specifying relationships among (1) those who are
related by blood (or who share genes) and (2) those who are related by mar-
riage. These norms specify who is to be considered kinfolk as well as who is to
marry whom and how, who is to be related to whom and how, who is to live
with whom and where, who is to perform what duties and how, who is to
have authority over whom, and who is to inherit property, authority, and other
resources. Norms that so fundamentally organize people’s lives are heavily
infused with values, or imperatives about what should occur. These value ele-
ments give norms a moral quality, increasing the chances that people will abide
by them. Populations that could not develop normative agreements and under-
lying value premises over such matters did not persist and reproduce them-
selves, and so the basic types of normative systems that have emerged are worth
more detailed review because they have been so essential to human survival.
Norms of Family Size and Composition If one maps out the genealogy chart
of kinsmen on both sides of a couple’s respective families, the potential size of
the family becomes quite large. And in some societies where just about every-
one is related in some way, a few large kinship groupings would be virtually
coextensive with the total society. Many Polynesian societies came close to
doing just this because kin ties could be traced for just about everyone in a
village, district, or even the total society. As Raymond Firth noted in his
description of the Tikopia, virtually everyone could trace kin relationships in
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a community numbering well over a thousand so that “the whole land is a
single body of kinfolk™ (Firth 1936:234). Kinship ties have often been less
extensive, however, because specific norms limit the scale and scope of family.
One set of such norms that has evolved is those regulating the size and compo-
sition of family groupings, creating three general structural forms: (1) nuclear,
(2) extended, and (3) polygamous.

1. The nuclear family is small and contains only father, mother, and their
children. Immediate relatives are excluded from the household or living unit.
This nuclear form was the dominant type in both the earliest societies, hunting
and gathering, and as we will see in later chapters, it is also the type most preva-
lent in the complex industrial and post-industrial societies of the West.

2. The extended family is large and includes several nuclear units, thereby
bringing other relatives to a household. In this way, not only parents and their
children, but grandparents, great-grandparents, aunts, cousins, and others can
potentially become part of an extended household unit. The degree of extend-
edness of families can vary greatly, with family members living within one
house or a compound of houses. Yet regardless of how concentrated their resi-
dence, the members of the family perceive themselves as a discrete unit that
must control and coordinate activities. Their perceptions of themselves as a
distinct unit are often bolstered by the fact that extended families own and
work property upon which their subsistence depends.

3. A polygamous family unit is one in which plural marriage and residence
are allowed. The most common form of polygamy is polygyny, where norms
permit inclusion of several wives (and their children) in a single house or where
norms allow each co-wife to occupy a dwelling of her own clustered together
within a family compound or homestead. Norms allowing women to have
multiple husbands are termed polyandry. Where polygyny or polyandry have
existed, families tended to be large, but even in societies that have permitted
polygamous families, monogamous marriages have often been more common
because most males in societies allowing polygamy could not afford multiple
wives.

Norms of Residence Once two people get married, they confront the prob-
lem of where they are going to live. There are three logical possibilities: (1)
alone and where they wish; (2) with the groom’s family or community; or (3)
with the bride’s family or community. Respectively, these three possibilities are
labeled neolocal, patrilocal, and matrilocal residence norms.! Generally, matri-
local or patrilocal residence rules are most pronounced for extended and polyg-
amous family units. Since these types of families connect multiple adults
together, there needs to be a residence rule specifying who is to move into
whose household. For example, if a kinship system is composed of extended
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families and has a patrilocal residence norm, then the married couple lives not
only in the groom’s community but most likely in his parents’ home or com-
pound. The reverse would be the case for a matrilocal residence rule in a kin-
ship system composed of extended families. And in systems with a polygamous
family unit, residence norms also tend to be either matrilocal or patrilocal, since
multiple spouses will be recruited from different families and villages, typically
moving to the household and village of the single spouse. There can be other
residence rules, such as the avuncular, which requires that a married couple
move to where the mother’s brother (or the uncle of their children) lives.
Here, the mother’s brother will have considerable authority over the male and
his children (Ember and Ember 1983:249-59, 1971). Thus, while most human
populations have had neolocal, patrilocal, or matrilocal residence rules, consid-
erable variation can occur.

Norms of Family Activity Most kinship systems display clusters of norms
concerning family activities. These rules revolve around three major concerns:
(1) household tasks, (2) child care, and (3) socialization of the young.

1. Just what the task obligations of males and females are within the family
is usually spelled out by norms, although the specific norms vary from society
to society. Frequently males are required to engage in economic activity, with
females involved in household or domestic tasks, but equally often in the his-
tory of human societies females have engaged in as much or more economic
activity than males. Children in most kinship systems assume the status of stu-
dent apprentice, acquiring the skills of their parents.

2. There are numerous ways to bring up a child, and rarely is this decision
left up to the complete discretion of parents (or other kin). Just how a child is
to be fed, clothed, and sheltered is usually specified by kinship rules, which
establish minimum standards for child care. Should the adults responsible for
this care not meet these standards, child care then becomes the responsibility
of designated kin or, in societies with a developed political system, the respon-
sibility falls to the state and its welfare agencies.

3. In all societies there are general norms indicating how children are to be
socialized. The ways love, affection, discipline, and instruction are adminis-
tered by adults are greatly circumscribed by kinship norms, although these have
displayed great diversity in the course of humans’ evolutionary history. Parents
generally socialize their young, but in many kinship systems one parent is
excluded from socialization. For example, a mother’s brother (or child’s uncle)
in an avuncular system may be more responsible for a young male’s socializa-
tion than the biological father. And other arrangements excluding a parent
from socialization have existed in the world’s kinship systems.

Norms of Dissolution Even when there are clear and powerful kinship
rules, marriages in all societies may become unstable, with the consequence



66 Chapter 3

that societies have provided ways for their dissolution. In general, there are
three types of rules in kinship systems governing dissolution: (1) conditional
rules, (2) procedural rules, and (3) rules of dependence.

1. Conditional rules indicate the conditions under which dissolution is pos-
sible. The conditions appropriate for dissolution differ greatly from society to
society; among them are lack of female fertility, mutual incompatibility, infi-
delity, criminal offense, and mental cruelty. Conditional rules can be either
broad or narrow and encouraging or discouraging.

2. Procedural rules indicate how dissolution should occur. They can be sim-
ple (moving belongings out of a spouse’s house) or exceedingly complex
(going to court, pleading a case, and establishing guilt).

3. Dissolution usually involves children (and sometimes other dependent
members, such as the elderly). Kinship rules tend to insure that these depen-
dents are cared for and socialized.

Norms of Descent With birth one inherits two separate bloodlines, and this
fact raises the question of whose bloodline—the male’s or the female’s—is to
be more important. The norms specifying which side of the married couple’s
family is to be more significant are termed rules of descent,? and there are three
general types: patrilineal, matrilineal, and bilateral. In a patrilineal descent sys-
tem, a person belongs at birth to a special group of kin on the father’s side of
the family. This group includes siblings (brothers and sisters), father, father’s
siblings, father’s father and his siblings, and father’s brother’s children. In such
a system, the mother’s kin are not important; for it is to this special group of
male kin that an individual owes allegiance and loyalty, and it is these kin who
will protect, socialize, and eventually place into society an individual. It is from
these kin that the succession of authority and inheritance of property and
wealth will pass. In a matrilineal system the mother’s instead of the father’s kin
would assume this important place in the life of the young. Bilateral descent sys-
tems assign influence to both sides of the family, but where bilateral descent
exists, it is almost always truncated so that both mother’s and father’s kin are
equally recognized and respected but neither kin group exerts much influence
or power over the children. In this way, conflicts between the two sides of the
family are mitigated.

Unilineal descent rules (that is, patrilineal or matrilineal norms) divide up a
particular residential unit, since one member of the family (either wife or hus-
band) must be an “outsider” (Stephens 1963:105). For example, in a patrilineal
descent system, father and children generally belong to the same descent
grouping, with the mother as an outsider. Aside from dividing up a particular
family group or household, descent norms also divide societies into “‘seg-
ments” (Murdock 1949). In a unilineal system one belongs to a patrilineal resi-
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dential unit and then to other patrilineally reckoned units in the village,
community, and perhaps territory. In this way various residential units within
some geographical territory are linked together through a patrilineal descent
system or the male bloodline. Such linkages are usually referred to as lineages.
Frequently they own property and can be considered a kind of ““corporation”
that can engage in wars, feuds, and economic competition and be subject to
legal liability. When several lineages are connected by a descent norm, a can
can be said to exist. And when clans are linked together by descent norms, a
moiety is formed and represents the largest unilineal kin grouping. Many histor-
ical societies have been divided into moieties, each with their constituent clans,
lineages, and residential family units. The extensiveness, clarity, and scope of
such descent groupings have varied tremendously in the history of human soci-
eties, although these more complex forms reached their zenith in the horticul-
tural era. The descent rule in these societies, as it laced together kindred, was
the principal basis of societal organization and integration.

Norms of Authority In all kinship systems there are rules of authority.
These rules concern who makes the important and ultimate decisions affecting
the welfare of a particular family or larger kin group such as a lineage or clan.
But even where rules clearly specify authority, others in the family may still
exert considerable informal decision-making powers. Yet the rules of a kinship
system usually endow specific statuses with authority. These rules are two gen-
eral types: (1) patriarchal, and (2) egalitarian.

1. In patriarchal kinship systems, the father makes major decisions for his
family or residential unit. Eldest and/or most-able males make decisions gov-
erning the larger kin grouping embodying all kin wherever their residence may
be.

2. In egalitarian systems, there is usually a division of labor in decision mak-
ing, with males making major decisions in some areas and females in others.
Besides patriarchy and egalitarianism, there is a third type, at least logically,
revolving around matriarchy, but such systems do not invest women, per se,
with ultimate authority but rather the authority has historically resided with
her male kin who, because of the modest but decisive strength differences
between males and females, have been in a better position to force conformity.
Thus, the authority resides in the female’s side of the family more than in the
female herself, although in modern single-parent households, women may
have full authority, albeit authority under difficult circumstances. Such systems
have been, however, comparatively rare.

Norms of Marriage Almost all societies require a mother to be married.
Marriage sets up a series of mutual obligations between husband and wife con-
cerning domestic duties, child rearing, and sex, while at the same time it per-
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petuates the kin grouping. Aside from the general rule requiring marriage of
all mothers, most kinship systems have norms concerning whom one may, or
may not, marry. The three most prominent types of marriage rules have been
(1) incest taboos, (2) norms of exogamy, and (3) norms of endogamy.

1. Incest taboos are norms prohibiting sex and marriage among close kin.
Some of these have been universal or nearly so: mothers and sons, fathers and
daughters, and siblings may not have sex or marry. Usually more distant kin
(aunts, uncles, cousins, nieces, or nephews) are also covered by an incest taboo.
The effect of such rules is that they force people out of their immediate resi-
dential kin group in search of partners.

2. Often marriage rules are also exogamous and prohibit marriage to mem-
bers of one’s community or larger kin grouping—thus forcing marriage with
partners from other communities, lineages, regions, clans, or moieties.

3. At times marriage rules are also endogamous, requiring marriage within
certain groups—usually a social class, kin group, caste, or village. Coupled with
incest (and perhaps exogamy) rules, endogamous norms severely restrict the
pool of potential mates. In contrast, some kinship systems have few explicit
rules of marriage. Mothers are “encouraged” to be married; incest rules apply
only to close blood kin; and explicit norms of exogamy or endogamy do not
exist.

We are now able to revise our earlier, provisional definition of kinship. Kin-
ship can be viewed as those normative systems, infused with values, that specify the
size and composition, residence patterns, activities, authority relations, and lines of
descent within those units organizing blood and marriage ties in ways that have conse-
quences for regularizing sex and mating, socializing the young, providing biological and
social support, placing the young into the broader social structure and, at times, coordinat-
ing other institutional activities.

As humans’ first social structure beyond the band, kinship was charged with
coordinating many other institutional activities. Indeed, once humans had hit
upon using blood and marriage ties to organize responses to selection pressures,
these ties were used after hunting and gathering to organize economy, religion,
polity, law, and education. Of course, the complexity of the normative rules
increased in order to respond to the myriad of selection pressures coming from
all macrodynamic forces, but kinship proved to be workable in organizing
institutional activities for ever larger populations. At some point, however, the
limits of kinship as a regulatory structure were reached, and as a result, institu-
tions differentiated from kinship and developed their own organizational and
cultural forms; and once freed from the constraints of blood and marriage ties,
institutional systems could not only differentiate, they could develop. And, as
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these processes occurred, kinship de-evolved back to the nuclear family system
that had organized the first human societies.

RELIGION

Neandertals, one branch of later hominids, began to populate the earth at least
250,000 years ago. One of the most interesting habits of Neandertals was that
they buried their dead, and around these burial sites have been found the
remains of ritual and perhaps worship: pollen from bouquets of flowers, skuils
placed on sticks, paintings marking entrances to burial caves, and stones
arranged in patterns around graves. Just what these artifacts mean can never be
known for sure, but they suggest concern about the afterlife and the nonempir-
ical world of beings and forces existing in a special realm. In a word, they sug-
gest religion among hominids whose brain was equal and, in fact, sometimes
larger than contemporary humans (whether or not Neandertals are the imme-
diate ancestor to modern humans or a closely related species is still debated).

Religion was thus one of the earliest human inventions, and except for many
hunting and gathering societies, which often do not have religion, it is nearly
universal in all known human societies where people are settled in territories,
a fact that argues for religion as an important activity for humans psychologi-
cally and for their organization into society. Why, then, did humans create
visions of another realm inhabited by special forces and/or beings to whom
ritual appeals were owed? The general answer resides in the additional power
that is given to activities that are believed to be sanctioned by the supernatural.
Before exploring the selection pressures that led to the emergence of religion,
however, let us first see what makes religion a distinctive kind of institutional
activity (Turner 1972:342—-46; Wallace 1966; Kurtz 1995:51-101). All reli-
gions reveal certain common elements: (1) a concern with the sacred and
supernatural, (2) rituals, (3) beliefs about the nature of the supernatural, and (4)
cult structures.

Elements of Religious Organization

The Sacred and Supernatural All religions involve a notion of the sacred,
or the special qualities imputed to objects and events that have been touched
by supernatural forces or that symbolize the supernatural. Because the sacred
arouses intense emotions, it gives religion tremendous influence in mobilizing
and controlling human action in a society (Durkheim 1912). Although there
are some notable exceptions (Wuthnow 1988:474), religions usually contain
assumptions about the supernatural, or a realm lying outside the everyday
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world and having the capacity to bestow sacredness on things and events. This
other world is conceived as being occupied by forces, beings, spirits, and pow-
ers that in some way alter, circumscribe, and influence this world’s happenings
and occurrences. Sometimes the supernatural is a series of forces who are all-
seeing and -knowing. The “mana” of many traditional societies was such a
force that could change, alter, intervene in the world, and bestow sacred power
on objects, but which itself was not an object but only a vague and diffuse
source of power underlying natural events. Frequently the supernatural is con-
ceived of as a set of personified beings, or gods and deities. And sometimes the
supernatural is seen as a spirit having the form of animals and other living crea-
tures (Swanson 1960:8). Whatever its form, the supernatural has been viewed
by the members of a society as influencing events in the natural world.

Ritual Rituals are stereotyped sequences of behavior directed to evoke the
powers of the supernatural (Goode 1951:38—50). The content of ritual varies
tremendously and can involve such forms of behavior as prayer, music, danc-
ing, singing, exhortation, reciting a code, taking drugs, eating, drinking, mak-
ing sacrifices, and congregating (Wallace 1966:52—70). Basically there are two
types of rituals: calendrical and noncalendrical. Calendrical rituals are enacted on
a regular schedule—whether at the day or night, at the waxing and waning of
the moon, at the beginning or ending of seasons, at eclipses and positions of
planets and stars, or on the birthdays of supernatural beings. In contrast, nonca-
lendrical rituals are performed sporadically, on special occasions, or in times of
crises. Some noncalendrical rituals such as the puberty rites or rites de passage of
many societies follow somewhat of a cycle and occur at certain more or less
determined times in the life of an individual, but the time, place, and period
of the ritual are not precisely set by the calendar. Whether calendrical or non-
calendrical, rituals serve to link the natural and supernatural worlds by activat-
ing the emotions of individuals toward the sacredness of the supernatural
(Collins 1988; Durkheim [1912] 1965). Much of what is observable about a
religion is, therefore, seen in ritual activities of a community of worshippers
(Wallace 1966:71; Goode 1951:48-52).

Beliefs All religions reveal conceptions of the supernatural and sacred
realms, defining the meaning of rituals (Goode 1951) while rationalizing their
performance (Wallace 1966). Religious beliefs usually become part of the
broader culture of a society and generally consist of two components, (1) a
cosmology and (2) a system of values.

Cosmology. A cosmology is a set of beliefs concerning the nature of a universe,
including the natural and supernatural. A cosmology often includes a pantheon
or group of supernatural beings or forces that in varying degrees affect and alter
social processes in the natural world. In many religions, the beings and forces
in the pantheon are listed in terms of a hierarchy of their power and influ~
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ence—from the most powerful god, through lesser gods, to mortals who are
godlike. A cosmology also contains a body of myths that describe the historical
events leading to the current hierarchical ordering of supernatural beings and
that describe the origin, career, and interaction of gods with ordinary or only
quasi-sacred mortals. In some literate societies these myths are codified into
basic texts, such as the Old Testament, the New Testament, and the Koran.
Cosmologies typically include substantive beliefs about planes of existence lying
outside the natural world—heaven, hell, nirvana, and other realms in the
supernatural. Yet, in many simple religions, the cosmology is not well devel-
oped, consisting of a series of entities and forces who reveal no clear hierarchy
and who inhabit only a vaguely conceived supernatural realm.

Values. Religious values guiding, justifying, and sanctioning ritual are usually
very similar to the more secular values of a society’s culture that regulate every-
day activity. Values indicate what is right and wrong, proper and improper, and
good or bad; and religious values are frequently codified into a religious code,
such as the Ten Commandments in Christianity, the Ethics of Confucius in
Confucianism, or the Noble Eightfold Path in Buddhism. Such values provide
a highly general and overarching framework within which many secular values
and specific norms in a society operate.

Cult structures A cult is a corporate unit where those rituals made mean-
ingful and justified by supernatural beliefs are enacted. As such, the cult is the
most fundamental corporate unit in the institution of religion in any society;
and as we will see, the structure of cults can vary from a worldwide system
(such as the Catholic Church) with a vast bureaucracy to a small and exclusive
group of tribesmen engaged in a common ritual addressed to the supernatural.
In all cults, the other elements of religion are instantiated: a set of common
beliefs about the sacred and supernatural; a set of rituals designed to appeal to
the supernatural; and a membership or community of worshippers who share
the cult’s beliefs about the sacred and supernatural and who engage in its rituals.
Thus, it is at the cult level of social organization that beliefs and rituals about
the sacred and supernatural become integrated. Cults can vary tremendously
with respect to their size, degree of bureaucratization, existence of professional
clergy, reliance on lay clergy, degree of centralization, stability of membership,
and exclusiveness of membership (Wallacer 1966:84—101).%> Religion in any
society is, therefore, a distribution of cults; and except for the simplest societies,
such as hunter-gatherers where cults and family-bands are fused, a variety of
cult structures manifesting somewhat dissimilar beliefs and rituals is evident
among a population.

In sum, then, the basic elements of all religions involve: beliefs about the
sacred and supernatural, or a realm lying beyond mundane activities and com-
posed of beings and forces that are viewed as influencing ongoing social action
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in a society as well as processes in nature; stereotyped behaviors or rituals that
arouse emotions, sustain beliefs, and provide links between the natural to the
supernatural world; and cult structures, consisting of a community of individu-
als who share beliefs about the sacred and supernatural and who engage in
common rituals directed toward the sacred forces, entities, or beings of the
supernatural.

Selection Pressures and Religion

As we will come to appreciate in later chapters, religion is often a source of
conflict and societal disintegration, but if this were its only consequences, it
would never have emerged in the first place, nor would it have persisted to the
present, even in the face of intense pressure for the secularization of social life.
Religion was thus selected as a solution—albeit a most problematic one—to
problems of organization revolving around (Turner 1972:346~49): (1) rein-
forcing institutional norms, (2) regulating socialization and social placement,
(3) legitimating tension-producing inequalities, and (4) alleviating personal
anxiety and tension. Each of these sources of selection pressures is briefly
examined below.

1. Under selection pressures generated by the force of reproduction, reli-
gious rituals and values typically reinforce concrete norms guiding role behav-
ior within the economic, familial, and political institutional spheres (Swanson
1960; Luckmann 1967; O’Dea 1970, 1966; O’Dea and Aviad 1983; Goode
1951; Durkheim [1912] 1965). Values give institutional norms special—
perhaps even sacred—significance and thus increase the probability of con-
formity. Religious rituals, particularly in traditional societies, frequently
permeate and circumscribe crucial role behaviors (Wallace 1966:216—46). For
example, among the Tikopia—a small, island society where fishing was one
major economic activity (Firth 1936)—religious rituals assured adequate prep-
aration of fishing canoes for often dangerous expeditions into the sea; the over-
hauling and caring for canoes were viewed by the Tikopian native as an
extension of ritual obligations to the deities to secure food offerings. When
work was performed as much for the gods as for human subsistence, the speed,
energy, harmony, and coordination among workers increased greatly (Firth
1936:90-95; Goode 1951:107-9). Similar consequences of religion were evi-
dent in reinforcing and maintaining the Tikopian kinship system. For example,
the patrilineal descent system of the Tikopians was reinforced by the fact that
the dwelling of the oldest male ancestor was maintained as a temple for ritual
performances directed at gods and ancestors (Goode 1951:200), with patriar-
chal authority norms being reinforced by the exclusion of young women from
certain religious rituals.
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In more economically developed societies, the reinforcing consequences of
rituals for institutional processes decline, but religious beliefs, especially values,
have frequently been the cultural underpinnings of many specific institutional
norms. Indeed, when the religious code of the dominant religious cult in an
industrial or post-industrial society is compared to the basic postulates and stat-
utes of that society’s legal system, it is clear that religion still exerts considerable
influence on the normative system of a population. For law codifies many basic
cultural values, particularly those articulated by religions, and thereby mediates
between religion and other institutional spheres.

2. Again, under selection pressures from reproduction but also from regula-
tion, religion reinforces kinship norms, especially those regulating socialization
and placement of the young into the broader society (Luckmann 1967). More
specifically, religious rituals in many societies guide first the birth of a child
and then mark with sacred significance his or her passage through adolescence,
adulthood, and marriage. The religious rituals surrounding these status transi-
tions, or rites de passage, regularize socialization and maturation, while impress-
ing upon their recipient the new normative rights and obligations attached to
each new status. To exceed these rights or not live up to the obligations
becomes difficult when sanctioned by the supernatural. In this way religion
helps assure commitment on the part of maturing actors entering new adult
status positions. Among horticultural and early agrarian populations of the past,
religious rituals were extremely elaborate and of great significance to the mem-
bers of a society, whereas in industrial and post-industrial societies their impact
tends to decline.

3. Societies revealing some degree of differentiation also display inequalities
with respect to wealth, prestige, and power, thereby creating problems of regu-
lation and, hence, selection pressures for the legitimization of such inequality.
Religion in pre-industrial societies not only had far-reaching consequences for
legitimating political and other forms of activity, it also worked to legitimate
the broader stratification system. This legitimating function reached its peak in
the precolonial era in India where the Hindu cosmology revolving around
karma and reincarnation became a justification for a rigid caste system of strati-
fication. Those born orthodox Hindus (i.e., Brahmans) were entitled to elite
caste positions, since the gods in controlling their reincarnation had placed
them in an elite family. As Hinduism spread across India, non-Hindus were
absorbed into inferior caste positions because the non-Hindu tribes were ritu-
ally “impure” and ignorant of basic Brahman beliefs. Although rarely as
extreme as in precolonial India, religion in most traditional systems legitimated
not only the institution of the polity but the broader stratification system in a
society.
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Moreover, as Max Weber ([1922] 1978:491-92), recognized, religion’s
effect in supporting stratification varies for different social classes. For those
high in the stratification system, religion legitimates their station as right and
proper, whereas for those lower in the system, religious beliefs typically hold
out promuises of a better station—or salvation—in the next life if beliefs are
sustained and rituals practiced. It is this latter effect of religion that led Karl
Marx ([1843] 1963:441) to declare religion as ““the opium of the people”
because it encouraged them to accept their situation in the present (with false
promises for a better future). It is thus no coincidence that, in the history of
human societies, religion became more complex and concerned with control
of earthly social patterns when stratification intensified during the agrarian
stage of societal evolution. In Guy Swanson’s (1960) famous study of the emer-
gence of high gods in fifty different types of pre-industrial societies, for exam-
ple, he found that the supernatural becomes ever more interested in everyday
morality as the level of stratification increases. Similarly, Underhill (1975)
developed a much larger sample of pre-industrial societies and found that the
presence of a high god is related to societal complexity, a finding he interpreted
in a Marxian tone as indicating that active high gods emerge when the eco-
nomic system begins to generate stratification.

Even in more industrial societies, studies have supported the notion that reli-
giosity tends to be associated with political conservatism, a conservatism that
legitimates political regimes and systems of stratification (Sanderson 1995a:483;
Glock and Stark 1965). But since a smaller proportion of the population in
industrial societies is religious, the effects of religion on sustaining stratification
are reduced. Yet, even though the direct influence of religion has declined, it
is not difficult to see the religious roots of widely held beliefs that are often
used to legitimate inequalities. For example, in the United States the “Protes~
tant Ethic” is very much alive in Americans’ distrust of the welfare system that
*“gives money to those who do not work” or in Americans’ belief that those
who ‘““do not work™ should not enjoy the same benefits as those who do. Or,
to illustrate further, the intense identification of Americans’ sense of self~worth
with occupation and their concern with work and being *“productive” reflect
the continuing power of the “Protestant Ethic.”

Thus, under the impetus of regulation as a macrodynamic force, religion in
all societies has consequences for social integration and control, whether
through reinforcing institutional norms or legitimating inequality (Goode
1951:222-23), but this fact should not obscure the potentially disintegrative
consequences of religion for a society: new, emergent religious cults in a soci-
ety can become a revolutionary collectivity. The sacralization of institutional
norms can generate rigidity in behavior, which can become a liability when
changes in the social and physical environment of a society require flexibility
(O’Dea 1966). Religion can legitimate in the short run a ruthless political
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regime or oppressive stratification system, which in the long run can create
divisive and disintegrative strains in society, while generating disincentives for
innovation (Childe 1953, 1952, 1951). Thus, as regulation generated selection
pressures for the use of power to coordinate and control a population, it forced
actors to create not only polity but religion as a symbolic base for legitimating
centers of power. But, as power is used to regulate, it can also be used to sustain
privilege and promote inequalities that in the longer run will increase the disin-
tegrative potential of a population—thereby raising the values for regulation as
a macrodynamic force.

4. In all societies, people experience uncertainty, concem over the unknown,
powerlessness, unpredictability, and anxiety—a byproduct of having a large
brain that can remember the past, ponder the vicissitudes of the present, and
worry about the future. In providing a cosmology of the sacred and supernatu-
ral, religious beliefs have had the ability to alleviate or mitigate these multiple
sources of tension; and in prescribing ritual behavior, religion has provided
solutions to the individual and collective tensions among the members of a
society. In horticultural and agrarian societies where economic uncertainty was
a constant condition of social life, selection pressures emanating from repro-
duction and regulation would push people to find ways of reducing negative
emotions. One solution to these pressures was the expansion of religion. In
advanced industrial and post-industrial systems where many economic uncer-
tainties have been eliminated for at least some sectors of society and where
selection pressures for expanded reproduction led to the emergence of new
kinds of reproductive systems, such as education, the alleviating consequences
of religion are less far-reaching, but among many segments of the population
in these societies—the poor, disenfranchised, the aged, and alienated~—religion
still provides an interpretation and answer to their fears and uncertainties. For
example, many of the fundamentalist movements and small, sectlike cults
emerging in industrialized and urbanized societies appeal to those who for vari-
ous reasons cannot adjust, or feel marginal to, post-industrial social structures
(Loftland and Stark 1965; Glock 1964). Yet, as has been clear in the United
States, fundamentalists have become politically active, giving voice to those
who feel marginalized and, thereby, reducing their sense of marginality; and as
fundamentalists influence political decisions, they represent a “‘solution’—
albeit a contentious one—to selection pressure emanating from regulation as a
macrodynamic force. Moreover, in recent decades, studies in the United States
have shown that fundamentalist beliefs need not be a reaction or barrier to
broad participation in a post-industrial society (Wuthnow 1988:484). Thus, as
beliefs alleviate anxieties and manage tensions, they do not necessarily involve
retreat from modernity but, instead, appear to give people a sense of meaning
as they engage in the secular activities of a post-industrial society.
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We are now in a position to define religion as an institutional system (Turner
1972:349). Religion is a system of beliefs and rituals pertaining to the sacred and
supernatural which are organized into cult structures that have consequences for reinforc-
ing norms, legitimating inequality, guiding socialization and social placement, and man-
aging variable sources of tension and anxiety in a society. Despite the commonalities
of all religion specified in this definition, the nature of beliefs, rituals, and cult
structures has varied enormously as human populations moved from hunting
and gathering through horticulture and agrarianism to industrialism and post-
industrialism. Indeed, despite the apparent religious activity of Neandertals,
many hunting and gathering populations did not have religion, but once the
values of reproduction and regulation as macrodynamic forces increased, selec-
tion favored the emergence and, later, the clear differentiation and develop-
ment of religion as an institutional system.

POLITY

Hunting and gatherings populations do not reveal a polity because the condi-
tions generating high values for regulation—population growth, increased pro-
duction, inequality, exchange distribution, and threat—generally do not exist.
Perhaps leaders emerged to regulate and coordinate activities when hunter-
gatherers found themselves in conflict with other populations, but typically
hunter-gatherers did not consolidate or centralize the bases of power because
the valences for regulation were low and could be managed by the band and
nuclear family. Indeed, among the Eskimos, people are reluctant to bestow real
power on leaders, and the same is the case with the bushmen of the Kalahari
desert in Africa who have leaders without any power to enforce their decisions
(others follow them by choice because they are perceived to have special skills,
for example, in activities like the hunt).

Elements of Political Organization

The key elements of all political systems are (1) leadership and decision-making
and (2) consolidation of power. Leaders are individuals who are given the right
to make decisions for other members of a population. For leaders to do more
than give advice, however, they must consolidate the bases of power. They
must have the capacity to monitor conformity to decisions (administrative
base); they must have the ability to enforce conformity to decisions (coercive
base); they must be seen as legitimate and able to use ideologies and beliefs to
inspire conformity (symbolic base); and they must have at their disposal mate-
rial resources to encourage some actions or discourage others (material incen-
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tive base). The more leaders can mobilize all bases of power, the greater will
be their ability to make binding decisions on members of a population.

Selection Pressures and Polity

Selection favored the emergence of leaders as populations settled down and
grew because the problems of coordination and control increased dramatically
as the valences of regulation increased. Those settled populations that could
produce leaders were better able to coordinate and distribute resources for
meeting societal goals and were more efficient in controlling the activities of
actors, both individuals and collective. As a result, they were more likely to
adapt to their biophysical and sociocultural environments. Those populations
that could not agree upon leaders who would be given the rights to make deci-
sions soon scattered and de-evolved back to hunting and gathering or were
conquered by populations who had effective leaders.

Conflict within or between populations dramatically escalates these selection
pressures for leaders because without the ability to control conflict internally
or to win wars externally, a population ceases to be viable in its environment.
We can see the transition from essentially leaderless hunting and gathering pop-
ulations to the emergence of leaders in what are often termed “Big Men” soci-
eties (Johnson and Earle 1987). Typically, when hunter-gatherers have settled
near water and, as a result, can sustain themselves on fishing, gathering, and
perhaps trade with other populations, Big Men emerge to take control of deci-
sion making. They do so by their personal charisma and by forging effective
alliances that allow them to outcompete potential rivals. Big Men define the
goals of the society, assign tasks to others, tax economic surplus but with the
obligation to redistribute it back to the population, resolve disputes among
individuals or kin groups, and generally maintain order. Big Men thus evidence
all the features of leadership and decision making of all polities.

Leadership is effective, as noted above, if leaders can consolidate power along
each of its bases—coercion, symbols, material incentives, and administration.
Big Men, for example, often used coercion to gain power and, if necessary, to
ward off rivals; and they typically developed a set of symbols, often religious,
to legitimate their right to hold power. They also manipulated material incen-
tives by using their power to hoard resources that they would then redistribute
to members of the society. And they often organized the beginnings of admin-
istrative structures in the delegation of tasks to loyal followers who would
monitor and enforce decisions made by the Big Man. Big Men systems of pol-
ity were, in a sense, selected only under unique conditions: when hunting-
gathering populations settled into more permanent communities. Under these
conditions, selection pressures become immediately more intense, punctuating



78 Chapter 3

the evolution of Big Men. But this system was only a temporary solution to
selection pressures from regulation as a macrodynamic force.

As humans began to garden rather than hunt and gather resources, leadership
was increasingly lodged within a kinship system organized around rules of
descent. Thus leaders of larger kin groups, such as clans (systems of relations
among lineages composed of several families) and moieties (linkages among
clans), also become political leaders who used their fellow kinsmen to adminis-
ter decisions and enforce conformity to them, with the values and norms of
the kinship system as well as religion providing the symbolic base of power.
And since kin leaders assigned gardening plots and redistributed the products
of horticultural activity, they also manipulated material incentives. Thus,
except for Big Men systems, which only existed in verdant environments with
a renewable supply of game, the elaboration of blood and marriage ties, or
kinship, was the easiest route to resolve the intense selection pressures of how
to consolidate power to coordinate and control, allocate tasks, and distribute
resources. Selection worked on what it was given—nuclear families created by
marriage and involving two blood lines. The elaboration of kinship along
blood and marriage ties provided a more stable structural and cultural base than
Big Men systems for assigning leaders and consolidating bases of power to con-
trol larger numbers of individuals. These kin-based polities, however, revealed
their own tensions because kin authority among adults is always resented. Still,
compared to Big Men systems, these kin-based polities were more stable and
could use power to control, coordinate, and regulate members of a population
in pursuit of societywide goals.

Thus, we can define the institution of polity as the consolidation and centraliza-
tion of power in the hands of leaders who possess the capacity to make binding decisions
on members of a population and, in so doing, coordinate activities, allocate tasks, distrib-
ute valued resources, and maintain social control. Of course, the form that polity
takes varies with other forces, particularly as population growth, production,
exchange, and conflict increase (see equation on regulation in chapter 2). As
long as these forces reveal low values, polity is recessive; but as their valences
rise, regulation as a macrodynamic force increases selection pressures for the
consolidation and centralization of power.

At some point in this process, the state emerges as a basic form of polity in
which larger administrative structures organize all bases of power under control
by leaders. But whether or not a state exists, polities vary along a number of
dimensions such as: the configuration among the four bases of power used by
leaders, the degree of centralization of leadership, the mechanisms for the
transfer of power to new leaders, the amount of participation of the members
of the population in the selection of leaders, the span of control exercised by
leaders, and many other variables (Turner 1972:265—66). Despite these varia-
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tions, however, the basic structure of polity remains the same: leaders making
decisions because they have consolidated power in response to selection pres-
sures stemming from problems of coordination and control.

As populations became larger and as new institutions differentiated, the val-
ues for regulation escalated even more because problems of coordination and
control among the corporate units organizing activity within institutional
domains increased. Relations within institutional domains—kinship, economy,
law, religion—and between these domains generate new kinds of second-order
selection pressures for the use of power for coordination and control as well as
resource allocation. And, as power is consolidated and centralized in response
to these selection pressures, inequalities increase and generate additional sec-
ond-order selection pressures for controlling the conflict-potential inhering in
stratification. As all of these second-order pressures mount, polity is forced to
expand and differentiate the legal system.

LAW

As human populations have grown and differentiated, problems of regulation
have escalated beyond the capacity of polity alone to coordinate and control
activities of individual, corporate, and categoric units. Problems of resolving
disputes among diverse individual and collective actors, controlling rising rates
of deviance, enforcing agreements among parties, legitimating the growing
concentrations of power, mitigating against the episodic conflict potential of
inequality, codifying cultural ideals and values into a workable set of rules for
an ever more diverse population, and specifying the relations between those in
power and those subject to power, all escalate. If these problems cannot be
resolved, they can tear a society apart. Indeed, it is these kinds of problems
emanating from the force of regulation that have led to the disintegration of
human populations as coherent societies, indicating that solutions to these
selection pressures have often been ineffective, or just temporary stopgaps in
the face of mounting disintegrative pressures (Turner 1995).

One response to these selection pressures has been to consolidate and con-
centrate power, but power creates its own integrative problems that set into
motion additional or “second order” selection pressures to find a mechanism
for legitimating power and inequality while coordinating and controlling
members of a population. For those populations who remained viable in their
environment, the solution to these selection pressures has been the evolution
of law.

Among simple hunter-gatherers, law was recessive because many of the
problems of coordination and control could be managed through face-to-face
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negotiation among members of small bands. As populations became larger and
more differentiated, however, new problems of coordination and control
emerged. Moreover, power became more consolidated and centralized which,
in turn, increased tension-generating inequalities. Under these conditions, the
visibility and scope of the legal system became essential in the face of rising
disintegrative potential. By late agrarianism and early industrialization, then,
the legal system had become one of the most visible institutional complexes in
human societies.*

Elements of Legal Systems

A legal system is composed of a number of basic elements (Turner 1997, 1980,
1974, 1972): (1) a body of rules or laws, (2) a capacity to adjudicate disputes in
accordance with laws, (3} a set of procedures for creating new rules or eliminat-
ing old ones, and (4) an ability to enforce laws.

Body of Laws Rules that specify how individuals and collective actors are
to behave, above and beyond the day-to-day normative agreements among
individuals and corporate units, can be considered laws. Since humans could
not write for most of their history, laws do not need to be written down but
they must be understood by all. Moreover, laws not only specify what is appro-
priate or inappropriate; they also indicate that these rules should be obeyed and
that a failure to do so invites intervention by third parties (Malinowski 1922;
Moore 1978; Hoebel 1954; Turner 1980). A body of laws consists of two fun-
damental types of rules: First, there are substantive rules for (a) regulating rela-
tionships among members of a population and (b) defining deviant behavior
and, then, controlling such behavior. Second, there are procedural rules indicat-
ing just how substantive rules are to be used by third parties to regulate what
are viewed as important relationships and what are defined as deviant acts.
Although the differentiation of laws from regular norms, along with the dis-
tinction between substantive and procedural laws, would be difficult to discern
in most hunter-gatherer populations, these features of laws emerged from time
to time, indicating that an implicit legal system was buried just beneath the
surface of daily activity. As societies moved beyond hunting-gathering and
became larger and more complex, these characteristics in the body of laws
became manifest and began to regulate more and more aspects of social life
(Turner 1980).

The body of laws in a population always instantiates, to some degree, the
traditions, values, customs, institutional norms, and other cultural systems,
especially the culture of elites who are most influential in deciding what the
laws will be (Black 1976). Yet, to the degree that the body of laws only repre-
sents the culture and interests of the powerful and privileged, it will be less
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effective in regulating, controlling, and coordinating the larger mass of the
population; and as a consequence, coercive force or the threat of its use more
than the moral imperative of law will be used to control members of a society.
In hunting and gathering populations, law was very much fused with custom,
tradition, values, and culture (Lowie 1966; Gurvitch 1953); and hence, it was
effective when needed. In advanced post-industrial societies, law also tends to
reflect broadly held cultural customs, traditions, values, beliefs, and institutional
norms that are amalgamated into a “civic culture,” which, in turn, is translated
into broad legal postulates (both substantive and procedural) guiding the for-
mation and adjudication of laws. It is the societal types between these begin-
ning and current end points of societal development—that is, from advanced
horticulturalism through agrarianism to early industrialism—that the greatest
amount of discordance between the body of laws and the culture of the
broader masses could be found. For, in these societies inequality has been
greatest with law often used as a tool by the powerful and wealthy to exploit
economically the masses and to control their protests (Marx 1965; Pashukanis
1978; Cain and Hunt 1969; Davis 1962; Duke 1976). It should not be surpris-
ing, therefore, that these societies are subject to periodic collapse from within
because of internal strains or to conquest from without. Thus, even as the con-
solidation of power has escalated with societal development, power itself
begins to generate second-order selection pressures which, if met, lead to an
effective legal system and which, if unmet, increase the disintegrative potential
of the society.

Management of Disputes and Deviance A legal system develops mecha-
nisms for dealing with disputes and deviance in accordance with laws. Such
management involves appeals to a third party who listens to claims and, then
in accordance with an interpretation of law, renders a judgment of who is at
fault and why, as well as what should be done to the offending party. These are
the essential features of a court and, in particular, the key role of a judge, but
in most societies of the past, these features of courts were not well developed
(Black 1993:97—-122). For example, in a review of anthropological ethno-
graphies, Katherine Newman (1983:50-103) develops a typology of “court”
systems in pre-industrial societies. In some hunter-gatherer societies, there was
no third party available for resolving disputes; in slightly more developed socie-
ties, third parties of high-prestige individuals were available but were not
defined as necessary by procedural rules and were not given any power to reach
a verdict (only the giving of “advice” was possible). In somewhat more devel-
oped hunter-gatherer systems, disputants were supposed to approach third par-
ties, or their representatives were to do so, but these parties still could not make
binding decisions (they could only suggest compromises that would activate
informal, interpersonal pressures by band members on disputants). In even
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more developed hunter-gatherers, such as Big Men systems, and in simple hor-
ticultural populations, mediation could involve true adjudication by leaders or
councils of elders rendering decisions or verdicts that were binding on the dis-
putants who increasingly were represented by others (such as fellow kinsmen
acting as “lawyers’). In the subsequent evolution of horticultural systems,
councils became more restricted to elites, and chiefs now had increased power
to render verdicts, with the more complex of these systems having an appeals
process from local councils/chiefs to paramount chiefs and restricted councils
of elites. And, in advanced horticulture and agrarianism where a state existed,
a system of courts often with full-time judges and bureaucratic organization
would emerge. From this base, industrial and post-industrial societies now
reveal a structure of courts revolving around (a) judges, juries or panels, law-
yers/barristers, and litigants/defendants, (b) division of adjudication into crimi-
nal and tort (civil) systems as well as specialized administrative, military, and
other restricted forms of adjudication, (c) full bureaucratization of record keep-
ing and other administrative functions, and (d) hierarchical ordering of courts
culminating in a supreme tribunal.

Thus, the evolution of courts and related functions has occurred incremen-
tally and slowly in human history. Political leaders and elites have been reluc-
tant to turn their decision-making power over to an autonomous legal system,
but as the volume and diversity of disputes and the rates of deviance have esca-
lated, elites had to create adjudicative structures or watch their societies disinte-~
grate (Turner 1980, 1974; Parsons 1962; Bredemeier 1962). As this process
occurred, courts often had to articulate new laws or mandate their enactment
in order to manage ever-emerging problems of coordination and control.

Creating New Laws There is always a legislative element in a legal system
whereby particular parties are given the right—indeed, often the mandate—to
enact new laws as circumstances require (Evan 1990; Turner 1980, 1974, 1972;
Lloyd 1964; Davis 1962; Sawer 1965). Among hunter-gatherers, prestigeful
persons could suggest new rules, but these individuals had no capacity to
impose these rules on others. It is not until some degree of power was consoli-
dated and concentrated in Big Men, kin heads, village chiefs, and councils of
elders that a true legislative function existed in which new laws could be
enacted. As power became more consolidated, this legislative function was
more pronounced, especially as the complexity of social relations and rates of
deviance increased. Eventually, legislative bodies are elected by the citizenry in
industrial and post-industrial societies, but this transition occurs only with late
agrarianism; and even with industrialism, legislative bodies are often little more
than “‘rubber stamps” for those holding dictatorial power. Thus, except in
those legal systems that allow some court decisions to serve as law-making, as
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is the case in the United States and England but less so in continental Europe
(Vago 1994:10—13), the legislative process remains solely within the polity.

Enforcement of Laws and Court Decisions Ultimately, if laws and court
decisions are to have the capacity to coordinate, regulate, and control, they
must be obeyed. Historically, moral persuasion, informal sanctions, shaming,
and other noncoercive techniques could operate effectively on members of
small populations revealing minimal differentiation of only age and sex catego-
ries and low levels of inequality with respect to only prestige and honor. As
populations became larger and more complex, however, laws and decisions had
to be enforced by coercion if necessary (Newman 1983). Since the polity rarely
relinquishes its claim to a monopoly of force—indeed, it seeks to legitimate
through law and ideology its right to have a monopoly on the use of force—
the enforcement of laws and court decisions comes from the polity rather than
the courts. Courts can have enforcement agents of their own, but these never
rival the coercive force of political leaders. As long as the capacity to make
decisions on disputing parties or to force deviants to change their behavior
overlapped extensively with polity—as is the case with chiefs, kings, and coun-
cils of elites who fill both court and legislative functions—there was little con-
flict between the emerging legal system and the more developed political
system. Enforcement simply came by edict of political leaders. However, when
there is a separation of courts from political decision-makers and when legisla-
tive bodies have some autonomy from political leaders in the administrative
branch of government, a potential dilemma emerges because legislators and
judges have no real coercive power. Instead, they must draw upon the coercive
power of political leaders at the top of the administrative system to enforce
laws and court decisions; and if conflict between these leaders and the emerg-
ing legal system occurs, the autonomy and viability of the legal system can be
undone by political fiat backed by coercive force.

Thus, as the legal system has historically differentiated from the polity, it has
remained partially embedded in the polity and had to rely upon the latter’s
coercive base to enforce decisions and judgments. This reliance has included
the capacity of the court and legislative systems to have their decisions against
political leaders and administrators backed by the coercive base of power
lodged in the very polity that is being regulated by laws and court decisions.
Only if a viable civic culture exists—one infused with accepted legal postulates
about the relationship between the state and the population—has the legal sys-
tem been able to exert this influence on polity. In return, for giving the legal
system this autonomy, law provides polity with much of its symbolic base of
power.
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Selection Pressures and Legal Systems

Selection pressures, stemming from the operation of all macrodynamic forces,
have led humans to develop legal systems (Turner 1972:214-15). We can
group these pressures into three categories: (1) structural coordination, (2)
legitimating power and inequality, and (3) preserving, codifying, and integrat-
ing cultural symbols.

Structural Coordination Actors in a population, whether individuals or
corporate units, must be minimally coordinated by the consolidation of power.
Populations that could not create laws to coordinate actors, resolve disputes,
and manage deviance did not survive, whereas those that could became more
fit in their environment.

The use of power to create law has major consequences for establishing,
maintaining, or reestablishing coordination in a variety of ways. (a) The legal
subsystem specifies and enforces appropriate action in crucial areas of interac-
tion among actors. Laws, courts, and enforcement as well as administrative
agencies regularize interaction and give it predictability. (b} Law also provides
procedures for settling disputes and conflicts when they arise. The legal subsys-
tem provides an alternative to violence and vengeance by allowing disputing
parties to settle their sources of conflict in courts. In this way law restores coor-
dination when it breaks down. (c) Law checks deviance that could pose a seri-
ous breakdown in coordination and control. By specifying what is deviant and
providing negative sanctions for such deviance, the legal system controls
behavior in critical spheres. Such control facilitates coordination by increasing
conformity and hence the predictability of social action.

Legitimating Power and Inequality The consolidation and centralization
of power inevitably increase inequalities that, in turn, dramatically increase sec-
ond-order logistical loads and, hence, selection pressures from regulation as a
macrodynamic force. Those without resources have always, over time, become
resentful, potentially mobilizing for conflict that can cause disintegration and
reduce fitness. The evolution of law represented one mechanism to mitigate
against this disintegrative potential arising from inequalities. Legal subsystems
have always legitimized power, giving some the right to control others and, in
the process, bestowing upon elites wealth and privilege. As power is consoli-
dated, intense selection pressures emerge to find ways to legitimate symboli-
cally the use of the other bases of power, particularly as inequalities increase.
Sometimes inequality is explicitly written into laws and enforced by courts and
police, but frequently the legitimization is more subtle: Police differentially
enforce the same laws for the rich and poor; the wealthy have the knowledge
and financial resources to press effectively their interests in courts; or adminis-
trative agencies in the legal system push the interests of the rich more than the
poor. And so, once a legal system exists, it always legitimates and reinforces
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inequality and stratification—sometimes successfully but often times unsuc-
cessfully.

Preserving, Codifying, and Integrating Cultural Symbols Every society has
a cultural system, or storehouse of customs, traditions, values, lores, beliefs,
technology, and dogmas. As this storehouse of culture becomes complex,
selection pressures emanating from regulation and reproduction build to find
mechanisms for specifying key relations in terms of values and beliefs and for
integrating elements of culture. Without law as a mediator among elements of
culture, cultural conflict can ensue. And so, much of the cultural inventory of
a population, especially basic values and beliefs, is reflected in the codes and
statutes of a legal system (Weber [1922] 1954) that operates as a reproductive
force in helping sustain cultural continuity. For example, basic American values
of equality, justice, humanitarianism, and individualism are preserved and codi-
fied in the Constitution, as well as in a2 wide number of national and state codes
and statutes. Similarly, before the collapse of the Soviet Union, basic values of
collectivism were codified in the Soviet constitution and legal system, while
being imposed on satellites of the union (which was one of the reasons for the
low levels of legitimacy given to the Soviet polity by its western and southern
satellites).

Law does more than preserve and codify; it integrates values and other cul-
tural components into concrete and specific structural situations. Law specifies
in certain crucial situations just exactly how values, beliefs, customs, and tradi-
tions are to be realized in day-to-day interaction among actors (Luhmann
1982); and in so doing, it operates as a symbolic base of power. This relation-
ship between law and culture can be highly dynamic in any rapidly changing
society where new values, beliefs, and ideologies often come into conflict with
the old, thereby forcing legislation and decisions by courts to reconcile chang-
ing values not only with each other but with concrete interaction situations
that are affected by the conflict (Gurvitch 1953). If reconciliation of these
sources of cultural conflict cannot occur, as is often the case, the disintegrative
potential of a society increases. Thus, the legal system of a changing society
seeks to resolve many—but never all—of the conflicts resulting from a lack
of cultural integration, especially as these conflicts disrupt basic social relations
(Friedman 1969a, 1969b). For example, in the United States at the turn of this
century, the values of rugged individualism and laissez faire came into conflict
with emerging values of collectivism and social welfare. The conflict was par-
ticularly acute in labor-management relations as labor sought to bargain collec-
tively with management determined to preserve old laissez faire values. In the
long run, a host of labor-management laws partially resolved this integrative
crisis. Similarly, in the face of widespread poverty, conflicts between American
values of rugged individualism, on one side, and humanitarianism on the other
were mitigated with the emergence of a host of welfare laws at both the
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national and state levels, although Americans still remain highly ambivalent
about welfare to the poor. Similar examples of the integrative impact of law on
culture and society can be found in all societies, especially those undergoing
rapid cultural and social transformation.

As problems of structural coordination, legitimating power and inequality,
and integrating culture have escalated in human history, law has been used as a
“solution,” at least temporarily until the disintegrative potential in these prob-
lems overwhelms the legal system and centers of power. All forces—population
growth, regulation leading to the consolidation and centralization of power,
reproductive demands on culture, production and distribution requiring new
modes of coordination—have generated a broad array of selection pressures
that pose problems that only law can resolve. Indeed, the scale of society will
be greatly limited without an active legal system (Parsons 1966). Thus, we can
define law as an institutional system as the system of rules and rule making, rule
mediating and interpreting, and rule enforcing that addresses problems of structural coor-
dination, legitimization of power and inequality, and cultural preservation, codification,
and integration.

EDUCATION

For most of human history, people have learned what they needed to know
through participation in familial, economic, religious, political, and legal activ-
ities. They learned by watching or doing, and occasionally, by explicit instruc-
tion. Almost imperceptively and, indeed, often episodically learning gradually
changed, at least for some in society: Future shamans, magicians, priests, and
other religious practitioners became apprentices to those already practicing
these vocations. Somewhat later came apprenticeships in trades, crafts, arts, and
closed professions or guilds. Much of this training was embedded in kinship,
although non-kin apprentices would often learn their trade in patrimonial fam-
ilies composed of kin and non-kin. Similarly, families involved in commerce
would teach their children how to read, write, and calculate. And at times,
low-prestige private schools would emerge to teach the basics of literacy to
some of the masses seeking careers in commerce and government. For elites,
private tutors would give them the cultural capital—languages, classics, litera-
ture, history, poetry, and other nonvocational knowledge bases—necessary to
mark them off from the masses and middle classes. And over time, private and
elite preparatory schools began to house and train the children of elites. Even-
tually, true universities were to emerge, at first to train literate members of the
middle classes in professions such as law and medicine and, later, to instruct
elites in nonvocational fields of learning such as science.

Still, most instruction occurred through apprenticeships, family instruction,
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and private tutoring right up to the beginnings of the industrial era, although
schools and universities were evident in the most advanced agrarian societies.
With industrialization, however, the scale and scope of education increased,
and education began to reach larger numbers of people in the population. This
sudden growth was the last spurt of a long-term evolutionary trend as the com-
plexity of societies escalated selection pressures arising from reproduction as a
social force.

Elements of Educational Systems

The institution of education, as distinct from general socialization and learning
in kin structures, increasingly evolved into: (1) a system of formalized instruc-
tion, (2} an explicit curriculum, and (3) a pattern of ritualized passage. As edu-
cation has become ever more differentiated as a distinct institutional system,
these three elements have become correspondingly more pronounced,
although it is difficult to mark the transition from an educational system
embedded in other institutions to one clearly differentiated from other institu-
tional domains.

Formalized Instruction Education involves two distinct status positions:
teacher and student. The more explicit the distinction between teacher and
student, and the more formally organized their interaction in terms of time and
place of instruction, the more they are part of the institution of education. For
most of human history, however, learning was not institutionalized in a distinct
educational system. Among hunter-gatherers or simple horticulturalists, adults
might have paused or set aside a time for formal instruction in handcrafts, reli-
gious rituals, or other activities, and on these occasions, the institution of edu-
cation could be seen but only as a fleeting set of activities buried in other
institutional systems like kinship, economy, or religion. With advanced horti-
culture and agrarianism, more permanent instructor-student relations emerged
in apprenticeships for a wide variety of crafts, private tutelage of elites, religious
instruction for future members of the priesthood, merchant family instruction
in literacy and arithmetic, closed guilds requiring specific periods of instruction
for professionals, and even private schools that could range from places for
acquiring literacy to universities imparting high culture or professional skills.
Under these conditions, education has become more formalized, marking its
first beginnings as a distinct institutional system.

Explicit Curriculum Education as an institution revolves around a curricu-
lum, or subject matter that is to be taught by teachers to students. Again, for
most of human history, the curriculum remained buried in the ongoing social-
ization of the young and learning by adults in their daily lives, but as instruction
became more explicit in apprenticeships, tutelage, guilds, families, and schools,
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the formalization of the teacher-student relationship was associated with a
more clearly stated and delimited subject matter, whether this emerging curric-
ulum be trade skills, literacy, arithmetic, or languages and cultural markers of
elites. As the curriculum of formalized instruction became more clearly
defined, then, education was further differentiated as an institutional system.

Ritualized Passage Throughout history, most formal instruction, even that
revolving around a curriculum in schools, did not involve mandatory atten-
dance, grades, examinations, or degrees (Collins 1977). Rather, students’
observable proficiency in a skill was an indicator of their progress. Yet, the
beginnings of what eventually became the capstone of a fully differentiated
educational system could be found when apprentices were declared prac-
titioners, when guilds admitted their trainees to full membership, when stu-
dent-priests became full-fledged priests, when low status schools pronounced
that a student could read, and at other points of passage that denoted progress
through a curriculum. As education became further institutionalized, these
points of passage were ever more ritualized along several dimensions: (1) atten-
dance at formalized instruction became more mandatory, (2) proficiency was
more subject to grading and examinations, and (3) progress through the curric-
ulum was denoted by standardized degrees or other markers of progress. The
more ritualized is formal education along these dimensions, the more it is insti-
tutionalized.

In sum, then, the emergence of education as a distinctive institution revolves
around formalized relations between teacher and student, explicit and
delimited curriculum, and ritualized passage through the curriculum. Until the
beginnings of the nineteenth century, the vast mass of the population in human
societies remained untouched by the institutionalized system of education.
Indeed, it had been a recessive institutional form, barely or only episodically
distinguishable from activity in the more developed economic, kinship, and
religious institutional systems. Thus, although education is now a prominent
institutional form in most human societies, this high visibility of education is
very recent. Given its late arrival as a distinct system, we might conclude that
education is not one of the core institutional systems. Yet, education was
always present in human organization, moving periodically outside kinship
and, then, by fits and starts becoming ever more distinct as a system of corpo-
rate units providing formalized instruction of a curriculum marked by rites de
passage and credentials. This emergence, differentiation, and development of
education occurred as a response to selection pressures arising from several
macrodynamic forces.

Selection Pressures and Education

Selection pressures for the social reproduction of the population were relatively
low in agrarian societies; and as a consequence, education tended to be either
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(1) oriented to acquiring practical economic skills through apprenticeships, low
status primary schools, and family socialization or (2) nonvocational and con-
cerned with acquiring cultural capital through private tutors, elite preparatory
schools, and universities in order to mark status differences among strata in the
system of inequality (Collins 1977; Bourdieu 1984; Bourdieu and Passeron
1977). Education began to change when the developing state, under selection
pressures emanating from regulation as a social force, sought to use education
to instill a civic culture in order to (a) consolidate its symbolic base of power
and (b) train bureaucrats to sustain the administrative and coercive bases of
power. Surprisingly, economic changes associated with industrialization were
less important forces on education because most occupational skills could be
acquired through apprenticeships and on-the-job training. Indeed, even today,
some have argued that education has less to do with acquiring vocational skills
than it does with marking social status and maintaining political loyalties.

Thus, the selection pressures that have operated to expand education as a
distinct institution of formalized instruction of a curriculum, at least initially,
have emanated primarily from regulation as the state has sought to consolidate
symbolic, administrative, and coercive bases of power and to legitimate sym-
bolically inequalities and, only secondarily, from production and reproduction
in efforts to expand human capital and technology. These selection pressures
are, of course, intimately connected, because the polity, economy, and stratifi-
cation have mutual effects on each other. As these mutually interconnected
forces have played themselves out historically, and most particularly in the
industrial and post-industrial era, diverse sets of selection pressures have pushed
for the expansion of educational systems. These selection pressures can be
grouped as follows: (1) social reproduction, (2) cultural storage, (3) social place-
ment, (4) conflict management, and (5) social change.

Social Reproduction The differentiation among institutional systems has
increased the values of reproduction as a social force. Each institutional domain
has its own culture and set of positions that individuals must be qualified to
occupy. Thus, as the complexity of societies has increased, problems of repro-
duction have escalated, generating selection pressures for the differentiation
and development of education. And so, as education evolved as a formal system
of instruction (in schools), imparting a particular curriculum, and establishing
a highly ritualized passage through the system, it has important effects on
reproducing members who can participate in, and fit into, other institutional
spheres. This reproduction occurs along several dimensions, including: (1) eco-
nomic, (2) political, and (3) cultural.

Economic reproduction. For most of human history, economic skills were
learned through formal and informal tutelage within kinship or, if distinct non-
kin units performed economic activity, through on-the-job training or appren-



90 Chapter 3

ticeships. With post-industrialization, however, economic reproduction
becomes much more complex, forcing the development of a large system of
formal educational structures if the economy is to remain dynamic. The more
developed an educational system, the greater is its effect on imparting trade
skills, cognitive knowledge, interpersonal skills, and motivational dispositions
appropriate for participation in the economy.

Political reproduction. As political power is consolidated and centralized into a
distinct system of corporate units comprising the state, selection pressures for
legitimating and, hence, reproducing the state increase. The expansion of edu-
cation by the polity can be viewed as a reproductive strategy to consolidate its
symbolic base of power. The state began to finance schools in the agrarian era
in order to expand literacy among those who might become its bureaucratic
functionaries, but such initiatives did not massify the educational systems.
Rather, as states have sought to consolidate their symbolic base of power, they
have supported schools to impart the “civic culture” (values, goals, beliefs, his-
tories, mythologies, heroes) that is used to legitimate power (Ichilov 1990;
Boli, Ramirez, and Meyer 1985; Ramirez and Boli 1987; Anyon 1980). These
efforts by polity revolve around imparting to individuals a conception of them-
selves as “citizens” who will contribute to the goals of the polity and, at the
same time, who will enjoy as consumers the beneficial outcomes of state
actions (Ramirez and Boli 1987:154). In so doing, the state has attempted to
blend its symbolic and material incentive bases of power, thereby reproducing
relations of power in the society.

Cultural reproduction. Informal tutelage was sufficient to reproduce the cul-
ture of a population for most of human history. As societies became more com-
plex, however, and as the culture of diverse institutional spheres differentiated,
education as an institutional system differentiated in response to growing selec-
tion pressures from reproductive forces. Although schools impart the basic ide-
ologies contained in the economic and political culture of society, they also
teach students the broader societal culture and the professional-bureaucratic
culture of the school system itself (Gramsci 1972; Apple 1988, 1982a, 1982b,
1979, 1978; Giroux 1990a, 1990b, 1981). Thus, much of what schools teach
is cultural—language, science, history, art, music, literature, civics, mathemat-
ics—and so the schools are involved in reproducing the culture of a society.
Although this culture is disproportionately influenced by the forces of produc-
tion and regulation as they drive the formation of the economy and polity,
schools also have an impact on the broader culture of a population; and the
more complex this culture has become, the more intense have been selection
pressures on education.

Cultural Storage For most of human history, culture was stored in people’s
heads and, then, taught to each new generation. But as societies grew and dif-
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ferentiated, culture became more complex, especially as the use of writing
spread. Increasingly, in order to reproduce culture, schoollike structures
emerged to, first of all, store culture and then, pass it on through formalized
instruction. When culture is unwritten, it cannot be highly complex because
of the limitations of human memory, and as a consequence, selection pressures
from reproduction on formal education are less intense, but, once a written
language existed, the capacity to expand systems of symbols escalated dramati-
cally. As culture expanded, it could no longer be stored in the minds of people.
Selection for new ways to store culture increased, and in response, education
expanded. Today, culture must now be assembled in texts, computer algo-
rithms, files, and other compilations; and these compilations of symbols must,
in turn, be stored in a way that they can be retrieved (Turner 1972). Although
much storage and retrieval occurs outside educational structures, education
nonetheless becomes an important cultural warehouse. For the collective
knowledge of instructors, libraries, computer facilities, and research stafts house
much of a population’s culture. Moreover, this culture is stored in ways that it
can be retrieved, if desired or needed, and passed on to new generations via
the reproduction activities of the educational system.

Social Placement The transition to adulthood always has involved rituals
marking through rites de passage, with these rituals underscoring that not only
has the individual reached biological maturity but also a new level of social
maturity in the acquisition of the necessary knowledge and skills to be defined
as an adult. For most of humans’ evolutionary history, acquiring the necessary
knowledge and skill occurred in kinship or in various forms of non-kin tute-
lage. For elites this tutelage assured their membership in status groups of high
prestige; for the non-elite, economic skills in the expanding division of labor
were learned. Thus, whether embedded in kinship or extended to non-kin
units, education has always had effects on the placement of individuals in the
broader social structure. Such placement operates at two different, although
increasingly interrelated, levels: (1) membership in status groups, and (2)
incumbency in occupational positions.

Status groups. In advanced horticultural and agrarian societies, low-status pri-
mary schools that taught the rudiments of literacy, apprenticeships and guilds
that gave individuals a craft or profession, and kin-based instruction that
imparted the necessities for commerce were all involved in placing individuals
in the larger occupational structure. The specific occupations of these nonelites
became the criterion for their placement in a status group—whether merchant,
artisan, government scribe, or priest—that could be distinguished by lifestyle,
demeanor, speech, and other forms of cultural capital. In contrast, the private
tutors, preparatory schools, and scholastic tracks of universities were involved
in sustaining the distinctiveness of elites without reference to a vocation. Thus,



92 Chapter 3

there was a clear separation between status group membership based upon
occupation and income, on the nonelite side, and status group membership
based on acquired culture, on the elite side. Indeed, education in music,
poetry, rhetoric, history, classics, literature, and other nonvocational pursuits,
coupled with the demeanor styles that such nonvocational pursuits generated,
became an important marker and gatekeeper of class divisions between elites
and nonelites (Collins 1977). Thus, once distinct social classes emerged in
human societies, selection for ways to distinguish their members culturally
from each other led to the expansion of school systems.

Occupations. Much of the early growth of educational systems came not so
much from efforts to achieve a better vocation, but rather from a desire of
nonelites to claim greater prestige because of their educational achievements.
Often children of wealthy merchants were sent to school, or were given pri-
vate tutoring, in a self-conscious effort to emulate the cultural styles of elites,
whereas at other times education was used by the less affluent to gain an
increase in respectability (Collins 1977). And in a few instances, education has
been used, as was the case among the philosophes in eighteenth-century France,
to mobilize new cultural symbols that challenged those of the elite (indeed, the
teachings of the philosophes legitimated the French Revolution of 1789, while
becoming the broad principles behind the U.S. Constitution).

Vestiges of this division between education for status group membership
remain even in post-industrial societies—for example, education in “‘prep
schools” as well as Ivy League and other elite private colleges in America,
“public” schools (really private schools) as well as Oxford and Cambridge uni-
versities in the United Kingdom. In the more recent history of education, the
distinctions between education for entrance to status groups and occupations
have become blurred. As the middle and lower classes have sought “cultural
capital” as a source of prestige and respectability, and as the state has expanded
education at all levels, the same educational credentials affect both vocational
placement in an occupation or profession and status group membership. This
crossover effect began slowly, as is illustrated when top government officials in
England were recruited from the ranks of elite school graduates or as is evident
when law and business schools at Ivy League and other elite universities feed
the upper echelons of corporate law and business. Once this connection
between educational credentials and occupation is established for elites, non-
elites can begin to pressure the state to provide educational opportunities facili-
tating higher occupational and status group memberships.

If the stratification system, and its corresponding series of status groups, have
remained strong, then a “‘sponsored-mobility”’ pattern where the young are
sorted early into vocational or college-bound tracks and schools will be most
evident. Such a system gives enormous advantage to the children of elites who
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have the resources to sponsor their performance in schools and examinations.
In contrast, if strata and status groups are more fluid and flexible, then a *con-
test-mobility”’ system prevails, giving many more opportunities to greater vari-
eties of young to pursue higher education and delaying as long as possible the
sorting of young into college-bound and vocational tracks. There are always
political pressures toward a ‘“‘contest-mobility” system as individuals seek the
credentials that gain access to both better occupations and status group affilia-
tions. And this connection between advancement in schools and occupation as
well as status group membership becomes ever more visible as employers (ini-
tially the state and educational system itself as employers but eventually eco-
nomic employers as well) begin to use credentials as the main criterion for
hiring.

As these placement effects of a growing educational system develop, the sys-
tem itself becomes more ritualized in marking passages, since grades and test
scores are increasingly used to determine how far students can go in school and,
hence, where they will be placed as adults in society. And as passages become
ritualized, the possession of educational credentials becomes the primary
resource of the young in highly competitive labor markets. And, as the labor
market and credentialing activities of the educational system become ever
more interdependent, the social placement consequences of education become
more pervasive and profound.

Conflict Management Whenever education has existed, it has been impli-
cated in conflict, especially if it has increased inequalities of status group mem-
bership or economic opportunities. Yet, in the transition into industrial and
post-industrial societies, regulation as a force has pushed polity to expand the
educational system and the credentials determining people’s life chances in
labor markets. In so doing, polity has used education to manage conflicts ema-
nating from the regulatory problems inherent in inequality and stratification.
Much class and ethnic conflict has now been transformed and transmuted into
debates over access to the cultural capital and credentials offered by the educa-
tional system. Thus, access to schools rather than transformations in economic
and political arrangements is more likely to become the salient issue when edu-
cational credentials, job placement, and status group membership become asso-
ciated; and as this deflection of tension occurs, potentially more serious
conflicts are avoided, or at least mitigated when they come. In this deflection
conflicts also become more ideological (Gramsci 1972; Apple 1988; Giroux
1990a, 1990b), focusing on inclusion of ethnic cultures and their histories, on
special programs to help the culturally disadvantaged, on better pedagogy in
order to reach effectively more diverse student populations, on the fairness of
the testing system, on teacher cultural biases, and on a host of related issues that
skirt around more basic class, gender, and ethnic inequalities.
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It is this effect of education on regulatory problems that brings polity into
education. If the schools can be expanded and if their incumbents can come to
believe that access to an education is more equally distributed, then those who
do not perform well in the system can be stigmatized for their personal failings
or limitations, while the broader patterns of societal stratification can escape
criticism. One does not need to view this process critically or cynically because
expansion of education does increase opportunities for mobility by nonelites if
the labor market is able to place credentialed graduates in positions correspond-
ing to their educational attainment. Of course, when the educational system
produces a surplus of credentials relative to jobs, then the conflict potential is
escalated, although only if graduates blame the economy or polity. In fact,
because of their inculcation into the economic and political culture, graduates
frequently do not protest or mobilize for conflict; instead, they often blame
themselves or migrate to countries with a more robust labor or human capital
market. And so, ironically, societies whose economies cannot absorb their
overeducated graduates become exporters of educated labor to more devel-
oped societies, as has been the case, for example, with India (at least until its
recent spurt of economic growth).

Social Change In industrial and post-industrial societies, educational sys-
tems are almost always viewed by the state as a vehicle for implementing social
change. Indeed, developing societies in the process of industrialization expand
the educational system not only in order to create “‘new citizens” but also to
raise the skill level of human capital so as to stimulate further economic devel-
opment. There is now a world-level ideology associating education and social
progress (Ramirez and Boli 1987), an ideology that has encouraged the rapid
expansion of educational systems in all parts of the world. This expansion has
also been encouraged and financed by such trans-societal sources of funding as
the World Bank, which propagates the ideology that economic growth and
education go hand in hand and which also advocates a particular model of how
education should be structured. As a consequence, there is now convergence
in how schools are organized in the developing world.

Polity in fully industrial and post-industrial societies also uses the educational
system to implement social changes. For example, as noted above, special pro-
grams in schools are often used to increase equality of opportunities for for-
merly disadvantaged groups. More indirectly, polity can fund “Big Science” in
research universities in an effort to develop new knowledge that will be
adopted in change-producing technologies.

Thus, because polity can control schools, coupled with the fact that schools
are involved in the socialization of citizens and human capital as well as in the
production of knowledge and symbol systems, the state views the schools as a
vehicle for implementing policies. Other institutional systems—Xkinship, reli-
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gion, and economy—are less easily managed, or are managed at unpredictable
costs and with uncertain outcomes, by state intervention. Hence, the state is
more likely to use an institutional system that it can control to generate social
change.

At times, however, education is used to generate social change that is not
sanctioned by the state. This more *“‘subversive” use of education can occur in
private schools (although these usually support the status quo because they are
generally funded by elites and religion), in state-financed schools removed
from administrative supervision, and in schools where democratic ideals of the
broader society create a normative climate emphasizing “academic freedom.”
An instance of this latter pattern is found in American higher education, where
classrooms are often used for political mobilization and ideological conversion
of students against social inequalities and supporters (e.g., corporate America,
government) of the status quo. Conversely, schools in some Islamic societies
teach religious fundamentalism that may be at odds with state policies. If such
transformative efforts actually threaten the state, however, use of the material
base of power (cutting off funds, for example) and even the coercive base are
likely to ensue.

Education is the last of the core institutions to differentiate in human history,
and we are now in a position to define education as an institution, distinct
from learning that occurs through activities in other institutions. Education is
the systematic organization of formal student-teacher instruction, revolving around an
explicit curriculum and involving ritualized student passage, that has consequences
among the members of a population for social reproduction, cultural storage, social place-
ment, conflict management, and social transformation.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I seek to outline the basic elements of each of the core institu-
tional systems that have become differentiated from kinship over the last
twenty-five millennia. I begin with the economy, only because humans cannot
survive without production. Similarly, they cannot survive biologically with-
out reproduction. And both of these forces have placed in our ancient past
heavy selection pressures on humans to forge new kinds of bonds in nuclear
families grouped into small bands. This system was enormously adaptive
because humans radiated all over the globe during their first 230,000 years on
earth. For most of human history, then, production and reproduction of
humans have been the driving forces, but once population as a force increases
in valence, new selection pressures are generated, activating the remaining
macrodynamic forces—regulation and distribution—while increasing the
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valences for production and reproduction. Thus, as humans settled into more
permanent communities, populations grew and the successive differentiation
of the core institutional systems ensued. Evolution has not always been lineal
because de-evolution back to hunting and gathering has, no doubt, occurred.
For example, it is likely that Australian aborigines are former horticulturalists
from New Guinea who, when coming to Australia, reverted back to hunting
and gathering in response to the severe ecology of inland Australia.

Over time, each institutional system has differentiated from kinship, and as
institutions have become distinctive domains with their own cultures and sys-
tems of corporate as well as categoric units, the analysis of institutions involves
not only an explanation of the forces causing this differentiation and develop-
ment but also an analysis of how institutional systems become reintegrated in
patterns of mutual influence. The term integrated is not meant to imply a
smooth operating equilibrium or a stable system of institutions but, rather, to
denote the fact that as institutions become distinct they reveal patterns of
mutual influence that need to be explored (see chapter 8). Thus, as we begin
our review of the prominent stages in human evolution from hunting and
gathering to post-industrialism, we need to examine how institutions differen-
tiated, developed and, once separated, became reintegrated. And, as we come
to appreciate, many of the selection pressures operating on a given institution
come from the forces pushing the operation of other institutions.

NOTES

1. These definitions differ somewhat from those commonly employed by anthropolo-
gists. Frequently when a newly married couple does not move into one of their parent’s
family compounds, but still lives within the same community, this is referred to as a neolocal
residence pattern. In the definitions offered here this would be either a matrilocal or patrilo-
cal pattern. For us neolocality pertains to norms allowing for the free choice of residency by
married couples.

2. For references on unilineal descent systems, see: Fox (1967), Radcliffe-Brown (1952),
Keesing (1975), Ember and Ember (1983), Fried (1957), and Fortes (1953).

3. Sociologists have made a wide variety of typologies pertaining to the organization of
religious activity. Probably the most influential typology was Weber’s two polar types of
religious organization: the church and sect. These were developed in more detail by
Weber’s student Ernst Troeltsch ([1911] 1960), who viewed a church as a large, conservative,
elite-based ascriptive and dominant religious organization. At the polar extreme to a church
was a sect, which was viewed as a small, voluntary, quasi-rebellious religious order. Numer-
ous amplifications of this typology have been made (Yinger 1970; Wilson 1969; Pfautz
1955; Becker 1950; Wuthnow 1988:495). Generally, sociological typologies of religious
organization include, from least to most organized: cult, sect, established sect, church,
denomination, ecclesia (Salisbury 1964:96—-97; Moberg 1962:73—-99; Johnson 1960:419—
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39). While useful in analyzing religion in modern societies, these distinctions do not allow
us to grasp either the subtleties or complexity of traditional religious organization. For this
reason I have abandoned a sociological classification in favor of a more anthropological one
(Wallace 1966). This classification will allow us to put in a comparative perspective modern
religious organization. Thus, as noted above, cult structure is a generic term encompassing
all specific forms of religious organization, whether a cult (in the sociological sense), sect,
established sect, church, denomination, or ecclesia.

4. The approach taken in this chapter is functionalist, but with a conflict theory slant. I
draw from my own work (Turner 1980, 1974, 1972; Fuchs and Turmer 1991) and William
M. Evan’s (1990:222-23) theoretical model, and also, elements of Black’s (1993) theory.
For reviews of theoretical approaches to the sociology of law, see: Rich (1977), Selznick
(1968), Reasons and Rich (1978), Vago (1994), Evan (1990, 1980, 1962), Chambliss (1976),
Black and Mileski (1973).
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Chapter Four

Institutional Systems of
Hunter-Gatherer Populations

The human ancestral line emerged between five and eight million years ago.
This first ancestor looked like an ape, because it was a kind of ape who sought
to survive in the predator-ridden African savanna. Somehow these animals and
their kind had to find food, fend off predators, and reproduce themselves in
an environment that was not hospitable or safe, especially for primates whose
ancestors had evolved in the now dwindling arboreal habitat of trees. Natural
selection first worked on the body of this animal, making it upright by five
million years ago so that it could see above the grasses where danger lay, run
from and after prey, and use its dexterous hands to carry food, throw objects at
predators, and perhaps even make crude tools. Natural selection also worked
on social organization, creating the bonds, attachments, and solidarities that
would enable this vulnerable-looking ape to face danger collectively and,
equally important, to organize the quest for food and the reproduction of their
kind (Maryanski and Turner 1992). Organization was thus to be the key to this
apelike animal’s success; and the more these hominids, or those primates on the
human line, could organize their activities, the greater were their chances of
survival.

Survival for each of the successive species of hominids would be a momen-
tous achievement, since apes were in decline five million years ago, and as we
now know, only four genera of apes—gibbons, orangutans, chimpanzees, and
gorillas—are still with the human descendants of these first hominids. If we
count humans as an evolved ape, then just five genera have survived the last
eight million years—five out of many hundreds. Apes are thus one of the great
failures in the evolutionary record.

Yet, hominids beat the odds, probably because they became better orga-
nized. At some point, natural selection favored ever more intelligent hominids
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who could forge tighter-knit social bonds and attachments. But even as the
brain got larger, patterns of social organization remained simple—at best, bands
of a few dozen males, females, and offspring. Perhaps they had families, but at
first, only the mother and her offspring could be seen as “family.”” Later, males
became more attached to mothers and their offspring as natural selection
heightened human emotions and transformed what had been highly promiscu-
ous sexual relations between males and females into more enduring social
bonds (Turner 2000). Even as this transformation into the first families of
mother, father, and offspring occurred, the structure of the band housing these
families was still very simple: clusters of nuclear families wandering together in
search of food to gather or kill. Apparently, this simple structure, coupled with
the intelligence of its incumbents who could use fire and make tools, was suf-
ficient for hominids to prosper. By two million years ago, descendants of the
first hominid—Homo habilis and, later, Homo erectus—had been able to migrate
out of Africa and populate much of the globe.

And so it remained for the rest of hominid evolution. At some point, per-
haps as long as 250,000 years ago, Homo sapiens sapiens or modern humans
could be found in Africa and the Middle East. Even if this date is wrong, there
is no doubt that by 100,000 years ago, the threshold to being fully human was
crossed, but long before full-fledged humans emerged, gathering and hunting
bands had been the basis of survival for several million years.

Human hunting and gathering societies were typically small, usually consist-
ing of a band of fifty to eighty people. Bands tended to be autonomous,
although each remained in contact with others sharing the same language, cul-
ture, and region. The largest single grouping of hunters and gatherers ever dis-
covered in the archeological record was a settlement numbering about 400 to
600 people in a highly fertile area of France. A band of hunters and gatherers
wandered a region or territory, often in a somewhat circular pattern. The band
would settle for a time—perhaps several weeks—in one area, extract the avail-
able resources, and then move on to exploit a new location. Eventually, when
resources replenished themselves, the band might return to its starting point
and initiate a new round of movement to and from favored locations. Band
members appeared to have a sense for their own and others’ home range, and
as a result, they tended to wander within a delimited area, respecting the home
ranges of others, although conflict between bands may have been frequent if
resources became scarce. Equally often, however, the band may have dispersed
for a time (and even permanently) when resources in an area diminished, with
some members seeking a new area to exploit. This demographic and spatial
profile required low population densities so that the environment would not
be overtaxed. The bands themselves sought to maintain their population size
to an optimal level through a combination of infanticide, abortion, and birth
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control (which included women nursing children for prolonged periods and
maintaining a low lever of body fat and weight; see Kolata 1974).
Hunter-gatherers were thus the prototypical social form in which all nascent
institutional systems were housed. Human social evolution has involved the
successive differentiation from band and nuclear families all of the core institu-
tions—economy, religion, polity, law, and education. In a sense, it is not mean-
ingful to talk about institutions among hunter-gatherers because there is only
one clear-cut institution: kinship. Selection pressures arising from the force of
population, production, reproduction, distribution, and regulation led to the
formation of the nuclear family, clustered into small bands. Thus, all of the
macrodynamic forces worked through two simple corporate structures—bands
and nuclear families—and few categoric distinctions—age and sex classes. Since
hunting and gathering bands were, in essence, mesolevel structures, macrody-
namic forces were at low valences, revolving primarily around creating a suffi-
ciently stable structure that could respond to pressures for production and
reproduction, while meeting low-level valences for distribution and regula-
tion. If a species cannot find food and reproduce itself it is soon selected out,
as were most species of apes. Indeed, the only ape to survive to the present day
in the open-~country African savanna was the hominid line, with rival lines
dying out over the last eight million years. Today, all other species of apes live
in the forest or woodlands because, unlike humans and their hominid ances-
tors, they are not sufficiently organized to survive in open-country conditions.

KINSHIP

The pature of kinship is very much connected to the type of economy. In
hunting and gathering bands, kinship was very simple: nuclear family units of
mother, father, and offspring, at times connected together to form a larger unit
of several nuclear families. In this kinship system, marriage was relatively
unconstrained, although rules of incest and, at times, exogamy and endogamy
applied. Dissolution of marriages was also relatively simple, with minor rituals
allowing marriage partners to separate. Relations within the nuclear family
were egalitarian, although men and women engaged in very different activities,
and only men tended to garner high prestige for skill in their activities. Resi-
dence varied and could be neolocal, bilocal (both mother’s and father’s sides),
or patrilocal, but even if there was a clear residence rule, bilateral and truncated
descent rules prevailed, indicating that family lines were not emphasized.
Thus, as table 4.1 summarizes, the kinship system of hunter-gatherers was
composed of norms of bilateral/truncated descent, neolocal residence (with
some bias toward bilocal or patrilocality), nuclear families (at times joined in
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Table 4.1.  Structure of Kinship in Hunting and Gathering Societies

Size and composition Predominantly nuclear units of mother, father, and children

Residence Neolocal, bilocal, and patrilocal

Activity Clear division of labor: males hunt, and females gather and do
domestic chores

Descent Usually bilateral, but truncated

Authority Egalitarian, although considerable variability exists (with some sys-

tems giving males more authority over women)

Marriage Incest prohibited; exogamy and endogamy; considerable freedom
of choice; divorce easily effected

extended families), free choice in marriage guided by rules of incest (and at
times, exogamy and endogamy), easy dissolution, egalitarian authority, and a
division of labor in which males hunted and females gathered. It is in this divi-
ston of economic labor that the seeds of the institution of the economy can be
found.

ECONOMY

Hunter-gatherers revealed only minimal levels for each of the basic elements
organizing their economic activity (Maryanski and Turner 1992:83; Turner
1972). Technologically, they possessed limited albeit highly useful knowledge
about how to exploit the environment. This knowledge revolved around such
practical matters as how to gather various food sources at different times of the
year; how to hunt with spears and, for some, bows and arrows; and how to
search for hidden water sources in times of drought.

Physical capital formation in the economy was also extremely limited, con-
sisting of the equipment for hunting (spears, bows and arrows) and gathering
(e.g., digging sticks and baskets) and perhaps a few utensils for preparing food.
Human capital was strictly divided between men and women, with men per-
forming almost all the hunting and with women doing virtually all the gather-
ing, which normally involved picking or digging for food, as well as carrying
it back to camp for processing. Many hunters and gatherers did not appear to
work hard in order to meet their nutritional requirements, even under extreme
environmental conditions (Sahlins 1972:1-32; Lee and DeVore 1968; Wood-
burn 1968). Yet, their work could be tedious; and there was probably great
variability in difficulty and arduousness of their labor. In general, men normally
provided far less food with their labor than women, primarily because hunting
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was not always successful. When successful, however, a short term (and perish-
able) economic surplus might emerge. Women and their offspring were much
more likely to secure the necessary food among hunter-gatherers, but there
was generally considerable variability in how many hours they needed to spend
in gathering fruits, nuts, berries, roots, and other edible foods. Some have
argued that hunters and gatherers generally lived what has been called a “lei-
sure-intensive” lifestyle (Eibl-Eibesfeldt 1991:55), although these populations
could be subject to environmental changes that might put them on the brink
of starvation.

Entrepreneurship, or the organization of other economic elements, was per-
formed by the band and nuclear kinship units. Consisting of mother, father,
and children, the nuclear family unit was organized for two explicit ends: the
procurement of food and the procreation/socialization of the young. The band
as a whole might also be seen as an entrepreneurial unit, since it sought to
organize nuclear families in ways that facilitated movement to available
resources. But unlike the corporate units of more complex societies, the bands
were not elaborate, hierarchical, or highly constraining. They were simply
places where individuals had considerable freedom to choose when and how
they would pursue their various lines of activity.

Finally, property as an element of economic organization was minimal. The
physical capital—spears, bowls, bows and arrows, digging sticks—was usually
defined by hunter-gatherers as private property; and at times, the home range
or territory of the band as a whole was defined as their collective property.
Understandings about how to distribute a hunting kill evoked a sense of prop-
erty (for example, the person who actually made the kill would get the most
valued parts), but most resources were shared among members of the band.

Table 4.2. Economy in Hunting-Gathering Societies

Technology Practical knowledge of: indigenous plant resources including, at
times, seeding and harvesting; animal resources and hunting; sea-
sonal effects on availability of plant and animal resources. Knowledge
of how to make tools—spears, digging sticks, hatchets, bows and
arrows, baskets, and at times pottery

Physical Capital Hunting equipment; digging implements; cooking utensils
Labor Clear sexual division of labor; males hunt, and females gather
Entrepreneurship Band and nuclear family units organize economic activity
Property Personal possessions. At times, collective territory. No material

inequality, although rules about how to distribute a hunting kill can
be seen as early definitions of property
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In this kind of simple economy, all institutional structures were folded into,
or fused with, the nuclear family units and the band. Just as the economy was
embedded in kinship and band, so other institutional systems, such as religion,
polity, law, and education, were coextensive with kin and band. Indeed, as
emphasized above, the history of human societies has been one of differentiat-
ing new institutional systems as populations have grown and as the economy
has expanded. We should remember, however, that for most of our history
as a species, humans’ biological nature was conditioned by hunting-gathering
economies. We are, at our evolutionary heart and soul, hunter-gatherers who
have created complex social structures and systems of culture over the last fif-
teen thousand years. The first step along this developmental path was, as we
see in the next chapter, the adoption of a new mode of economic organization:
horticulture.

RELIGION

Among the attempts to delineate stages of religious evolution (e.g., Bellah
1970, 1964; Habermas 1979; Luhmann 1984; and Wallace 1966), I find Wal-
lace’s (1966) discussion of pre-modern religions the most useful. To classify
religions into types, we need to select some common dimensions that can serve
as a point of reference for both comparing religions and recording their evolu-
tionary development. Three dimensions follow from the definition of religion
presented in chapter 3: (1) the nature of religious beliefs about the supernatural,
(2) the nature of rituals, and (3) the nature of cult structures.

Among most hunter-gatherer bands, religion was comparatively simple, if it
existed at all. Spirits and beings inhering in the empirical universe (sea, sky,
plant life) were often postulated, but in many cases they were not perceived to
exert extensive control over the world, nor were they always worshipped as
sacred in a highly intense way. There were no cult structures, save for the indi-
vidual who may have practiced rituals that evoked feelings and emotions about
spirits and beings.

Among hunter-gatherers revealing a more developed religion, part-time
shamans emerged to act as mediators to the supernatural (Wallace 1966; Nor-
beck 1961). In these shamanic religions, the cosmology displayed some degree
of definition and complexity (Bellah 1964:364—66). Supernatural beings were
objectified and viewed as clearly distinct from the natural world, and some of
these beings were believed to control and influence the worldly activities of
individuals. Usually gods had specified and delimited spheres of influence, and
the relationships among gods could be the source of considerable speculation,
often creating an incipient hierarchy or pantheon of relations among gods.
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Religious myths delineating the history of gods could also exist, but their com-
plexity varied considerably. Yet, these religions did not display a well-articu-
lated system of values or moral codes of conduct.

This form of belief system can be illustrated by briefly noting some salient
features of the traditional Eskimo or Inuit religion (Turner 1972). The Eskimo
pantheon was composed of a varied mixture of lesser beings who were personi-
fied as the souls of preeminent humans and animals. Also, there were various
minor and local spirits regulating the behavior of individuals. Usually particular
kin groups had a set of ancestral souls and spirits with whom they had to
reckon, and frequently some myths surrounded the emergence and persistence
of these local beings and spirits. Higher up in the pantheon were two primary
gods—the Keeper of Sea Animals and the Spirit of the Air—but the mythol-
ogy, division of powers, and the hierarchy of control among these higher, soci-
etywide gods remained somewhat vague and blurred. Thus, the traditional
Eskimo religious belief system marked a clear-cut distinction between at least
some aspects of the natural and supernatural, but the internal differentiation of
the cosmology into a complex and clear pantheon accompanied by supporting
myths had only been initiated in this simple shamanic religion.

The fairly clear differentiation between the natural and supernatural in sha-
manic religions encouraged the development of rituals through which gods
and humans interact. The locus of such rituals is the cult structure, but the cult
structures in shamanic religions were loosely organized; and following Wallace
(1966:83—-90), two general types of cult structures were evident: individualistic
cults and shamanic cults. In individualistic cults, there was no distinction between
religious specialists and laymen because members of the cult engaged in appro-
priate rituals addressed to the supernatural without a religious specialist as an
intermediary. Shamanic cults displayed a more differentiated structure, with
part-time religious practitioners serving as intermediaries between laypersons
and the supernatural, with these intermediaries assuming this status on the basis
of family ascription, specialized training, and inspirational experience with the
supernatural. General norms required that for a fee the shamans act as magicians,
witch doctors, medicine men, mediums, spiritualists, astrologers, and diviners.
Depending upon the society, the nature of religious beliefs, and the needs of
the client, shamans could usually perform at least several of these services.

It is thus with shamanic cults that the first religious division of labor emerged
in human societies, and perhaps it is here that religion began to differentiate
from kinship as a distinct institution responding to selection pressures generated
by the forces of reproduction and, perhaps, regulation. The shaman repre-
sented a religious specialist who was clearly differentiated from lay clients, but
shamanic cults remained loosely organized, rarely revealing clear boundaries,
places of worship, or stable membership. In fact shamanic cults displayed a



106 Chapter 4

transient clientele who had little sense of religious community and who,
despite sharing beliefs and rituals, had relatively low mutual identification and
solidarity. Furthermore, there were few if any calendrical rituals required of
cult members; rituals were apparently performed only when needed.

Eskimo cult structure and organization reflected most of these conditions.
Generally there were two individualistic cults and one shamanic cult organiz-
ing religious beliefs and rituals (Wallace 1966:89). One of the individualistic
cults was termed the Spirit Helper Cult, and within this cult individuals sought
the particular spirits, souls, and beings of their locale or of their kin grouping,
because people inherited patrilineally certain Spirit Helpers who were seen as
guiding and helping individuals in their daily activities and to whom appeals
were made by wearing little statuettes of walrus tusks, bags of pebbles, and
remains of shellfish. To secure help from the spirits, individuals also had to
observe certain taboos, especially with respect to not killing the creatures being
represented in this ancillary appeal. What is important about this cult is that
there were no regularly scheduled rituals, with individuals seeking the help of
their ancestral and local spirits by themselves. The second individualistic cult—
the Game Animal Cult—had a more clearly established set of norms that cut
across both local kin groups and larger communities. Certain societywide
taboos existed, ostensibly to inhibit behavior that would offend major game
animals—for example, the flesh of land and sea animals was never to be cooked
together, since to do so would bring illness and starvation (Wallace 1966:90).
These and other norms were believed to prevent giving offense to the souls
and spirits—the Keepers—who controlled and regulated the supply of game
upon which the Eskimos depended for survival. Violations of norms had to be
openly confessed; and if violations on the part of one individual persisted, he
or she was banished from the community. Through ritual conformity to
norms, the community believed that it could avert potential disaster. Thus the
Game Animal Cult of the Eskimos displayed a more clear-cut structure than
the Spirit Helper Cult because it was societywide and because it had clear-cut
norms that were ritually observed and that, when violated, brought sanctions
from the community. Actual ritual behavior was still enacted by individuals
without the assistance of an intermediary (hence, it remained an individualistic
cult). The most complex cults among the traditional Eskimos were led by sha-
mans who were seen as having a special ability to get the attention of a Spirit
Helper. For a fee the shaman would call upon Spirit Helpers to assist clients
suffering ill health or bad fortune, with the shaman’s task being one of dis-
covering from a Spirit Helper the supernatural entity who had been offended,
the taboo that had been broken, or the ritual that had not been performed by
the client. Once diagnosed, the shaman underwent a spiritual trip to rectify the
illness or misfortune. In the shamanic cult of coastal villages there was one
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quasi-calendrical ritual ceremony performed by the shaman: his annual spiritual
trip to the ocean’s bottom to persuade and entice Sedna—the Sea Goddess and
Keeper of Sea Animals—to release from her domain a sufficient number of
animals so that the communities and villages could survive for the ensuing year.

Table 4.3. Religion in Hunting and Gathering Societies

Belief system Conception of a supernatural realm of beings and forces, but not clearly
organized into a cosmology; some mythology; no clear religious value
system

Rituals Some calendrical rituals, but most rituals performed ad hoc as needed;
shaman directs some rituals, but many performed by individuals on their
own

Cult structure None that can be distinguished from band or its nuclear units; occasional
“festivals” when bands come together

In sum, then, shamanic religions—as exemplified by the Eskimo and other
small groupings of hunter-gatherers—can be viewed as the most basic religious
type, once some degree of religious evolution has occurred. The religious
belief system, while distinguishing the sacred and profane as well as the super-
natural and natural, does not display a clearly differentiated and systematized
cosmology and value system. Structurally, cult organization evidences at most
a clear differentiation between shaman and layman, although much religious
activity still occurs within individualistic cults. Yet, we should remember that
this level of religious development is the extreme, about as far as hunter-gath-
erers went in differentiating religious activity. Eskimo or Inuit populations real-
ized this level of religious evolution because they were often semi-settled along
the coasts of oceans. Most other hunting and gathering bands had much less
religion, or none at all, because they were smaller and more nomadic.

POLITY

In most hunting and gathering populations, a polity did not exist because it
was not needed. Values for regulation as a macrodynamic force were too low to
generate intense selection pressures for leadership and consolidation of power.
Leadership tended to be somewhat ad hoc, arising if required for a specific
purpose but soon dissipating. Among some hunting and gathering populations,
a headman was differentiated, but as was typical, his powers were very limited.
For example, among the !Kung-san of Africa the headman’s main duties
revolved around directing migrations and some economic activity, while per-
forming certain necessary religious ceremonies for the society’s welfare (Fried



108 Chapter 4

1967:87), but these leaders possessed no sanctioning power or capacity to use
force.

Among some hunting and gathering populations, however, a more visible
leader could be found. Such was especially likely to be the case when hunter-
gatherers began to settle down, usually near waterways or bodies of water
where fishing could provide an ample economic surplus to support a larger
population. Under these conditions, a “Big Man”’ took power in order to
coordinate economic activities, promote defense, negotiate peace or wage war,
and regulate exchange. The Big Man became the village spokesperson with
outside groups, negotiating trade, performing ceremonies, striking political
agreements, and if necessary, pursuing war. Internally, the Big Man often
“owned” the land, or had rights to its economic outputs; and he usually had
the right to distribute the resources to other members of the population or, as
was often the case, to sponsor prestige-giving festivals and to engage in trade
with other populations (Johnson and Earle 1987; Maryanski and Turner
1992:114; Sahlins 1963). Thus, if a stable surplus existed and if a population
grew, even hunter-gatherers could begin to consolidate and centralize power,
but in a real sense, this development was premature because normally hunting
and gathering populations were small, nomadic, and leaderless. When they
were able to produce a stable surplus and, thereby, become more sedentary,
valences for regulation increased and set into motion selection pressures for
leadership and consolidation of power.

Thus, Big Man societies were an evolutionary cul-de-sac, but they point to
the basic conditions that cause the values of power and population as forces to
increase and set into motion selection pressures for polity. These conditions
were, however, more consistently evident with the spread of horticulture
among the world’s populations.

Table 4.4 summarizes the consolidation and centralization of power among
both nomadic and settled hunter-gatherers. Nomadic were more typical than
settled populations; and so, very little power was ever mobilized among
hunter-gatherers until populations settled and grew, thereby raising the values
for population and regulation as macrodynamic forces. Leadership and power
were simply not needed among hunter-gatherers. Moreover, since hunter-
gatherers reveal very little, if any, inequality and, hence, internal threat, selec-
tion pressures from this source did not push actors to create polity. And,
because production does not generate a surplus, and distribution occurs within
the context of kinship, there are few selection pressures from these two macro-
dynamic forces to cause leadership to emerge and consolidate power. Yet, if
hunter-gatherer bands or groups of bands in a territory found themselves in
conflict, leadership may have emerged in response to external threats. Still,
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Table 4.4. Polity in Hunting and Gathering Societies

109

Nomadic

Settled or Semi-Settled

Centralization of
decision-making and
leadership

Some individuals may be fol-
lowed because of their prestige
and expertise, but no compul-
sion to conform to directives.

Sometimes, settled hunting and
gathering populations develop
“Big Men’” who possess power
to direct activities

Most decisions are made by
individuals or by nucleated kin
groups

Consolidation of bases of power

None for most hunter-
gatherers

In Big Men systems, leaders
often use their control of trade,
land, and economic surplus to
manipulate others

Material incentives:

Symbolic: Those with prestige can often Same as nomadic, although Big
get others to follow them Man systematically seeks to
garner prestige through manip-
ulation of material incentives
Coercion: Not utilized in most hunting Big Man and his allies or kin-

and gathering societies dred in semi-settled popula-

tions often use coercive force

Administration: None Big Man and his allies or, at
times, his kinsmen can become
a ““quasi staff”” among more

settled populations

there is not enough evidence in the lost record of hunter-gatherer populations
of the earth to know for sure how common conflict occurred and how it
influenced leadership in bands or sets of bands.

Thus, nomadic hunter-gatherers do not reveal a polity, except on rare occa~
sions where leadership is required. With settlement, however, polity emerges
in more stable forms and leaders begin to consolidate and centralize power in
order to respond to selection pressures emanating from regulation for coordi-
natton and control as well as selection pressures stemming from regulation and
distribution for the allocation of resources. Big Men systems represent one
path, perhaps a transitional one on the way to full-blown horticulture, but as
power is consolidated and used to respond to selection pressures, kinship is
once again the structural unit that houses power, at least during the early stages
of horticulture. So, even as concentrations of power emerge and mark a dis-
tinctive institutional form, the polity remains for a time embedded in kinship.
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LAW

Some hunter-gatherers did not have all elements of a legal system because rules
invoking the possibility or appropriateness of third parties to resolve disputes
did not exist. These systems generally had rules that allowed for self-redress by
an individual for perceived wrongs. For example, among the 'Kung-san of
Africa, one of the last remaining hunter-gatherer societies, “when a dispute
arises between members of the band . . . the only remedy is self-help” (Schap-
era 1930:152); and a person may seek “vengeance” for serious offenses. Yet,
individuals in these self-help systems typically possessed a sense of proportion
about the seriousness of an offense and the intensity of the self-help response.
For instance, illicit sexual relations would be viewed tolerably, perhaps only
inviting a weak rebuke among some hunter-gatherers, but among others, adul-
tery was viewed more severely (Newman 1983:60). Among the Mataco of
South America, for instance, infidelity gave the injured party the right to
impose sanctions, but if jealousy led to murder of the offending party, this act
was considered too extreme and invited a harsh penalty in the form of an aven-
ging “‘blood feud” by the victim’s family (Fock 1974:224-25). In fact, the
original infidelity was forgotten because of the greater severity of murder.

Other sanctions among hunter-gatherers included shaming rituals by the
band against offenders, rituals to send illness to offenders, contests designed to
humiliate offenders, and other less physical forms of retaliation (Newman
1983:59-65). Yet, at times, the punishment for violations of the law or loss of
a dispute could be quite physical. For example, among the Australian aborigi-
nes, an aggrieved “plaintiff”” and his kin could hurl spears at the “defendant”
who was armed with a shield. When the defendant was wounded, the punish-
ment was over (Sawer 1965); and while the defendant did not usually die, he
was nonetheless hurt, often severely. What is evident in these examples is the
existence of rules carrying special significance and sanctions for their violation
as well as explicit procedures for enforcement of violations of these rules
through self-help. Such is a legal system at its most elementary level; and it is
from this primordial base that legal evolution must have begun many thousands
of years ago.

A somewhat more developed legal system among hunter-gatherers involved
the intervention of a third party into the self-redress process—thereby signaling
the beginnings of a judge and court. The third party was usually a high prestige
man who could be called upon to advise disputing parties about what they
should do, but he did not have the power to make them follow his advice. Yet,
his prestige and his capacity to shame litigants (over their disrespect of the cus-
toms and moral codes) gave him considerable influence.

At times, this advisor role could be expanded to that of mediator, in which
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the third party negotiated settlements between relatives of the litigants who
acted as “lawyers” for the disputing parties (Kroeber 1925:89; Newman
1983:70-73). At other times, the third parties were the representatives of the
litigants themselves who came to constitute a primitive court. For example,
among the Yurok of California (Kroeber 1926), an individual feeling cheated
by another would engage the assistance of two nonkinsmen, as would the other
charged with the offense. These assistants would then assume the status of
judge, or as they were known to the Yurok, “crossers.” Procedural laws indi-
cated just how these “‘crossers’ were to behave; and after hearing the evidence
offered by the litigants and their pleas pertaining to substantive law, the *“cross-
ers” would render a decision in accordance with a rule of punishment known
by all (Hoebel 1954:24). Here was a primitive court, analytically very similar to
those in modern systems: the litigants were their own lawyers, but clear-cut
judge statuses were created to interpret grievances in light of unwritten laws.

A somewhat more developed system of mediation was found in Big Man
societies where there was some capacity to dictate solutions to disputes by
withholding material incentives or by using coercion. These types of legal sys-
tems were far less prevalent than the advisor and self-help pattern, but data
from enough of them indicate that once some power was consolidated, the
legislative component of law clearly emerged. For example, Llewellyn’s and
Hoebel’s (1941:127-28) reconstruction of the Cheyenne Indians—who had
reverted from horticulture back to hunting and gathering with the arrival of
the horse in North America and with their relocation onto the plains—
provides a good illustration of what transpires with Big Man systems, or in the
case of plains Native Americans, with chiefs (who were, in essence, Big Men
rather than heads of unilineal kin units). To go on the warpath a Cheyenne
warrior borrowed, without asking, the horse of another Cheyenne warrior.
When the horse was not returned, the aggrieved warrior went to a court (as a
litigant) composed of ““warrior chiefs” (high prestige warriors) who sent for the
culprit. The *““defendant” confessed, agreed to restitution, and even offered to
make the aggrieved warrior his blood brother. The matter as a court action was
then settled, but the chief or Big Man then assumed a legislative role, proclaim-
ing: “Now we shall make a new rule. If any man takes another’s goods [note:
not just horses, but any goods] without asking, we shall go over and get them
back for him. More than that, if the taker tries to keep them, we will give him
a whipping.”” Thus new substantive and procedural laws were enacted by the
chief, as both judge and political legislator.

Among hunter-gatherers, then, we can see the beginnings of a legal system:
A body of laws existed, although only just distinguishable from other norma-
tive agreements; and there was an incipient distinction between substantive and
procedural laws indicating, respectively, what laws were violated and how vio-



112 Chapter 4

lations were to be managed. There could be no court in purely self-help sys-
tems, save for the “court of public opinion,” but once advisors were used and
once individuals or their relatives made a case to the advisor, the positions of
judge, litigants, and lawyers could be found in their most rudimentary form.
Enforcement was mostly self-help among hunter-gatherers but it was action
constrained by rules that “punishments must fit crimes.” The law-making or
legislative component was the most recessive component of the legal system of
hunter-gatherers, although decisions or advice given by mediators were
remembered and used again to settle similar violations of rules or disputes
among parties. And when a Big Man emerged—as was the case of “chiefs”
among the Cheyenne—power was consolidated and more explicit law-making
and enforcement ensued.

Table 4.5 summarizes these emerging elements of a legal system among
hunter-gatherers. Even without the explicit consolidation of power by leaders,
law is evident in even the simplest population because it is essential to coordi-
nation and control. But, without the surplus to support leaders and without
more intense selection pressures stemming from regulation (as these pressures
escalate with population growth), transitory leadership roles serving as the
equivalent of judges and courts are sufficient to maintain order in hunter-gath-
erers. Only when power becomes more consolidated, then, does a clearly dif-
ferentiated legal system become evident. But the sporadic instances where the
system emerged among hunter-gatherers reveal the kinds of selection pressures
that push actors, when they must, to create the institution of law.

EDUCATION

Education as a distinctive institutional system does not exist among hunter-
gatherers. Reproductive forces pushing hominids to form kinship were suffi-
cient in meeting the selection pressures for a stable source of socialization.
However, the elements of education can be seen when the young are given
explicit instruction in various skills and cultural lore by elders, but these activi-
ties are hardly distinct from adult roles in the kinship system. Indeed, as I
emphasize in chapter 3, education does not become a clearly differentiated
structure until rather late in human evolution, because kinship is adequate to
manage the selection pressures posed by the forces of production and regula-
tion. Thus, as is evident in table 4.6, education is completely embedded in
kinship during hunting and gathering, as we will see, for most of human history
up to late agrarianism and early industrialization.



Institutional Systems of Hunter-Gatherer Populations 113

Table 4.5. Law in Hunting and Gathering Societies

Nomadic

Settled or Semi-Settled

Body of Laws

Substantive:

Few laws that can be distin-
guished from day-to-day
norms, but norms do specify
proscriptions and prescriptions

Same as nomadic, but some
norms will be more “’rule-like”’
because of Big Man’s or head-
man’s claims to property,
trade, and other prerogatives

Procedural:

Some norms specify what is to
be done when violation of
important norms occur

More likely to be rules specify-
ing what is to be done with vio-
lation of important rules,
especially those involving
headman'’s prerogatives

Legislation of Laws

No explicit body or person to
legislate rules, although high
prestige individuals may sug-
gest rules

Headman s, at times, likely to
try to legislate new rules,
although his capacity to get
conformity is based upon his
prestige and personal charisma

Courts

Judge: No one is authorized to man-  Same as nomadic, although Big
age violations of rules, except ~ Man may assume role of advi-
for those who feel that their sor and make suggestions
rights have been violated. Pres-  about how to resolve disputes.
tige leaders may at times offer At times, these suggestions
suggestions about how to carry moral authority
resolve disputes

Jury/Council: None None, although at times Big

Man and his allies can act as a
council that considers disputes
and grievances

Enforcement of Laws

‘’Redress” system of enforce-
ment in which harmed individ-
uals must seek compensation
or punishment on his or her
own. Most disputes resolved by
simple face-to-face discussions.
Violence in the form of feuds
and revenge can occur, but is
rare because unresolvable dis-
putes usually lead to a breakup
of the band

Most disputes resolved by nor-
mal face-to-face discussion.
Aggrieved parties, even with
favorable advice from Big Man,
must still use redress and seek
enforcement of rights on his or
her own. Feuds and revenge
are more frequent, but usually
mediated by the Big Man
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Table 4.6. Education in Hunting and Gathering Societies

Instruction Most learning comes by observation and practice. Occasional instruc-
tion by adults within family and band units

Curricula Hunting and gathering technologies, religious beliefs and rituals,
band-kinship history

Ritualized passage ~ Typically a ceremony marking general transition from childhcod to
adulthood

KEY INSTITUTIONAL INTERCHANGES

Because institutional differentiation is only incipient among hunting and gath-
ering populations, the dynamic relations among institutions are not so evident
as they are later in societal evolution. We cannot trace with any detail, there-
fore, the mutual influences among institutions for hunter-gatherers, but we
can, I believe, see the dim outlines of the interchanges among institutions that
will become ever more evident with societal evolution and institutional differ-
entiation. Thus, my goal here is only to set the stage for what must become an
important facet of institutional analysis—interchanges among institutions—as
societies become more complex.

Kinship and Economy

When kinship and economy are clearly differentiated from each other, the
basic interchange is for kinship to provide human capital for the economy and
for the economy to generate consumer goods to sustain family members (see
chapter 8). When economy is embedded within kinship, however, kinship
rules provide all elements of the economy: the technology lodged in family
members’ brains, physical capital or the implements of gathering produced by
family members, human capital consisting of the learned skills of family mem-
bers, definitions of property, and entrepreneurship provided by the structure
of kinship. Some of these effects of kinship on the economy might be seen as
somewhat distinct, such as technology and physical capital, but in fact the
norms of the kinship system as they dictate what family members are to do and
what they should learn determine the level of technology, physical capital, and
all other economic elements. The reverse relationship of the effects of the
economy on kinship, however, remains much the same throughout societal
evolution: economy provides the resources necessary to sustain life and the
social structures built up by human activity.

Over the course of human evolution, as institutions differentiated from kin-
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ship, the effects of kinship on the economy were successively reduced. Even
in the role of providing human capital, kinship has had to give up functions
to formal educational systems that have also differentiated from the economy.
Similarly, technology is developed by actors within the economy itself, or by
other institutions such as science and education. The same is true with physical
capital, and even human capital is trained within specific corporate units
devoted solely to economic activity. Polity and law provide definitions of
property and enforce property rights; and the distribution of all economic ele-
ments is increasingly the purview of markets and infrastructures regulated by
law and polity.

Thus, in hunting and gathering, the forces of production and reproduction
generated selection pressures on hominids and their human descendants pro-
ducing nuclear kinship systems and bands. Kinship proved to be an amazingly
effective response to pressures for production and reproduction (and regulation
as well) for millions of years among hominids and, for two hundred thousand
years, among humans as well. Thus, by simply strengthening male-female
bonds over what they are evident among apes (where strong ties are virtually
absent, except among gibbons/siamangs), a very efficient structure was created
that resolved problems posed by selection pressures and, as we will see for hor-
ticulture, that could be altered to organize key economic elements into more
complex patterns.

Kinship and Religion

The basic interchange between kinship and religion is evident among hunter-
gatherers, even without clear differentiation between the two systems. Reli-
gion provides beliefs and rituals that can alleviate tension and anxiety, while
reinforcing critical kinship norms as sanctioned by supernatural forces, entities,
and beings. In return, kin members provide commitments to beliefs and a will-
ingness to practice rituals that sustain religion. Yet, when religion is not clearly
differentiated from kinship, kin members assume many of the positions that
become the exclusive domain of religion when it is fully differentiated.

Kinship and Polity

When kinship and polity are differentiated, kinship provides loyalty to political
elites, which allows them to consolidate and centralize power, while the polity
allocates power within kinship units, often through law. When a polity does
not exist, however, and when leadership is, in essence, not required because of
low values for regulation, this fundamental relationship between kinship and
polity is hardly observable. Moreover, when polity did evolve with horticul-
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ture, kinship still provided the structural framework within which power was
consolidated and centralized. That is, power essentially flowed through hierar-
chies of kin units as organized by descent rules. Until the state as a political
formation emerged with advanced horticulture, kinship provided virtually all
the bases of power for leaders. Only with high degrees of differentiation
between kinship and polity did these far-ranging effects of kinship on polity
recede. Thus, among leaderless hunter-gatherers, there was no interchange
between kinship and polity because regulation was not a driving force. But, if
Big Men emerged in settled hunter-gatherers or if previously leaderless bands
engaged in conflict or confronted other environmental crises, such as a dra-
matic change in the ecology of a population, the values for regulation increased
as a macrodynamic force and set into motion selection pressures for power that
could be used to order relations of authority within kinship units, thus estab-
lishing the fundamental relationship between these two institutions.

Kinship and Law

When law is a distinct institution, it provides for kinship external rules and
procedures governing family organization, while kinship socializes commit-
ments to the general tenets of the legal system. This general relationship held
even in simple, leaderless hunting and gathering populations because rules of
kinship were enforced and adjudicated, although the processes by which this
occurred were situationally evoked. Still, despite the ad hoc and transient
nature of legal system activity among hunter-gatherers, the fundamental rela-
tionship between the two institutions was evident.

Kinship and Education

Because education does not differentiate from kinship in hunting and gather-
ing, the fundamental relationship is obscured. As differentiation occurs, educa-
tion assumes many of the socialization functions of family, while kinship
provides the financial (via taxes) and cultural (via socialization) resources neces-
sary for the schools to operate. But like all else in hunting and gathering socie-
ties, the folding of institutions into kinship obscures this relationship, and
kinship was the major structure within which all education—indeed, most
socialization—occurred among hunter-gatherers.

Economy and Religion

Religion can provide mechanisms for alleviating strain, tension, and uncer-
tainty associated with economic activity, especially if it is dangerous (as in fish-
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ing offshore) or if the environment is undergoing significant changes that
decrease resource availability. At the same time, religion may reinforce critical
norms of economic activity, although these are still lodged within kinship. In
the long run, economic surplus will provide the resources essential for the dif-
ferentiation of a distinctive religious system, but among hunter-gatherers this
effect of the economy was not so evident because a separate set of religious
practitioners did not have to be supported outside the economy and kinship.
As hunter-gatherers settled, however, distinctive religious practitioners
emerged, and at times, may have been supported in roles outside kinship or
economy. Once this process began, a new structural base beyond band and
kinship was laid down for subsequent religious evolution.

Polity and Economy

Polity provides the physical capital for the economy, while the economy pro-
vides the resources necessary to sustain polity. Only with Big Men systems was
this relationship evident among hunter-gatherers, as the Big Man allocated
individuals or kin units to various economic activities and as he taxed some or
all of the economic outputs, only to redistribute these outputs primarily
because they were typically perishable and had to be redistributed before they
spoiled. This redistribution garnered prestige for the Big Man (a kind of sym-
bolic power) and provided a material incentive base of power. However,
among leaderless hunter-gatherers, where no polity exists, this relationship
between economy and polity did not exist.

CONCLUSION

This is the first of four chapters on the most visible stages of societal evolution:
hunting and gathering, horticulture, agrarianism, industrialism, and post-
industrialism. There are, of course, variants of these stages, such as herding and
fishing societies, that can be considered offshoots of simple horticultural forms.
It is from the structural base described in this chapter that all other institutions
evolved. The forces of production and reproduction are dominant in this stage,
although the other macrodynamic forces were operative at very low values.
‘When populations begin to settle down and grow, the valences for other forces
suddenly increased and began to drive institutional development.

I place population as a primary force because it changes the valences of all
other forces. When populations are small, homogeneous, and spread out over
large territories (lowering density), this force exerts relatively little pressure,
allowing production and reproduction to be accommodated by simple nuclear
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families in small bands. As populations grow, however, the values of produc-
tion, reproduction, regulation, and distribution as forces are raised. More food
must be produced and distributed; more control and coordination through the
consolidation of power will have to exist; more extensive socialization of indi-
viduals into more diverse sets of specialized roles will have to occur. As the
values for all macrodynamic forces increase, selection pressures drive actors to
find new solutions to new sets of problems, and among those populations that
survived the threats posed by these problems, differentiation and development
of institutional systems previously embedded in kinship among hunter-gather-
ers became increasingly evident. The first major evolutionary step toward this
new institutional order was horticulture.



Chapter Five

Institutional Systems of
Horticultural Populations

Horticulture is simple farming and gardening without the benefit of the plow
or nonhuman sources of energy. Humans only slowly eased into horticulture
because it involves considerably more human capital (in terms of time and
energy spent) than hunting and gathering. Indeed, when members of the few
remaining hunting and gathering populations were asked why they did not
adopt horticulture, they generally replied that it was too much work. Some
hunter-gatherers clearly understood how to plant because they would often
cast seeds about as they left an area, hoping that they would grow into easy
food sources when they returned in their cyclical wanderings about a territory.
Thus, it was not the technology, or knowledge of how to plant, garden, and
harvest, that was so novel to humans; rather, it was their willingness to expend
so much effort to maintain gardens that represented the key breakthrough.
Humans did not jump into horticulture, given the first opportunity; they were
forced to adopt this technology once their numbers increased as a consequence
of settling in one place. The most likely scenario is that settled communities
hunted and gathered all of the food in an area but were now too large to pick
up and move, as had previous generations. As a consequence, selection pres-
sures from population and production forced them to reorganize into horticul-
tural modes of production. Once this step had been taken, the nature of human
societies was changed forever.

Horticultural systems varied enormously in size, from 100—150 people in
simple systems to many thousands in complex systems.! Horticulturalists often
had to resettle as they depleted the soil or as overpopulation forced them to
seek new resources. In fact, many horticultural techniques are very hard on the
ecosystemn, leading to serious depletion of the soil’s fertility. Some horticultur-
alists may have reverted back to hunting and gathering, but once populations

119
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grew, the amount of available territory declined, and horticulturalists were typ-
ically in constant warfare with their neighbors. Thus, once trapped in horticul-
ture, it may have been difficult to escape.

ECONOMY

In terms of the elements of economy, horticulturalists differed considerably
from hunting and gathering populations. Technologically, they had practical
knowledge of: (1) planting, harvesting, grinding, and storing grains as well as
cooking; (2) breeding, fertilizing, and crop rotation (in more complex systems);
(3) tool making, initially with stones and later in more complex systems with
metal; (4) masonry; (5) pottery-making with kilns, which later led to metal-
lurgy, or annealing, smelting, casting, and eventually alloying.

Physical capital included tools, pottery, storage facilities, city walls and,
slowly, negotiable capital, at first with barter of hard goods but eventually with
money. Human capital revealed a clear division of labor, with females doing
most of the gardening and with males increasingly involved in specialized
trades and occupations (weapon-making, pottery, house and boat building,
bartering and commerce, metal-working, leather-making, masonry), although
women could also pursue some trades such as weaving. The level of skill and
energy output of human capital thus increased significantly with horticulture.
Entrepreneurial structures also changed, and dramatically so. In simple systems,
more complex kinship structures linking nuclear families together into larger
kinship units organized much of the economy; and even in more advanced
horticultural populations, these large and more complex kinship systems still
organized activity. Villages and eventually larger cities also ordered the econ-
omy in terms of distributing gardening plots, trade specialization, barter and,
eventually, commercial systems using money. Markets where goods and ser-
vices were bought and sold (either through barter or money) also began to
appear as a prominent way to structure distribution and, consequently, gather-
ing and production as well. True political leaders could now be found, and
these leaders dictated the distribution of land and economic roles of kin mem-
bers.2 For some populations, a “Big Man” political system emerged in which
an individual and usually his fellow kinsmen accumulated foodstuffs and then
redistributed this surplus through elaborate feasts; and in this manner the Big
Man gained prestige and, at times, power (Johnson and Earle 1987). Although
such systems were more typical of hunter-gatherers like the “Indians” of the
Pacific northwest who were in the process of settling down, Big Men could
also be found among simple horticultural populations, such as those in Polyne-
sia (Sahlins 1963).
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Property became more clearly defined with horticulture. In simple systems
the headman or chief could theoretically own everything and received most
productive output, but this leader was also required to redistribute what was
given to him. Similarly, in Big Men systems, the leader usually had to give
away most of what he and his kinsmen had accumulated if he was to maintain
his standing. In larger and more complex horticultural systems, political and
religious elites as well as those engaged in market activity could claim private
property, as could individuals with respect to their personal possessions. As
claims to private property were allowed, inequality and stratification became
prominent features of human society (Turner 1984; Lenski 1966). Rights to
land, physical capital, human capital (whether as slaves, apprentices, or wage
workers), and occupations were increasingly becoming the basis for stratifying
the members of the population (usually leaving a large mass with little prop-
erty). Such inequality was aggravated by the widespread, although highly vari-
able, practice of slavery among horticulturalists.

Table 5.1 summarizes the basic structure of simple and advanced horticul-
tural economies. By the time a more advanced system emerged in human his-
tory, the basic structure began to rival that of simple agrarian economies, but
as long as human power was the primary source of energy, the system remained
horticultural. It was only with the advent of nonhuman sources of power that
full agrarianism began to emerge in human evolution.

Institutional differentiation began to accelerate with horticulture. Even as
kinship expanded and became the basic structure organizing the population,
especially in simple horticultural systems, the beginnings of separate spheres of
economic, political, religious, legal, and educational activity could be seen.
Once differentiation was initiated, it operated to encourage population
growth, forcing expanded efforts at gathering, producing, and distributing
which, in turn, furthered the process of institutional differentiation and devel-
opment. Thus, with advanced horticulture, the core institutional systems of
human populations were differentiated or, as was the case with education, on
the verge of becoming a distinctive institutional system. Still, even with this
new potential for differentiation, kinship was for most horticultural systems not
only the dominant entrepreneurial structure for the economy but also the prin-
cipal regulatory structure for the society as a whole.

KINSHIP
The nature of kinship is very much connected to the type of economy. In

hunting and gathering kinship was very simple: nuclear family units that, at
times, were connected together; marriage was relatively unconstrained,
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although rules of incest and, at times, exogamy and endogamy applied; dissolu-
tion of marriages was simple; relations were egalitarian, although men and
women engaged in very different activities, and only men tended to garner
high prestige; residence varied and could be neolocal, bilocal (both mother’s
and father’s sides), or patrilocal, but even if there was a clear residence rule,
considerable flexibility prevailed; and descent was bilateral and truncated, indi-
cating that family lines are not emphasized. When human populations began
to grow, however, population, production, and regulation as macrodynamic
forces set into motion selection pressures favoring new ways to coordinate eco-
nomic activity in order to support the larger population (M. Cohen 1977; Bin-
ford 1968). Members of populations adopting gardening faced a dilemma: how
were they to build more complex structures to sustain themselves? The solu-
tion was to increase the salience of the descent norm specifying whose side of
the family was to be more important and, then, to build the organization of
the society around kinship principles that followed from the descent rule.
Thus, nuclear families were connected together into lineages, lineages into
clans, and clans into one of two moieties (which divided a society in half).
There were other mediating structures, but the goal was to connect nuclear
families into ever-larger systems of descent and authority.

Without the capacity to build bureaucracies and other structures coordinat-
ing larger numbers of individuals, kinship was the only and perhaps the easiest
solution because it involved elaborating on a structure that already existed. And
so, with the emergence and expansion of horticultural technologies, unilineal
descent systems grew as a mechanism to coordinate and regulate physical and
human capital (Harner 1970). The result was for the size and composition of
family units to grow, being connected into extended units in accordance with
a patrilineal descent in the vast majority of cases or, in a lesser number of cases,
matrilineal descent. Residence would then follow the descent rule, being
either patrilocal or matrilocal, although there were exceptions. Authority
would become male dominated or patriarchal in both descent systems (since
men on average are somewhat stronger than women), although in the matrilin-
eal-matrilocal system, it was the males on the female’s side of the family who
would generally exercise authority. Marriage became much more regulated,
not only by incest rules but also by rules of exogamy (having to choose partners
outside one’s lineage, clan, or moiety) and, frequently, by rules of endogamy
(where partners must be chosen inside a specific lineage, clan, or moiety). In
these larger kin units, the division of labor between males and females, as well
as between generations, became much more explicit and rigid.

Such a system served as a functional equivalent of bureaucracy because it
could organize and coordinate large numbers of people in an authority system.
This form of kinship was, however, riddled with tension because generations
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of kin were packed together, forcing them to manage potentially volatile out-
bursts. Feuds, external warfare (perhaps displacing internal aggression), and
sporadic fighting within and between kin units were very typical of these kinds
of kinship structures, as one might expect when kinfolk were forced to live
together in large numbers within a rigid system of authority and highly pre-
scribed activities (Maryanski and Turner 1992:91-112).

With advanced horticulture (see right side of table 5.2), sufficient economic
surplus could be produced to support nonkin organizational structures, and
kinship as the principal organizing structure of society was about to be replaced
with the advent of agriculture by manorial estates composed of more nucleated
tenant farmers, administrative bureaucracies attached to the state, and new cor-
porate structures such as guilds, cartels, and companies. These alternatives
could organize far greater numbers of people, and they allowed people to
escape the “cage of kinship” (Maryanski and Turner 1992). Under these
changes, kinship began its odyssey back to the more isolated nuclear family
systemn of hunters and gatherers. The descent rule lost much of its salience,
except for the inheritance of property and titles, and the construction of lin-
eages and larger structures like clans and moieties became increasingly less via-

Table 5.2. Structure of Kinship in Horticultural Societies

Simple Advanced
Size and Nuclear units connected to nuclear  Connected nuclear units, but some
composition units re-nuclearization evident
Residence Patri- or matrilocal, but mostly pat-  Residence rule begins to break
rilocal down, especially as migration to
urban centers occurs; but patrilocal
bias continues
Activity Clear division of labor between Same as simple system
males and females in economic,
community, political, religious, and
domestic tasks
Descent Unilineal, generally patrilineal; Descent rule begins to break down,
organized to the lineage and clan but still regulates inheritance of
level, and at times, to the moiety wealth and power in kinship units
levet that remain linked
Authority Male-dominated Male-dominated
Marriage Incest prohibited; considerable Incest prohibited; exogamy

exogamy and endogamy; dissolu-
tion allowed

declines; and endogamy becomes
increasingly based on social class as
much as kinship
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ble. Larger families composed of members from more than one nuclear unit
remained but were not essential, and they were often converted to patrimonial
structures of kin and non-kin workers or apprentices. Residence retained some
of the patrilocal bias of horticultural systems, but neolocality became ever more
frequent as people migrated to new lands or emerging urban areas. Authority
remained patriarchal, and activities of men and women were strictly divided,
but as the extended family began to decline in prevalence and as neolocal resi-
dence became possible, intergenerational authority and division of labor were
less explicit and restrictive. Incest rules remained for marriage partners, but
rules of exogamy and endogamy declined and, then, disappeared. Marriage dis-
solution often became more difficult, however, as males made divorce difficult
to achieve as a means for controlling women.

These transformations were well under way with advanced horticulture, but
still, kinship was the key organizing structure for all institutional systems. I have
typified this as the “‘cage of kinship” because it constrained individuals’ options
to a very high degree and forced them to live in what were often tension-filled
units. It is not surprising, therefore, that given the chance to live in alternative
arrangements, humans quickly abandoned the muost restrictive aspects of kin-
ship once the economy could support new kinds of social structures.

POLITY

Kin-based Polities in Simple Horticulture

As human populations grew and settled down, the descent rule of kinship was
used to create a way of organizing this larger population. The first true polities
were thus lodged in unilineal descent structures, with the leaders of the descent
group—whether a lineage, clan, or moiety—being the political leader for that
grouping. As descent groupings came into conflict or competition, some of
these groupings were more successful than others; and as a result, the head of
the dominant grouping, usually a clan or moiety, became the chief or para-
mount chief among other local heads or chiefs, with the latter assuming the
role of the paramount chief’s lieutenants. When this process occurred histori-
cally, polity was no longer tied to each village but began to consolidate villages
into a larger political system (Kirch 1980).

The bases for this kind of centralized polity involved a consolidation of (1)
coercion by fellow kinsmen and their allies, (2) symbolic legitimization
through the beliefs and rituals of communal and, later, ecclesiastic religious
structures, (3) use of kinship rules of descent, authority, and residence to create
an administrative structure, and (4) extraction through taxation or tribute of
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the material surplus produced in economic activity and then its redistribution
(often with some skimming to support the privilege of elites in more advanced
horticultural systems). In simple kin-based polities, this consolidation of power
was highly effective, although the use of the kinship system to organize social
life inevitably created strains among kinfolk forced together by descent and
residence rules and subordinated to each other by descent and authority rules

(Maryanski and Turner 1992:91-112).

Table 5.3. Polity in Horticultural Societies

Advanced

Simple
Centralization of ~ Headman or chief at village level
decision-making empowered to make decisions in
and leadership consultation with other kinsmen

and, perhaps, religious special-
ists. At times there is a paramount
chief who, in consultation with
village heads, makes decisions for
larger network of villages

Explicit king or chief empowered
to make decisions for all commu-
nities and kin units, sometimes in
consultation with local village/kin
leaders and religious specialists

Consolidation of bases of power

Material Headman can extract economic

incentives: production of kin units but also
must redistribute economic out-
put in ways that enhance his
power

Developed taxation system that
the king or chief can use to
manipulate conformity from
other elites who, in turn, control
villages and kinsmen

Symbolic: Prestige that comes from redistri-
bution by chief, kinship descent
and authority rules as they define
leaders, and sanctioning by
supernatural beings and/or forces

Prestige that is attached to king
and chief, but less reliance on
redistribution and more on pomp
and ceremony of office. Religious
beliefs become as important and,
often, more important than kin-
ship rules (descent and authority)
for legitimation of king or chief

Coercion: Chiefs have coercive capacity,
enforced by their allies and
kinsmen

Dramatically escalated coercive
power, often from a standing
army of kinsmen and non-kin
recruits. In highly advanced sys-
tems, a professional army

Administration: ~ Chiefs and paramount chiefs
have staff comprised of allies and
kinsmen. Lineages, clans, and at
times moieties become adminis-
trative conduit of decisions

Kinship begins to be replaced by
more bureaucratic system of
administration, but kinship and
village leadership still an impor-
tant conduit of administration
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If this kin-based polity sought to conquer its neighbors and extend its terri-
torial holdings, the balance in the consolidation of power began to change as
further strains on the kinship system mounted in efforts to use kinship princi-
ples to control the larger territory. For when larger territories were conquered,
their surplus was often extracted and their peoples subordinated through coer-
cion rather than religiously legitimated kinship rules. New patterns of political
control were adopted as the inadequacies of kinship to rule became increas-
ingly evident. Chiefs now became kings; and extraction of surplus without full
redistribution to those who produced this economic surplus increased inequal-
ities and, thereby, made the legitimization of privilege more problematic.
Moreover, the administration of power now involved more than kindred, who
may still have held the elite positions in the polity but who had to turn over
the tasks of administering coercion, extracting surplus, and controlling tensions
to non-kin. As this process occurred in human history, the beginnings of the
state became evident (Cameiro 1987, 1981, 1970; Service 1975; Evans et al.
1985).

Advanced Horticulture and the Emergence of
the State

With the greater economic surplus provided by more advanced horticulture
and, later, early agrarianism, the consolidation and centralization of power
began to shift. Power was now concentrated in a monarch; and the bases of
power were consolidated in a somewhat new pattern: coercion was organized
in a more clear-cut militia or standing army in order to control conquered
territories, thwart hostile actions by the nobility, and repress peasant uprisings;
legitimization came from religion, but the emerging conflict between religious
leaders and the nobility created selection pressures for new bases of legitimiza-
tion in tradition and law; administration was increasingly turned over to non-
kin functionaries who were organized in quasi-bureaucratic structures; and
material incentives were used primarily to keep the nobility in line with the
monarch’s wishes, creating vast inequalities between the nobility and the rest
of the population, particularly the peasants who produced the surplus that was
extracted to support the power and privilege of the monarch and nobility
(Lenski 1966; Tumer 1984).

Once this pattern of consolidated power existed in human history, it tended
to increase inequalities because the need to coerce potential dissidents and the
escalating requirements for administering the appropriation of material surplus
were expensive, thereby increasing the costs of running the state and, hence,
the need to extract ever more surplus to meet these costs (Fried 1978, 1967).
Given the problem of legitimating this inequality as tensions with the ecclesias-
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tical cults of religion mounted, the reliance on the coercive and administrative
bases of power further skewed the consolidation of power away from the sym-
bolic base and the use of material incentives toward coercion and tight admin-
istration (Turner 1995). These trends were well under way with advanced
horticultural systems, but they did not fully replace kinship as the organizing
principle of power until full agrarianism was in place.

LAW

The legal system among simple horticulturalists was often much like the advi-
sor-mediator systemn of hunter-gatherers. Yet, a greater potential for law-mak-
ing existed, because power was being consolidated in kin-heads, village chiefs,
councils of elders, and religious specialists. For example, the chiefs of the
Bantu-speaking Tswand of South Africa possessed considerable law-making
authority. They could lay down edicts and declare old laws obsolete (Schapera
1956). To illustrate this power of law-making, Hoebel (1954:278) relates that
in 1934 a young married man died childless; and according to kinship rules,
the young man’s unmarried younger brother was supposed to take up with the
widow and “seed’” her with children. He would not do so, however, with the
result that his father took up sexual relations with the widow—substituting for
the derelict son. This situation did not sit well with the father’s wife, who
appealed to the district council (she is now litigant, the council is now a court
of law) to have her husband stopped. The council ruled against her, saying that
her husband’s conduct was in accordance with ‘““ancient right and custom”
(i-e., laws), but the district chief overruled the council, declaring the custom
obsolete. The chief thus assumed the status of “appeals-court judge’ as well as
that of legislator by declaring the old rule outdated. When the father refused
to obey the chief’s declaration, he was punished severely (clearly, the chief’s
edict was a law because it was enforced).

Horticulturalists also evidenced a more explicit court structure and, in many
cases, a system of courts. For example, among the Kikuyu, disputes within a
family were settled by the father, and if members of two families in a dispute
could not come to a satisfactory resolution, the family heads of all kin groups
within a clan sought to do so. But if the two disputants came from different
clans, a council of elders of all the clans within the village, constituting a kind
of village council, settled the dispute, and if the disputants were also from dif-
ferent villages, then an intervillage council would act as a court. Thus, we can
see that various courts were being assembled in accordance with spheres of
jurisdiction as dictated by descent and resident rules.

As simple kin-based horticulture began to move toward a state-based sys-
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tem, councils of elites, forming a kind of ruling oligarchy, assumed many legis-
lative and court functions (Kuper 1971; Newman 1983). Membership in these
councils was based upon family wealth as much as descent and authority rules;
and their capacity to manipulate material incentives or purchase coercive force
made their edicts and decisions truly enforceable.

Both kin-based and wealth-based systems revealed a paramount chief who
had the right to hear disputes, make decisions, proclaim new laws, and enforce
laws and decisions. There was a wide variation in this pattern, however. At
times, the paramount chief oversaw just a few villages and his powers were not
great, but at other times, the paramount chief was, in reality, a king of a nation.
Max Gluckman’s (1965:129-272) description of law and politics in old tribal
societies captures much of this variation, but the critical point is that the largest
of these kingdoms came close to constituting a true state system. In these
emerging states, the institution of law was differentiated along several lines.
First, the legal system evidenced distinct levels, from village through region to
nation; and at each level could be found explicit laws, legislative bodies, courts,
and enforcement capacities by local heads and chiefs. Second, at the national
level, the elements of the legal system were more elaborated, consisting of
more explicit rules, permanent legislative councils of the king or paramount
chief, standing courts staffed by administrators and officials, and dramatically
expanded enforcement capacities. This more elaborated system often articu-
lated only loosely with local legal systems, but the increased administrative
activity at the national level often involved overseeing lower-level laws and
decisions, although unless local disputes threatened the power and privilege of
national elites, the two systems could operate somewhat independently.

With true state formation with advanced horticuiture, the legal system
changed by virtue of the concentration of coercive force. As Morton Fried
(1967:237) points out, rules within and outside of kinship were now enforced
by political leaders; and the centralized state began to manage ever more activ-
ity. As it did so, the state developed larger bodies of law, both substantively and
procedurally; it expanded courts and related officers for managing the courts,
from judges to administrative record-keepers; and it established enforcement
procedures, ranging from fines and other material deprivations through impris-
onment and banishment to outright execution. In this process the body of laws
became more codified, especially as writing was developed and used to record
the law (Weber [1922] 1954; Diamond 1971:40—41). These codes, such as the
Imperial Codes of the Inca Empire or the Chinese Empire at its moments of
dynastic unification, specified crimes and threats against the state; and they
began to be applied more uniformly. Local laws and codes still persisted, as did
local adjudication, as long as it did not interfere with the Imperial Code’s intent
to maintain elite privilege, state finances, and state control of coercive power.
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But the groundwork for more advanced legal evolution had been laid with
state-based horticulture. Rules were increasingly written down and codified in
formal and systematic ways; and while local rules existed alongside the codes
of the state, conflicts between the two were resolved in the state’s favor, further
codifying and systematizing the body of laws. Legislative activity existed, once
again, at multiple levels, but the council of elites began to look more like a
deliberative legislative body. Courts at the state level were supreme, and while
their articulation with local adjudicative processes was loose, they often evi-
denced differentiation of full-time, professional judges, lawyers, and adminis-
trative record-keeping staff; and they had the potential, if desired or needed,
to protect the interests of elites or the state, to intervene in local courts and,
thereby, begin the process of court integration. Most significantly, laws and
court decisions were no longer advisory; they were backed by the extensive
coercive capacity to fine, confine, or kill litigants. With agrarianism, these fea-
tures of the legal system were to develop further.

RELIGION

Shamanic religion could be found among most hunter-gatherers, at least
among those who had a religion. Somewhat more developed than shamanic
are communal religions that were typical of simple horticultural populations
(Wallace 1966:86—87). What distinguishes communal from the shamanic reli-
gions of hunter-gatherers was not so much an increase in complexity of the
belief system, but in the complexity of the cult structures. In addition to indi-
vidualistic and shamanic cults were those that displayed a threefold division of
labor (Wallace 1966:87): lay participants; lay organizers, sponsors, and perform-
ers; and religious specialists (shamans and magicians). The rituals performed in
these communal cults tended to be calendrical, with laymen organizing and
often performing at least some of the prescribed rituals. Frequently this organi-
zation of lay personnel began to approximate a bureaucratic structure with reg-
ular technical and supervisory assignments for laymen. Still, no full-time
priesthood or elaborate religious hierarchy could be said to exist (Wallace
1966:87). Communal cults varied in size from small groupings to very large
structures encompassing the whole community; membership also varied and
usually revolved around categoric units such as age and sex or around special
corporate units like secret societies or kinship groupings. In these communal
regions, however, the cosmology was only slightly more complicated than that
in shamanic religions. The pantheon was a loosely structured conglomerate of
supernatural deities and spirits, but the mythology surrounding these deities
tended to be more elaborate than that of shamanic religions of hunter-gather-
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ers. For example, among the Trobriand Islanders a series of ancestral spirits
were postulated, with their genealogy being well known, but the hierarchy of
relations and power among these spirits still remained somewhat vague and
ambiguous. Moreover, values prescribed by the belief system of communal
religions were not clearly articulated or systematized into a moral code,
remaining implicit and uncodified (Malinowski 1955). Thus, while the belief
systems of communal religions were not greatly evolved beyond those of
hunter-gatherers, the cult structure was considerably more complex than in
shamanic religions.

As Bronislaw Malinowski’s ([1925] 1955) ethnography reveals, the Trobri-
and Islanders displayed the beginnings of two communal cults: the Technologi-
cal Magic Cult and the Cult of the Spirits of the Dead. In the Technological
Magic Cult, certain ancestral spirit-beings controlled economic activity, and
hence, ritual deference had to be paid to these spirits with respect to the main
types of economic activity among the Trobriand Islanders: gardening and
deep-sea fishing in canoes. No intermediary or spiritual helper was required
to communicate with these ancestral spirits, but communal participation was
somewhat calendrical, while rituals were supervised by magicians. The second
communal cult structure of the Trobriand Islanders—the Spirits of the Dead—
relied less on magicians and intermediaries than the Technological Magic Cuit.
Here, ceremonies and rituals were organized and run principally by lay persons,
with the one major calendrical ritual being held at the end of the harvest and
involving a prolonged period of food display, consumption, dancing, and sex.
Aside from these two communal cults, the religion of the Trobriand Islanders
was organized into shamanic cults with professional magicians and sorcerers
causing and/or curing misfortune and illness for clients. Also, there were vari-
ous individualistic cults requiring individual ritual activity with respect to mat-
ters such as love, protection from evil, lesser spirits, flying witches, and so on.

Communal religions thus displayed a level of structural organization beyond
that of shamanic religions: Cult structures were more varied and began to look
like quasi-bureaucratic organizations; and although the belief system was only
slightly more elaborate than among hunter-gatherers, the mythology tended to
be more extensive. Within communal religions, however, were the seeds of
beliefs and cult structures that became more conspicuous features of pre-
industrial ecclesiastic religions, especially as societies became more stratified
and hierarchical (Swanson 1960).

Traditional ecclesiastic religions were evident in advanced horticultural and early
agrarian societies; and they revealed a marked increase in the complexity of
both the belief system and cult structure. In examining this type of religion I
utilize the extensive ethnographic data on the traditional Dahomey of West
Africa during its political independence (Herskovits and Herskovits 1933; Her-
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skovits 1938), as well as Goode’s (1951) and Wallace’s (1966) secondary analy-
sis of Dahomean religion.

The most notable features of traditional ecclesiastic religions compared to
communal religions are the complexity of the cosmology and the emergence
of a more bureaucratically organized clergy. With traditional ecclesiastic reli-
gions, there was an elaborate pantheon or group of pantheons as well as a rela-
tively clear hierarchical ordering of the supernatural beings in terms of their
power and influence. Also, there was usually a creator god—a supernatural
being who created both the natural and supernatural. The mythology of the
cosmology was well developed and included episodes in the lives of gods, fra-
ternal jealousies, sexual relations, and competition among various supernatural
deities. In some traditional ecclesiastical religions, values began to be codified
into a religious code of rights and wrongs, although equally frequently, reli-
gious values remained only implicit within ritual activity. The traditional
Dahomean religion displayed such a belief system. There was a female Sky
God—Mawu or Mawu-Lisa (Lisa being the son of Mawu and yet often fused
with her). Indeed, depending upon the mythology, Mawu could also be a
male. Mawu or Mawu-Lisa was usually believed to have divided the universe
and world, because Mawu was the creator of all things, although other myths
indicated that additional gods created certain things. And so, there was some
ambiguity over just which god was the creator—although in most cases Mawu
ultimately held the formula for the creation of humans, matter, and other gods.
Although the mythologies surrounding Mawu or Mawu-Lisa were somewhat
ambiguous, Mawu was almost always viewed as dividing the supernatural into
three giant subpantheons pertaining to the Sky, Thunder, and Earth; and in
each of these subpantheons existed a host of deities with an elaborate mythol-
ogy surrounding all of them. A fourth pantheon revolving around sea gods also
existed, but its relationship to Mawu was unclear. Thus, the Dahomean pan-
theon was extremely complex, containing not only ambiguous but sometimes
conflicting mythologies. Yet, despite these ambiguities, there were incipient
hierarchies of power and influence extending from Mawu or Mawu-Lisa down
to the gods of the various subpantheons. Also, although somewhat clouded,
there was a creation myth about Mawu as well as some other gods in the sub-
pantheon. Religions such as the Dahomean were ecclesiastic because of 2 new
form of cult structure, one displaying a professional clergy organized into a
bureaucracy. These clergy differed from shamans in that they were not individ-
val entrepreneurs or lay officials like those in communal cults; instead, they
were formally appointed or elected as more or less full-time religious specialists
(or priests). Relations among these priests usually became somewhat hierarchi-
cal in terms of prestige and power. These religious specialists of ecclesiastic cults
also performed certain calendrical and noncalendrical rituals in established tem-
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Table 5.5. Religion in Horticultural Societies

Simple

Advanced

Belief system

Conception of supernatural realm
of beings and forces; no clear orga-
nization of supernatural into cos-
mology, but considerable
mythology; no explicit religious
value system or moral code

Conception of supernatural realm
of beings and forces; increased
organization of supernatural realm
into levels and a hierarchical pan-
theon of gods and forces; extensive
mythology often evident; some
indication of explicit values and
moral codes

Rituals

Clear and regular calendrical ritu-
als, usually performed by individu-
als alone or in kin groupings, but at
times led by shaman

Regular calendrical rituals, often led
by shaman and, in more complex
systems, by full-time priests;
increased control and mediation of
ritual activity by religious specialists

Cult structure

Explicit structures devoted to reli-
gious activity, involving (1) division
of labor among lay participants, lay
organizers-sponsors, performers,
and religious specialists (shamans,
magicians, and others deemed to
have special capabilities to mediate
with supernatural); (2) explicit sym-
bols and artifacts representing vari-
ous aspects of the supernatural, and
at times (3) specialized buildings
and places where cult members
meet to perform religious activity

Explicit structures devoted to reli-
gious activity, involving (1) clear
division of labor between religious
specialists (often full-time) and
increasingly less active laypersons,
who assume role of worshippers;
(2) hierarchy of religious specialists;
(3) elaborate symbols and artifacts
representing each aspect of the
supernatural; and (4) specialized
buildings and places (temples) for
religious specialists to perform reli-
gious activity for laypersons

ple structures, with laypersons increasingly becoming passive respondents
rather than active participants (Wallace 1966:88). Furthermore, these religious
specialists began to exert tremendous nonreligious influence and perhaps
authority in secular (as well as sacred) activities.

Although the Dahomean religion never spread far beyond West Africa, it
displayed the incipient structural features of more developed premodern reli-
gions such as Islam, Christianity, Hinduism, Buddhism, and Judaism that
became typical of full-blown agrarian systems. The Dahomean religion had
numerous individualistic cults where members established ritual relations with
various minor deities, and the Dahomeans also had a shamanic cult—the Divi-
nation Cult—whose professional diviners discovered the proper ritual for cer-
tain crucial activities (harvesting, marketing, etc.) as well as illness and
misfortune. Various quasi-communal cults—the Ancestral Cults—organized
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around kinship groupings were also in evidence, with kin members engaging
in certain ritual activities, especially those surrounding death. But the distin-
guishing feature of the Dahomean religion was the emergence of an ecclesiasti-
cal cult. Each major pantheon in the belief system—Sky, Thunder, Earth,
Sea—had a separate religious order or cult structure, and each of these cults
possessed its own temple, professional clergy, and hierarchy of religious special-
ists. They thus represented different “churches” with related and yet separate
cosmologies. What is most significant about the religious system was the quasi-
bureaucratic structure of cults, since religious development into true world
religions could not occur without this structural base. And, as advanced horti-
culture evolved into agrarianism, it became possible to support a fully bureau-
cratized system of religion.

EDUCATION

As a review of the short contents of table 5.6 underscores, education is a reces-
sive institution up to, and including, advanced horticulture. Most education
was informal and, if formal, confined to instruction for scribes, warriors, reli-
gious practitioners, and craft apprentices. But once formal instruction outside
of kinship is evident, education has become differentiated from kinship. As I

Table 5.6. Education in Horticultural Societies

Simple Advanced
Instruction ~ Most learning by observation and Same as simple system, except there
practice. Yet, frequent episodes of are explicit patterns of apprentice-
explicit tutelage of young by elder ship in crafts. Also, a clear training
kin period for religious practitioners,
warriors, and scribes. Clear school
structures evident. Tutors also promi-
nent for political and religious elites
Curricula Technologies, religious beliefs and Same as simple system, except now
rituals, kinship history and traditions  various patterns of apprenticeship
and school structures impart literacy,
arithmetic, religion and history, mili-
tary skills, religious rituals, crafts, and
arts
Ritualized Transition to adulthood always Same as simple, except that clear
passage marked. Transitions to age cohorts, ceremonies marking completion of

to warrior status, to new positions in
kinship also marked after a period of
instruction

apprenticeships and, at times,
school-based education are now evi-
dent
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note in chapter 3, education remained somewhat isolated from the mainstream
of the population until industrialization. Even during the agrarian era where
full differentiation exists, formal education was confined primarily to elites,
with only particular economic specialists in trades and crafts receiving formal
instruction and with much of this instruction occurring within the structure of
kinship systems, particularly the patrimonial family where apprentices would
be taken into families for instruction.

KEY INSTITUTIONAL INTERCHANGES

Although the influence of kinship in organizing other institutional spheres
began to decline with advanced horticulture, kinship was nonetheless the prin-
cipal organizing feature of this stage of human evolution. Thus, we should
begin to examine key interchanges among institutional systems with a review
of the reciprocal effects between kinship, on the one hand, and the other core
institutional systems, on the other.

Kinship and Economy

Economy and Kinship Formation The formation of the family in human
evolution was in response to production and reproduction as social forces that
generated intense selection pressures, especially as hominids and eventually
humans were forced to live in open-country savanna. Thus, the structure of
kinship during early stages of human evolution very much reflected the effects
of production and distribution as these pushed humans into economic activities.

The addition of the father to the mother-child bond was, no doubt, selected
as a solution to the fundamental economic questions of how to organize gath-
ering, conversion, and distribution of food in ways that promoted reproduc-
tion of the species. For once there was a nuclear family unit of mother, father,
and offspring, the structure of social life could be more stable and attuned to
gathering, producing, and distributing resources. Indeed, the nuclear unit
organized technology as well as human and physical capital for gathering and
producing, while providing the unit within which distribution was to occur.
Without kinship, where individuals would be free to go their own way and
where mother and dependent children would be left to fend for themselves,
reproduction of the species would be problematic. Thus, the creation of the
elementary nuclear unit occurred under selection pressures for stabilizing and
coordinating the elements needed in gathering, producing, and distributing in
ways enabling the species to survive.

As populations grew and settled down, they needed to gather more, produce
more, and distribute to more people. The only structures available to these
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emerging horticultural populations were the band and kinship. The band was
replaced by communities that, in turn, organized groupings of kin, but with
selection for more complex social structures to organize production and distri-
bution, kinship was expanded because this was the easiest route to finding a
structure capable of organizing larger numbers of individuals. Humans had to
reorganize, or die. By elaborating upon blood and marriage ties, selection pres-
sures generated by population, production, reproduction, distribution, and
regulation could all be met, although many populations of the past probably
failed to do so and, as a result, died out or were conquered by more organized
peoples.

Norms of extendedness or polygamy resulted in larger family groups that
could perform necessary labor; rules of residence insured that some family
members would remain close and that new recruits would be brought by either
the daughter or son into the family compound; norms of exogamy forced the
incorporation of new members from outside the community into the family
labor pool; unilineal descent rules insured that the labor pool would remain
loyal and tied to the familial economic unit, while also insuring that capital and
property would be concentrated in a particular kin grouping, whether a lin-
eage, clan, or moiety; rules of authority allowed for the coordination and con-
trol of the family labor pool and capital, as did unambiguous rules concerning
family activity, especially rules concerning the division of household tasks
(which often shaded into economic role behaviors); and norms of dissolution
kept the labor force intact by spelling out where dependents (future labor)
were to reside.

Kinship and the Structure of the Economy By becoming more elaborate,
kinship made it possible for the economy to gather and produce more, while
providing a kin-based system for the distribution of increased productivity to
larger numbers of people. Figure 5.1 presents in outline form the way in which
blood and marriage ties of a unilineal descent system built up a structure that
looks very much like the chart of a large corporation in today’s world. The
similarities between the two structures are not coincidental, because unilineal
descent provided a mechanism for creating something that is structurally
equivalent to a modern organization for populations without the level of eco-
nomic surplus to support full-fledged bureaucratic systems.

The major weakness of this form of organization is that it is rife with tensions
among kindred because family activities and economic roles are mixed
together, as are roles in other institutional domains. When large numbers of
kindred are forced to live and work together, while also governing themselves,
the potential for conflict is great. And so, people abandoned these systems
when new agrarian technologies allowed for sufficient economic surplus to
support nonkin corporate units. Yet, all elements of the economy were pro-
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vided by kinship: technologies were stored in members’ brains, at least until
writing emerged in very advanced horticultural systems. Physical capital
belonged to kin groups, and human capital was allocated by kinship rules to
members of various units. Property was generally held by kin groupings,
although advanced horticultural systems begin to develop alternative systems
for defining and allocating property outside of kinship. And clearly, the entre-
preneurial structure organizing all other economic elements was kinship.

Kinship and Polity

Small bands of hunter-gatherers did not need government; people performed
traditional economic and familial roles, talking over problematic matters that
might come up. If conflict erupted, the band generally split apart, with the
antagonistic parties forming new bands. Leaders in these simple systems were
informal, noted for their abilities, and followed only if others were so inclined.

Once humans settled down, and populations began to grow, selection pres-
sures emanating from regulation as a macrodynamic force emerged: If protago-
nists could no longer go their own way, how was conflict to be resolved? If
land became property, who was to distribute it and the rights to its use? If sur-
plus food was now produced, who decided what was to be done with it? If
outside populations invaded territories, who was to coordinate people for war?
These kinds of problems forced people to find ways of consolidating power in
order to survive.

One can see beginnings of polity in hunter-gatherers who had settled down,
usually near a waterway or ocean that provided food to support a larger, year-
round population. Under these conditions, a Big Man often emerged and
made decisions for the population as a whole, although once this leader died,
there was no clear heir to his position—a situation that often threw villages
into conflict (Johnson and Earle 1987:160-93; Boas 1921). As populations
grew and moved into full-fledged horticulture, however, the demands or
selection pressures for more stable leadership intensified. At the very least, there
were more people to coordinate, more property to distribute, more economic
surplus to allocate, and more enemies to defend against. And hence, much as
economic pressures forced the elaboration of kinship, so these pressures for
leadership put pressure on members of populations to use blood and marriage
ties to create a kin-based polity. The descent rule became the key to building
a system of leaders, primarily because it could provide instructions about lines
of authority and was, therefore, the easiest evolutionary path to take.

As lineages, clans, or moieties were constructed in unilineal descent systems,
norms designated certain kin as decision makers for the larger kin grouping—
usually the eldest and/or ablest male of a descent grouping in a patrilineal sys-
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tem. These norms delineated and delimited the spheres of influence for various
decision makers in a society, and coupled with family-authority norms, descent
rules could provide an efficient way to delegate authority and establish a chain
of command in a society without a governmental bureaucracy and administra-
tive staff. Such rules could resolve administrative problems by indicating which
adults in each family unit would possess ultimate authority, and when com-
bined with descent norms, family-authority norms indicated just who the
“chief executive” and his “lieutenants” were. Family norms thus promoted
clarity in decision making by specifying the sphere of authority possessed by
each decision maker within the larger descent grouping.

In indicating where kin were to live, residence norms enclosed kin within
various geographical areas, thereby facilitating coordinated decision making by
cutting down on geographical dispersion. Too much dispersion would inhibit
decision making, especially when systems of transportation and communica-
tion were cumbersome and could not effectively unite large territories. Resi-
dence rules also sought to stabilize the boundaries and numbers of those in a
political sphere by attempting to regularize and keep in balance immigrants and
emigrants. Ideally, but rarely in actual practice (because of varying sex ratios,
age distributions, and mortality rates), rules sought to assure that for each
daughter who left a territory, a new daughter-in-law would come in (assuming
patrilocal residence rules). The reverse was attempted in a matrilocal system.

Marriage rules like those for exogamy forced actors outside their kin group
or village in search of partners. In gathering partners from other kin groups
(or villages), a system of political allegiances and alliances emerged among kin
groupings and communities. Exogamy in conjunction with rules of residence
forced kin to exchange kindred with other kin groups and villages. To be at
war or have strained relations with these other groups or communities would
make life miserable for transplanted kin; and so, these cross—cutting kin ties
promoted allegiances and some degree of political stability in societies lacking
a well-articulated state or military apparatus.

Thus, kinship rules can create a very effective system of authority by estab-
lishing a chain of command and a system of political alliances. Yet, as the size
and scale of society increased, kinship began to recede as the basis for organiz-
ing polity. In its place came the state because the problems of coordination
and control, representing selection pressures from the forces of population and
regulation, began to exceed the organizational capacities of kinship.

One of the structural problems of kin-based polities is that they were rife
with tension (Maryanski and Turner 1992), as I emphasize above. Fights, feuds,
and warfare were endemic, primarily because people resented, or were jealous
of, control by relatives. Power is always resented by those without it, and when
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family and power are interwoven, these resentments can take on double inten-
sity.

In addition to this structural weakness, kin-based systems could only work
effectively when kinship was organizing economic activity; but as the econ-
omy and kinship began to differentiate with advanced horticulture, alternatives
to kin-based government were sought. Indeed, there was often intense selec-
tion pressure on a population to find alternatives, or face disintegration.

The first states were, no doubt, kin-based chiefdoms organized along the
lines of descent rules, with authority, residence, and marriage among elites
being very much influenced by the norms of the kinship system. Below the
hereditary nobility, however, a less kin-based bureaucracy began to emerge as
warfare, tax collection, public works, policing, managing, accounting, record-
ing, law-making, and other activities were performed. This political bureau-
cracy was, of course, filled with personnel receiving noble favors and with
appointments based upon elite patronage—thereby making it rather inefficient
and filled with corruption. Yet, the structural form of elites and their adminis-
trative staff was set, and as the scale and complexity of tasks increased, an ever-
greater percentage of incumbents in polity was from nonelite families.

As this process unfolded, kinship was no longer needed to organize power,
authority, and leadership; and indeed kin-based authority, such as a clan in a
particular region, would be seen by a monarch as a threat to the emerging state
and would be pressured to disband or would be destroyed in conflict with the
state. As unilineal kinship was gradually disbanded, descent and residence rules
lost much of their power; and people were reassembled in a more feudal pat-
tern on manorial estates as tenant farmers and craftspersons, or they migrated
to emerging urban areas to seek new economic opportunities. Advanced horti-
culture and early agrarianism thus differentiated economy, polity, and kinship
from each other, breaking the hold of kinship but imposing the hold of the
nobility and state. The cage of kinship was now replaced by the cage of state
power (Maryanski and Turner 1992).

As this transition proceeded, kinship ceased to be the structural locus of pol-
ity, although families would dominate monarchies for many generations. Still,
even in monarchal systems that emerged with agrarianism and, in some cases
(like China) with advanced horticulture, kinship increasingly revolved around
reproduction rather than production and regulation. For once kinship is differ-
entiated from economy and polity, it is geared primarily for socialization of
commitments to play roles in the economy and to provide legitimacy (as a
symbolic base of power) for the emerging polity. In turn, the polity through
the legal system allocates power within the family, specifying duties and
responsibilities of family members. Thus, by the dawn of the agrarian revolu-
tion, kinship was reverting to more nucleated forms of households, stripped of
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the complex structure made possible by descent rules and other kinship norms,
and becoming focused on reproduction of people biologically and sociocultur-
ally. In this transformation, kinship becomes an important base of symbolic
power for polity and human capital for the economy.

Kinship and Law

During early horticulture, the rules of the legal system were often the same as
kinship norms, or at least circumscribed by these norms; the courts were built
from kin leaders and councils of kin elders; the representatives of litigants were
fellow kin members; the enforcement of laws and decisions were by kindred,;
and even a system of appeals courts was based upon hierarchies of kin lineages
and chiefdoms. Thus, in these horticultural societies, where unilineal descent
shaped other kinship norms, the structure of the legal system paralleled the
structure of kinship groupings created by descent, authority, residence, and
activity norms.

As kinship rules were learned, then, many of the specific tenets of the legal
system were also acquired, signaling the importance of kinship as a reproduc-
tive and regulatory structure. Socialization within the family operated at two
levels, one at the level of imparting commitments to basic values embodied in
the legal system and another at the level of the specific laws and procedures
involved in the operation of the legal system. Family could impart knowledge
and commitments as long as the legal system was relatively simple and embed-
ded in kinship, but with differentiation of polity and law from kinship, the
reproductive effects of kinship shifted. In general, the simpler the legal system
was, the more details of this system were imparted through family socialization,
whereas as legal systems became more complex, family socialization imparted
commitments to the basic values of the civic culture that eventually became
the guiding framework of law. Thus, among hunter-gatherers and simple hor-
ticulturalists, socialization in kinship also involved imparting knowledge of
basic rules, procedures for their mediation, and perhaps enforcement. With
advanced horticulture, however, a trend increasingly evident with agrarianism
was initiated: As the legal system became more complex, family socialization
emphasized more general premises of law rather than the specifics of law. Still,
if local or religious legal systems remained viable, many of the details of local
laws, courts, and enforcement continued to be learned within kinship. For
often, even as a state-initiated law expanded, systems of local codes, tribunals,
and enforcement activities often stayed intact for long periods of time during
advanced horticulture and agrarianism.

As law began to differentiate from kinship, however, it abandoned the struc-
tural template provided by kinship (and religion as well) and, instead, began to
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follow the mandates of polity in the face of an increasing volume and variety
of new problems of control and coordination. As law became structurally free
of kinship, the importance of family socialization of the cultural underpinnings
of the evolving legal system was to become ever more significant for sustaining
diffuse commitments to law. Such commitments are always critical to the oper-
ation of a law as an institution, because the system is too complex for all indi-
viduals to understand fully and, more importantly, because individuals may
often have disagreements over specific procedures while still remaining com-
mitted to the system as a whole. These diffuse commitments also served as a
symbolic base of power for polity, which increasingly used law to regulate and
coordinate the activities of actors in advanced horticultural populations.

Kinship and Religion

As the purveyor of the supernatural, religion has the power to bestow special
meaning—indeed, a sacredness—on norms and behaviors in society. Thus, if
the norms of kinship can be made sacred, as embodying the will and wishes of
supernatural forces, they will be given additional salience and will be subject
to more intense sanctions. For now, to violate a kinship norm is to invite the
wrath or intervention of the supernatural (Wallace 1966; Harris 1971). Ances-
tor worship among hunter-gatherers was one of the first ways in which reli-
gious beliefs gave power to kinship norms (although probably less than 25
percent of hunter-gatherers practiced ancestor worship; see Nolan and Lenski
2001).

As kinship systems elaborated during horticulture, however, ancestor wor-
ship became much more prevalent, and new religious beliefs enhanced the
sacred quality of kinship norms, thereby increasing the chances that kin mem-
bers would abide by them. More elaborate rituals were directed toward ances-
tors who were seen to inhabit the supernatural realm, and as these rituals were
emitted, they reinforced descent rules and strengthened the sense of kin conti-
nuity. Kinship was not just for the living; it reached back and included the
dead. Moreover, fears of being labeled deviant, particularly by virtue of special
powers such as witchcraft, kept people in line and, in so doing, reinforced key
kinship norms (Wallace 1966; Swanson 1960; Whiting 1950).

This kind of supernatural backing of kinship rules was, no doubt, the result
of intense selection pressures from regulation and reproduction as macrody-
namic forces on unilineal descent systems, because these systems are filled with
tension. Aggregating larger numbers of kin related by blood and marriage ties
produced tensions and anxiety which, to some degree, could be mitigated by
commitments to religious beliefs and values embodied in cult structures orga-
nized by kinship and reinforced by rituals.
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Religious rituals were also critical to rites de passage within kinship, marking
transitions to new statuses and roles and, in the process, re-enforcing the norms
of kinship. For as children grow they assume new statuses within their family
and larger kin grouping; and the new normative obligations accompanying
these statuses require a new set of attitudes, dispositions, and self-identity. Reli-
gious rituals surrounding such major status transitions generate particular
awareness of these new obligations by bringing to bear supernatural forces, and
admonishing the young under the threat of supernatural intervention to display
the dispositions and behavior appropriate to their newly acquired station in life.
The puberty rites of many traditional societies were a conspicuous example of
how religious rituals solemnly informed adolescents that they were now close
to assuming adult status, marking emphatically the transformed relationship
between these new adults and their fellow kinsmen. In this way, internal family
reorganization occurred with a minimal amount of internal role strain and con-
flict among kinsmen who often existed in a steady state of underlying tension.
Marriage is another major status transition, for it marks the creation of a new
family or the incorporation of new members into an existing family. In either
case, a reorganization of the kinship system occurs; and by symbolizing this
reorganization with religious or sacred significance, the new obligations atten-
dant on both the marrying partners and their fellow kinsmen are made explicit,
if not emphatic. The birth of a child confers another cluster of obligations on
parents and surrounding kinsmen and has, therefore, become marked by reli-
gious rituals. Since birth is the beginning of social reproduction and ultimately
a society’s survival, these rituals have often been very elaborate, as in the case
among the ZuZi. In delivering her child, a mother called upon a ZuZi priest
to enact the appropriate rituals; and at birth, the child was placed in a bed of
hot stones covered with sand and then appropriate prayers were offered for a
long life and good health. Four days later the child and mother were brought
to the Sun Father at dawn to be ritually washed and to be subjects of prayers
(Turner 1972:128).

Probably the most dramatic status transition experienced by members of a
kinship system is death. A death profoundly reorganizes family and kinship
relations, since a person for whom strong attachments and emotions existed is
simply removed from the daily life of the kin group; and when a kinship leader
dies, reorganization of the larger kin grouping must ensue. It is therefore not
surprising that elaborate religious rituals have surrounded death because the
removal of a kinsman has always generated both intrapersonal anxiety and the
need for structural reorganization of the family. Death rituals have thus pro-
vided for the alleviation of anxiety and grief, as well as ritually reintegrating the
disrupted kinship group.

With advanced horticulture, religion and kinship became more differenti-
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ated. Ecclesiastic cult structures with more permanent temples and with reli-
gious specialists interpreting religious beliefs and leading rituals for family
members began to emerge and organize religion outside kinship. With re-
nuclearization of the family that was initiated with very advanced horticulture
and early agrarianism, this split between religion and kinship continued. Still,
even where ecclesiastic cultures dominated, kinship socialization was essential
in generating the commitments to religious beliefs and the motivations for per-
forming rituals in temples. Moreover, minor rituals such as praying were still
conducted within kinship, thus furthering commitments to religious beliefs.

Even as kinship ceased to be the locus of many religious rituals, however, it
became a source of financial support of religious specialists and the temples in
which cult activities were organized. In giving support to the cult structure and
its activities, commitments to religious beliefs were reinforced, especially since
giving is often highly ritualized. In return, religion gave legitimacy to the struc-
ture of the family and to the role activities of its members. Thus, the basic
exchange between religion and family so evident in the present era—that is,
financial support in return for legitimization of familial roles—began with
advanced horticulture and accelerated through the agrarian and industrial stages
of societal evolution.

Polity and Other Institutions

Polity is a decision-making and implementing system, whose leaders set soci-
etal-level goals and, then, allocate and distribute the material and symbolic
resources of other institutional systems to realize these goals. Political systems
thus depend upon other institutional spheres in order to maintain each base of
power, as well as balances among these bases. In a sense power is consolidated
and centralized into polity in order to draw upon the organizational outputs
of other institutions; and since polity as a differentiated institution makes its
appearance with horticulture, it is essential to analyze some of its interactions
with other institutional systems that are also differentiating and developing.
Economy and Polity Without the capacity to generate economic surplus,
a distinctive polity cannot exist. Thus, the most basic effect of the economy on
polity is producing the surplus that enables political leaders and their staffs to
consolidate and centralize power; and the greater is the economic surplus, the
more power can be mobilized in a society (Lenski 1966). For hunter-gatherers,
there was little surplus to support a distinct political system; and only with a
more settled existence did Big Men systems of leadership emerge, usurping and
distributing the surplus. With horticulture, descent and authority rules of kin-
ship organized the appropration and redistribution of economic surplus; and
as this surplus increased with expanded production, the scale and scope of these
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kin-based polities also grew, often becoming less kin-based and moving toward
state formation.

Yet, the economy not only enables and facilitates the consolidation of power
by providing the surplus on which polity survives, the underlying force of pro-
duction raises valences for regulation as a force and, thereby, increases selection
pressures on people to find new ways to mobilize, regulate, control, and dis-
tribute human and physical capital, technology, and property so as to sustain
the viable economy. Some of these key pressures from the economy on the
polity are examined below.

When economies generate a surplus beyond the subsistence needs of the
population, problems of who is to get how much of the surplus escalate, often
into violent confrontations. There is, then, intense selection pressure to resolve
rising distributional problems; and these pressures are one important reason for
the emergence of polity. For ultimately, the leaders of government make deci-
sions about the allocation of economic surplus. And as the surplus gets larger
with economic development, the complexity and scale of these allocation deci-
sions correspondingly increase.

Allocation depends upon the consolidation and centralization of the bases of
power so as to have the capacity to appropriate economic surplus and, then,
the administrative facility to redistribute what is expropriated. Big Men and
horticultural chiefs usually redistributed all or most of what they collected in
order to gain prestige and honor (thereby consolidating their symbolic claims
to power). Such “‘generous” redistribution was also encouraged because much
of the surplus could not be stored (it would simply rot) and, hence, could not
lead to accumulations of great wealth. With advanced horticulture, however,
some surplus could be stored and hoarded; and moreover, the new productive
outputs that come with mining and metallurgy, marketing and trade, masonry
and building, and many other advances of advanced horticulture allowed for
considerable wealth to be amassed. The inequalities generated by the extrac-
tion of surplus and its redistribution to the more privileged sectors of the soci-
ety push for the further consolidation and centralization of power in order to
manage and control the growing resentments and internal threats. Yet, in
usurping surplus, polities develop systems of taxation that institutionalize the’
appropriation process with taxing formulas and administrative offices for col-
lection. For most of human history, this system of taxation was very simple, as
when a headman received ritualistically the economic output of kin units, fol-
lowed by his giving it back to them. In more advanced horticultural systems,
however, the incipient state began to develop a taxation system that would
increase (1) the administrative base of power in order to rationalize the collec-
tion of taxes, (2) the coercive base in order to enforce the compliance of tax-
payers, and eventually, (3) the legal system in order to articulate and adjudicate
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ever more complex formulas of taxation. At the same time, the legitimacy of
the state, an important symbolic base of power, may have eroded if taxation
was too severe. Compared to advanced agrarian and industrial societies, how-
ever, this system of taxation was still relatively simple, but the basic structural
template for systematic taxation had been invented and would, hereafter, assure
growth in the size and scale of polity.

In creating a system of taxation, government also began to formalize defini-
tions of property, and property rights. For example, a horticultural chief may
have “owned” all land, but he had to allocate gardening plots to kin units in
return for their economic outputs, which he then redistributed back to them.
In all of this expropriation and redistribution, definitions of property and prop-
erty rights were being established; and once this process was initiated, it contin-
ued so that almost all resources, technologies, physical capital, and even human
capital would eventually become defined in terms of property or rights to
property. And when defined as property, it is but a short step to viewing these
elements of all economies as commodities that can be bought and sold in markets.
Without establishing a system of taxation, then, notions of property and com-
modities would be very limited; and when systems of property rights became
institutionalized in tradition and law, the scale of government could expand
because there is more property to be taxed and commodities to be accumu-
lated.

As definitions of property and tax formulas were more clearly articulated,
the state’s extraction of economic surplus became more varied. Moreover, in
some horticultural systems, the capacity of the state to extract liquid capital
(money) existed and could be used to finance new projects. In human history,
much of this financial ability has gone to pay for war and military adventurism.
Military conquest can, if successful, increase wealth (through plunder and pil-
lage, or tribute), but if unsuccessful, war drains the capital resources of a society
and makes it vulnerable to both internal or external threats.

As the economy grows, a larger population can be supported; conversely,
population growth places selection pressures for increased gathering, produc-
ing, and distributing. Population size, per se, escalates the logistical problems
revolving around the coordination and control of the larger population; and
when accompanied by a larger number and diversity of economic units
engaged in gathering, producing, and distributing, the logistical loads escalate
that much further, thereby raising the values of regulation as a macrodynamic
force. These mounting problems of coordination and control in economic
activity represent selection pressures to consolidate and centralize power. At
first, this consolidation involved giving headmen, Big Men, and chiefs rights
to coordinate basic tasks, as when the chief assigned gardening plots to kin
units or when the Big Man engaged in negotiation and trade with neighboring
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communities. Later, as power became more consolidated and centralized under
a paramount chief or king, power was increasingly used to regulate all eco-
nomic elements—property, technology, and physical and human capital. Initial
involvement of government in economic coordination was relatively limited,
assigning tasks and redistributing outputs in a comparatively egalitarian man-
ner; and in this process, the chief heightened his symbolic base of power, insti-
tuted the manipulation of material incentives, created the first administrative
system, and held the threat of coercion as a possible sanction. From this simple
beginning with horticulture, however, the structural template was in place for
polity to extract ever more resources to support the privilege of elites, and in
the process, polity became capable of (1) building an administrative system for
tax collection and for public expenditures, (2) developing effective strategies
for material incentives in order to control elites, (3) establishing a permanently
mobilized coercive force, and (4) initiating the process of using more secular
symbols from law for legitimization.

With advanced horticulture, the force of distribution pushed actors to
develop market systems for distribution of economic goods. These markets
rarely went beyond Braudel’s lower levels (see chapter 2), but larger urban cen-
ters using money and credit could be found among the most advanced horti-
cultural systems. These systems, in turn, created selection pressures for their
regulation; and polity began very slowly to provide at least some of this needed
regulation, although leagues of merchants and traders were often more
involved than polity in managing trade and markets. The transactions in mar-
kets by traders represented a potentially large source of liquid capital for polity,
but surprisingly it was not until late agrarianism and early industrial stages of
human evolution that polity fully recognized the potential wealth to be gained
by taxing heavily the emerging bourgeoisie. Still, polity in advanced horticul-
tural systems began first forays into coordinating and regulation markets using
money, if only to assure the proper coinage of money.

Religion and Polity In hunter-gatherer and simple horticultural societies,
religious ritual and beliefs were often interwoven with most major decisions in
the society—when and where to hunt, when to move on, or, in the case of
emerging horticulturalists, when and where to plant and harvest. The commu-
nal planting rituals associated with major decisions in these simple societies
reaffirmed religious beliefs, and in so doing, made rituals even more effective
in mobilizing people to engage in necessary behaviors, while alleviating much
of the uncertainty and anxiety arising from these behaviors (Wallace 1966:110—
27). Sometimes these rituals were performed by special practitioners such as a
shaman, while at other times kin leaders doubled as religious practitioners.
Thus, one of the major consequences of religion on political decision making
in very simple societies was to mobilize the members of the society and to
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confer legitimacy on leaders. Since decision makers in these systems had a lim-
ited capacity to use physical force or coercion, invoking the gods and perform-
ing rituals reaffirming beliefs became an effective base of power.

With the emergence of a kin-based polity in full-blown horticultural sys-
tems, the legitimating consequences of religion for decision making became
even more significant. Societies with kin-based polities displayed a clearly visi-
ble locus of power and decision making, for heads of kin groups exerted real
control over their fellow kinsmen and, if paramount chiefs existed, the head
of one kin grouping had decision-making power over the heads of other kin
groupings in the society. Religion often provided the necessary legitimization
of these power differentials (Parsons 1966); and although this legitimating con-
sequence of religion could take various forms, leaders were often considered
gods or at least as having special powers of communication with the gods, and
they were usually charged with preserving the religious dogma and traditions
of a society, frequently becoming important religious practitioners in a society.
Because religion was an influential and compelling force in these early horti-
cultural societies, the domination of religious roles by political elites enabled
them, if they wished, to legitimate inequality by making it seem the mandate
of the gods. To rule by divine right thus represented a major basis of power in
most pre-industrial societies.

In more advanced horticultural and agrarian systems, where an administra-
tive bureaucracy existed, literate religious practitioners often performed many
of the administrative tasks requiring expertise in the political bureaucracy. In
systems where both extensive political and religious bureaucracies existed, as
was the case in pre-modern China, considerable overlap between the emerging
secular state and ecclesiastical bureaucracy was evident, but as both the state
and church bureaucracies developed, a clear segregation between the institu-
tions of polity and religion ensued (Wallace 1966:261). Usually, but not always,
religion still legitimated the right of elites to hold and wield power, but eventu-
ally a basic conflict between the more sacred concerns of religion and the secu-
lar focus of the emerging state became marked. With advanced horticulture,
this tension was clearly evident but it becomes considerably more intense with
the advent of agrarianism. But, even in state-based horticultural societies, lead-
ers began the search for new bases of legitimization. One of these bases is law.

Law and Polity In hunting and gathering as well as simple horticulture,
law was a recessive institution, being fused \yith kinship, religion, and the
emerging polity. At times, it became possible to see a glimpse of a separate legal
system, as when a council of elders heard the evidence and directed kinsmen
to require an offending person to pay compensation for violating a rule. In this
example can be found the three basic elements of law: laws, adjudicating struc-
tures or courts, and enforcement capacities. And if elders had decided that this
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case required a new or revised rule, then the fourth element—the legislative
function—of all legal systems would surface. With advanced horticulture, the
emerging state began to establish a more permanent legal system, and once a
legal system was sufficiently differentiated from its political origins, it exerted
independent effects back on the polity that had created it (Luhmann 1985,
1982).

As polities have consolidated and centralized power over humans’ evolu-
tionary history, the basis of legitimization has shifted, by fits and starts, from
religious to secular symbols. Among horticulturalists and early agrarian popula-
tions, religious symbols were sufficient, but as polity became more distinct as
an institutional system and increasingly intrusive in regulating social action, it
inevitably came into conflict with religion which, as noted above, could be a
potential source of rival power. Polities thus began to seek alternative bases of
legitimization to justify the need, or desire, to intrude into more spheres of
social activity.

As this process unfolded, law increasingly became a new legitimating base of
power. For law to be an effective source of legitimization, however, it must
possess several features: (1) It must codify in some form the emotionally
charged values, traditions, and religious dogmas of the population into secular
tenets; (2) it must help establish a civic culture that provides basic postulates
and principles for law enactment and enforcement; and (3) it must create a
system of law-enacting (the legislative function), law-managing (courts), and
law-enforcing (police) structures that are perceived as fair and honest by mem-
bers of the population.

Since state-based polities have supported vast inequalities, the use of law by
polity to legitimate itself has not always been successful, and particularly so as
advanced horticulture evolves into full agrarianism. Still, in advanced horticul-
tural societies, the beginnings of a movement to embodying traditions in secu-
lar tenets were evident. Moreover, in some cases polity began to push for a
secular civic culture promoting (usually through symbolic manipulation) per-
ceptions of fairness and honesty among agents and agencies of the emerging
legal system. Still, only the bare beginnings of this transition to fully secular
bases of legitimization were evident in advanced horticulture. It was only with
late agrarianism and the transition to industrialism that this transformation
accelerated, and even then secularization of legitimacy is far from complete.

Economy and Religion

Religion is organized around beliefs and rituals directed at a supernatural realm
of forces, powers, and deities. Religion deals with many of the nonempirical
and cosmic parameters of social life, but this fact does not mean that religious
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beliefs and rituals cannot have a profound impact on everyday activities within
the economy, especially among settled hunter-gatherers and horticulturalists
where religious beliefs and rituals could mobilize actors to perform crucial eco-
nomic roles and, thereby, could reinforce economic norms guiding behaviors.

Religious beliefs can, for example, mobilize actors to engage in economic
roles by reducing the anxiety often associated with economic behavior. By
making available rituals designed to invoke the benevolence, or at least suspend
the malevolence, of supernatural beings and forces, religion reduces the anxiety
associated with dangerous economic activity. One of the best illustrations of
this comes from Bronislaw Malinowski’s ([1925] 1955) account of the Trobri-
and Islanders’ use of extensive magic rites before participating in dangerous
deep-sea fishing expeditions. Such rituals alleviated anxiety and thus pushed
individuals to engage in this difficult economic activity. Even though technol-
ogy among the Trobriands had risen after contact with colonial powers of the
West to a level eliminating the objective uncertainty of deep-sea fishing, the
religious rituals persisted—indicating that, once institutionalized, religious ritu-
als endure even as the original conditions generating them have been greatly
altered or even eliminated (O'Dea 1966:10). In fact the rituals may have actu-
ally increased the level of anxiety associated with economic tasks among the
Trobriand Islanders (Radcliffe-Brown 1938), but the rituals also made the
activities associated with the rituals sacred and essential, thereby assuring that
they would be performed.

Religious beliefs and rituals can also have entrepreneurial consequences for
the economy by reinforcing crucial economic norms, as is illustrated by Ray-
mond Firth’s (1936) account of Tikopian fishing rituals. One of the more elab-
orate rituals among the Tikopians revolved around preparation of fishing
equipment—especially canoes—for expeditions into the open sea. Preparation
for fishing is an obvious way to form capital and mobilize labor, but this activity
among the Tikopians was considered particularly necessary because it was a
religious ritual having significance for the supernatural. Under these condi-
tions, economic tasks were performed more rapidly, efficiently, and with
greater harmony. Even in more agrarian socteties with an extensive technology,
religious rituals had similar consequences. For example, among the Daho-
means, who displayed certain features of an advanced horticultural and an early
agrarian economy with a more complex market structure, religious rituals were
intimately involved in cultivation, harvesting, marketing, weaving, woodcarv-
ing, and iron-working (Goode 1951:88—89). Through rituals, appeals to deities
were made in order to assure the success of parties engaged in the various kinds
of tasks of the Dahomeans, despite the fact that considerable technology was
utilized in all phases of the Dahomean economy.

In a very real sense, then, religious rituals in “‘sacredizing” crucial economic
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norms increased normative conformity. This religious reinforcement of norms,
coupled with the mobilizing consequence of religious rituals, represented a
major institutional source of entrepreneurship in horticultural societies because
religion secured the involvement of labor in key economic activities and made
this activity more efficient and harmonious.

CONCLUSION

Horticulture was a major step in human evolution because it led to permanent
communities that would, over thousands of years, evolve into larger-scale
agrarian societies and empires. The first horticultural societies were small, con-
sisting of a few hundred people gardening in villages that were linked by kin-
ship ties. Some of these kin-based societies became very large, at least for their
time, and from these came the state-based systems of advanced horticulture. It
is during the period when horticulture spread that the initial wave of institu-
tional differentiation occurred. By the time advanced horticultural systems
were in place from 10,000 to 5,000 years ago, economy, kinship, polity, and
religion were clearly differentiated, with law just beginning to emerge from
polity and kinship as a distinct institution. Education, the last of the early core
to differentiate, would wait until more advanced agrarian systems were in
place.

Once differentiation had occurred under selection pressures imposed by
macrodynamic forces, the structural and cultural base for further evolution was
established. The transition to agriculture where animal power and the plow,
along with wind and water power, were widely used was just a short step from
advanced horticultural systems. The real breakthrough had occurred millennia
earlier, when hunter-gatherers first settled—having, in essence, fled their figu-
rative garden of Eden to take up real gardening in the cage of kinship.

As humans settled, polity emerged not only to coordinate and control but
also to conquer, and once societies were put on the path of chronic warfare,
the winners of wars would become larger, thereby escalating selection pressures
from population, production, reproduction, distribution, and regulation. As
these pressures mounted, actors sought new ways to increase economic out-
puts, new ways to use power, and new ways to distribute resources. And as
societies were successful, they could grow larger, thus setting into motion a
new round of selection pressures. It took thousands of years, but once these
cycles were initiated, the scale and complexity of human societies increased as
institutional differentiation continued.
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NOTES

1. This general description of horticultural populations, or variants such as pastoralism
(Evans-Pritchard 1940), is drawn from Maryanski and Turner (1992), Lenski (1966), Nolan
and Lenski (2001), Gordon (1914), Malinowski (1922), Landtman (1927), Childe (1964,
1960, 1952, 1930), Herskovitz (1938), Goldschmidt (1959), Leach (1954), Schapera (1956),
Sahlins (1958), Sanders (1972), Murdock (1965, 1959, 1953), von Hagen (1961), Mair
(1962), Chang (1963), MacNeish (1964), Hawkes (1965), Flannery (1973), Gibbs (1965),
Earle (1984), Mann (1986), Johnson and Earle (1987), Bates and Plog (1991).

2. For analyses of these kinship systems, see: Keesing (1975), Schneider and Gough
(1961), Fox (1967), Pasternak (1976), M. Ember and Ember (1971), C. Ember et al. (1974),
Graburn (1971), 57-67.
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Chapter Six

Institutional Systems of
Agrarian Populations

Agrarian societies began! the process of harnessing nonhuman power to physi-
cal capital, most notably animals to the plow but also wind and water power
to new types of machines for manufacturing goods and commeodities. These
new modes of productivity allowed for a significant increase in the level of
economic surplus that, in turn, changed the nature of all institutional systems.
Because a larger population could be supported, population as a force exerted
even more selection pressures on production, distribution, and regulation; and
as the respective values of these forces increased, institutional differentiation
and development ensued. A state apparatus could now be supported by the
economic surplus, leading to more consolidation and centralization of power.
With expanded production and power came increased inequality and the
emergence of new social classes. Most members of the population belonged to
the rural peasant class, and below peasants were the expendable poor. On top
of the system of stratification were elites from the land-owning nobility, the
leaders of state power, the high priests of religion, and at times, the high-rank-
ing military. Merchants and bourgeoisie classes could now be clearly discerned,
ranging from small peddlers and shopkeepers to wealthy merchants, financiers,
and other players in the growing systemn of exchange distribution. And finally,
artisans and craft classes could be clearly distinguished. Thus, as the economy
and polity differentiated and developed, the scale and scope of inequality and
stratification increased, dramatically raising the potential for conflict and revolt
within human societies. Moreover, with the wealth to mobilize coercive
power, empire-building increased, thereby extending the scale of conflict
between populations.

Expanded production, regulation, and distribution not only allowed for
population growth and new systems of stratification, the institutional systems
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that emerged from these forces led to the development of bigger and more
permanent settlements that encouraged large migrations to market towns and
cities as well as the core capital city (Sjoberg 1960; Hammond 1972; Eisenstadt
and Shachar 1987). Simple agrarian systems could remain quite small, however,
with perhaps only a few thousand people, but they often had populations num-
bering into the hundreds of thousands. In contrast, more advanced systems
usually ranged from a few million people to many millions. Cities could have
up to 100,000 inhabitants in simple systems, compared with as many as one
million in advanced ones. Yet even with these larger urban centers, the vast
majority of the population (usually over 90 percent) lived in rural areas, work-
ing land owned and controlled by elites. Most of the population in agrarian
societies was arrayed in small villages and towns connected by extensive road
networks to regional market cities that, in turn, were connected to a core capi-
tal city. Moreover, agrarian societies used considerably more land than horti-
cultural populations in order to increase the production of food so necessary to
support the larger population and the growing privilege of elites. Indeed,
resources tended to flow from rural villages to regional centers and market
towns, and then, to the capital city as the state and its elites extracted ever-
greater amounts of surplus from peasants and the local nobility (Nolan and
Lenski 2001). Agrarian societies also occupied more territory than typical hor-
ticultural systems, not just because of increased population and production but
also because of war, conquest, and empire-building (Mann 1986; Skocpol
1979; Giddens 1985; Turner 1995).

Agrarian populations tended to reveal a period of rapid growth, followed by
a leveling off as the more densely settled population succumbed to disease, war,
and poverty. The population could even decline after particularly violent wars
or virulent diseases, and dramatically so in Europe during the successive waves
of “the plague.” Malthusian processes were thus very evident among agrarian
societies, perhaps more than at any other time in human history.

‘With agrarianism, then, the scale and complexity of human societies dramat-
ically increased. And, as empire-building ensued, horticultural populations
came under increasing attack, surviving only in isolated areas of the globe, at
least until a large-scale agrarian empire could reach them. Equally significant,
the rates of contact among the populations of the world increased with warfare
and long-distance trade; and as a consequence, migrations from society to soci-
ety accelerated. With these migrations came diffusion of ideas and culture, par-
ticularly religious ideas that were to undergo transformation during the agrarian
era into the world religions—Christianity, Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, Bud-
dhism, and Confucianism.

Some populations remained small, as the scale of other societies expanded,
but new technologies and forms of capital formation created a potential for



Institutional Systems of Agrarian Populations 159

human societies that, with population growth, would increase the complexity
of human societies forever. Save for the complete differentiation of education
as a mass system of reproduction, all other core institutions were fully differen-
tiated with agrarianism. These would be developed during the Industrial Rev-
olution and supplemented by the differentiation of new institutional
complexes; and even these new institutional domains could be seen in agrarian
societies. Science and medicine, to give the two most obvious examples, were
clearly evident and, like education, would soon differentiate from other insti-
tutional systems. Agrarianism was built on new sources of energy coupled with
physical capital and specialized human capital; and once these connections
were made, slowly accumulating technologies would lead to the harnessing of
even more sources of inanimate energy to capital, eventually leading to indus-
trialism and modernity.

ECONOMY

The increase in the size, scale, scope, and reach of agrarian societies was made
possible by higher levels for each of the basic elements of the economy, as is
summarized in table 6.1 for both simple and advanced agrarian populations. In
broad strokes, new technologies, heightened levels of physical capital forma-
tion, more complex divisions of labor organizing human capital, new entrepre-
neurial mechanisms, and increased access to resources greatly expanded
gathering and production, with the surplus being usurped as property for the
privilege and power of elites (Lenski 1966). As production escalated, new
entrepreneurial mechanisms (e.g., markets, chartered corporations, manorial
estates, craft factories, law guilds) and the ever-expanding and restrictive hier-
archy of state power (local and regional elites connected to a monarch) fully
displaced kinship as the organizational basis of the economy. Family struc-
tures—mostly nuclear and at times patrimonial family-owned businesses with
slaves, workers, or apprentices—still organized many portions of the labor
force, such as peasants, artisans, and merchants, but complex structures of kin-
ship receded as an important societywide integrative mechanism. The transfor-
mation of kinship from the structural base of society to primarily a reproductive
structure was now virtually complete with advanced agrarianism, finishing a
trend that had begun with advanced horticulture (Weber [1916-1917] 1958;
Laslett and Wall 1972; Collins 1986:267-321).

POLITY

In the place of kinship came the expanding state, with a hereditary monarch at
its apex and with expanding administrative and coercive bureaucracies serving



sanjernads jeuoned

-Nd00 JUaJaYIP 00T Pue g0 L Usamiaq Suinsind AjjeaidAy mou
‘suesie pue siapel/sjueydiaws Suowe ase uonenuaRHIP JO
soxe Juauiwoid Jsow ay) ‘sydjiew Joge| ueqin ut Joge| 3344 JO
ajes 03 Suipea)| ‘auny Joy djge|eae (s3ySu Aoueuay Jo pue| 1Y
Suso} Jo Ynsas e se) sJa10qe| paydeneun 1o 9344, Jo jood
Bumoi3 e osje Inq ‘wopuas pue Aloae|s Aq pautensuod Ajdul
-seasoul Auesead !1oge| Jo uosialp ul aseasnul Suinunuod)

sjoxIeW
10ge] U1 SADIAIBS ,|[3S,, OYM SUESIE pUe ,,JOGe| 334),, JO JUdW
-dojoap !,,sanfernads apedi,, 19410 pue sJueYdISW 3I0W (X3S
pue a8e Aq Joge| Jo uOISIAIp Jeap panuijuod ‘puedxa sapes
feuoiyednooo se 10qe| JO UOISIAIp paseasdul Ajfeonewel(]

[euden uewnyy

Awouoa ayj ojul pajesdajul

Ajjny sewodaq Asuow ‘Apuenodui) jsow pue {(pum ‘1a)em)
1amod jo sanunos mau Aq a|qissod apews ,,‘Ansnpu,, 81
!spoaloid uonediul pue speos SAISUNXS pue DeIOqE|D IO
‘Buyjjiw pue ‘vonenodsues ‘o8e10)s 104 sanyioey 1a81e) ‘osje
‘uonewoy jended ul aseasour uedyIuS)s € syIeW 5|Q0Y [ElRW
jo asn peaidsapim ‘swialsAs saydwis jo [ended o) uonippe uj

Asuow Jo asn paseasoul ‘Apued

-yiudss 3sow pue ‘syafoad uonedun ajess-a8re] usyo pue
speos ‘sutesd jo Buyjiw pue aeio)s 1oy sani|ioe} aBie) !sj00)
UOJ| S3LBLIOS pue ‘Jielad 'Poom ‘sjeusiue JIom ‘Mo|d

[exde) feoishyd

ASojouyoa) |jiwiazem pue (pupuim ‘Buiresm pue

Suuuids ‘syoop ‘Bunuud ‘smains 1a8ne ‘ayye) Suluiny-poom
‘53510 0} sassautey paroidut PN SUOHEAOULY JBYI0
‘aoueape Jueoyiudis e suew uos) Suiuapiey pue Sunpws

jo a8pomouy ‘swaysAs ajdwis jo ASojouyday 03 uonippe u

SWIAJSAS padueApe 0w Ul ANANDE JgUDS

-wnoud 03 suifaq Awouods feoiyod se autpap 03 Suipus Ing
‘yBiy uoneAOUUI JO J)e1 LiEPUD|ED IB|OS PUE ‘SUONEIOU [EDIJBW
-ayrew ‘Bunum ‘ASinjjelaws ‘solwressd ‘Aipuegsny ‘spieydio
‘S9PIYDA uo asn sy pue [Paym ‘Suijres ‘uonezijiuay ‘uoned
-111 ‘mojd umeap-jewiue ynm Surwise; ‘Buipay jo aSpapmouy

ASojouyoag

paoueApy

ajdwig

saiwouod3 uenesSy  °1°'9 JjqeL



a8nsaud awos pue ‘(@ouanjju 1sea) Je 1o) somod

‘yijeam alinboe ued s1aquiaw asoym ‘sasse)d jeuoippe
ajeaud Ajjiqou 3y} o} S1ourejas pue ‘pPuuosiad Arepiw ‘sjesd
-neainq a3e)s Jo Jaquinu Sumois ayy pue ‘Ajljiqou jo siopas
awos Aq passassod jeyy Suipaaoxa yajeam asinboe o} syuesead
USAD pUB ‘SJUBUDISW ‘suesiUe SWos Jo) Ayoeded paseaioul

Si 219Y) {JUaPIAS §|1s }t ‘saAe[s pue) sjuesead pue saya

3} UIIMIA( $ISSE|D JO UOIsuedXD 10} SMO|[e suoizedndoo

JO J2qUINU Pasea.dul SY} :SUOITEDLIPOLL [BIBAIS YIM ‘SWIS]
-sAs ajdwis ur asoy) 03 sejiuls ‘sadeaea)d ssejo Jeafo AU yum
UOREDIEIS JO WISAS SIONPOIJ "Yieam Jo uonejnndde Sun
-3iunad suonednano jueyosaw/Buspen mau jo uoisuedxa pue
snjdins 1eXa 03 Jamod Paseasdul s YdIeuow A 1eYMIWOS
paJalje Inq ‘swaisAs ajdwus ul 3eys o1 Jejiwis ‘Ayjenbau jo
sjoaa) yBiy Asaa 03 Suipea) ‘Auadoud areaud jo walsAs Jes))

sonejs sdeysad pue ‘siapen /sueydiaw ‘sisijerdads yeio
‘suesnue 0} Ajjerdadsa ‘sisijeidads [euoiednado snouea 1oy
suonounsip ssep juatjes AlySiy ase asay3 ‘Ajfeuonppe ‘sassew
aleIa)|[) pUE Moy ajeIa)l| usamiaq N|ds Sumoss e st asay
pue ‘Auofew [eins a8re| woly Juasayip Apsea AJuouiw uegsn
{(s3j0A24 D1porsad Suunp 1daoxa) suotsidap jeantjod ur Aes

ou Ajjenuia sey yoym ‘uonejndod ayy jo 1591 wioly paysing
-unsip Apeapo (saype Areijiw pue snoidijas Suipnpul) ssep
Surjns ‘aanyndqns umo sit yim yoea ‘saeaea)d ssed teapd
AiaA UM uoieIyIRAS JO WISAS SI0NPO 'salfe snoidijas pue
a1els ay) Aq padinsn snydins |je (Aguesead ayy 1) Ajuofew
15eA 104 INq ‘ssife1dads Peid pue ‘sIaidueUl /s19NUEG ‘SUBYD
-1aw Aq a|qissod uoneNWNIDE [elAJeW JWOS (YdINyd pue
Ajigou Ag paumo sa0i1nosal [euatew |je Jsowie ‘Ayjenbaul jo
sjoAa] ySiy Asaa 01 Suipea) ‘Apadoid arealld Jo walsAs tea|)

Auodouy

suoi1eS1jqo JO JUBWIADIOJU BY) PUE SPBL[UOD

ajejnSas 03 suidaq me| ‘saajiaud J1ay) ainsse pue Aanoe
11y} ajeup.ood Jey) sp|ind ojui paziueSio AjSuiseasoul sjueyd
-1ow pue suesiye (andwa ue jo uoidas 10 A13100s € uIYIM
Ajurenao pue ‘aiidwa ue ssode dojpasp Usyo sjueydSW
Suowe san jo syiomipu 281e| 108y L) A0 JO SUNOWE
1981e)-13n0 ssosoe paSueyoxa sadiaias pue spood Jo Ainojea
pue awnjoa Suiseasour ‘a8ueyoxa jo wnipaw e se Asuow
yim Suoje ‘saxjsew Jo uoisuedxs dBWEIP S19JUD UBQIN
0} SEDJE |BINJ WO Pue ‘Yol 0} 100d WOJ) S3DINOSII JO MO))
ay) Suunsse aimonas jeunauaidanus Jofew e sawodaq sny)
Anjod ‘sayje Buyns 03 suoneBijqo apmiaias Ag sease [eins uy
paoe|das swsiueydaw [eunauaidaiua se adejjia pue diysury

Auaioe ojwouoo3 Suizivedio

JIUN [eIDNID B SSAIRYIBLOU INg ‘91els ay) Aq PaguIsWnDID
asow Apjeonewesp pue sainpnas diysuny Jo8se| 01 palauLOD
ss9) AjBuiseasoul ‘Ajjwey auj si 24mOnIIs [eLnNauaIdanua Isiy
ayy ‘lenpiaiput uaAIS e 10} INq USPIAS dwodaq spjind Yes
Apea pue ‘Buunsul pue upjueq jo sBuluuiBaq ‘syueydiaw pue
!saninlas pue ‘spood ‘1oqe| Sunnqgiasip pue uononpoud Su)
-JBjNWIAS JO SPOYISW MaU $3JeIaual uoisuedxs Jadew ‘Mo
9DIN0S3) PUE AIIOYINE JO SAIYDIRIDIY SJBIID SD0INLI) JO
uonepijosuod jeonijod ‘diysinauaidanua Jo swios JIWOU0DD
pue [eonijod mau Aq pajuawsjddns ase pue swsiueyoaw [e
-1nauaidanua Jolew se aupap saumpnas adejjia pue diysury

diysinauaidanuy

paoueApy

ayduwis

(panunuo))

'1'9 3jqeL



162 Chapter 6

the interests of the monarch. In centralized polities most typical of advanced
agrarian populations, the monarch used the state bureaucracy and the coercive
capacity of a professional army (and local enforcement capacities as well) to
control territories, other elites, peasants, artisans, and merchants. The burden
of financing the state, the army, and the privileges of the monarchy and nobility
fell mainly on the peasantry, whose surplus was extracted by the state (usually
directly from lands owned and controlled by the monarch, or indirectly,
through taxes on other land-holding nobility), although the monarch often
turned to the bourgeoisie for additional revenue to finance military adventures
and large-scale undertakings such as public works or infrastructural develop-
ment (Goldstone 1990). In such a system, property became an important ele-
ment for not only economic activity but also for sustaining inequality and
stratification (Turner 1984; Lenski 1966).

Because of the inequality and the constant usurpation of surplus as property
for elites, incentives for technological innovation and investment in physical
capital could decline (unless the monarch financed “public works” projects),
especially as human capital saw little incentive for working hard. As a result,
agrarian societies could stagnate and, in the end, disintegrate (Maryanski and
Turner 1992:118; Nolan and Lenski 2001). As we see below, inherent in free
markets as a major distributive mechanism? and in non-kin entrepreneurial
structures are highly dynamic qualities that could, at times, overcome the stag-
nating effects of concentrated power and high levels of inequality. The basic
structure of polity in simpler and more advanced agrarian systems is reviewed
in table 6.2.

With consolidated and centralized power that could tax surplus wealth,
power could be mobilized on a heretofore unprecedented scale. Although war
had been, no doubt, a chronic activity among all human populations of the
past, its scale and scope could now extend beyond what had previously been
possible. Large armies could be mobilized and supported as they sought to con-
quer not only contiguous populations but also those at ever further distances;
and although empires existed during horticulture, the expanse of agrarian
empires could now reach several million square miles. As a larger and more
diverse population came under the jurisdiction of government, selection pres-
sures from the macrodynamic forces of regulation, production, reproduction,
and distribution mounted. Coercive and administrative power had to be con-
solidated further, and if possible, efforts were made to use symbols and material
incentives (more typically, disincentives) to control larger territories and the
diverse populations in them. Infrastructural development and exchange distri-
bution had to expand in order to overcome the logistical loads of moving com-
modities, resources, people, and information about larger territories.
Production had to expand to support the state and its military as well as admin-
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164 Chapter 6

istrative activities, although taxing wealth eventually created disincentives to
produce and to innovate, causing most polities of agrarian systems to face grave
fiscal crises leading to their collapse (Goldstone 1990).

Empire formation, however, created a template for very large-scale societies;
and although a few, such as the Roman Empire, lasted for many centuries, most
collapsed because the polity and economy simply could not meet the selection
pressures generated by the forces of regulation, production, and distribution.
Further, the logistical loads emanating from these forces would always increase
dramatically if power was used in ways that increased inequality and, hence,
internal threats coupled with external threats from populations that had yet to
be conquered. Indeed, as threats to polity increased, it centralized power even
more and, in so doing, extracted more surplus to support its military-adminis-
trative apparatus and in the end only aggravated threats stemming from
increased inequality.

KINSHIP

With agrarianism, sufficient economic surplus could be produced to support
non-kin corporate units, such as manorial estates composed of more nucleated
tenant farmers, administrative bureaucracies attached to the state, and new
organizational forms such as guilds, cartels, and chartered companies. These
alternatives could organize far greater numbers of people than kinship alone,
and they allowed people to escape the “cage of kinship” (Maryanski and
Turner 1992). With these new kinds of corporate units, kinship continued its
odyssey back to the simpler system of hunters and gatherers. The descent rule
lost much of its salience, except for the inheritance of property and titles, and
the construction of lineages and larger structures like clans and moieties
became increasingly less viable; larger family units often remained but were not
essential, and they were frequently converted to patrimonial structures com-
posed of kin and non-kin workers or apprentices. Residence retained some of
the patrilocal bias of horticultural systems, but neolocality became ever more
frequent as people migrated to new lands or emerging urban areas. Authority
remained patriarchal, and activities of men and women were strictly divided,
but as the extended family began to decline in prevalence and as neolocal resi-
dence became possible, intergenerational authority and divisions of labor were
less explicit and restrictive. Incest rules remained for marriage partners, but
rules of exogamy and endogamy declined and, then, disappeared; dissolution
often became more difficult, however, as a means for male control of women.
Thus, even as the structure of kinship began to evolve back to a more nucle-
ated pattern of hunter-gatherers, the relative equality between males and
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females of hunter-gatherers was not recreated. Instead, patriarchy remained
and, to this very day, persists among most populations, even in the modern
post-industrial world.

Table 6.3. Structure of Kinship in Agrarian Societies

Simple Advanced
Size and Larger family units still very evident  Patrimonial families frequent
composition  but decline in frequency and among artisans and merchants;
embeddedness in larger kin struc-  larger families still found among
tures; patrimonial family (male- peasants, but patterns of political
dominated and including non-kin,  servitude disrupt kinship ties
such as workers) appears
Residence Explicit rules begin to lose power, Few explicit rules, but patterns of
although offspring usually remain servitude in rural areas restrict
close to parents, or even in their mobility (although roving landless
household peasants are, at times, evident); in
urban areas patrimonial households
organize much economic activity
Activity Clear division of labor by sex and Same as simple societies
age in all activities
Descent Increasingly bilateral and truncated ~ Except for “‘royal” family, lineage
less important, and increasingly
bilateral and truncated; only royalty
and nobility continue to use
descent rules to a high degree
Authority Male-dominated, and in patrimo- Male-dominated, especially in pat-
nial units, considerable male rimonial families
authoritarianism
Marriage Incest prohibited; rules of exogamy  Incest prohibited, except in a few

and endogamy decline, and disso-
lution allowed but economically
difficult and rarely formal

cases for nobility; rules of exogamy
and endogamy decline further; dis-
solution allowed but difficult and
rarely formal

RELIGION

The “world religions”—that is, Christianity, Hinduism, Buddhism, traditional
Judaism, Confucianism, and Islam—emerged during the agrarian era and, then,
spread to other agrarian populations® through combinations of migrations, war,
conquest, missionary proselytizing, and colonialism. Indeed, as a result of the
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organizational base that encouraged their diffusion, these religions are now the
dominant cult structures in most of the advanced industrial and post-industrial
societies of today. Frequently these religions have been imposed upon—and
to some extent amalgamated with—traditional and indigenous religions of a
population with the result that somewhat unique versions of each world reli-
gion can be found in various societies. Furthermore, these dominant religions
often bear common origins, with one being a revolt or break with another:
Christianity from Judaism, Buddhism from Hinduism, and Islam from both
Judaism and Christianity.

The cosmology of these world religions is greatly attenuated compared to
those of traditional ecclesiastic religions typical of horticulturalists and early
agrarian populations, revealing a clear tendency toward monotheism or belief
in one, all-encompassing god or supernatural force (Wallace 1966:94—101).
For example, Islam, Christianity, Judaism, and Confucianism evidence clear
tendencies toward monotheism (Allah, God and the Trinity, God, and Tao,
respectively, being the all-powerful beings or forces of the supernatural realm).
Hinduism reveals a more ambiguous pantheon, however, as does its offshoot,
Buddhism. Philosophical Hinduism (Wallace 1966:94) is monotheistic with its
all-encompassing supernatural being or force, the “One,” whereas Sanskritic
Hinduism maintains an elaborate pantheon of gods, including Siva, Krishna,
Ram, Vishnu, and Lakshimi. The pantheon of Buddhism is similarly structured
with the world being guided by a series of Buddhas (or “Enlightened Ones”).

Still, compared to traditional ecclesiastic religions, the mythology of the
pantheon of world religions became truncated. Robert Bellah (1964:366) has
called this the process of ‘“de-mythologization” because little myth surrounds
the creation of the all-powerful god and his court of relatives. Thus, the
increasingly elaborate accounts of the jealousies, conflicts, rivalries, and geneal-
ogies typical of religious evolution up to this point in societal evolution sud-
denly began to decline during agrarianism. For example, the myths revolving
around Krishna and Vishnu, the historical sequences of Buddhas, the interac-
tion of God and Moses, God and Jesus, Allah, the angel Gabriel, Mohammed,
and so on are sparse indeed compared to the myths of other traditional religions.

As Bellah (1964) has emphasized, one of the most distinctive features of
what are often called premodern religions is the emergence of a series of substan-
tive beliefs concerning the supernatural, revolving around the capacity of mor-
tals to become part of the sacred and supernatural realm upon death. These
beliefs emphasize for the first time the possibility of understanding the funda-
mental nature of both natural and supernatural reality (Bellah 1964:367). For
instance, Hinduism emphasizes the prospects of not only a better reincarnation
in one’s next life but also holds out the possibility of becoming a god; Chris-
tianity offers salvation in heaven after death; and Islam provides for the attain-
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ment of paradise after death. It should be noted that these religious beliefs
provide places for the unworthy—hell or a poor reincarnation, for example.
Previous traditional religions had offered the chance for humans to maintain
only a peace and harmony with the supernatural, but premodern religious
beliefs began to provide for the possibility of actually becoming a part of this
realm.

Under these conditions, religious values became explicit, and conformity to
these values increases the possibility of salvation after death in the supernatural
realm. These values were increasingly codified into a religious code spelling
out appropriate behaviors for the members of a society: the Ten Command-
ments, the sayings of Confucius, or the Noble Eightfold Path among Buddhists
being prominent examples. What is significant about these religious codes is
that they specify more than just stereotyped ritual behavior; they also place
upon individuals a set of diffuse obligations guiding everyday, nonreligious
conduct. Yet these codes tend to emphasize worldly resignation and retreatism;
and in order to secure salvation, conformity to religious law must not be too
contaminated by worldly passions, actions, and events.

In sum, then, the cosmology of the premodern religions that emerged with
agrarianism began to shift toward monotheism, truncating the pantheon and
attendant mythology, and highlighting substantive beliefs about the supernatu-
ral and salvation. Equally noticeable in these religions was the emergence of
a codified value system controlling both ritual and nonritual behavior, while
encouraging a kind of retreatism or at least an acceptance of one’s fate in this
world.

The structural trends evident in traditional ecclesiastic religions continued
during the agrarian era, as ecclesiastic cult structures increasingly came to dom-
inate over shamanic, communal, and individualistic cults. Usually one large
ecclesiastic bureaucracy with an extensive hierarchy of religious specialists
became dominant among more advanced agrarian populations: Catholicism in
medieval Europe and in many parts of Latin America; Hinduism in India; Con-
fucianism in pre-Communist China; Islam in the Middle East; and so on. The
specialists within this bureaucracy could claim a monopoly on religious exper-
tise and the right to perform major calendrical and noncalendrical rituals. They
became permanent residents in large and elaborate temple structures and
devoted all their time to operating the church bureaucracy. The influence of
this dominant ecclesiastic cult and its bureaucracy was so great that religious
elite had high levels of secular power, setting up a mounting tension in agrarian
societies between religious and political elites (Bellah 1964:368).

The church and state bureaucracies thus became clearly differentiated in the
agrarian era, with the result that the legitimating functions of religion for the
polity were no longer automatic and nonproblematic. Sometimes religious
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beliefs and the organization of a religious cult became the stimulus and locus
for rebellious social movements, and so, because of their well-articulated and
codified belief system and their high degree of bureaucratic organization, pre-
modern religions could potentially become an impetus to social change. As long
as cult structures remained Joosely organized in a communal or in incipient
ecclesiastic form, they lacked the organizational resources to generate major

Table 6.4. Religion in Agrarian Societies

Simple

Advanced

Beliefs

Clear conception of supernatural
realm of beings, and at times,
forces; relatively clear pantheon,
hierarchically organized; explicit
mythologies as well as values and
moral codes sanctioned by the
supernatural and used to legitimate
privilege of clergy and power of rul-
ing elites

Clear separation of supernatural
and natural, but pantheons decline
in favor of ““universal religions”
proclaiming one god or force in the
universe; mythology also declines
and is simplified; moral codes and
values become explicit part of sim-
plified religious doctrines; religious
legitimation of elites still prominent,
but religions seek to appeal to the
“common person”’; alongside
spread of universal, monotheistic
religions exist beliefs in magic and
witchcraft tending to be localized in
content

Rituals

Regular calendrical rituals, directed
and led by full-time clergy; consid-
erable control by clergy of eco-
nomic production, either through
ownership of property or, indi-
rectly, through ritualized rights to
economic surplus

Regular calendrical rituals, directed
by full-time clergy; but rituals sim-
plified and designed to appeal to
mass audiences; clergy still major
property holder, but rituals increas-
ingly separated from economic and
political spheres, being directed
instead to a force/god that can
improve life now and in hereafter

Cult structure

Clear structures, housed in elabo-
rate temples of worship supporting
full-time, bureaucratically orga-
nized clergy; explicit symbols,
places, and times of worship evi-
dent; cults often control not only
economic but also much social and
political activity

Clear, bureaucratized structures in
elaborate temples/churches; times
and places of worship specified,
and symbols simplified; cults still
own property and exert political
influence, but decreasingly so in
the political arena; alongside large
universal religions exist smaller cults
with different beliefs and ritual,
although these tend to adopt ele-
ments of dominant religion
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social change in the face of a well-organized kin- or state-based polity, but
as the religious bureaucracy became more organized, controlling financial and
symbolic resources, while demanding loyalty from the general population, its
power to influence the course of events in societies increased. Still, despite
their potential for instituting radical change, premodern religions have histori-
cally performed a conservative, legitimating function for the polity and other
institutional structures in a society.

Yet within the institution of religion itself, considerable change could occur
as lesser cult structures organized and began to challenge the beliefs and organi-
zation of the dominant ecclesiastic cult. Religious evolution has documented
this process of revolt against the dominant cult again and again, whether it be
Catholicism reacting to Judaism, Protestantism from Catholicism, or Bud-
dhism from Hinduism. With further religious development, this pattern of
revolt against a dominant cult produced several dominant ecclesiastic cults
(e.g., Catholicism and Protestantism in Europe) as well as subcults within these
larger cults (e.g., the Protestant denominations). Thus at their most advanced
stage, premodern religions displayed several large ecclesiastic cult structures
organizing most religious ritual activity in a society, but they also evidenced
other forms of cult structures: communal, shamanic, and individualistic. For
example, in India where Philosophical Hinduism has dominated since the
agrarian era, religion in many rural village cults is still organized into communal
cults and utilizes Sanskritic Hinduism and pre-Hindu beliefs and rituals; and in
these same villages can also be found various ancestral cults that represent a
similar amalgamation of Sanskritic and pre-Hindu beliefs and rituals. Further-
more there are shamanic cults of holy men (gurus and curers, for example) who
perform necessary ritual activities for clients. Finally, there are various individu-
alistic cults in which ritual activity revolves around seeking harmony with vari-
ous personal guardian spirits. Thus, premodern religions of agrarian societies
displayed considerable structural heterogeneity, with many different types of
cult structures {(ecclesiastic, communal, shamanic, and individualistic) whose
size and relative influence varied tremendously. These religions were a con-
glomeration of various cult structures having similar but always somewhat
divergent belief systems. The interplay—competition, conflict, assimilation,
accommodation, and conquest—among these various cults frequently made
these religions highly dynamic. Yet, when one large ecclesiastic cult dominates,
a premodern religion will remain comparatively static—unless disrupted by
nonreligious institutional influences.

LAW

The level of development in the legal systems of agrarian societies was very
much related to the level of state formation. As coercive, administrative, and
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material incentives were consolidated into a quasi-bureaucratic system, the
state used its power to regulate and control ever more activity in the popula-
tion. As it did so, law became an essential mechanism for exercising this control
and for legitimating the self-interested use of power by political elites. Histori-
cally, population growth stimulated economic development, and vice versa,
which in turn increased the state’s interest in regulating activities and legitimat-
ing its use of power, especially as this power was used to increase inequalities.

Added to these selection pressures for law was the differentiation of eco-
nomic activity, the expansion of markets and the resulting increase in the vol-
ume of exchange transactions, the constant need to increase tax revenues to
support the state’s adventurism and the privilege of its elites, and the frequent
need to sort out relations and transactions (e.g., citizenship, tribute, taxes,
administration, etc.) with conquered peoples. To the extent that, in A. S. Dia-
mond’s (1951:303) words, “the law of a people is the instrument by which its
orderly activity is maintained and protected,” the sheer volume of activity in
agrarian populations escalated regulation as a social force and created intense
selection pressures on law. Wherever political control of territories could be
achieved, law became an instrument of this control. This control was evident
by written codes which, to varying degrees, constituted a system of rules for
regulating key classes of human activity: marriage, inheritance, property, con-
tract, crime, disputes, taxation, state-church relations, and the like.

The culmination of this development of systematic codes was Roman law,
although less systematic legal formations could be found in the various consoli-
dations of power in Egypt, Persia, Greece, and small states in the Middle East
as well as in Japan, India, and other agrarian societies of the east. By extending
“citizenship” (to all “free men”) and applying the law consistently and more
or less equally to citizens, a system of laws emerged in Rome specifying rights
of persons vis-i-vis government and rights of individuals to one another (Par-
sons 1966:88). Beginning with the Roman emperor, Justinian, and during the
sixth century A.D., a system of codes was legislated and, over the centuries,
expanded. The intent was to create a comprehensive body of enacted laws that
could regulate and control all essential activities among citizens. No agrarian
system went as far as Rome in creating a centralized body of laws; indeed, most
simply adapted and adjusted old local codes in an ad hoc manner of issuing
degrees and establishing precedents from court decisions, but in all agrarian
systems, considerable attention was paid to writing the legal codes down and,
in some manner, trying to systematize them into a more coherent whole.

As agrarian societies moved to an advanced profile, the legislative body
tended to get larger, with more debate about what the laws should be. In some
cases, such as the city-states of Greece and later Rome, a limited form of elec-
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tion or ‘‘competitive selection” to such legislative bodies as senates, councils,
and forums occurred—although these selection processes were only among
elites and, hence, far from representative of the population as a whole.

The court systems of agrarian societies became more developed as the body
of laws to be interpreted and applied to ever more diverse contexts expanded.
At first, even in the developing Roman system, the officers of the court were
part-time and comparatively unprofessional, but as the body of laws became
codified and as legislation continually added to this body, a system of courts
became more integrated, moving from local tribunals to state-level courts; and
the officers of the court—from judges, administrators, and scribes—were
increasingly full-time and professional. If a systematic body of enacted laws
existed, as was the case in Rome and those societies that adopted Roman civil
law, courts were primarily involved in interpreting existing laws. In other soci-
eties, such as England and those like India, Canada, Ireland, and America that
adopted the English model during their agrarian eras, no coherent body of
enacted laws was initially developed. Instead, court decisions at the national
level created common-law precedents that became part of a body of laws, but
the ad hoc nature of these court decisions produced a less coherent and system-
atic form of law than the laws originating from legislative enactments within
government. In both the civil and common law systems, a hierarchy of courts
developed in order to either impose top~-down civil law to the local level or to
pass up for review and validation or invalidation court precedents from the
local level. Moreover, the involvement of courts in an increasing number and
variety of actions and transactions generated further selection pressures for their
integration into a coherent hierarchy which, in turn, worked to increase the
coherence in the body of laws and its legislative enactment.

Enforcement of law and court decisions became more decisive in agrarian
populations. The increased economic surplus that could support the coercive
base of power, coupled with the need of polity to regulate and intervene in a
wider array of actions and transactions, worked to expand not only the total
amount of coercive power available to the polity but, more importantly, the
actual use or the threat to use coercive power to enforce laws and court deci-
sions. With advanced agrarianism, therefore, came coercive policing, torture,
prisons, and executions; and these means of enforcement gave more material
sanctions, such as fines, penalties, and compensation in civil matters, an imper-
ative force. Indeed, agrarian polities tended to overuse coercion in order to
repress resentments over inequality, to control deviance, to regulate disruptive
actions and transactions, and to compensate for weak symbolic legitimacy.
Such violence by the state escalated as the expansion of markets and the com-



SWISAS AUBW UL ME| UOWIWOD JO 30IN0S Juerodu
AjBuiseaioul Ue 9Wo0daq SUOISIIAP UNO) "PuUNoCy 3q
SOWNALIOS UBD UONEIUISIADI B)Ifa-UOU JO SBIPO aAD
-e|si3a} ‘uonezIfELISNPUI 2J0Jaq sadels padueApe ay) ut
pue ‘smej mau SunesiSa) ur paajoaul Ajaanoe aq 01 Ay
2I0W Sk S JO SWINIO) ING ‘swNsAs ajdwis se suieg

ajqenen Ajydiy

s me| pajesausd-aye reonjod o) paresauad-unod jo
ones ay) ydnoye ‘mej Jo Ued awodaq ued ABuisealout
SUOISIDAP UNOY) "suonduny aAne|si3a| aAey pue 1sixa
Aew uonejuasaidal a9 JO SBIPOQ JSYIO PUE SWINIO)
‘SaLLL Ty "SAN[@ JO [DUNOD pue Sup| yum sisal alejst

-8a) 01 Auoyine arewn|n “spipa sounouoid o) Ayoeded
3WOS dARY [9A2] [EUONEU pue ‘[euoiSal ‘AId Je S[eIYO

sme7 jo uone|sidal

s{etd140 UNood Ajeadss ‘sented uoc sajn
Suipuiq pue xa|dwiod aiow Ing ‘swalsAs s|dwis se awes

s[eidlyjo unod Aq Anwioy

-uod ajesduad oy Ayoeded ayy ur pue aduatjes uy Atea
asayl Inq ‘aAeyaq O} 34k UNOD 33 JO SIADIJO MOY JNOQe
$9|NJ 3WOS 'sUNod 0} saoueaald Juasald o) ase san

-led Moy pue saIndsip Aj0S1 03 MOY INOGE $3[NJ JBD|D

fednpadodd

Salf@ Jo

$159193U] pue a1nynd ay) AjleatdAy asow Ing uonejndod e
J0 sanjeA |esaual ayi Apoquia eyl sajejnisod [eSe) peoiq
Payya1 ABuisealoul sme ‘sme| Jendas apis3uoje Isixe
ued sme| snotSijay "Apeasd Area |im uonezinewsisas jo
32.3ap ay ySnoyje dnewasAs aow pue Jadie} yonw
S| me| uanLM Jo Apoq a1 Ing ‘swiatsAs ajdwis se aweg

aels

2} 0} sI01D® JO suoNeIGO Sy} pue a3EISs 3Y) JO SIANE
-Bosa1d ay) aue Jeym (0) pue ‘s1010€ 3e10d10D JBYIo pue
‘sdnos uny ‘sjenpiatpur Suowe uoneal ay3 st JeyMm (q)
‘AWt e St paulap sl Teym (e) Suluisouod ‘umop usnum
uayyo ‘sajna JoNdxa aq |jim a1eyl INg ‘Sjqelien AlySiH

JIAlUBISGNS

SMeT JO Apog

xajdwiod

aydus

sananog ueneily ur mel  *S'9 Jjqey



A3100s a3 Ul siope

3AIDDA]|0D pUE [ENPIAIPUL JO SUOTDBSUES) puE suofoe a3e
-UBLW PUE J0JUOW 3JEJS B3 JO SUOISUIXD JHBIINESIN]
SB ‘I310BIEYD U SABISIUIWPE SI JUSLLISDIONS Yonw
*UOIDIB0D BSN OYM SI0)DE 1310 ||e saysiund ‘si00194)
‘pue uoID40D Jo Ajodouow pue asn ajewnIFa| swired
a1elg -Aueyiw pue ‘syuays ‘aoijod se Ajjeanenneasng
paziuedio ABuiseanul ase sjuade JuUaWIDIOJUT 'S|SAI|
[euoiTeu pue ‘[euoiSol ‘[ed0] I8 JUSIIDIOND JO WalsAs
jewioy pue xajdwiod a1ow Ing ‘swialsAs ajduuis se aweg

SME| [BUILLID
a1ejoiA Aayy asnedaq sjuade Juawadioyua Aq paysiund
ase a8uanal pue spnay ‘syusde swn-fjny Aq pawiopad
AjBuiseasnul s sUOISIOBP UNOD PUE SME] JO UBWSIIO]

:SUOISIDBP 34N0D
[SME[ JO JUBWAIOLT

SUNOD JO uoiezie.dNealng |ing

SUNOD dANEJISIUlWpE pue

‘leutis ‘JIAD Suowe uoieIUAIAYI(] “SHNOD JO uolez
-pesoneaing Sundwousd Agasays ‘jauuosiad jo uonenua
-12JJIP PUE JaqUNU $3seaI0U) ANANDE UNOD JO Uoisuedxy

SuUnod
$0 uonezyeioneaing

{12UN0D (Jay) sty pue

(uaanb) Supy ays ym Buneurwnd ‘sunod [PARY Jaydiy
o1 sjeadde Supyew 1o} saunpadoid Jnoge sajnu Jeapd
AjBuisealoul yim ‘sNod JO WAJSAS JUBI9YOD A[PANE[RY

sunoo (awaidns)
[2A9} ySiy pue ‘jeuoiBas ‘jeoo) Jo wasAs BuiBiowy

:5N0D JO WIISAS

JUBPIAS BWI003q s13ad pue sajiauou Jo pasodwiod
saun( ooy pe jo aduaBiawa INq ‘swalsAs ajdwis se sweg

S|oA9) [euonjeu pue ‘feuotdai ‘fedoj
Je $3)1[9 JO S|IDUN0D AQ PajRUILIOP 3 O} PUa] (1S saun|

:jpuno/Ainf

{eanpadoid pue ANUEISGNS YIog ‘ME| 3] Ul pajed

-npa ase sa8pnl (je A|Buiseanul Ing awn ped ag Aew
sa8pn{ ‘jona| edol ays Je ySnoyaje ‘sjeuctssagold awn
-y Aq payers a1e sunod ‘safpnl se ajesado Aew |punod
aye pue Supy ayy asaym ‘(ana) 1aydiy au Je 3daoxg

ME| 3] Ul P3JeINPa
Af[ewwioy usaq aAey o] Aji] aiow ase oym safpnl swin

-|iny jo aaped e s1 auay) AjSuiseasoul Ing ‘sadpnf se a)q
-Nop {15 UED JUAWILIBAOS JO S|aA3] ||e Je S1apea)| [ednl|od

:a8pnf

SHUNoD

xajduwio?

ajdwis

(panunuo)) ‘59 3|qej



174 Chapter 6

mercialization of the economy aggravated interclass tensions, all of which
increased internal threats to the polity.

It is this overuse of the coercive base of power that marked the great weak-
ness of agrarian systems. If coercion rather than law, legislative enactment, legal
precedent, and court adjudication were to determine what people must do and
what the relationship between state and citizenry was to be, the legal system
lost its capacity to create a civic culture in which broad principles—
incorporating the values, beliefs, and customs of a population—legitimated the
centers of power in society.

Indeed, when the rule of law was easily suspended in the name of short-term
crisis management or pursuit of privilege by those controlling the coercive base
of power, its effectiveness as a basis for legitimating power and inequality, for
preserving and integrating culture, and for coordination was reduced. As agrar-
ian leaders faced chronic fiscal crises, demands for patronage by noble elites,
mass protests from peasants and slaves, external threats, and new social con-
structions like markets that aggravated interclass and intraclass conflicts, these
leaders often subverted through arbitrary edict and coercion the very legal sys-
tem that had enabled them to consolidate power (Turner 1995). This disman-
tling of legal development helps explain why agrarian systems, and empires
composed of agrarian societies, were constantly built up, only to collapse as
disintegrative pressures mounted. Ironically, this collapse was the result of the
very selection pressures that had caused legal development in the first place—
that is, pressures sternming from regulatory and reproductive problems of coor-
dinating and controlling, legitimating power and inequality, and preserving as
well as codifying culture. These forces overwhelmed political systems that had
imbalanced the consolidation of power toward the coercive-administrative
bases, thereby eroding the symbolic base of power provided by law.

EDUCATION

With agrarianism came explicit school structures for training, often constitut-
ing the beginnings of a hierarchical system from primary to university-level
education, for a select few: those who would be government officials (often in
church-sponsored schools or private primary schools), religious practitioners
(although their training frequently occurred in religious schools), military
officials (again, often in separate military academies), commercial entrepreneurs
(although much of this education was by tutors or kin members outside of
schools), and members of emerging professions such as law and medicine.
Elites were still taught by private tutors; and if they entered private secondary
or university-level schools, instruction was nonvocational, emphasizing aes-
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Table 6.6. Education in Agrarian Societies
Simple Advanced
Instruction Apprentice-master teaching in all Same as simple system, except pri-
trades and crafts. Private tutors for mary schools more prevalent (both
children of elites. Some schools for private and state-financed), second-
imparting literacy. Military acade- ary schools for elites, and beginnings
mies. Kin-based instruction for com-  of universities for professions (law
merce. Religious instruction for and medicine) and for nonvoca-
priesthood. In a few cases, higher tional training of elites. Private tutors
education structures for emerging for children of elites is still the domi-
professions and nonvocational elite  nant form of instruction, and for reli-
instruction gious priesthood. A vast majority of
population never goes to school and
is illiterate. System of church schools
for admittance to priesthood or posi-
tions in government bureaucracy
can also exist
Curricula Depending on instructional venue, ~ Same as simple system, but primary,
economic technology, literacy and secondary, and university-level
counting, military skills, religious schools will have a diverse curricu-
beliefs and rituals, commerce, and lum revolving around writing, arith-
crafts are taught metic, history, languages,
geography, and classic literatures
Ritualized Ceremonies marking completion of ~ Same as simple system, except that
passage apprenticeships, military training, some school structures will tend to

and religious training

have grades, examinations, and
graduations

thetics over practical skills. Religion still exerted an enormous influence on
education, and in fact, if religion was as bureaucratized and as powerful as the
state, religious instruction would dominate all levels of the educational hierar-
chy (Collins 1977). As states gained power relative to religion, however, edu-~
cation became more secular. Still, the vast majority of the population remained
illiterate in agrarian societies, learning what they required in family and
apprenticeships. Education would fully differentiate from other institutions
only with advanced industrialization.

KEY INSTITUTIONAL INTERCHANGES

With agrarianism, kinship no longer represented the solution to higher
valences for population, production, distribution, regulation, and reproduction
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as social forces. New kinds of corporate and categoric units emerged within
institutional domains in response to selection pressures from these macrody-
namic forces. As the influence of kinship declined, selection pressure on polity
increased; and thus, the key institutional interchanges of agrarian societies
revolved around the rise of polity and the fall of kinship as the institutions
involved in coordinating and controlling the population.

Kinship and Other Institutional Systems

With agrarian modes of production, kinship began its odyssey back to a more
nuclear form, where descent rules no longer organized families into complex
systems of kindred that, in essence, were the structural backbone of horticul-
tural societies. Kinship was no longer needed as new kinds of corporate and
categoric units emerged with the clear differentiation of economy, polity, law,
religion, and even education from kinship. As this differentiation occurred,
selection pressures were placed on kinship to alter its structure so that differen-
tiation and development of alternative institutions could proceed. As a conse-
quence, kinship reverted to its initial place among human populations as a
structure responding to selection pressures from reproduction as a social force.

Economy and Kinship As the economy developed during the agrarian era,
new kinds of entrepreneurial structures emerged—ypolity, law, markets, mano-
rial estates, businesses, guilds, and other corporate structures—to coordinate
technology, physical and human capital, and property. As these new structures
emerged, they exerted selection pressures against unilineal descent systems.
These systems were no longer required, but more fundamentally, they worked
against development of the economy by confining economic activity to kin-
ship roles. Each new form of entrepreneurship, from free markets, to leagues
of traders, through regulatory activities of the emerging state and legal system,
on to the expansion of manorial estates, all worked against larger kinship sys-
tems. At times, kinship and these alternative corporate units could coexist, as
was the case with guilds and patrimonial families, but in the end, kin structures
began to lose their complexity and move back to nucleated families.

This scaling back occurred as the forces of production, regulation, popula-
tion, and distribution pushed for the formation of new corporate structures
organized into new institutional systems, but as this process occurred, repro-
ductive forces increasingly drove the selection pressures, pushing kinship
toward a structure primarily concerned with socialization. At some point, of
course, additional structures like education emerged in response to these selec-
tion pressures stemming from reproductive forces, but during agrarianism, kin-
ship reverted back to being a reproductive structure for sustaining the
commitments of individuals to play roles in the corporate units of the diverse
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institutional systems that were differentiating and developing. For the econ-
omy, kinship thus became the primary source of human capital, socializing
motivational dispositions to play roles in the economy and many required
skalls.

Polity and Kinship With institutional differentiation that accompanied the
capacity of the economy to generate a large surplus, the emergence of the state
in response to selection pressures emanating from regulation as a force also gen-
erated selection pressures for kinship to recede. At some point, kinship systems
become incapable of coordinating and controlling a larger population engaged
in diverse economic activities generating an economic surplus and the inequal-
ities that inevitably come with this surplus. For most of the agrarian era, how-
ever, political leaders were chosen on the basis of their place in the kinship
systemns (as was the case for succession of the nobility in general), but this sys-
tem no longer organized the whole society. Rather, the descent rule provided
instructions to kin members about who would inherit property and, poten-
tially, power if the family was part of the political elite. In a sense, the kinship
system provided the human capital necessary for leadership and succession of
political leaders, but it did not organize other institutional activities including
those in the emerging state bureaucracy. Outside of elite circles, of course,
pressures from new forms of economic activity were pushing the reorganiza-
tion of kinship back to a more nucleated profile independently of the effects of
new forms of political organization.

As this transformation occurred, kinship became primarily devoted to gener-
ating commitments to the political system, obviously to widely varying degrees
in light of the fact that revolts were very common among the agrarian peas-
antry. In return, the emerging state increasingly defined the relevant activities,
rights, and obligations of various family members, heavily loading the kinship
system to the rights of males over those of females. Indeed, the patriarchal bias
of most kinship systems was enforced by the state, leaving females in a highly
vulnerable and dependent situation.

Law and Kinship In horticulture, laws were very often coextensive with
the rules of kinship, but with the emergence of the state, the polity would
legislate laws to realize its goals and interests. Kinship rules were successively
replaced by edits and other law-making activities of elites, and as this process
occurred, the system of unilineal descent was replaced by norms applicable to
more nucleated families. Even within the family, law often became the mecha-
nisms for assigning rights, duties, and obligations to family members. Indeed,
patriarchy was very much supported by laws regarding who could own and
inherit property. These laws often resurrected old biases of patrilineal kinship
rules, but more fundamentally, they were distinct from these rules and, poten-
tially, enforced by officers of the administrative branch of the state rather than
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by kindred. As the legal system evolved, kinship increasingly provided only a
diffuse commitment to this system, and even here, this commitment was often
very weak since the law was often perceived, quite correctly, as biased toward
elites and those with wealth and power.

Religion and Kinship With the loss of its entrepreneurial consequences for
the economy and polity in agrarian societies, the rules of kinship no longer
needed to be sanctioned by supernatural forces because they were not the rules
that organized broader societal activities. Moreover, religious differentiation
from kinship and the formation of large cult structures changed the relation
between kinship and religion forever. Kin members could financially support
cult structures, and they would often use these structures to make appeals to
supernatural forces and beings in the increasingly simplified pantheons of pre-
modern religions. Furthermore, the value premises of religious belief systems
often served as moral underpinnings of kinship rules and role behaviors among
family members. Thus, religion often provided moral and spiritual guidance to
family members; in return, the family generated commitments to religious
beliefs, while often supplying a significant portion of the financial resources
necessary to maintain differentiated cult structures and their functionaries.
Moreover, religion still provided many of the ceremonies marking passages
through kinship—for example, birth, death, and marriage—but with advanced
agrarianism, there were secular alternatives to these ceremonies offered by the
state and legal system. Nonetheless, as is evident today, religion was to remain
involved in reinforcing key points of passage through the kinship system.

Education and Kinship For most members of the population, all education
occurred within the family or on the job. Education was still a very recessive
institutional system, operating primarily to train elites, religious specialists, or a
few skilled positions in the economy. With the emergence of formal school
structures with agrarianism, this system of formal education, as small as it was,
could be expanded when selection pressures from reproduction, production,
and regulation pushed for the development of new skills for economic roles
and new forms of secular commitments to the political system.

Polity and Other Institutional Systems

During agrarianism, the rise of the state to coordinate and control ever more
activities was as dramatic as the decline of kinship as the organizational base for
society. As power was consolidated along its four bases—coercion, symbols,
material incentives, and administration—it generated selection pressures against
kinship as a locus of counterpower. If kinship systems were large and well orga-
nized, they always could pose a threat to state power, and so, the emerging
state often pushed for the destruction of unilineal descent systems in order to
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eliminate rival bases of power formation. Even without active persecution of
kinship systems, other selection pressures from the economy were working to
break the older unilineal descent system down. And as noted above, kinship
was transformed into nucleated families whose political loyalty was sought by
the state, often unsuccessfully, in return for allocation by the state and legal
system of authority and rights within the family. As the influence of kinship
declined, the dynamic interchanges of polity with other institutions became
increasingly significant, as is explored below.

Economy and Polity Without an economic surplus beyond meeting the
subsistence needs of the population, polity cannot differentiate from kinship.
Once this surplus exists, however, polity depends upon the economy to gener-
ate the resources that it needs to consolidate each base of power. And, as cen-
tralization of power occurred in agrarian states, the need for resources increased
as polity generally began to build larger-scale administrative and coercive struc-
tures, while at the same time keeping resources available for manipulating
material incentives (through patronage to elites and upwardly mobile bour-
geoisie) and for propagating symbols. Because of this dependence on economic
outputs, polity had an interest in influencing all economic elements, particu-
larly capital formation that could become a source of revenue to sustain the
state.

Physical capital is formed as production increases and as markets expand and
generate profits, and hence, liquid capital or money. These forms of capital can
be taxed by polity, and so, the state in agrarian societies soon began to define
property in ways that gave it the right to expropriate some portion of this prop-
erty or the income from property. The state also had an interest in new tech-
nologies that could increase production and, hence, wealth, but sectors of the
agrarian polity often feared innovations that could cause social change in the
elites’ bases of power; and as the state became more centralized, it increasingly
created disincentives for innovation because it feared change and, more impor-
tantly, because it overtaxed productive output to the point of discouraging
innovative efforts to increase these outputs.

While increased surplus provided the means for the consolidation and cen-
tralization of power, there were also intense selection pressures pushing actors
to consolidate power in non-kin structures. Higher levels of production are
both a response to, and cause of, population growth. Population growth may
stimulate actors to find new technologies and forms of capital to expand pro-
duction so as to meet the needs of the larger population; and conversely, once
productive outputs increase, it becomes possible to support a larger population.
Out of this cycle, populations grew in agrarian societies, and this growth gen-
erated selection pressures for coordinating and controlling members of a soci-
ety. For a time, kinship could segment and provide the necessary structures for
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coordination and control, but eventually, the force of regulation reached such
high levels that selection favored the consolidation of power among non-kin
leaders and the centralization of power in the state. Thus, through its effects
on population as a social force, production indirectly created selection pressures
for political formations in agrarian societies.

More directly, expanded production created new kinds of corporate struc-
tures that needed coordinating. For a time, informal and formal agreements
among households, guilds, vendors, estates, and other new forms organizing
production could provide the necessary coordination, but as markets expanded
and as differentiation among corporate and categoric units increased, particu-
larly if inequalities and class tensions rose, selection pushed for the consolida-
tion of power in the form of the state. The state and the legal system thus
became critical entrepreneurial structures for the economy, particularly as they
defined property rights, taxed capital, and regulated labor.

With expanded production, the valences for distribution as a social force
increased, generating selection pressures for new infrastructures and systems of
exchange. These selection pressures became even more intense in agrarian
societies as a population grew and became densely settled in urban areas and as
the size of territories expanded as a result of conflict and empire building. As
new infrastructures—roads, ocean ports, river transport systems, and the like—
first developed, they often did so out of the purview of polity. Communities
or elites within the economy often financed such structures in order to increase
their wealth, but over time, the scale of infrastructural needs surpassed the
capacities of individuals, households, and other corporate units to finance and
administer infrastructures, thereby generating intense selection for political
financing (from tax revenues) of these infrastructures. Similarly, market systems
at the lower level in Braudel’s hierarchy could operate quite efficiently without
government, and even long-distance trade could be coordinated through
agreements among traders. Eventually, markets became too complex and
extended in the agrarian era for nongovernmental actors; and as result, govern-
ment began to regulate, often through the legal system, key aspects of markets.
In particular, government had an often unrecognized vested interest in main-
taining the money supply that fueled market transaction, since ultimately this
could be taxed to support the state. Indeed, without money, inflation is less
likely because traditional exchange systems, such as barter, tend to keep prices
stable. However, with currency as the marker of value and medium of
exchange, suddenly the relative supply of commodities and money began to
influence their value. With the widespread use of money, inflation became a
distinct possibility; and inflation was particularly hard on traditional elites or
landed estates who were less likely than the urban bourgeoisie to have money
to purchase more expensive goods. As a consequence, the wealth contained in
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the holdings of the manorial estates declined. This regulation of currency also
became increasingly important as a symbol of the state’s legitimacy because the
purchasing power of money was often seen as a marker of the state’s effective-
ness and, hence, its legitimacy. Rapid inflation decreased purchasing power and
individuals’ sense of value; and as this occurred, people often became less will-
ing to support the state. Thus, the use of money often eroded the support of
the old landed aristocracy for the state, as inflation reduced their wealth and
imposed higher costs on their activities. In fact, the state itself would experi-
ence fiscal crises with inflation and, as a result, was often unable to respond to
traditional elites’ needs for patronage. And, if this crisis was severe, both elites
and peasants could revolt. Thus, money as a symbolic source of the polity’s
hold on power became visible for the first time during the agrarian era as
money increasingly became the marker of value and the medium through
which exchange transactions were conducted; and as this transformation
ensued, the state’s monetary policies, if any, began to influence its legitimacy.

Moreover, beyond the effort to control the supply of money, other instru-
ments of trade like contracts, insurance, banking, and other services needed for
dynamic markets increasingly had to be regulated by polity in order to assure
their implementation; and once the state intervened in the services surround-
ing trade, these services could expand. Such was particularly likely to be the
case as the polity came to realize that the wealth created by the operation of
the service sector could be taxed, although this recognition tended to come
only in late agrarianism. For a long time, it appears, elites in the polity contin-
ued to see the landed aristocracy as their source of tax revenue (even as the
latter’s wealth declined), but eventually, the wealth being created by market
activity—both the profits from trade and from services like banking facilitating
trade—was seen by polity for what it was: a source of revenue. Often elites in
the states of agrarian societies would borrow money from the market sector,
only to worsen their financial situation (Goldstone 1990) and eventually cause
a fiscal crisis that would threaten the viability of the state. Eventually, tax for-
mulas were adjusted to extract capital being generated in markets, but this tran-
sition occurred only just before industrialization in Europe.

Human capital was, to an extent, regulated by the emerging state. As labor
markets expanded in urban areas, entirely new mechanisms for inserting
human capital into the economy emerged. As the landed estates of the agrarian
era broke up or became commercialized, peasants were pushed off the land,
forcing them to migrate to urban areas where they always posed a threat to the
state. The state thus had a vested interest in controlling what potentially could
prove to be a revolutionary force in urban areas, and as a result of efforts to
control the unattached masses, the state began to regulate pools of labor. Labor
could be compelled (conscripted) to join the coercive branch of the state; it
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could be imprisoned in ways that increased or decreased the activities of the
labor market; it could be banished from urban areas; and it could experience
many other direct interventions by the state. Still, the state’s control over labor
was limited; and indeed, urban and rural uprising often placed heavy financial
burdens on polity as it sought to quell these uprisings.

Religion and Polity During agrarianism, both the state and religion
became fully differentiated and, in advanced agrarian systems, highly bureau-
cratized. As the source of access to supernatural and sacred forces, religious
elites yielded considerable power among those who belonged to the cult struc-
tures and who were committed to a particular set of beliefs about the nature of
the supernatural realm. This power always posed a threat to the emerging state,
which was trying to consolidate power, especially if cults had a coercive capac-
ity of their own. Moreover, because religion often legitimated polity in agrar-
1an societies, providing it with one of'its principal bases of symbolic power, this
dependency of the state on religion furthered the potential threat posed by
religion. As a consequence, there was almost always considerable tension
between religious and political elites in agrarian societies. This tension was
often aggravated as emerging world religions spread, thereby undermining the
religious beliefs on which the state had previously based its symbolic power.
Open conflict between the armies of the state and religious cults was not
uncommon during the agrarian era, and there was a constant competition
between elites in the two institutional systems for the loyalty of the nobility
and for the financial resources of both the nobility, emerging middle classes,
and even peasants.

These tensions, coupled with the broad array of secular activities performed
by the state’s administrative and coercive arms, increasingly led leaders of the
state to seek alternative sources of legitimization outside religion. Typically, an
official state religion remained and was involved in visible ceremonial rituals;
and in fact, kings may have ruled by so-called divine right from their special
connection, mediated by clerics of religious cults, to the supernatural. Still,
leaders increasingly sought a more secular basis of legitimization in many
advanced agrarian societies in order to free themselves from dependency on
religious practitioners. Thus, by the time industrialization secularized ever
more aspects of social life, the separation of polity and religion was well under
way at the end of the agrarian era in many societies.

Law and Polity 'The secular basis of legitimization that the state sought was
to be found in law. Because the leaders of the state controlled the legislation of
new laws, the courts, and enforcement of laws, the emerging legal systems of
advanced agrarian societies could serve as a more reliable and less problematic
source of legitimization of polity. Moreover, because law became one of the
primary vehicles by which the state regulated and coordinated activity in other
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institutional spheres, law could potentially legitimate the state at the level of
daily transactions. For, as individuals use the law to engage in exchange, to
negotiate contracts, to define property, to stabilize family relations, and to reg-
ulate much of their daily conduct, the law as an extension of state power is
given honor and prestige and, by extension, so is the state.

Political elites also sought to enshrine cultural traditions, even those embod-
ied in religious values, in higher-order postulates of the legal system. Constitu-
tions existed in only a few agrarian societies, but there were consistent efforts
to create high-sounding principles of governance that could provide a more
diffuse basis of legitimacy for polity. If the polity could be seen by the general
population as the embodiment of cherished cultural traditions, then it could
more effectively consolidate symbolic power.

The major obstacle in all agrarian societies to the success of these efforts by
polity to secularize its symbolic base of power was inequality and abusive prac-
tices by the state and the elites whom it supported. As long as the state was
perceived as the tool of elites against the larger masses, it was difficult to secure
a stable basis of symbolic power. The state’s need to manipulate material incen-
tives through patronage of elites, who could mobilize counter-power, pushed
polity to engage in tax practices that angered the vast majority of members of
agrarian societies. Without a firm symbolic base of power, whether in religion
or law, the state had to rely excessively on its coercive powers and on the mon-
itoring capacities of the administrative bureaucracy; and the mobilization of
these latter bases of power was very expensive, forcing the state to engage in
more resentment-generating expropriation practices. These practices would
dramatically escalate if the state was engaged in military adventurism in order
to deflect attention from internal tensions. Indeed, agrarian states often initiated
war with neighbors to create a sense of threat to unify a restive population
while at the same time trying to extract resources from those populations that
it could conquer. However, as Theda Skocpol (1979) following Max Weber
(1922) documents, should an agrarian state lose a war under these conditions,
its legitimacy is rapidly eroded, leading to revolutionary movement that could
topple state power. Thus, with only a few exceptions, such as periods during
the Roman Empire and at times during various Chinese dynasties, did the state
effectively legitimize itself with law alone. Inequalities in agrarian societies
generated too much conflict potential for the state’s extractive practices to be
smoothed over by manipulations of symbols.

Education and Polity Education was still recessive in agrarian societies,
being confined to elites, religious specialists, and some technical economic
roles. Yet, in some societies such as traditional China, performance of examina-
tions at the local level led to placement in the imperial bureaucracy, thus ini-
tiating what increasingly would become a trend: incumbents in the
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bureaucracies of the polity being trained by formal school structures. This
trend could be found in many agrarian societies, but the scale of the state in
most agrarian societies was not sufficient to need larger numbers of literate per-
sonnel.

In addition to these reproductive functions of education, the state in many
societies increasingly came to see state-sponsored education as a means to
socialize individuals into a secular political culture, thereby generating political
loyalty to the state. This kind of deliberate use of the education system, how-
ever, was to be more typical of contemporary agrarian societies initiating indus-
trialization whereby the state has sought to expand the skill of human capital
while at the same time creating political commitments to the state. In more
historical agrarian societies of the past, education did not reach the masses of
the population, and so, it was not used in this deliberate effort to create com-
mitments to the civic culture of the state.

CONCLUSION

By the end of the eighteenth century, advanced agrarian societies had evolved
to the threshold of industrialism. Although the transition to industrialism is
often proclaimed as a “‘revolution,” it was as much a process of cumulative
evolution. Technologies had been slowly accumulating with, for example, the
use of nonhuman energy and the coupling of energy with simple machines or
the ability to engage in extensive metallurgy; capital formation was ever more
intensive, and especially so with the widespread use of money in domestic and
international markets; labor was highly diverse; property was clearly defined by
tradition and law; and new entrepreneurial mechanisms—from markets and
law through bureaucracies and chartered corporations to the use of state
power—were in place. As a consequence, production had increased, and distri-
bution was dynamic in free markets using money, credit, and other financial
instruments. The older landed aristocracy was in decline, and the bourgeoisie
was emerging, especially in western Europe. Religious values and beliefs, such
as Protestantism, were pushing for hard work, rationality, and other orienta-
tions appropriate to industrial capitalism. Larger cities grew where trade,
financial servicing, and production were common. Further, some movement
toward democratization of polity on a limited basis could be seen in parts of
Europe.

Thus, much of the structural and cultural framework for the Industrial Rev-
olution had been built during the agrarian era. Max Weber appeared to argue
that, without some extra stimulus, industrialization would not have occurred
at all in human history; agrarian societies would continue to rise and fall with-
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out taking the final step into industrialism. It seems inevitable, however, that
this transition would have occurred eventually, perhaps not in Europe at the
beginning of the nineteenth century but eventually at some place. The agrarian
era was indeed locked into a pattern of concentrated power, high inequality,
tension and revolt, and declining rates of technological innovation. Yet,
changes had been slowly accumulating that would form the structural base of
early industrial societies in Eurasia, and so, I think, industrialization was inevi-
table once advanced stages of agrarianism had been reached.

NOTES

1. This description of agrarian populations is drawn from Maryanski and Turner (1992),
Lenski (1966), Nolan and Lenski (2001), Childe (1953), Kramer (1959), Mellaart (1965),
Eberhard (1960), Sjoberg (1960), Clough and Cole (1941), Blum (1961), Curwen and Hatt
(1961), Wolf (1982), Bloch (1962), McNeill (1963), Cambridge (1963), Wolley (1965),
Moore (1966), Bender (1975), Hammond (1972), Postan (1972), Anderson (1974), Moseley
and Wallerstein (1978), Tilly (1975), and Johnson and Earle (1987).

2. For descriptions of markets in such systems, see Silver (1985), Oates (1978), Kohl
(1989), and Braudel (1982).

3. For a readable review of these and other “world religions,” see Mathews (1991), and
Yates (1988). For even more detail in all religions of the world, see the fifteen-volume set
compiled by Eliade (1987).
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Chapter Seven

Institutional Systems of Industrial
and Post-industrial Populations

Industrialization revolves around the harnessing of fuels to machines. For most
of human history, human power had been the fuel of the economy; and with
advanced horticulture and agrarianism, inanimate sources of power like wind
and water were also used, as was fire to melt metals. It was perhaps only a short
step, but a fundamental one nonetheless, to using fossil fuels to drive engines
that, in turn, would power machines. This Industrial Revolution occurred first
in England, and it was the result of many events, including the relative tolera-
tion of religious pluralism, the emergence of new cosmologies provided by
astronomy and Newtonian physics, the acceptance and indeed competition
over building science machines like the telescope that, in turn, led to the dis-
semination of mechanical knowledge to larger numbers of individuals, the
emergence of an urban bourgeoisie who mixed freely with artisans and natural
philosophers, the expansion of markets with discoveries of the raw materials in
the New World and the needs of colonialists for finished goods, and the forma-
tion of new kinds of corporate units within differentiating institutional spheres.
Many have argued that this confluence of events was a chance event, but I see
these events as inevitable because the agrarian world had been slowly changing
for many centuries, even with the de-evolution from Rome into the European
“Dark Ages.” What, then, were some of these changes that would cause the
Industrial Revolution, or in my view, the industrial evolution of society?

THE BREAKTHROUGH TO
INDUSTRIALISM

The level of technology, the amount of physical capital, the skill of human
capital, the dynamism of entrepreneurial mechanisms, and the complexity of
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property systems had been slowly changing for several centuries, reaching a
threshold point in the early nineteenth century. The technological, capital, and
entrepreneurial base of large-scale agrarian systems had in fact been produced
by advanced horticultural and small-scale agrarian populations—harnessing of
animal power, artificial irrigation, the simple plow, fermentation, sail power,
production of copper and bronze, firing of bricks, use of mortar, techniques of
glazing, and reliance on calendars, writing, and numerical notation. Indeed,
add to this list knowledge of how to construct capital infrastructures—roads,
ports, canals, walls, buildings—and the feats of the larger agrarian systems seem
less fundamentally new and less spectacular. Yet, large agrarian populations
expanded the scale and scope of these technologies, and added several key
breakthroughs: the knowledge of how to smelt iron on a large scale, the
knowledge of how to construct a true alphabet for creating and storing infor-
mation, the knowledge of decimal notation for more accurate counting, and
the knowledge of how to construct aqueducts for supplying water in support
of larger cities (Childe 1964; Nolan and Lenski 2001:186).

For industrialization to emerge, one additional step was required: a source
of energy beyond animals, wind, water, and fire, along with the capacity to
harness this energy to physical capital (machines) and to human capital (labor).
With this breakthrough came the Industrial Revolution, and the potential
capacity to gather, produce, and distribute on a monumental scale.

Technology alone does not drive an economy, although it is perhaps its most
important element because it provides the knowledge base for other elements
of the economy. For technology to be used, however, there must be organiza-
tional forms or entrepreneurial mechanisms that connect technology to physi-
cal and human capital. Several are crucial: (1) the development of market
systems, (2) the existence of non-kin corporate structures, (3) the consolidation
of power and administrative systems, (4) the nature of organized religion, and
(5) the redefinition of property. Each of these is examined below.

The Evolution of Market Systems

Gathering and production are greatly influenced by the capacity to distribute
what is produced. As I emphasize in earlier chapters, Fernand Braudel ([1979]
1985, 1977) has visualized the markets of agrarian systems in terms of “lower”
and “upper” levels. Let me repeat some of the arguments developed above in
order to emphasize how critical new market systems as a kind of entrepreneur-
1al mechanism were to the Industrial Revolution. As I note in chapter 2,
Braudel included in his typology of lower markets: (1) person-to-person barter
in terms of commodities, (2) person-to-person exchanges using money, (3)
peddlers who make goods and sell them for money and who extend credit, and
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(4) shopkeepers who sell goods that they do not make for money and on credit.
The vast majority of transactions in agrarian systems occurred in these lower
markets, and the limitations of these markets placed restrictions on the level of
gathering and production.

Yet, two critical features of levels (3) and (4) represented important break-
throughs: the use of money, and the extension of credit. These breakthroughs
would ultimately be the sociocultural fuel that drove the Industrial Revolution.
Without these breakthroughs, markets could not become more complex, nor
could markets generate the physical capital necessary for industrialization. As
early sociologists like Georg Simmel ([1907] 1978, 1903) and Max Weber
([1922] 1978) recognized, the use of money dramatically alters exchanges,
because it is a neutral medium that can be used to express a wider range of
preferences and, hence, demand in markets. As such, money can encourage
the production of ever more varieties of commodities to meet more individu-
alized tastes, needs, and preferences that can now be expressed by the expendi-
ture of money in markets. Credit was also crucial to early market exchanges
because it enabled buyers and sellers to conduct transactions without full pay-
ment, thereby accelerating exchanges as the buyer need not delay in making
purchases for lack of funds. Moreover, once interest was charged for credit, it
became yet another way to accumulate physical capital that could be used to
expand production or to finance further extension of credit so as to accelerate
distribution.

Money and credit also transformed the economy as a whole (Turner 1995).
First, the widespread use of money and credit created selection pressures for
their regulation because if money inflates (and loses value) and if credit obliga-
tions are not honored, markets collapse. Such pressures have brought govern-
mental power into distribution processes, especially with respect to
maintaining the stability of money. For increasingly, the legitimacy of political
authority has rested upon its capacity to sustain the value of money and the
corresponding security of those who use it. Second, money and credit became
the basis for expanding government in several ways: it was easier to collect
taxes in money than hard goods; payment of administrative staff in money
enabled government to grow beyond kin-based nepotistic and elite-based
patronage systems of recruitment; and government could borrow money to
sustain itself (often to excess, creating fiscal crises) and to support larger-scale
projects (and, of course, elite privilege). And as government grew, it became
an important entrepreneurial mechanism as well as a source of technology and
capital. Third, the use of credit and money initiated the production of services
in banking, insuring, mortgaging, and other activities that money and credit
stimulate. And fourth, the existence of money as a neutral and generalized
marker of value that is not tied to a specific good or commodity enabled value
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to be potentially bestowed on all objects, behaviors, symbols, and organiza-
tions, thereby increasing the capacity to denote and differentiate new forms of
property (Marx [1867] 1967; Harvey 1989:100-102).

Thus, contained in lower market activities of agrarian societies were the
beginnings of important dynamics that became the mainstay of upper markets
and, eventually, prime movers of industrialization and post-industrialization.
These upper markets in Braudel’s analysis of agrarian systems were of varying
types: (1) fairs or relatively stable geographical locations where higher volumes
and varieties of goods were exchanged in terms of money and credit; (2) per-
manent trade centers where brokers sold goods and services, including credit
and other financial instruments; and (3) private markets where merchants
engaged in high-risk and high-profit speculations involving long chains of
exchange between producers and buyers. For Braudel, and others as well (Ver-
linden 1963; Moore 1966; Hall 1985; Mann 1986; Wallerstein 1974), the exis-
tence of the last ewo kinds of markets became critical for industrialization in
the West, although such markets existed in many parts of the world where
industrialism did not spontaneously emerge (Abu-Lughod 1989). The coexis-
tence of a relatively nonintrusive state, along with a system of brokers, a stable
currency, and an efficient set of credit mechanisms, enabled parts of Europe to
engage in long-distance buying and selling, which would eventually become
the basis for commercial capitalism, which initiated the Industrial Revolution.
Without markets that could extend across territories, use stable currencies,
employ credit mechanisms, and evidence brokerage, banking, insuring, and
other servicing activities, industrialization could not occur, nor could it ever
reveal the dynamic qualities that led to post-industrialism (White 1988, 1981).

The Evolution of Non-Kin Corporate Structures

The kin-based organization of horticultural economies broke down in agrarian
systems, forcing the development of alternative corporate structures (Laslett
and Wall 1972). The manorial estate—with a mass of tenant peasants, with
overseers such as the squire reporting to the “lord” of the manor—was the
basic economic unit organizing most gathering processes in advanced agrarian
systems. In urban areas as well, non-kin structures emerged—guilds of crafts-
men, ‘“patrimonial’’ families (of kin and non-kin apprentices running a business
or performing a craft), bankers and brokers, government officials (as part of
emerging governmental bureaucracies), warehousing organizations, business
cartels, and chartered (by government) companies. All of these non-kin struc-
tures, including even the patrimonial household, which only partly housed
kindred, provided a structural base from which industrialization could emerge,
and on which it could build.
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As long as kinship and, hence, restrictive norms and traditions were the sole
entrepreneurial structures organizing economic activity, change was difficult,
although small kin-based “cottage industries,” such as weaving, were impor-
tant in the beginning of the Industrial Revolution in England (Smelser 1959).
Moreover, once kinship no longer dominated entrepreneurship, it became
possible for money, markets, and growth of government to stimulate alterna-
tive entrepreneurial structures that were increasingly freed from constraining
networks of kindred.

The Consolidation of Power and the Evolution
of Its Administrative Base

Agrarian societies (and advanced horticultural as well) all revealed a state, usu-
ally comprised of a monarch and land-owning nobility organized in a feudal
pattern (Tilly 1990). Hereditary descent lines, or violent takeovers by other kin
leaders, controlled the succession of elites at the top of the state bureaucracy,
but the day-to-day administration was often organized in a quasi-~bureaucratic
form where incumbents were paid a salary and recruited for their competence
as much as their kin affiliation or other ascriptive criteria. The existence of this
structural form, even when revealing kin-ascription or nepotism and patronage
to members of elite families, provided a model or template for organizing eco-
nomic activity for a larger, more productive economy. Furthermore, the state
had some interest in economic growth to support its privileges and projects,
often leading the state to subsidize economic units, such as chartered compa-
nies or franchises to particular organizations.

The Nature of Religion

Religion was often a source of resistance to change, since it is the keeper of
traditional values and beliefs. In the west, the Roman Catholic Church became
a wealthy bureaucratic structure, thereby providing another template for
bureaucratization. More significantly, the church was a land~owning and pro-
ductive unit, organizing agricultural activity in a more bureaucratic pattern,
especially when compared to the feudal manor; and once again, it could serve
as a model for the accumulation of physical capital and organization of non-
kin human capital (Hall 1985).

Additionally, the Protestant Reformation altered the religious belief system
in ways encouraging accumulation of physical capital and its use to expand
productive activity (Weber [1904—-1905] 1958). While the Catholic Church
clearly evidenced the capacity for capital accumulation and large-scale produc-
tion, the Protestant Reformation shifted the Christian belief system toward an
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emphasis on secular and productive economic activity by individuals outside
of the church. Whether this shift ultimately caused the Industrial Revolution
or simply removed a potential barrier is debated, but there can be little doubt
that Protestantism emphasized values—individual accumulation of physical
capital and hard work—which were to foster capitalism.,

In addition to religious encouragement of accumnulation, religious toleration
of secular activities, especially those in science and instrumentation of scientific
inquiry, was also critical. For the goal of science is to accumulate knowledge,
and if this accumulation is to occur through measurements by scientific instru-
ments, both technology and machine capital formation are more likely to
increase. Once individuals begin to experiment with machines, and indeed are
encouraged to do so, it is a short step to harnessing fuels to these machines.

The Redefinition of Property

In feudal agrarian systems, property was controlled by the nobility, and the
great mass of the population was propertyless. The widespread use of money
and credit in markets began to change not only the distribution of property but
also how it was defined. Great wealth could be accumulated by merchants,
brokers, and bankers in markets, and this wealth was more than purely mone-
tary; it was also attached to an ever increasing variety of objects—ships, ware-
houses and other buildings, rights to paid labor, roads, shops, houses, ports,
and the like—and to financial instruments—mortgages, bonds, and insurance
premiums—that contained rights to property and income from property. What
Karl Marx ([1867] 1967) called ‘“‘commodification”—indeed, a “fetishism of
commodities” for workers in industrial societies—was well under way in
agrarian systems with upper market activity. This development was crucial to
capitalism because without the capacity to possess property and to enjoy its
rewards, there was no incentive for developing technologies and new forms of
gathering and producing. As long as most property was controlled by elites and
used for their privilege, the diversity of property and its distribution to those
who could develop new technologies and modes of gathering, producing, and
distributing were constrained. Without increases in the diversity and distribu-
tion of property, then, capitalism could not flourish.

Industrialization and the Transformation
of Societies!

Once technology, property systems, capital formation, and non-kin entrepre-~
neurial mechanisms had reached the levels typical of late agrarianism, industri-
alization was inevitable. Although a precise date is impossible to pinpoint, the
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application of steam to gathering and producing processes initiated the Indus-
trial Revolution in Europe around two hundred years ago. The nature of the
economy was forever changed in fundamental ways, as was the structure of
human societies. As a population industrializes, all core institutional systems
become fully differentiated, and new institutions like science and medicine
move into dominant positions. Older ones like education become ever more
prominent, whereas others like religion and kinship no longer dominate as
they once did. Polity becomes larger and, typically somewhat more democra-
tized, which in turn, reduces the level of inequality in society. Concentrations
of capital lead to large-scale urbanization, culminating in the world cities of
tens of millions of people. And, technological developments and capital invest-
ments in new communication and transportation technologies make possible a
global system.

ECONOMY

Industrial Economies

Several features typify industrial and industrializing economies. These include:
(1) the dynamic relations between machines and technology; (2) the emer-
gence of the factory system as a key corporate unit, (3) the expansion of
bureaucratic forms of corporate unit organization, and (4) the development of
markets.

Machines and Technology The historical consequences of steam technol-
ogy for generating a physical capital base that could expand gathering and pro-
ducing processes were immense. Steam eliminated the exclusive reliance not
only on human and animal power but wind power as well (Cottrell 1955);
steam enabled the construction of powerful pumps and drilling shafts in mines,
thereby generating access to resources such as coal and iron ore; steam power
also enabled the development and operation of blast furnaces, automatic ham-
mers, and rollers for converting iron ore into more refined metals.

With these advances in conversion of resources, new and more efficient
machines for expanding resource extraction and conversion could be built. A
machine capital base not only produces goods at a rapid rate but also generates
new knowledge or technology about how to make more extensive and effi-
cient machinery—thereby expanding further the processes of gathering and
conversion. For example, the original blast furnaces provided for the large-
scale conversion of iron ore into metal, but they also generated a legacy of
knowledge and experience that could improve production to make steel with
the Bessemer converter and open-hearth process. Similarly, through trial and
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error, other sources of power such as oil, electricity, uranium, and hydrolysis
were discovered and applied to the revolution ushered in by the application of
steam and resulting mechanization of gathering and producing,

Some of the commodity outputs of an industrializing economy are machines
that come back into the economy via markets for factory equipment. Driven
by the motive for profits, this marketing of machine capital stimulates constant
innovation in machines, thereby increasing access to natural resources and the
capacity of converting resources into more goods and commodities. And so,
once well-developed and specialized markets exist for new types of machines,
incentives for their production and distribution continually accelerate the
accumulation of a machine capital base. The same is true of knowledge. Expe-
rience in machine producing and gathering can generate new knowledge
about how to expand these processes which, if a market exists, can be sold,
thereby creating incentives to expand the technological storehouse.

Without markets for distributing machine capital and technology, these ele-
ments accumulate slowly. New machines, or refinements of existing ones, stay
in the local area where they are created; and new ideas, similarly, only diffuse
gradually. With markets, there is a mechanism for the broader distribution of
capital and technology, and moreover, if the market is profit-oriented, there is
incentive for such distribution. Thus, once markets for capital and technology
exist, they provide the means for the spread of capital and technology to ever
wider circles of potential users at ever accelerating rates.

The level of technology available to an industrial and post-industrial econ-
omy has also been dependent upon the organization of science, or the system-
atic search for knowledge. The organization of science has varied in different
societies. In the United States, for example, the research-oriented university,
coupled with publicly funded laboratories and with private research in market-
oriented firms, became the pattern, with the greatest proportion of pure
research being conducted by graduate faculties and students of research univer-
sities. In other societies, primarily those in eastern Europe, national academies
of science operating as politically sponsored organizations are the predominant
locus of scientific research. Other societies, such as western Europe, Japan, and
China, reveal a pattern that falls between those of eastern Europe and the
United States.

What emerges is “Big Science” or a set of organizations, funded primarily
by governments and, to a lesser extent, by private capital in market-driven
economies. Big Science will generate new technologies (Price 1982, 1963). In
some, much of this technology is military and, as a consequence, can distort
production toward military ends. Even with the end of the Cold War and cor-
responding downsizing of many military programs, the United States still
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devotes a considerably higher proportion of its science and productive capaci-
ties to “‘defense.”

When this occurs, as was dramatically evident in the case of the old Soviet
Union, technology loses much of its stimulus effect on gathering, producing,
and distribution. Such technology must be kept secret and, hence, remains
unavailable as a source of innovations for the domestic economy. Even when
made available as is the case today in the post-Cold War era, it is often unusable
or, if ultimately usable, difficult to translate from military to domestic applica-
tions. The rise of Japan and Germany as serious economic competitors to the
United States was partly the result of the greater proportion of investment of
American technology (and capital), especially of the high-technology end, to
military ends. In the case of the Soviet Union, which had a far less productive
economy than that in the United States, the technological and capital drain
were so great as to stagnate the economy by the end of the 1960s.

Thus, modern Big Science is very much a result of perceived needs for mili-
tary technologies, and these needs affect the nature of science and the total
technology available to the domestic economy (Price 1963). But Big Science
is also stimulated by economic forces, especially the need for innovations by
corporate units and their government sponsors in an increasingly competitive
world system. And in the post—Cold War era, science will be increasingly tied
to the demand for economic innovations. We could expect, then, the research
in academies of science and graduate programs in research universities to meet
this demand; and to the extent that they do, gathering, producing, and distrib-
uting will increase.

The Factory System The initial expansion of gathering and producing
processes with the application of new technologies and new forms of physical
capital has usually resulted in centralization of the domestic economy, espe-
cially its physical capital base of machines and money. Machines and other capi-
tal resources increasingly become located near sources of fuel, resources,
transportation, and commerce; and as capital becomes concentrated, so must
the labor force. Moreover, workers must now schedule, pace, and standardize
their work in specialized ways to the requirements of machines. Work that
must be highly coordinated tends to become hierarchically organized, with
work at one level being supervised and coordinated by work at higher levels,
resulting in the proliferation of foremen, supervisory, and managerial roles in
the factory system.

The factory system allows for the organization of larger numbers of employ-
ees around networks of machines. Once this system is established, it facilitates
the concentration of more human capital around even bigger machines, result-
ing in expansion of the factory system—at least up to the point that the very
size of the factory creates inefficiencies and increases costs. In general, larger
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machines are usually cheaper to run, while increasing productivity and profits,
although there are limits to this process, as large factory systems can become
inefficient because supervising functions begin to drain resources from manu-
facturing and create rigidities that reduce innovation and flexibility. Still, enlar-
ging the factory also has advantages in obtaining resources and other materials,
thereby stimulating greater industrial productivity, and in so doing the factory
system generates positive feedback that often encourages its own expansion up
to the point where it becomes so large as to be less efficient than smaller, niche-
oriented manufacturers.

Larger factories are most typical of early industrialization, especially state-
managed patterns but more market-driven forms as well. Larger factories are,
however, only part of a system of factories, some of which are rather small and
oriented to the manufacture of specialized products. There is always a tension
in free market systems between large-scale factories and smaller, niche-oriented
factories. This tension runs along several fault lines: (1) smaller factories are
often suppliers of parts and materials for larger ones, becoming dependent upon
them and always fearful of cost-cutting competition from other suppliers; and
(2) smaller and larger factories can also be in direct competition—as is the case
with steel production in the United States—where the economics of scale that
large factories can generate must compete with the flexibility, quality control,
and lower administrative overhead of smaller “mini-mills.”” Increasingly, with
the clear exception of capital-intensive mass-market goods, such as automo-
biles, chemicals, airplanes, and the like, it appears that large factories in the
most economically advanced societies are losing ground to smaller centers of
manufacturing operating in specialized niches, although this trend may be only
an oscillation in the Darwinian competition between larger and smaller fac-
tories.

Smaller factories also allow for the deconcentration of physical and human
capital, thereby encouraging movement of labor to new areas and away from
the early large industrial cities. Yet, equally often smaller factories are clustered
together in industrial zones in, or near, older cities, thereby having less impact
on geographical dispersion.

The factory system helps create a labor market of wage employees; and once
a mobile and semi-skilled pool of workers is available, unencumbered by kin-
ship and traditional trades or farming, this pool of labor encourages the devel-
opment of the factory system. In early state-managed industrial economies,
such as those in the former Soviet Union and post-revolution China, the labor
market was regulated by the state, with the resuit that wages were set in terms
of political policies rather than supply and demand for various skills. In con-
trast, early industrialism in free markets tends to create exploitive tendencies by
capital, which seeks to maximize profits by paying workers as little as possible,
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especially when the supply of labor can be manipulated to remain in excess of
demand for this labor (Braverman 1974). In so doing, capital encourages labor
to organize (into unions and other collective-bargaining bodies) and exert both
political pressure on the state and on corporate managers to give workers more
favorable wages and benefits. In the more mature industrial nations, after a
period of conflict and turmoil, this negotiation is well institutionalized,
although the import of lower-priced labor and the export of physical capital
(and hence jobs) to other countries have created new points of tension as capi-
tal seeks to bargain down the price of domestic labor by threatening to import
workers or export jobs.

The Growth of Bureaucratic Formations Accompanying the factory system
is bureaucracy, whether as the administrative component of the factory or as
separate structures producing services, such as banking, insuring, advertising,
marketing, engineering, accounting, and many other service functions
required by an industrial economy. Although bureaucracies are often portrayed
as inefficient and rife with “red tape,” especially as they become large, they are
essential to large-scale administrative activity. They facilitate coordination of
specialists by organizing them into offices, which in turn are arranged into
hierarchies of offices; and in so doing, they focus activity on specific goals. As
long as the economy is small with low productivity, limited market facilities,
and few servicing requirements, large bureaucracies are unnecessary, but when
the economy becomes large and complex, the scale of activity eventually stim-
ulates bureaucratization.

Once large-scale bureaucratization occurs, it feeds back and allows for the
further expansion of the factory system, markets, and service organizations. In
this way bureaucratization actually provides the structural base for growth and
development in an economy, although if bureaucratization is *““undisciplined”
by market competition, as is the case in state-owned corporations or market-
controlling oligopolies and monopolies, it can stagnate the economy by
increasing the proportion of administrative roles and hierarchies of authority
to the point where the efficiencies of the bureaucratic system are undermined
by rules, regulations, administrative infighting, and pursuit of short-term inter-
ests of bureaucrats rather than the preferences of consumers. Still, without
bureaucratization, there is an inadequate structural base for economic develop-
ment.

The degree of bureaucratization can vary enormously in different sectors of
the economy. The more professional and skilled are tasks, the less rigid is the
bureaucratic system. Moreover, the full effects on the future of bureaucratiza-
tion of the current information revolution—from computers to the worldwide
Internet—are difficult to forecast. There will, no doubt, be considerable level-
ing of authority systems in some bureaucracies as well as a horizontal stretch in
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space of economic activity as information networks allow some workers to
work at remote distances, even in their homes. Only the most elite workers
today, or those providing highly skilled contracted services to bureaucratic
organizations, exhibit this horizontal dimension in work patterns. Indeed,
some analysts have predicted the end of traditional bureaucracies with the
information revolution, but thus far, computers have simply changed how
human capital sits at its desk and how it performs its administrative functions.
For the present, the often-predicted demise of bureaucracy is a perhaps prema-
ture obituary.

Like the factory system, bureaucracies generate a new labor market and,
moreover, a differentiation of this market in terms of skill and training require-
ments for human capital. Once such a market exists, it facilitates the develop-
ment of new bureaucratic systems in ever more economic arenas (and other
institutional arenas organized bureaucratically, such as the state and the educa-
tional system). Indeed, despite incessant public criticisms of bureaucracies by
members of industrial and post-industrial populations, alternatives will have to
prove more efficient than bureaucracies—a transformation that has yet to
occur even in the most advanced post-industrial society.

The Expansion of Markets Markets pervade all aspects of industrialization.
Internal to the economy, they determine the distribution of technology, capi-
tal, and labor; and externally, they distribute goods, services, resources, and
materials to the population as a whole. Without the expansion and differentia-
tion of markets, industrialization is not dynamic, and for this dynamism to be
sustained in terms of developing new technologies, new forms of capital,
higher wages and living standards, and new products and services, markets
must have the capacity to stimulate new kinds of productive outputs of both goods
and services. Many of the problems of state socialism before the Soviet collapse
and before recent Chinese reforms inhere in the nature of their markets, which
were guided by state edicts and production quotas rather than consumer needs,
tastes, and interests. Such state-controlled production and markets worked well
(ignoring, of course, the human costs of the corresponding political repression)
in jump-starting industrial development, but all of these economies were stag-
nant by the mid-1960s because without incentives for private profit among
producers and without a well-cultivated freedom among consumers for
expressing their preferences in market demand, markets cannot grow, prolifer-
ate, and develop in ways that encourage new kinds of production. They simply
become dreary state-run distribution depots.? In contrast, when property and
profits can be owned, there are incentives for developing new technologies,
new concentrations of physical capital, new skills and types of human capital,
and new entrepreneurial systems so that profits can be realized as preferences
are expressed.
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The problem with such dynamic markets in capitalism is that they are inher-
ently unstable, along several fronts. First, these markets tend to pyramid into
hierarchies of metamarkets where the terms and instruments of exchange in a
lower market become themselves objects of highly speculative trade in a
higher-order market (Collins 1990)—a trend that has been facilitated by glob-
alization of markets for capital. For example, instruments facilitating exchange
in one level of market, such as money, credit contracts, mortgages, stocks,
bonds, and futures on commodities, become themselves the objects exchanged
in a higher-order market; and such exchanges are often highly speculative and
leveraged (that is, bought and sold on credit). The recent advent of *“deriva-
tives” and their marketing takes this speculation to yet another level whereby
financial instruments from different metamarkets are co-mingled in ever fur-
ther speculation, as when bonds are purchased by borrowing in money mar-
kets, or stocks traded for futures on commodities. All these processes eventually
cause reversals that reverberate across metamarkets, and down to lower-level
markets in which the instruments of exchange in a metamarket (say, credit and
money) become less available to facilitate exchange, thereby sending the lower
market into instability or at least retraction.

A second problem with these more dynamic markets of capitalism is that,
short of collapse through overspeculation, they oscillate between periods of
high demand, production, and employment to episodes of lower demand,
decreased production, and layoffs of human capital that further dampen
demand (since workers have lost income and, hence, purchasing power).
Indeed, left to themselves, free markets produce periodic depressions and cor-
responding social chaos, especially when oscillations are stimulated or acceler~
ated by speculation and collapse in higher-order metamarkets.

A third tendency of free markets is that they tend to produce oligopolies,
hidden networks, and monopolies of corporate control within a sector of pro-
duction and marketing, As a result, competition is reduced or eliminated,
enabling corporations to charge prices that no longer correspond to demand.
Prices are, as a consequence, fixed in much the same way that state-run enter-
prises fix prices, except private corporations will tend to fix prices that are arti-
ficially high whereas those in state-run markets tend to charge prices that are
artificially low.

A fourth problem occurs when markets remain truly competitive and avoid
oligopoly and monopoly control. Under these conditions, cutthroat competi-
tion tends to generate a decline in the rate of profit as producers constantly cut
prices to gather market share from competitors (Marx [1867] 1967; Applebaum
1978). If this process continues unabated, profits cease to exist, thereby forcing
the liquidation of physical capital and leading to the unemployment of human
capital.
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A fifth problem, noted earlier, is that production for open and free markets
also creates a labor market for human capital in which conflict between owners
and managers of capital, on the one side, and the wage employees, on the other
side, escalates as owners and managers of capital attempt to keep wages low
while human capital seeks to do the reverse. Such conflict can often turn vio-
lent, unless a system of labor-management negotiation can be institutionalized.

A sixth problem is that unregulated markets are invitations for fraud, corrup-
tion, abuse of occupational and environmental hazards, and other ills as drives
for profits at any cost, and in any way, create incentives for doing social harm.
Thus, the dynamism of capitalist markets is not without its problems, and they
raise the values for regulation as a social force. As selection pressures increase,
centers of power are pulled into gathering, producing, and distributing proc-
esses.

Industrial capitalism is built on the constant expansion and differentiation of
markets.> For without the capacity to expand existing markets or create new
ones, incentives for capital investment are dampened because, in the end, it
is the drive for higher profits that sustains capitalism. As Marx ([1867] 1967)
recognized, there is only a limited number of ways to increase profit—
eliminate competitors and fix prices, pay labor as little as possible, develop new
technologies that provide more efficient machines, and expand or differentiate
markets.

The need of capital to expand markets makes capitalism global, always
reaching out beyond nation-state boundaries. Historically, in early phases of
capitalism during the nineteenth century, a kind of coercive laissez-faire was
practiced (first by Britain and later other European powers), whereby raw
materials were extracted {often under coercive threats or control) from less
developed countries, shipped home for conversion into manufactured goods,
and then distributed on both domestic and international markets (Gereffi
1994:207-8). The coercive side of this internationalism led to the partitioning
of the nonindustrial world into colonial spheres of influence by dominant
powers. Between the World Wars in the twentieth century this system was
disrupted by the Depression and the wars themselves; and in the aftermath of
World War II, a ““monopoly capitalism” (Baran and Sweezy 1966) phase
emerged as transnational corporations invested capital and technology abroad
(at first, disproportionately by the United States but, increasingly, by all other
industrial nations). More recently, a new phase of “global capitalism” where
the organization of capital and technology either within the boundaries or at
least under the guidance of nation-states is giving way to more fluid patterns
where capital (money and machines) and technology move easily across
nation-state boundaries and, increasingly, out of the control of the state (Ger-
effi 1994:208).
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Markets are now truly global, as are the corporate actors in them. Over the
last thirty years, very rapid development of the nonindustrial world has ensued
as technology and capital from foreign corporations, often in partnerships with
domestic governments or private companies, have been invested in order to
secure indigenous natural resources or to take advantage of lower priced labor
(Gerefhi and Wyman 1990). Thus, when a country possesses natural resources,
such as oil, minerals, or agricultural lands, that can be extracted and marketed
to other nations, and when a country is inhabited by lower-priced human capi-
tal than in developed nations, incentives exist for manufacturers to relocate
their manufacturing operations. As markets have become global this process
enabling all elements of economic activity to be bought and sold across nation-
state boundaries has accelerated. Development of this kind, however, is always
uneven, with some sectors of physical and human capital changing, while oth-
ers remain undeveloped (Frank 1980, 1975, 1969; Amin, [1973] 1976, [1970]
1974); and development that is dependent on foreign capital and technology is
often exploitive as resources and productive outputs are sold overseas for
profits that do not come back to the producing nation.

Still, the incentives to the global markets for generating profits have worked
to transform capital flows throughout the world (Mizruchi and Stearns 1994).
Liquid physical capital or money and other financial instruments move very
rapidly through international metamarkets, especially as deregulation of
national money and financial markets has occurred. Much of this money is
simply shifted from one short-term speculative financial instrument to another,
but much is also invested in technology and manufacturing physical capital in
foreign countries—a situation that accelerates economic development and, in
more advanced economies, increases the interconnections among corporations
and governments.

Post-industrial Economies

As those involved in services surpass those in manual labor connected to gath-
ering, producing, and distributing, post-industrialism supplants industrialism
(Bell 1973; Block 1990; Harvey 1989; Lash 1990). As is evident in the
advanced economies of the world today, primarily in North America, Western
Europe, and Japan, nonmanual service positions far outnumber those in agri-
culture and factory system production; and consumption levels of goods, ser-
vices, and energy are very high because per capital income is high relative to
industrial societies.

This shift is due to the increasing automation of gathering and production,
as machines and information systems made possible by the computer organize
and perform many of the routine gathering and production processes formerly
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conducted by less sophisticated machines and labor. This process of reducing
the manual work force can be accelerated with the export by advanced econo-
mies of manual-machine labor to less developed economies where labor costs
are low, or if labor costs are not lower, where markets are closer.

This shift in the relative proportions of manual and nonmanual work reflects
other economic forces beyond mechanization or export of manual work.
Accompanying mechanization, and the information systems that make auto-
mation possible, are changes in (1) the organization of production, (2) the out-
puts of production, and (3) the distribution of outputs. Each of these alterations
is examined below.

The Reorganization of Production The corporate units in which produc-
tion occurs undergo important transformations with post-industrialization.
First, as noted earlier, smaller manufacturing units, involved in flexible produc-
tion of specialized goods, become as prominent as the large-scale factory. Sec-
ond, in both large and small factories, many changes are occurring in their
operation, including: new systems of managing inventories (‘‘just-in-time”
stocking, for example, which eliminates the need for large inventories), new
procedures for quality control (at the point of error rather than after the prod-
uct is finished), new systems of contracting and subcontracting (increasingly,
parts supply, accounting, maintenance, sales, and other functions are turned
over to subcontractors), new planning procedures (whereby longer-term
assessment of markets occurs), new procedures for ownership and regulation
by the state (with states increasingly deregulating private corporations and pri-
vatizing state-owned corporations), new patterns of planning and subsidy by
the state (increasing reliance on indirect subsidies through government pur-
chases and taxing policies rather than direct state subsidies), new levels of com-~
petition among smaller, niche-oriented companies, and renewed emphasis on
technological innovation as the means to maintain, or increase, market share.
Third, a greater proportion of production is export-oriented, seeking markets
in other nations, while attempting to deal with competition from imports.
Fourth, as noted earlier, the global orientation of the large multinational com-
pany and many more moderate-sized companies make them truly multina-
tional and increasingly involved in production outside national boundaries.

The Production of Services  All of these changes increase reliance on service
production for sustaining flexibility, for planning, for innovation, for market-
ing, for information systems, for managing subcontracting, and for providing
the administrative and fiscal infrastructure—accounting, banking, computing,
selling of financial instruments (stocks, bonds, futures), advertising, marketing,
insuring, capitalizing, managing, and so forth—on which manufacturing
depends. Separate companies producing these and many other services now
become as numerous as those manufacturing hard goods and products. Many
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of these companies, especially at the high-technology and high-skill end, have
begun to adopt less bureaucratized work settings, offering flexible working
hours, horizontal dispersion via information nets, less rigid authority, and more
collegial teamwork.

The Expansion of Markets Distribution processes reflect and, at the same
time, cause transformations in production. As markets expand, differentiate,
and globalize, demand drives production more than the reverse. When market
demands for goods and services dictate what is produced, the diversity and vol-
ume of production escalate because consumers can create ever more market
niches that serve as incentives for producers. Conversely, once well-developed
markets exist they can be used to create new needs in consumers that deter-
mine what will be produced. For example, most advertising is directed at con-
sumers to generate a need, often one consumers did not know they had.
Moreover, once needs are widespread, such as a desire for video games or high-
technology skate boards, consumers and manufacturers begin to seek variants
of these products, like home computer games and in-line skates. Thus, as con-
sumers become conditioned to being stimulated by marketing ploys, their
desires and needs for new products are constantly escalating, stimulating ever
more diverse market demand. And, as manufacturers become dependent upon
shifts in the needs and preferences of consumers, they take the risks in produc-
Ing new outputs.

As markets become the driving force of the economy in post-industrial sys-
tems, the production of services for facilitating the constant reformation of cap-
ital for new market niches and for conducting transactions in more
differentiated and global markets increases. This production of services is also
market driven, and it tends to create metamarkets in which financial instru-
ments—stocks, bonds, money, mortgages, insurance premiums, pools of debt
and capital—are themselves marketed in increasingly complex ways. This
complexity furthers demand for services—from computer systems, sales bro-
kers, and highly trained analysts to clerks and secretaries. Thus, as physical capi-
tal in both its more liquid forms or in actual productive implements moves
about domestic and world economic systems, markets for servicing this flow
expand and differentiate in ways escalating demand for more services. Just how
far this process can go is uncertain, but it is clear that the servicing revolution
1s not over.

The net result of these forces is for some pools of human capital to find
themselves in a more vulnerable market position. High-skill service positions
are less vulnerable, although efforts of corporations to “downsize” and become
more efficient in world-level economic competition can make even this sector
of the labor market vulnerable. Moreover, corporate mergers have a similar
effect as redundancies are eliminated after two corporations have merged into
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one. Semi-skilled clerical labor becomes even more vulnerable with downsiz-
ing and mergers, increasingly pushed into a reserve labor pool of “temporary”
workers who work for subcontractors. The semi-skilled workers in manual
manufacturing are the most vulnerable, as automation and export of their jobs
shrink demand relative to supply in this portion of the labor market. Labor
markets thus are driven by changes in productive forces in several directions:
(1) the loss of lower- or semi-skilled manufacturing jobs, even as the factory
system differentiates; (2) the gain in high-technology, high-skill service posi-
tions, such as research and engineering, brokering, accounting, computer sci-
ence, education, banking, finance, insuring, and the like that require advanced
educational credentials and that cannot be exported; and (3) manual and non-
manual service positions, such as secretaries, care taking, retail sales, and the
like that are necessary to keep the domestic economy operating. The dilemma
for such systems is twofold: (1) can the low and semi-skilled pool of human
capital be fully employed? (2) can corporate units increasingly involved in
world-level gathering, manufacturing, and distribution be controlled by
national-level political, social, and economic forces?

Post-modernization

Post-industrialization can be seen as inherent in industrialization, per se. In the
eyes of many, however, the processes of industrialization and post-industrializa-
tion have created a fundamentally new kind of society—indeed, a new phase
in societal evolution. If new technologies attaching inanimate sources of
energy to machines and labor in factory systems, new non-kin organizational
forms like corporate bureaucracies, new systems of private property, new and
differentiated markets, and new service-oriented production were all the mark
of modernization driven by industrialization and post-industrialization, then
these forces have reached such high levels that a new “post-modern” stage in
human development has begun (e.g., Crook, Pakulski, and Waters 1992; Har-
vey 1989; Lash 1990; Lash and Urry 1987; Seidman and Wagner 1992; Toura-
ine 1988). There is no clear consensus on just what distinguishes
modernization from post-modernization, but certain trends in economy are
viewed as particularly important driving forces in reorganizing human socie-
ties.

Commodification Once open markets become highly differentiated and
dynamic, virtually every domain of the social world can be viewed as a com-
modity that has a “price” and that can be bought and sold. Even arenas of
social life previously immune to such market forces, such as personal feelings,
lifestyles, values, and traditions, can now be invaded and “colonized” (Haber-
mas [1973] 1976). When virtually all things, persons, relationships, behaviors,
activities, symbols, thoughts, and ideas can be bought and sold, the social order
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is fundamentally changed—at least, according to those who see a new post-
modern phase to have evolved.

Commodification is not only the result of free, open, and profit-driven mar-
kets, it is also the result of media processes that give individuals access to the
symbols, lifestyles, behaviors, traditions, tastes, and preferences of others.
Advertising is built upon these media processes, and its effectiveness depends
upon stimulating consumers to want new products and services. But advertis-
ing must constantly create “‘newness” to exert its effects on market demand,
sometimes through repackaging and recycling the old, other times by actually
making something innovative and original, and frequently by usurping the
symbols, tastes, lifestyles, and traditions of other nations, communities, ethnici-
ties, and classes. In this escalating process, little is sacred or off-limits, and all
can be used to make advertising pitches or to make products. Such commodi-
fication, it is argued, makes traditions, ethnicity, community, tastes, lifestyles,
behaviors, dress, symbols, and ideas less real, less powerful, and less attached to
the social structures in which they were once embedded. These new commod-
ities that previously marked important social activities and structures can now
be purchased and used as lifestyle props or as expressions of taste in ways that
dilute their original meaning and significance. These commodities become
symbols that float free from their origins, thereby losing their significance and
making social life an incessant consumption of superficial markers of once
important realities.

Hyperdifferentiation and Dedifferentiation For some, differentiation of
activities, symbol systems, organizations, and other activities reaches such high
levels that a kind of dedifferentiation occurs (Crook, Pakulski, and Waters
1992). The idea here is that as culture and social structure become hyperdiffer-
entiated, incessantly splitting into ever more distinct types of symbols, catego-
ries, and economic specialties, the boundaries among these hyperdifferentiated
dimensions of social life are weakened and, in fact, become open to all and
easily penetrated. The result is that any person or group can usurp the symbols,
dress, mannerisms, and organizational forms of other persons and groups, espe-
cially in an economy that makes everything available for purchase and that pro-
duces media access to virtually any aspect of culture, activity, or organization.
As partitions break down, cultural symbols marking these boundaries have
been disconnected from the structures that generated them; and as a result,
symbols become free-floating and easily adopted by others. Social life becomes
a collage of symbols with little capacity to inspire and even less capacity to
denote and mark points of difference and differentiation; and as hyperdifferen-
tiation, coupled with commodification, produce this outcome, social life loses
texture, substance, and meaning.
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Hyperrationalization Rational calculation of costs and benefits comes to
dominate a society as profit-oriented markets extend to virtually all spheres of
life. Increased levels of impersonality, formality, technical specialization, and
cost calculations all become essential features of social relations as bureaucrati-
zation prevails in economic and other arenas of social organization. As these
processes continue, they generate a hyperrationality—a concern with effi-
ciency, speed, and profit—that, ironically, can generate less efficiency, speed,
or profit (Ritzer 1993). For example, ““fast food” restaurants are often not very
fast because they attract too many customers at peak times and force them to
line up and wait; bureaucracies can become big, bloated, inflexible, and ineffi-
cient; and computer trading in stocks, using programmed “rationality,” can
cause the collapse of markets when all programs simultaneously seek to “sell.”

Hyperrationality also invites countermovements in art, alternative lifestyles,
and religious fundamentalism that seek to overcome or even to attack the
impersonality of cost-benefit calculations. Rationality thus invites its oppo-
site—social movements against rationality—and these movements can often
seek to destroy what is rational.

More significantly, the recognition of the imperfections of rationality leads
some corporate units to reduce hierarchy, to extend boundaries via information
hookups, to require flexible and generalized skills of human capital, and to
construct more flexible, fluid, and informal work networks, all of which dis-
courage precise cost-benefit analysis, speed at all costs, and impersonality in
favor of less calculable informal and personal work relations. Or, because eco-
nomic activities can often be performed more efficiently and cheaply outside a
corporate structure, subcontracting to small-scale specialists increases, creating
cadres of self~employed providers of services (from computer consulting, engi-
neering, payroll, and finance to maintenance and transportation) that are less
bureaucratically organized, especially if they remain small. Thus, some argue
that the “irrationality of hyperrationality” creates fundamentally new forms of
economic organization, revolving around teamwork, flexibility, reduced
authority, temporary employment, and contracting services to outside provid-
ers (Kanter 1989).

Just whether these transformations represent a new type of society, as distin-
guishable from the industrial as the industrial was from the agrarian, is difficult
to tell. There can be little doubt that certain trends are going to change the
organization of human economies (Block 1990), but with less hyperbole than
post-modernists, let me conclude by listing some of these changes:

1. Increased production of services as a proportion of economic output, and
increased reliance on computer-driven machines or less expensive human
capital outside an economy’s borders,
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2. Mass and differentiated marketing, with niche markets for an increasing
variety and volume of goods, services, symbols, or virtually anything,

3. Globalization of all economic activity so that gathering, producing, and
distributing of all goods and services will involve the economies of other
nation-states,

4. Bifurcation of human capital into an elite, highly skilled, and high-wage
labor pool, on the one side, and a vulnerable, less skilled, and lower-wage
labor pool, on the other side,

5. Restructuring of gathering, producing, and distributing corporate units
toward less hierarchy, more extension of boundaries across space
(through information technologies), more flexible and changeable team-
work activity, and more reliance on outside service providers,* and

6. Ever greater reliance on new technologies for gathering, producing, and
distribution, especially as world-level competition among corporations
and their nation-state sponsors intensifies.

Industrialization and post-industrialization dramatically change the nature of
selection pressures in human societies. Darwinian selection becomes more
prominent as markets institutionalize competition. For most of human history,
many major transformations have come from Spencerian selection in which
the absence of relevant structures to resolve problems has pushed actors to cre-
ate new institutional systems or alter older ones to fit new circumstances. These
Spencerian pressures continue with industrialization, but societies driven by
market dynamics will reveal considerably more Darwinian selection as individ-
uals and various types of corporate units compete with each other for
resources; and as the more fit of these units reproduce themselves and the less
fit disappear or find new niches, the nature of the institutional order is changed.
Moreover, as the economy becomes so dynamic, production and distribution
as social forces increasingly impose selection pressures on other institutional
systems to adapt to the new economic conditions. Thus, as we move to other
institutional domains in post-industrial societies, we should pay particular
attention to how the economy imposes new selection pressures on them.

KINSHIP

Industrialization completes the odyssey of kinship back to the basic structure
of hunting and gathering, primarily because kinship is no longer needed to
organize societal activities. In fact, large kinship systems would get in the way
of rational and efficient corporate units and market mechanisms for distributing
goods, services, and human capital; and as a result, they are increasingly elimi-
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nated in favor of small, mobile nuclear families that are unencumbered by uni-
lineal descent and mandatory residence rules. Authority remains somewhat
patriarchal, although as women enter the labor force, a more egalitarian pattern
of authority and family activities begins to emerge (but vestiges of patriarchy
remain, especially among manual, nonprofessional labor). Marriage is still
guided by incest, but exogamy rules disappear, and endogamy is purely infor-
mal, being guided more by categoric unit memberships—social class, ethnicity,
and other non-kin criteria. Divorce becomes easier to get, and rates of divorce
and nonmarital childbearing begin to rise with post-industrialization.

Several trends have accompanied the structural transformation of kinship to
truncated bilateral descent, isolated nuclear units, and neolocal residence.
These revolve around (1) the changing authority relations within nuclear units;
(2) the division of labor for family activities; and (3) the patterns of marriage
dissolution. Although there are large differences among post-industrial systems,
especially between the Eastern and Western Hemispheres, there is some con-
vergence of these trends in the western post-industrial societies—the United
States and western Europe. These converging trends in the Western Hemi-
sphere are the result of pressures that have yet to exert great influence on Japa-
nese kinship and other eastern industrial societies, although I would speculate
that they will become more manifest in the decades ahead.

Changing Authority Relations

As the family unit became ever more nuclearized beginning with late agrarian-
ism (Flandrin 1979; Laslett and Wall 1972) and increasingly with industrializa-
tion and post-industrialization, norms of patriarchy have not gone completely
back to a more egalitarian pattern evident among many hunter-gatherer popu-
lations. The horticultural-agrarian system of male control has persisted, primar-
ily because it was in the male’s interest to have such norms and because women
were not in an economic position to demand changes, especially as they
remained burdened with household-domestic obligations.

Those under authority always resent it, and so, as women have begun to
participate in the labor force and to command economic resources, they have
been able to make claims for egalitarian decision-making—much like many
hunter-gatherers of the past. If they too are “bread winners,” then there must
be a sharing of power. A complete shift to egalitarianism has not occurred,
however. Males have resisted, and although there is a trend in the direction of
egalitarianism, norms have not completely gone over in this direction (Hoch-
schild 1989; Hertz 1986). Indeed, there is considerable normative ambiguity
over authority, especially with respect to who has it in what domestic spheres.
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Table 7.2. Structure of Kinship in Modern Societies

Industrial Post-industrial
Size and Extended kinship virtually disap- Same as industrial societies, except
composition pears except for various ethnic modal family size decreases and
migrants/businesses and for some number of childless families
portions of agricultural sector; increases
decrease in birth rates reduces fam-
ily size to nuclear units
Residence Neolocal, with freedom to move in  Same as industrial societies
accordance with labor-market
opportunities; multiple-family resi-
dence typically only of poor under-
class, ethnic migrants, and portions
of agricultural sector
Activity Increasingly ambiguous division of ~ Same as industrial societies, with
labor by sex and age as women considerable ambiguity over divi-
enter nonhousehold labor force sion of labor by sex and age; incipi-
and children become integrated in  ent trend toward increased
peer cultures egalitarianism by sex and, to a
lesser extent, by age; also,
increased activity by all family
members outside family
Descent Unilateral descent virtually disap- Same as industrial societies
pears in favor of a truncated, bilat-
eral system
Authority Still male-dominated but with less  Still male-dominated but with con-
clarity and decisiveness siderabie ambiguity and with trend
toward egalitarian or, at least, shar-
ing of authority between males and
females
Marriage Incest prohibited; no explicit rules Same as industrial societies, except

of exogamy or endogamy; dissolu-
tion allowed and increasingly easy
to secure; rising rates of divorce
and dissolution initially but tending
to level off

divorce rates increase again
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This ambiguity will, no doubt, persist well into the twenty-~first century, even
in the West and certainly in the eastern industrial systems.

Changing Division of Labor

As with authority relations, and in fact, as a partial reflection of authority
norms, the divisions of labor in industrial and post-industrial kinship systems
reveal considerable ambiguity. Even as women have entered the labor force,
they are more likely to feel obligated to perform domestic chores than men—
that is, socialization and nurturance of the young, food preparation and
cleanup, and housework. Indeed, men actively resist performing these chores,
or if avoidance is not possible, they seek to minimize their involvement (Rob-
inson 1988). Such a situation generates considerable tension in families as
women resent having to perform a “second shift” of domestic chores (Hochs~
child 1989). Norms are clearly changing to a more equitable division of labor
in the West among families where women work. But change is slow; and in
families where women do not work, the older patriarchal pattern prevails.
Thus, there is not only ambiguity in norms, there are multiple normative sys-
tems in the division of labor. The existence of the traditional division of labor
norms for nonworking women often makes it difficult to substitute a more
liberal and egalitarian normative profile in families where women work.
Indeed, women themselves may feel caught between the two normative sys-
tems, moving back and forth between them and trying to create a viable nor-
mative system for their own families.

Changing Marriage Dissolution

With post-industrialization, marriage occurs later in life, childbearing often
occurs outside of formal marriage, and dissolution rates increase. These latter
two trends—childbearing out of wedlock and high divorce rates—potentially
pose problems. ,

Childbearing outside of marriage has increased throughout the West, but
particularly in the United States. If the father is in the household, this trend
need not cause problems, especially since the couple usually gets married even-
tually. It is when fathers never become part of the household, or soon leave it,
that a special burden is placed upon the nuclear unit: earning an income, pro-
viding adequate child care, and giving nurturance and guidance all become
problematic. And, the younger the mother in this situation is, the more prob-
lematic are these necessities. As a result the basic functions that family has
always provided in human societies are abrogated, often forcing the bureau-
cratic structures of the state to intervene in an area where it is ill suited. In
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American society, especially among some poor minority populations, rates of
out-of-wedlock birth are extremely high, causing severe problems for children
and the broader society in which these children cannot always participate.

Rates of divorce increase with post-industrialization, although rates of
remarriage are also high. But the breakup of families, per se, creates many of
the same problems that out-of-wedlock families reveal: problems of adequate
income, child care, and nurturance and guidance. And if children of divorced
parents become part of a reconstituted family through remarriage, then prob-
lems of integrating stepparent(s) and stepsibling(s) can become acute, placing
considerable tension on all family members. There are no well-institutionalized
norms for either single-parent or stepfamilies, and as a result, families must cope
and grope to find solutions, often compromising some of the critical functions
of kinship systems in the process.

All of these trends are the result of the changing institutional environment
of kinship. For as kinship has lost most of its social coordination functions and
has become just one subsystem in a complex of differentiated institutional sub-
systems, the dynamics of these other subsystems exert ever more influence on
the organization and operation of kinship. For now, kinship is not the organi-
zational backbone of the entire society, as it was in hunting and gathering as
well as horticulture. Indeed, kinship becomes a reactive institutional system,
trying to sustain a viable operation as the dynamic forces of other institutions,
especially economy, polity, and education, increasingly dictate how kinship is
to be structured and what functions it is to retain in the fast-changing industrial
and post-industrial eras.

RELIGION

Religion in Industrial and Post-industrial Societies

Early Modern Religions The Protestant Reformation marked the emer-
gence of what can be termed “modern religion.” Until recently—and even
now the matter is ambiguous—the great premodern religions of Islam, Bud-
dhism, Catholicism, Hinduism, and Confucianism resisted changing; and in
fact, early reform movements within these religions did not have the wide-
spread appeal or far-reaching consequences of the Protestant Reformation
(Bellah 1964). Even today, under massive selection pressure from other institu-
tional systems in industrial and post-industrial societies, these stable premodern
religions are not easily changed. Yet, witl industrialization, early modern reli-
gions can begin to shift to the pattern described below.

The cosmology of early modern religions becomes even more attenuated
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than that of premodern religions, especially under the impact of industrializa-
tion. The trend toward monotheism is more evident, and the cast of supporting
gods and deities decreases. Myths become comparatively unimportant and are
de-emphasized. More revolutionary than these extensions of trends evident in
premodern religions is the emergence of a new set of substantive beliefs about
the supernatural, and humans’ relation to the supernatural. A clear separation
of the natural and supernatural realms is maintained, but the premodern
emphasis on the hierarchies within either of these realms is eliminated. God
and humans now stand in direct relation to each other and mediating religious
specialists (priests) are essentially excess baggage. Such substantive beliefs result
in a reorganization of religious values that still stress the importance of salva-
tion, but through a new route. For now, religious values emphasize the impor-
tance of individual faith and commitment to God, rather than ritual
performance or conformity to strict ethical codes. Values also emphasize the
necessity for God’s work to be done in this world, which in Bellah’s
(1964:369) words, becomes “‘a valid arena in which to work out the divine
command.” Moreover, a wide variety of secular beliefs—*“capitalism,”
“democracy,” “‘nationalism,” “humanism,” and the like—begins to compete
with religious beliefs as providers of meaning, thereby increasing the Darwin-
ian competition between these “‘civil religions™ and beliefs about the sacred
and supernatural.

What distinguished the Protestant Reformation from reform movements in
other premodern religions was that the new emphasis on individualism and de-
emphasis of ritual and priestly mediation between God and humans became
institutionalized into strong ecclesiastic cult structures. These structures were and are
bureaucratized, with a hierarchy of religious specialists and with requirements
of religious orthodoxy for lay members. Yet typical features of premodern
ecclesiastic cults, such as compulsory membership, high authoritarianism, ritual
emphasis, and elaborate hierarchy, were not evident in these early Protestant
cult structures, such as Calvinism, Methodism, Pietism, and Baptism. Thus a
curious accommodation between new religious beliefs within a somewhat
watered-down form of ecclesiastic cult occurred during early modernization.
The failure of other premodern religions to change resided not so much in the
lack of reform movements similar to those that eventually spawned the Protes-
tant Reformation, but rather in the incapacity to institutionalize these reforms
into an ecclesiastic cult structure (Bellah 1964:369). Still, early modern cult
structures were not loosely structured or entirely permissive; on the contrary,
the early Protestant cults required much orthodoxy and conformity to church
rules, with this conformity extending beyond the church doors into everyday
life. But within these cults, the de-emphasis on ritual, the decreasing role of
the clergy as intermediaries, and the emphasis on individual relations between
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Table 7.3. Religion in Modern Societies

215

Industrial

Post-industrial

Belief system

Clear separation of supernatural
and natural, domination by univer-
sal religions proclaiming one god
and/or force in their sparse pan-
theon and very little mythology,
explicit codes of ethics and systems
of values persist; new secular ideol-
ogies using referents to the super-
natural further secularize religious
beliefs, creating ““civil religions”—
e.g., nationalism, capitalism,
humanism—that are not so much
religious as advocacies of particular
secular activities and social forms

Same as industrial societies, but
with further diminution of pan-
theon and mythology as well as
some questioning of separation
between natural and supernatural
realms. Emphasis on personal inter-
pretation of nonempirical and
sacred in some cults. Less pro-
nounced and rigid moral codes in
beliefs of some cults. Secular ideol-
ogies and ““civil religion” compete
with religious beliefs

Rituals

Some calendrical rituals, certain of
which lose their religious signifi-
cance (e.g., Christmas gift giving);
private rituals also encouraged;
mass media increasingly a vehicle
for observing and expressing reli-
gious sentiments

Same as industrial societies, except
that religious rituals often supple-
mented/supplanted by secular ritu-
als (e.g., “meditation,” “daily
workouts,” “‘weekly therapy”);
mass media increasingly important
as means for ritual enactment

Cult
structures

Bureaucratized structures in variety
of temples/churches (from large
and grand to simple); times and
places of worship specified but less
regularly followed and/or enforced;
little political influence, except
through capacity to mold public
opinion; some trends for consolida-
tion of cults, counteracted in some
systems by new, splinter cults; in
democratic systems, cults may
become political interest group/
party lobbying for particular legisla-
tive programs

Same as industrial societies, except
that new national cult structures are
created through market forces and
mass media, particularly TV (in
those societies allowing private TV),
and cults increasingly involved in
political lobbying and party activity

God and person generated a whole series of contradictions between tightly
organized ecclesiastic cults and a loosely organized belief system. With indus-
trialization, these contradictions become increasingly evident to both the
clergy and laity, with the result that a loosening of religious orthodoxy and cult
structure as well as a further individualization of the religious belief system has

occurred.
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Modern Religion The label modem religion is only a convenient term for
describing religious activities in a few post-industrial, western societies with a
Protestant tradition. Societies dominated by one of the large premodern reli-
gions do not display this “modern” religious type; and in societies that do, it
exists alongside premodern and early modern forms of religion. Thus, what I
am labeling “modern religion” is neither widespread nor even dominant in
those post-industrial societies where it is found.

Modern religion is marked by the destruction of a coherent cosmology, as
the supernatural mythologies and substantive beliefs increasingly all become
ambiguous and unsystematic. Perhaps the most dramatic manifestation of the
de-cosmologicalization of religion is reflected in the ambiguity over whether
or not there is a god or a clearly distinguishable supernatural (Wuthnow
1988:485). Bellah (1964:370—71) has referred to this process as the breakdown
of the basic dualism that has been central to all religions through history and
throughout most of the world today. The belief'in forces beyond humans’ con-
trol remains in modern religions but the clear-cut differentiation between the
sacred and profane or supernatural and natural diminishes. Substantive beliefs
begin to emphasize individualistic or personal interpretations of the nonempir-
ical and sacred, with ever more concern over searching for truths that fit one’s
actual conditions of living. To the extent that salvation remains a tenet within
the belief system, it is likely to emphasize multiple and personal paths to life in
another world, with these paths to salvation always involving enhanced adjust-
ment and happiness in this world. These alterations of the cosmology are
reflected in a new, emerging set of religious values. Rigid moral codes become
less pronounced and are replaced by values directing worshippers to seek
adjustment, happiness, and self-realization with others and the world around
them (Bellah 1964:363; Berger 1963; Luckmann 1967). Thus in modern reli-
gious belief systems, the elaborate cosmology typical of traditional ecclesiastical
religions has crumbled, while the explicit and rigid moral code of premodern
religions has become loose and highly flexible, emphasizing adjustment to the
secular rather than to the sacred or supernatural.

With this flexible and individualistic form of religious belief system, cult
structures in post-industrial societies are altered, although the tight cult struc-
tures of premodern and early modern religions still persist and outnumber the
more loosely organized modern cults. And, in the near future, structures
embracing the more flexible belief system of modern religions will remain
ecclesiastical, but these ecclesiastical structures are somewhat fluid, adjusting
themselves to the needs of their clients. Such is particularly likely to be the case
as mass electronic media and market forces organize a significant amount of
religious activity. There are many subunits and organizations within any cult
that cater to diverse groups of clients; and as the needs of clients change, the
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lower-level organizational units of the ecclesia servicing the membership will
also change. Cults—churches, denominations, sects, and the like—come to
provide more of a place or location where individuals work out their own
solutions to ultimate questions about the cosmos and supernatural rather than
a rigid orthodox structure where these solutions are prefabricated in the form
of an established belief system and ritual pattern (Bellah 1964:373; Lenski
1963:59—60). This is increasingly the trend, especially among Protestant cults
(denominations) in post-industrial western societies (Wuthnow 1994; Berger
1969; Lenski 1963:59), but these cult structures are a curious hybrid or cross
between an ecclesiastic cult structure at their top and a more flexible, almost
individualistic structure at their bottom or local membership level. As media
ministries proliferate, a further contradiction becomes evident as conservative
beliefs are marketed to a diffuse and mass audience whose members can remain
isolated from each other, rarely engaging in collective ritual activity (Hadden
and Swann 1981).

Indeed, media-driven cults tend to be more “‘evangelical”’ and fundamental-
istic, placing them in a Darwinian competition with more traditional religious
cults and with the modern cults in which individuals engage in their own
search for, and interpretation of, the supernatural. In fact, in many western
countries, especially the United States but European countries as well, a variety
of religious movements appear to be in motion—movements such as the
Promise Keepers and other Protestant cults advocating a strict moral code.
These movements are gaining members, while more traditional premodern
cults are losing members, indicating that the enhanced religiosity has wide
appeal even in a post-industrial society. Part of this appeal is to those who feel
left out of the transformative effects of a high technology society, but this alone
cannot explain the appeal of this form of fundamentalistic cults. Thus, religion
in contemporary post-industrial societies is in flux, and there is considerable
Darwinian competition among cults for members.

Trends in Religion

Historically, religious evolution through shamanic, communal, and traditional
ecclesiastical religions involved an increasing codification and complexity of
the cosmology: the number of deities in the pantheon, their degree of defini-
tion, the myths relating them and accounting for their emergence, and substan-
tive beliefs about levels or planes in the supernatural realms all became more
clearly articulated and codified into a comparatively unambiguous hierarchy of
gods and supernatural forces. With the emergence of premodern religious
forms, however, the number of deities decreased as a tendency toward mono-
theism became evident, although relations among supernatural beings as well
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as planes of supernatural existence remain clearly articulated. With the emer-
gence of early modern religions, these trends in cosmological development
decelerated and began to be reversed: mythology became attenuated; the size
of the pantheon decreased; and the various hierarchical levels within the super-
natural realm were eliminated. And with post-industrialization, many cults
further diminish the cosmology as beliefs come to emphasize personal interpre-
tations and relationships with the supernatural. Increasingly, religious beliefs
about the sacred and supernatural must compete with “civil religions” revolv-
ing around secular beliefs dressed up in “‘god language” that provide meaning
and purpose to individuals.

Similarly, religious values display a parallel curvilinear trend: from the sha-
manic to the premodern stage religious values became increasingly more
explicit, culminating in the strict moral code of most premodern religions. This
code persists with early industrialization—although in a somewhat less compel-
ling form. With post-industrialization, the rigid moral code in many cults
becomes relativistic as values stress a more flexible relationship between indi-
viduals and the supernatural as well as a more accommodating mode of adjust-
ment in the natural world.

At the structural level, religious development entailed an increasing bureau-
cratization up to the early modern stage. Early religions displayed only individ-
ualistic and shamanic cult structures; traditional communal religions evidenced
communal cults with some degree of a division of labor among the lay mem-
bership; and traditional ecclesiastical religions revealed cults with a bureaucratic
structure revolving around a clear division of labor between laity and special-
ized clergy as well as a hierarchy of control among the clergy itself. Premodem
religions had an even more elaborate and extensive church bureaucracy with a
high degree of centralization of its religious specialists, as is exemplified in the
Catholic Church, which has a world bureaucracy culminating in the Pope as
its head. Early modern religions, however, began to decentralize their bureau-
cracies as smaller, geographically dispersed, and local bureaucracies evidence
only loose administrative ties to a central staff of clergy and as strict relation-
ships of authority among units within the religious bureaucracy decline. And,
as media ministries and alternatives to traditional ecclesiastic cults have prolifer-
ated with post-industrialization, the structure of cults has undergone further
transformation as membership often remains outside of the bureaucratized cen-
tral headquarters of those who run and market the ministry.

With these changes in beliefs and cult structures has come some degree of
secularization among a greater proportion of religious cults. Of course, to speak
of a trend toward secularization of religion represents a contradiction in terms,
because religion revolves around the nonsecular—the ultimate, the cosmos,
the supernatural, and the sacred. To a great extent religion has always been



Institutional Systems of Industrial and Post-industrial Populations 219

secular, since religious beliefs and rituals in traditional societies have had conse-
quences for economic, political, educational, and familial structures and proc-
esses, but in traditional societies, religious rituals—whether calendrical,
noncalendrical, or magical—have always made direct and strong appeals for the
intervention of supernatural forces into everyday affairs. Many cults in modern
religions decreasingly make such appeals. Moreover, while operating on a
supernatural or sacred set of premises, the actual role behavior of modern
clergy in a myriad of secular activities such as social work, the leisure sphere,
criminal corrections, youth programs, athletic leagues, marriage counseling,
and group therapy frequently make little or no reference (much less an appeal)
to the supernatural. Since the supernatural realm in modern religions has no
clear-cut or elaborate cosmology or strict moral code, this is to be expected,
especially as religion now must compete in a market-driven economy with
many secular organizations. And when beliefs begin to emphasize the impor-
tance of each individual establishing his or her personal relationship with the
ultimate conditions of life, direct and strong appeals of clergy for divine inter-
vention become less appropriate. There is, however, only a trend toward
increased secularization of religious activity, because if religious behavior com-
pletely loses sight of the supernatural and sacred premise, then it would cease
to be religious. And if all cult structures become organized solely for secular
activities, then the institution of religion would no longer exist. Twenty-five
years ago, many analysts predicted this fate for religion, but these predictions
were premature, because the organization of rituals directed at the supernatural
is still a most prominent form of human activity in even the most advanced
post-industrial society. Moreover, various movements toward a new funda-
mentalism speak to the far-reaching effects of more traditional religious appeals
on even the most modern populations, indicating that most post-industrial
societies have a diversity of religious formations.

Religion has changed in response to transformations in other institutions,
but even as it has had to adapt to external selection pressures from other institu-
tions, important dynamics internal to the religious institutional system operate
in industrial and post-industrial societies. These dynamics revolve around reli-
gious movements producing diversity in beliefs, cults, and rituals.

This diversity runs a full range (Kurtz 1995:167-209). On one end are
“popular religions” where beliefs in such matters as the occult, astrology, lucky
numbers, extrasensory perception, trances, mystical experiences, out-of-body
experiences, powers of nature, and magic are still widely held and provide
guidance for people over such fundamental issues as food, sickness and health,
death and the dead, and transitions in the life cycle (Williams 1980:65; Wuth-
now 1988:481). Such beliefs are organized in a wide variety of cults, from indi-
vidual practitioners to secret societies, most of which are on the margins and



220 Chapter 7

fringes of religion in industrial and post-industrial societies. At the other end
of the religious spectrum are the established cult structures that dominate reli-
gious life in a society. Sometimes these are sanctioned by the state but whether
or not this is the case is less essential than the fact that a vast majority of the
population seeking religion belong to the cult structures of these established
religions, all of which are the descendants of premodern religions in the agrar-
1an era.

It is the in-between areas of these end points where the interesting dynamics
are occurring. Successive religious movements in which new beliefs, rituals,
and cult structures are invented take up much of this intermediate space, and
the result in post-industrial societies is to increase religious diversity (Stark and
Bainbridge 1985). Religious movements occur when subpopulations feel
deprived relative to others in a society (Stark and Bainbridge 1980; Bainbridge
and Stark 1979; Glock 1973) and when moral definitions of behavior and rela-
tionships are changing (Wuthnow 1988:478). Under either or both of these
conditions, especially when deprivation and moral uncertainty are experienced
collectively by members of a subpopulation, new religious beliefs are articu-
lated, new leaders emerge, and new cults are formed. There are usually multi-
ple religious systems emerging under these conditions, setting them into
Darwinian competition over symbolic and ideological resources, financial
resources, and members (Wuthnow 1988, 1987). This competition focuses
beliefs and rituals while defining the boundaries of cult structures; and in the
end, some movements are more successful than others, thereby shifting the
distribution and relative members of cults organizing the religious activities of
a population. As noted earlier, religious movements are more ‘“‘evangelical”’
than established religions or popular religion, and through more cohesive cult
structures and emotionally laden rituals, they produce a number of potential
outcomes: (1) They can generate more fundamentalistic beliefs than established
religions, which have been evolving toward less rigid belief systems; (2) they
can create entirely new beliefs and rituals; or (3) they can advocate a revitaliza-
tion of the moral principles that have been lost. Each of these alternatives is
briefly discussed below:

1. Religious fundamentalism advocates a strict interpretation of the texts in
which beliefs were first written down; at the same time, fundamentalism also
demands a rigid morality, an adherence to rituals, and an intolerance for relax-
ing orthodoxy. In some societies, such as the United States, these sects are gain-
ing membership because their members’ birth rates tend to be high, their
emotional and evangelical appeal is often effectively packaged through the
video mass media or through high-solidarity cults attracted to local communi-
ties, and their message responds to the sense of deprivation, marginality, and
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fears of moral decline among significant sectors of post-industrial societies
(Marty and Appleby 1993). Not only in the United States, but elsewhere in
the world, as is evident in the Islamic nations, similar fundamentalistic move-
ments are underway (Hiro 1989).

2. Religious innovations often come from the same conditions that cause
fundamentalism, but more typically, these advocate new religious beliefs rather
than a renewed adherence to old ones. Historically this process has involved
incorporating older religious ideas into a new set of beliefs—as is evident for
Judaism, Islam, and Christianity, which ultimately involve variants and elabora-
tions on the Book of Abraham; as is the case for Buddhism, which reacted to
Hinduism; or more recently, as was the case with Mormonism, which involves
an elaboration and change of ideas from Christianity. In more industrial and
post-industrial societies, the new religions can be conservative but most are
more liberal, advocating secular adjustment and personal growth in their
beliefs. And some, such as Scientology, are only marginally religious.

3. Revitalization movements involve efforts to recapture a way of life that
has been lost through the articulation of beliefs and rituals. Relatedly, millenar-
ian movements postulate a future state when things will be better and people
will once again live in peace and harmony (Cohn 1957). These movements
usually occur among those whose modes of existence have been uprooted by
external forces and whose life is now insecure and anxious. Under these condi-
tions, religious beliefs, rituals, and cults that promise hope of a return to the
way it was or, alternatively, to the dawning of a new millennia of happiness in
the future, have widespread appeal. For example, in the latter part of the nine-
teenth century among conquered Native Americans, a number of millenarian
movements emerged in which beliefs emphasized that the old ways would
return and whites would be vanquished.

Thus, social change where moral definitions are altered and where people
feel deprived are the breeding grounds for religious movements. These move-
ments can go in many directions, but in the end they must compete for limited
resources. Some are successful, as is evident for the great premodern religions
(e.g., Hinduism, Buddhism, Christianity, Islam, Judaism) that still dominate the
globe; others die out; and still others find viable niches in which they can sus-
tain cult structures. Thus, as long as there is social change in the broader institu-
tional systems of a society, religious movements will emerge, compete, die, and
selectively survive (Stark and Bainbridge 1985; Robbins and Anthony 1990).

At one time, many were predicting the demise of religion, or at the very
least, its secularization and compartmentalization from the institutional main-
stream. Yet, religion has remained a central institutional system, even in highly
secular, post-industrial societies. True, except in a few theocracies like those in
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some Arab countries, religion no longer penetrates the political and legal sys-
tems as it once did in agrarian systems, nor does it dominate daily social life for
most members of post-industrial societies. But it is still salient, and as can easily
be seen, it is an important source of conflict in many societies of the world.
Religion is thus an important dynamic in all societies.

Yet, religion is now reactive, having to cope with changes in its institutional
environment. For as science and technology dominate economic activity, as
political systems use legal-constitutional principles for their legitimization, as
secular education for trade skills is extended to the masses, as kinship becomes
nucleated and mobile in search of economic opportunities, and as medicine
reduces some of the uncertainty over health, the nature of religion must
change. This change in religion’s institutional environment sets into motion
many of the dynamics evident in religion today.

POLITY

Industrialization, Post-industrialization, and
the State

Industrialization has generated a sufficient economic surplus to support a large
bureaucratic state in which power is, to varying degrees, centralized and which
reshuffles the four bases of power toward somewhat diverging patterns of con-
solidation. In democratic states, where incumbents in the decision-making
bodies of government (the chief executive and legislative bodies) are selected
in contested elections by a population that enjoys political freedoms and citi-
zenship rights, the consolidation of power revolves around (1) minimal and
selective use of coercion, (2) symbolic legitimization in terms of secular legal
principles usually embodied in a constitution, (3) manipulation of material
incentives through tax and redistribution policies for broad segments of the
population, and (4) reliance on an extensive administrative bureaucracy whose
officials are recruited and promoted for their expertise and whose heads are
ultimately responsible to the elected executive and to members of representa-
tive bodies. In less democratic and in totalitarian states, where contested elec-
tions are not held or, if held, are mechanical confirmations of decisions made
by those who hold power, the consolidation of power is skewed toward (1)
extensive use of coercion or threats of coercion, (2) legitimization in terms of
secular constitutional principles that are frequently ignored by those holding
power (a religious variant is for legitimization to come from religious doctrines
that are also subject to manipulation), (3) selective use of material incentives to
“buy oftf”” the masses (through state-run job, education, and recreation pro-



Institutional Systems of Industrial and Post-industrial Populations 223

grams) and to support the privilege of elites, and (4) extensive intrusions of the
state bureaucracy into the daily affairs of actors, coupled with high degrees of
regulation of other institutional systems.

Industrialization creates selection pressures for democratization, and the cor-
responding profile of consolidation and centralization of power, under several
conditions: First, a relatively free and open market system encouraging the
entrepreneurial activity must exist. Second, a large bourgeoisie who are willing
to mobilize politically to support their interests in market-oriented activity
must be in place (Moore 1966; Szymanski 1978). Third, a large, industrially
oriented working class must exist that, despite opposition by the bourgeoisie
(who want to keep wages down by politically disenfranchising workers), must
be able to mobilize politically to press for the right to vote (Rueschemeyer,
Stephens, and Stephens 1992). Conversely, when markets are not well devel-
oped, when the bourgeoisie is small relative to the land-owning aristocracy of
the agrarian era, and when the industrial working class is small, or politically
inactive, a more totalitarian form of state is likely to emerge with industrializa-
tion, as was the case for early phases of industrialization in Russia and its satel-
lites, eastern Europe, Germany in the west, and most of Latin America, Africa,
and Asia. However, as these less democratic societies have sought to compete
in the world system by expanding their free markets, encouraging entrepre-
neurship, and developing a working class, pressures mount for the democrati-
zation of the state, although it is not clear that these pressures can always shift
the pattern of centralization and consolidation of power toward a more demo-
cratic profile. China and Russia, for example, are interesting test cases as they
undergo transformation to market-driven systems.

The Dynamics of Power

The Self-Escalating Nature of Power Polity originally emerged as a visible
institutional force when populations grew and settled down, thereby escalating
regulation as a force and increasing selection pressures arising from problems
of coordination and control (Turner 1995; Maryanski and Turner 1992; Car-
neiro 1973, 1970, 1967; Fried 1967; Johnson and Earle 1987; Earle 1984).
Once leaders possessing power came into existence, the dynamics of power
were initiated. When set into motion by population growth, consolidation
takes on a life of its own because as legitimating symbols, coercive capacities,
manipulation of material symbols, and administrative forms are brought
together, the short-term interest of those involved in each of these bases of
power is to expand their base. Controllers of symbols want to persuade more
to follow their lead; forces of coercion wish to increase their readiness; admin-
istrative factions want to extend their prerogatives; and holders of material
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Table 7.4. Polity in Modern Societies

Industrial

Post-industrial

Centralization of
decision-making
and leadership

Disappearance of monarch,
except as figurehead in some
societies. Centralized state
bureaucracy of civil servants,
sprinkled with patronage, and
clear tendency toward election of
legislative and executive decision
makers, although the number of
parties and freedom of the elec-
torate varies enormously

Same as industrial societies,
except for dramatic increase in
democratic systems in which leg-
islative and executive leaders are
selected in elections, with varying
degrees of true competition
among candidates. Varying pat-
terns of centralization of legisla-
tive, administrative, and judicial
functions of government

Consolidation of bases of power

Material
incentives:

Extensive system of progressive
income (and at times, wealth)
taxation, coupled with systems of
sales and property taxes. Manip-
ulation of taxes themselves for
distinct subpopulations, or redis-
tribution of tax revenues to tar-
geted sectors of the population
become common bases for
manipulating the material base of
power. The welfare state
emerges

Same as in industrial societies,
with ever more complex system
of taxation and redistribution
through tax subsidies or tax
expenditures and direct budget-
ary expenditures on targeted sec-
tors of the population. The
welfare state expands, although
there is considerable variation in
its size and scope

Symbolic:

Decreased reliance on religious
symbols and increased reliance on
secular symbols: ideologies and
democracy, citizenship rights,
constitutional and legal principles,
ideologies of welfare activities,
nationalism, and beliefs associ-
ated with geopolitical activities

Same as industrial, with ever
more reliance on secular systems
of symbols

Coercion:

Very high capacity with profes-
sional army and police, used stra-
tegically and, to greatly varying
degrees, constrained by laws

Same as industrial with legal con-
straints on coercive actions ever
more evident

Administration:

Vast state bureaucracy control-
ling virtually all institutional
spheres, staffed increasingly by
professionals certified by educa-
tional credentials and regulated
by civil service systems of promo-
tion

Same as industrial societies, with
some efforts (often unsuccessful)
to ““privatize’’ activities pre-
viously controlled by administra-
tive system
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resources want to have more. Thus, as the bases of power are brought together,
or consolidated, there are pressures for the mobilization of more power. This
process began slowly in human history, primarily because the size, density, and
diversity of the population did not increase the valences for regulation beyond
a minimal threshold. But once this threshold was reached, usually with
advanced horticulture, polity became a distinctive institutional system as selec-
tion pressures from regulation increased (Easton 1965). As polities have grown,
however, maintaining balances among the bases of power has proven ever
more difficult.

Industrialization and particularly post-industrialization will inevitably
increase the values for regulation as a force and, hence, the consolidation of
more power along each base. The complexity of society generates selection
pressures for coordination and control of diverse activities among individuals
and collective units. As a result, the administrative base of power grows, as does
the coercive base as a means to enforce administrative decisions. The material
incentive base also increases because the exercise of power increasingly
involves incentives and subsidies for actors to engage in particular lines of con-
duct. The symbolic base expands the least because much of this base is passed
to the legal system that, in turn, provides the symbols legitimating the rights of
leaders to make binding decisions.

Democratization of polity has the ironical consequence of consolidating
more power in the administrative and material incentive bases. As various
interests gain access to leaders, or force leaders to be responsive to their inter-
ests, each interest group makes demands on polity to respond with incentives
or administrative structures to deal with their concerns. And, the more open
the democracy, the greater are these pressures to expand centers of power. In
a very real sense, then, democracy creates bureaucracy in industrial and post-
industrial societies.

Balances of Power Governments rarely achieve stable balances among the
four bases of power—symbolic, coercive, material, or administrative. As hold-
ers of any one base seek to extend their influence, the bases of power often
come into conflict. For example, those who hold material wealth are rarely
willing to give this control of the material riches of the population over to the
state; those who control coercion are often frustrated by what they perceive as
the incompetence of the administrative wing of the state; those who control
important symbols, such as religious leaders, typically resist state’s efforts to
develop alternative symbols; and those who run the administrative apparatus
fear the coercive branch of the state, while seeking the material resources of
others to sustain their operations and the systems of symbols to legitimate these
operations. The history of all societies, therefore, has been littered with the



226 Chapter 7

debris left over from the conflicts among those holding differing bases of
power.

Still, without some balance, even if somewhat distorted, polity cannot func-
tion; and as a consequence, disintegration of a population can follow. Users of
power recognize, at least implicitly, that they must control all bases if they are
to lead effectively; and so, many of the dynamics of power revolve around
contests among those from one base trying to dominate the others. The con-
trollers of religious symbols sometimes win, as was the case in Iran in 1979; at
other times it is the forces of coercion who win, as is evident for virtually any
nation experiencing a coup d’etat; more infrequently, holders of material
wealth win, as was the case with the “Merchant of Venice”’; and generally in
the long run, it is the civil administrators who come to dominate the state, at
least in its day-to-day operations. In fact, the long run of human history is a
documentary on how power has become ever more concentrated and central-
ized in the administrative base, which has then sought to maintain some pattern
of accommodation to the other bases of power that are not directly under its
control.

Industrialization and especially post-industrialization generally shift the con-
figuration of power toward the administrative and material incentive bases.
These are the bases that can regulate complex activities and markets, whereas
coercion will work against complexity and free markets. And, with the sym-
bolic base lodged in the postulates of the legal system, this base resides, to some
degree, outside of polity proper. Yet, high levels of inequality or other internal
threats and external threats can dramatically raise the coercive and administra-
tive bases as leaders mobilize resources. But in general, the volume of activity
and the diversity of actors involved biases consolidation toward the administra-
tive-material incentive end, with only episodic and tactical use of coercion and
with key symbols residing in legal postulates.

Consolidation and Centralization of Power As power is consolidated, pres-
sures emerge for its centralization because, as actors holding different bases
compete, the winners come to control the losers. Thus, built into the very
process of consolidating power is its centralization, whether as a headman or an
elected prime minister. Centralization of power, however, presents problems in
maintaining balance among the bases. If symbolic leaders hold the most power,
then the centers of controlling coercion, administration, and material incen-
tives will be distorted by the need for symbolic orthodoxy. If the coercive base
wins, then all other bases will be directed toward facilitating coercive repres-
sion. If controllers of material wealth dominate, then the other bases will be
used to augment and further concentrate material wealth. And, if the adminis-
trative base overly dominates, then a dreary world of bureaucratic administra-
tion of everything emerges. But we should note that this last scenario seems
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more stable and, hence, less volatile and out of balance; and it is for this reason
that selection has favored the administrative base, tempered by and integrated
with the other bases (Weber [1922] 1978). Indeed, the great accomplishment
of democratic forms of government in industrial and post-industrial societies
has been the particular blending of the bases of power: (1) the effective use of
administrative structures, whose ultimate leaders are elected, to monitor and
control the coercive base; (2) the secularization of symbols legitimating the
administrative and coercive components of government and, at the same time,
restricting the use of coercion (Weil 1989); and (3) the sharing of control of
material resources and incentives between the state and actors outside the state.
There is, however, considerable variation in the centralization of power in
industrial and post-industrial societies. Many industrializing societies reveal
highly centralized and often authoritarian polities that tightly regulate activities
with a combination of administrative and coercive bases. This profile of regula-
tion increases with either internal or external threats. Another source of varia-
tion comes from the symbols legitimating power. Some societies like the
United States with powerful symbols emphasizing freedom from governmental
control will be less centralized than other societies like France and Germany
with cultural symbols emphasizing the expansive functions of government.
Production, Distribution, and Power As noted earlier, increased produc-
tion and market distribution create wealth that can be used to sustain the polity,
but aside from this enabling capacity, production and distribution increase the
values for regulation as a social force and, thereby, activate selection pressures
for the expansion of the state. The basic dilemma of the state is how to tax
surplus wealth in a way that mitigates against the hostility of those who must
pay and, at the same time, how to use these taxed resources to address the
problems of coordination and control generated by increased production and
market activity. Rarely has this dilemma been resolved without generating
conflict, but it has been the basic problem that all polities have had to manage,
or face the disintegrative consequences. Centers of power in agrarian societies
simply taxed their populations to the point where the privilege of other elites
was threatened and indirectly, to the point where the well-being of peasants
who depended on the resources of these elites was undermined. In agrarian
systems without a large commercial class, the resulting conflict was typically
intraclass, with elites fighting each other for resources and privilege and with
peasants “‘revolting” in efforts to restore the old order where they at least had
some security. With commercialization of the agrarian economy, however, the
conflict became increasingly interclass, as the commercial class’s wealth posed
threats to traditional landed elites. Moreover, in order to meet their tax obliga-
tions as well as their needs for privilege, elites began to impose on peasants
more profit-oriented practices, such as higher rents, demands for larger shares
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of harvest, and even displacement from estates (Lenski 1966; Nolan and Lenski
2001; Kautsky 1982; Goldstone 1990). Industrial and post-industrial polities
have taxed and redistributed wealth in ways that have reduced interclass hostili-
ties and allowed for government to address the problems of coordinating pro-
ductive and market processes in ways that encourage economic innovation and
growth (Turner 1995). Yet, there is considerable variation among industrial
and post-industrial societies in taxation rates and in redistribution. In the
United States, for example, much subsidy to actors comes through the tax sys-
tem in which taxes are not collected because of loopholes and other features
of the tax codes that individuals and corporate units use to avoid paying taxes.
In contrast, most European societies actually collect taxes and then selectively
redistribute the revenue. These differences reflect, to some extent, the symbols
legitimating polity: In the United States, beliefs about “‘the government that
governs least is best” lead polity to hide subsidies in tax codes, whereas in
Europe, beliefs generally emphasize the activist role that government should
take in managing a society, thereby encouraging higher tax rates and more
extensive use of directly-administered material incentives.

Inequality, Stratification, and Power When power is consolidated and
concentrated, inequalities increase (Lenski 1966; Moore 1977), for power is
not only a resource in itself; it can be used to extract the resources of others.
Those who can coerce, symbolically control, materially manipulate, or admin-
istratively dictate are all in a position to increase their resources at the expense
of others. Those who come out in the short end of these power dynamics are
rarely content; indeed, they are almost always hostile and, hence, are a poten-
tial source of internal threat.

This existence of hostility and internal threat typically has had the ironical
consequence of mobilizing additional power to control the threat that, in turn,
leads to more inequality, internal threat, and concentration of power to manage
the escalated threat (Turner 1995, 1984). If this cycle is continually ratcheted
up, a soclety can fall apart as hostilities build to the point of open revolt, as was
chronic in agrarian societies (McCarthy and Zald 1977; Tilly 1978; Davies
1962). The constant peasant revolts, coupled with periodic rebellion by some
nobility, of agrarian societies, especially those with a growing commercial class,
were a good indication that these highly stratified societies were at the high
end of this cycle (Goldstone 1990; Tilly 1990), whereas the comparative stabil-
ity of advanced industrial and post-industrial societies indicates that they have
found a way, at least for the present, to keep this cycle somewhat in check.

With industrialization come efforts at redistribution of wealth through the
activities of the state (Lenski 1966). Thus, if the power of the state can be used
to extract resources from the more privileged segments of the society and,
then, redistribute these resources in the form of education, health care, welfare,
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and other benefit programs for the masses, then the tension associated with
inequality can be mitigated. Much as the headman in a simple horticultural
society had to redistribute most of what he took from others, so the modern
state must redistribute to sustain its legitimacy and viability. But still, inequality
persists in these more developed societies; and hence, power remains concen-
trated to manage the hostility that is inevitably generated by such inequality.
This management can take many forms—administrative cooptation through
social programs (e.g., welfare, medical care), ideological manipulation (e.g.,
nationalism, or scapegoating of particular sectors of the society), material buy-
outs (e.g., subsidies, tax credits, special tax rates), or strategic coercion (e.g.,
selective enforcement of laws, massive mobilization of armed forces at ““‘flash
points” of conflict). No matter what the profile or configuration among these
forms, power is more concentrated as a consequence. Power and internal
threats arising from inequality are, therefore, inevitably interrelated.

Geopolitics, Geoeconomics, and Power When distinct populations or soci-
eties come into conflict, the values for regulation as a social force escalate dra-
matically, setting into motion selection pressures to centralize power so as to
mobilize and organize resources to deal with the conflict (Webster 1975).
Whether this centralization has involved giving power to a Big Man in a settled
hunting and gathering population, clarifying descent and authority rules among
lineages of horticulturalists, or creating an army of mass destruction, external
conflict with other populations will always concentrate power. Even less severe
forms of conflict, such as economic competition, will consolidate and central-
ize power to manage more effectively the competition.

And once power is concentrated to confront conflict, its symbolic legitimacy
becomes more dependent upon being successful in the conflict (Weber [1922]
1978). Political leaders have thus faced an interesting dilemma: they could gain
power through external conflict and through creating a sense of external threat,
but they would set themselves up for an erosion of their symbolic base of
power if they were to “lose” in the external confrontation. When centers of
power are seen by the population, or some of its strategic segments, to “lose,”
then other bases of power—coercion, administration, or material manipulation
of incentives—often must be mobilized to compensate for symbolic delegitim-
ization, thereby setting into motion the conflict-producing cycles of inequality
and internal threat discussed earlier. Thus, as Skocpol (1979) observed for
agrarian societies, revolutions were more likely to occur in agrarian societies
after the loss of a war in the geopolitical arena.

Industrial and post-industrial polities are not immune to these forces, but
democracy mitigates against the disintegrative effects of geopolitics. The exis-
tence of more democratic profiles can help leaders deflect some of the negative
sentiments for a lack of success in war or economic competition to those who
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elected them, or alternatively, if they are blamed, then democratic elections
will allow the population to replace their leaders, thus making it less likely to
engage in revolt. Yet, geopolitical problems do not disappear with post-indus-
trialization, nor do threats from inequality. Local and regional wars often pull
democratic polities into geopolitics, and leaders are vulnerable to popular senti-
ments about their effectiveness (e.g., the Vietnam War, or the “war” against
terrorism). Moreover, all industrial and post-industrial societies are part of a
geoeconomic system; and perceived success in this arena affects the legitimacy
of government in general and leaders in particular. Still, with the capacity to
elect new leaders in democratic systems, geopolitics and geoeconomics need
not lead to a revolt against the structure of polity, per se, but only a dissatisfac-
tion with particular leaders who can be turned out of office.

Democratization of Polity It appears that the process whereby decision-
makers are selected has become more democratized, although this s, at best, a
very uneven and variable trend in the world’s societies. Internal conflict and
threats and external geopolitical threats—whether real or manufactured by
elites—are often a reason for suspending democratic processes. But it is none-
theless clear that all post-industrial societies are comparatively democratic, and
many industrial and industrializing societies are beginning to move in this
direction, but again at a highly variable and episodic pace.

Before examining why democratization of polity occurs, we should define
some of its essential features: (1) the rights of citizens to vote for key decision-
makers in free elections, (2) the existence of parties who place candidates and
policies before voters, (3) a distinctive arena of “politics” in which issues are
debated and in which parties and individuals supporting candidates are willing
to confine their disagreements and conflicts to this political arena, and (4) a
willingness by all participants in the arena of politics to abide by the results of
elections. These features of democracy, however, depend upon a delicate bal-
ance among the bases of power.

At the symbolic level, government must enjoy a diffuse legitimacy in the
eyes of the population—that is, a legitimacy that transcends specific issues and
disagreements about government’s actions (Turner 1995; Weil 1989). This dif-
fuse legitimacy needs to be based upon secular idea systems—nationalism, con-
stitutional principles, historical traditions—rather than religious beliefs, which
can arouse intense and uncompromising orientations. With diffuse, secular
legitimacy, government is not held accountable for each and every action with
which segments of a population may disagree. Without this reserve of legiti-
macy, each decision or action by government can become a potential stimulus
to de-legitimization.

In terms of coercive bases of power, force must only be periodically used,
for if each decision by leaders must actively mobilize coercion, or threat of
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coercion, resentments soon accumulate to the point that de-legitimization will
occur. To paraphrase Edmund Burke, “no nation is ruled which must be per-
petually conquered.”

The use of material incentives by government must be viewed in a general
sense as “fair’” (whether this is actually so is less relevant than the perception of
fairness). Specific uses of material incentives can be viewed as unfair and as
debatable points in the arena of politics, but overall, the public must see gov-
ernment use of material incentives as basically and fundamentally “fair.” Taxing
policies, redistribution, and subsidies must also be perceived as in the national
interest. Without these perceptions, the use of incentives becomes, itself, a
source of resentment that undermines the symbolic base of power and often
prompts the overuse of the coercive base of power by polity to compensate for
its loss of legitimacy—a tactic that only inflames resentments.

Finally, the administration of decisions must not be seen as a spoils and
patronage system; instead, the public must perceive that, whatever the merits
of specific administrative programs, these programs are designed for the good
of the society as a whole. It is when the public perceives administration as cor-
rupt and as a source of privilege for elites that this base of power becomes a
source of resentment. Even if administration is seen as inefficient or as imple-
menting flawed policies, it generates less resentment because these issues can
become points of debate in the arena of politics. But if administration is seen
as yet another source of inequality, resentments dramatically escalate.

Maintaining this broad profile among the bases of power as they support and
sustain the features of democracy listed earlier is difficult, and especially so
when internal inequalities or external enemies create perceptions of threat that
distort the balance toward a coercive-administrative profile of power. For once
coercion is overused, it bends administrative processes to its ends and, thereby,
begins to limit the rights of citizens as voters, the activities of opposition par-
ties, the integrity of a separate arena of politics, and the willingness of partici-
pants in politics to abide by the results of elections or to even allow elections
to express the preferences of the public. Democracy is thus a most delicate
political dynamic—one that, since humans left hunting and gathering, has only
recently re-emerged in the institutional order.

The End of History?

Recently, a kind of ““end of history” argument has been proposed, arguing that
a long-run convergence of the world’s societies toward a post-industrial profile
and democratic forms of government will somehow achieve a permanent and
self-correcting balance among the bases of power. In this scenario, redistribu-
tion through the tax and subsidy programs of the welfare state mitigates against
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the resentments and internal threats that come from inequality as well as per-
ceptions of injustice and corruption; and movement after the end of the Cold
War toward resolution of external economic and political conflicts decreases
the imbalances that come from external threats. Although the achievements of
democratic forms of government have, in a relatively short span of human his-
tory, been rather spectacular, it is not clear that these balances among the bases
of power mark so much an end of history as merely a chapter in the evolution
of human societies since hunting and gathering,

There are clearly forces at work that can make polity less benign: one is the
fact that the use of power is always resented by some who become potential
sources of contflict; still another is persisting inequalities that generate conflict;
yet another force is the persistence of religious-ethnic symbols as bases for con-
flict-group formation; and still another is points of geopolitical tension among
societies in every part of the world that inevitably generate a less benign polity.
Thus, the history of polity is not at an end. The dialectics that inhere in the
consolidation and centralization of power into polity are still very active, as
they have been throughout human history since horticulture.

LAW

Legal Systems in Industrial and Post-industrial Societies

The Body of Laws Bodies of law in modern legal systems are extensive
networks of local and national statutes, private and public codes, crimes and
torts, common law precedents and politically enacted civil laws, and procedural
and substantive rules. One of the most distinctive features of modern law is the
proliferation of public and procedural laws, especially administrative law. With
expansion and then bureaucratization of both the polity and legal subsystems,
much law is designed to regulate and coordinate activity within and between
bureaucracies as well as between individuals, on the one side, and governmen-
tal and legal bureaucracies on the other. Another feature of law is the increasing
proportion of civil to common law, for with the consolidation and centraliza-
tion of power legislation becomes a more typical way of adjusting law to social
conditions. Common law precedents from court decisions remain prevalent
and actually increase even in systems with long histories of civil law; yet, as a
codified systemn of law emerges, civil law as a proportion of all laws dominates
over common law in all industrial or post-industrial societies.

As enacted laws come to dominate, the expanding body of laws constitutes
a more well-defined system in which clear hierarchies of laws, from constitu-
tional codes to regional and local codes, become evident.’ There is some
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degree of consistency in these hierarchies of laws, although many ambiguities
remain, especially in societies like England and the United States with long
common law traditions, or in societies like Russia that were formed from
empire-building and only partially incorporated local laws of conquered terri-
tories into a societywide legal system. As law develops a more consistent inter-
nal structure, it becomes more autonomous and differentiated from culture.
Laws still preserve basic values and ideologies, thereby having many conse-
quences for reconciling conflicts among cultural components, but the corpus
of laws is more autonomous, possessing its own distinct logic. This autonomy
is amplified as the practitioners of law—lawyers, judges, and police—become
more professionalized, since professionalism inevitably generates its own
norms, values, ideologies, and traditions that often deviate significantly from
those of the broader society and culture.

Still, even as the details of laws become somewhat detached from culture,
the broad legal postulates and associated civic culture of the legal system reflect
the traditions, customs, and values of the population; and where they have not,
as was the case in the aftermath of the Russian and Chinese revolutions, the
polity purges dissidents and engages in massive resocialization and indoctrina-
tion of the population. As long as these broad postulates are considered legiti-
mate, the laws will also be seen as legitimate, at least in the diffuse sense of
legitimacy.

Indeed, as the complexity of laws increases, there is no option but to turn
the specifics of law over to professionals trained in the law and to focus the
public’s attention on broad legal principles and precedents. However, when
professionals in the legal system act in ways that generate disrespect from the
public—a phenomenon that appears to be occurring for lawyers in the United
States—there is a corresponding loss of respect for laws and, eventually, for the
broad legal (constitutional) principles on which laws rest.

The underlying principles organizing a body of laws have an enormous
influence on the nature of law as well as on how the legal system will operate.
Four basic types of legal systems, evidencing distinctive types of laws, are often
noted by legal scholars (see Vago 1994:10—13 for a summary). These are: (1)
the Roman civil law system in which comprehensive laws are enacted by polit-
ical bodies; (2) common legal systems based upon case law, relying upon prece-
dents set by judges in deciding on a case; (3) socialist legal systems based upon
socialist principles of (a) providing for people on the basis of their needs and
(b) using the state to define, interpret, and provide for people’s needs; and (4)
Islamic or religious law where the sacred texts provide the basic guidelines for
all laws, law-enactment, and court decisions. As noted above, civil law
becomes ever more prominent in industrial systems, even those with long tra-
ditions of common law.
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More interesting are socialist and Islamic systems. In the case of former
socialist states, such as Russia, the body of laws was ill-suited for a market-
driven, contract-oriented, and profit-making economic system. Profits as well
as private property and private ownership of economic units were repressed for
most of the twentieth century by the legal system in favor of collective owner-
ship or, in reality, state ownership. Thus, the laws, as well as the principles of
the civic culture imposed by heavy-handed indoctrination and enforced by
Joseph Stalin’s purges, were simply not designed to regularize market transac-
tions or to redefine individual freedoms vis-i-vis the state. The result has been
chaos, corruption, and violence in Russia in an effort to regularize actions and
transactions in a new, market-oriented system. Indeed, the ‘“Russian mafia” of
illegal syndicates controls much of what occurs in market transactions, because
without a viable body of laws, selection forces work to create order through
the use of informal “laws” and “rules” of organized criminal syndicates.

The Islamic system of law poses fewer problems because the economies of
these societies are not highly industrial, save for the extraction and export of
oil. The religious nature of the laws will create problems for further modern-
ization, however, since traditional sayings, acts, and proclamations, coupled
with “the word of God” in the Koran, limit what can be legislated and what
common law precedents can be set in the courts. Indeed, the nature of law is
more reminiscent of simpler economic forms, such as horticulture and early
agrarianism, than 2 modern commercial system. Still, this system has proven
viable in coordinating activities and transactions in the Islamic world, although
much of this viability is the result of the capacity of oil profits to insulate these
populations from patterns of full-scale industrialization and internal market
development that might clash with the restrictions of religious-based legal
codes. And, in countries like Afghanistan that are not resource rich, Islamic
law has worked against economic development.

Legislation of Laws In industrial and post-industrial societies, legislative
bodies within the political subsystem increase in size and power, becoming
responsible for the vast majority of law enactment in the legal subsystemn. Just
how free the legislatures (or assemblies, congresses, parliaments, or equivalent
bodies) are to enact law differs greatly from society to society, depending upon
answers to such questions as the following (Turner 1972:238): (1) How estab-
lished is the constitution of the legal system? The more established the consti-
tution—as in the United States, but not in England—the more constraint on
law enactment. (2) How many and how powerful are the higher courts of the
legal system? Do they have the power to interpret the constitutionality of laws?
To the extent that they do, constraint on legislators increases. (3) How exten-
sive and effective are the enforcement agencies of the legal system? The more
extensive and effective, the greater are the law-enacting powers of the legisla-
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ture. (4) How extensive, professional, and integrated is the court system in a
society? The more courts are an integrated and institutionalized mechanism for
applying laws, the more effective law enactment can be. (5) How strong is
custom and tradition in society? How much value and ideological consensus is
there? The stronger custom and the more consensus over values and ideology,
the greater is pressure on legislatures to enact laws not deviating too far from
these cultural components and the associated civic culture. (6) How responsive
to public opinion must the legislature be? Are legislatures elected in free elec-
tions? If they are, the more law enactment must reflect the fads and foibles of
public opinion and sentiment. (7) And most importantly, how autonomous
from rulers is the legislature? To the extent that power lies with a small number
of elites, the greater is the political constraint on legislatures. All of these condi-
tions affect the legislative processes in industrial and post-industrial societies,
and by establishing the weights and relative influence of each factor, predic-
tions about exact legislative structures and processes could be made for each
particular legal system.

Despite all the potential variability, several overall generalizations about leg-
islation in modern systems can be made: Legislation is not piecemeal but com-
prehensive; law enactment increasingly tends to cover large areas where
disputes and integrative problems are evident (or at least perceived as problem-
atic by legislators and political elites), thereby making bodies of civil laws a
more prominent part of the legal system, even where—as in England—a long
tradition of common law exists. Once legislative enactment becomes promi-
nent, a more consistent and stable body of laws emerges; and although laws will
always contradict and overlap each other in any legal system, comprehensive
enactment tends to generate a discernible system of laws. And with the emer-
gence of a stable legislature, comprehensive law enactment can become a
mechanism of social change, establishing new structures and relationships,
especially when effective court and enforcement systems exist to enforce the
changes dictated by laws.

Courts and Adjudication Modern courts reflect the complexity—and
resulting regulatory problems—of industrial and post-industrial societies. With
high degrees of differentiation, there are many more disputes and considerably
higher rates of deviance than in traditional societies (Black 1976). By necessity,
then, the courts come to have ever more consequences for mediating and miti-
gating conflicts, disputes, deviance, and other sources of malintegration, espe-
cially as kinship, community, and religion no longer exert the pervasive
influence and control typical in pre-industrial societies.

The roles of court incumbents—for example, judge, lawyer, hitigant, juror,
and administrator—become more distinct and clearly differentiated from one
another, and the positions of judge and lawyer become highly professionalized
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and, hence, licensed, sanctioned, and guided by professional organizations. As
the volume of codified law in any particular area expands, court officials
become specialists, dealing only in certain types of cases such as family, tax,
bankruptcy, real estate, corporate, or criminal law. Since modern courts must
handle a tremendous volume of cases, they reveal problems of coordinating;
and as a consequence, administrative positions—clerks, bailiffs, stenographers,
and public prosecutors—proliferate, specialize, and become heavily bureaucra-
tized.

Just as the structure of courts becomes increasingly differentiated and special-
ized, so do the courts themselves, with particular courts—like their incum-
bents—often mediating only certain kinds of disputes. For example, in the
United States courts can usually be distinguished in larger urban areas along at
least domestic (family and divorce), criminal, and civil (or more accurately,
torts) lines. Probably the distinctive feature of courts in industrial and post-
industrial societies is that they constitute a clear-cut system of community,
regional, and national mediation and adjudication structures. The jurisdiction
of each court is better articulated (Parsons 1962), and the hierarchy of control
is less ambiguous than in agrarian and early industrial legal systems. Cases unre-
solved in lower courts are argued in higher courts, with these courts having
the power to reverse lower court decisions.

One of the serious problems facing modern courts is case overload. Courts
cannot properly handle the volume of cases needing mediation and adjudica-
tion. One of the consequences of this fact is that litigants often settle out of
court in order to avoid delays created by case overloads and backlogs. Such
proceedings further the normative obligations on lawyers, who must negotiate
for a client out of court as often as plead and argue a case inside the court.
Another problem endemic to modern courts is a result of bureaucratization.
Bureaucratization tends to make the process of adjudication somewhat invisi-
ble; within vast hierarchies of bureaucratic offices much hidden mediation
occurs that is not carried out in accordance with procedural laws, or made pub-
lic. Since modern legal systems usually attempt to implement some view of
“justice,” such proceedings can severely threaten this implementation. In fact,
administrative bureaucracies are often judge and jury without many of the pro-
cedural (and professional) safeguards required within a courtroom. Yet, with
extensive court backlogs, this kind of “‘administrative mediation” is perhaps
necessary in modern legal systems.

Enforcement The enforcement of laws and court decisions in modern legal
systems is performed by a clearly differentiated and organized police force. In
most industrial and post-industrial societies, there are several different kinds of
enforcement agencies with separate and yet somewhat overlapping jurisdic~
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tions—typically, a trilevel system consisting of a community-based force,
another district or regional force, and a national police force. Each police force
possesses its own internal organization that becomes increasingly bureaucra-
tized; and between forces there are relatively clear lines of communication,
power, and control.

Police forces at all levels are heavily bureaucratized because of the volume
and complexity of their functions in modern legal systems. Moreover, the
police are guided by many procedural laws, especially those labeled administra-
tive laws, that regulate and control the way in which enforcement can occur.
But since police bureaucracies are large, they can hide many violations of these
procedural laws; and because they can do so, the police can maintain consider-
able autonomy from laws, courts, and even the political bodies supposedly
controlling their activities. These facts always pose the problem of unequal or
arbitrary enforcement of laws, denying rights of due process (and all industrial
and post-industrial systems, even totalitarian ones, articulate such rights), and
concealment of illegal police action.

Enforcement of laws often is a more purely administrative process in indus-
trial and post-industrial societies; and indeed, the administration of laws
becomes as important as the coercive enforcement of laws, as is evidenced by
the growing number of regulatory agencies in modern societies. In the United
States, for example, agencies such as the Federal Communications Commis-
sion, Federal Trade Commission, Federal Reserve Board, Food and Drug
Administration, Federal Aviation Agency, Environmental Protection Agency,
and others oversee and regulate conformity to laws. These agencies cannot be
considered a police force in the strict sense, but they do enforce laws—calling
in police and courts if necessary. Much law enforcement in modern societies is
of this kind: administrative agencies interpreting laws for various corporate
actors, while constantly checking on these actors’ degree of conformity to laws.
The emergence and proliferation of these strictly administrative enforcement
agencies continue the bureaucratization of law enforcement in the legal sys-
tems of advanced industrial and post-industrial societies. In a sense, administra-
tive enforcement underscores the basic structural dilemma of all legal systems:
the legislative and enforcement components are lodged primarily in the polity,
which can come into conflict with more independent adjudicative (court)
components of the legal system proper.

Trends in Legal System Evolution

Bureaucratization Because of intense selection pressures emanating from
regulation as a macrodynamic force, the legal subsystem becomes large. Size
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inevitably generates second-order logistical loads that are partially resolved
through bureaucratization. Not only is there bureaucratization of courts, police
forces, and various administrative or regulatory agencies, but similarly, as legis-
latures increase in size, they too become administrative hierarchies. One conse-
quence of this trend is for each bureaucracy of a modern legal system—-that is,
courts, police, and legislatures—to achieve considerable autonomy from other
elements because what occurs within each bureaucracy can be hidden. Such
autonomy can protect and insulate the respective components of the legal sys-
tem from excessive manipulation by either the public or political elite, but this
autonomy from supervision and control also enables courts, police, and regula-
tory agencies to engage in de facto legislation—independently of the legislature
and political elite. Within and behind the vast maze of bureaucratic offices in
the courts, police, and regulatory agencies, differential and preferential
enforcement, or lack of enforcement, of laws can be hidden—a trend that
amounts to law enactment, since only some laws are enforced. For example,
the common process of “copping a plea” in American courts violates the spirit
of American procedural law, but by threatening delays, expense, and the risks
of court trials, defendants can be pushed by court officials to plead guilty to a
lesser charge. American police have been likely to treat violators of laws in an
urban ghetto much differently than they do a white, middle-class violator of
the same law in a suburban community. Thus, differential enforcement of laws
across social classes and ethnic categories amounts to police enactment of new
substantive and procedural laws (Black 1993, 1976).

Similar processes occur behind the administrative bureaucracies of other
modern legal systems, and particularly so for those societies without a demo-
cratic political tradition and civic culture. While bureaucratization is inevitable
and necessary for the reasonably smooth functioning of a legal system, it grants
legal structure considerable autonomy, and in some cases, excessive license.

Professionalization Specialized training, regulation by professional associ-
ations, and the utilization of expertise for the welfare of clients is an increasing
trend in legal systems. Professionalism first emerged as courts become promi-
nent and distinguishable elements; and by the Middle Ages in Europe, lawyers’
behavior involved the roles of agent representing a client in court in various
legal matters, advocate pleading a case before a judge and perhaps jury of peers,
and jurisconsultant advising, teaching, consulting, and writing. The final crite-
rion for professionalization is an active regulatory professional association, and
in modern systems lawyers are usually regulated by such associations. Further-
more, because judges in most modern legal systems are lawyers, judges can be
considered quasi professionals in all respects except the formal regulatory
capacity of an association, and even here, judges are often part of voluntary
associations that have influence but typically little direct power. However,
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much informal regulation can still occur through judges’ contacts with periodi-
cals and members of the legal profession.

Once the profession of law becomes established, legislators in law-enacting
bodies tend to be drawn from the profession; and to the extent that this occurs,
law-enacting structures become indirectly professionalized. This professional-
ization of law occurs for several reasons. (1) Modern legal systems are complex,
with vast bodies of substantive and procedural laws, and such complexity
necessitates considerable expertise and competence of court and legislative per-
sonnel, a necessity that can be best achieved through extensive professional
education. (2) Professionalism also stabilizes law—giving it a tradition that is
passed from one generation of professionals to another; and although laws con-
stantly change, they are best altered by courts and legislatures in light of existing
traditions and precedents, a necessity that, once again, can be achieved by
expert training. (3) Since so much legal activity occurs outside courts and legis-
latures in administrative hierarchies, considerable knowledge and expertise are
required to carry out administrative adjudication. As a consequence, profes-
sional staffing of the bureaucracies and professional counseling of individuals
negotiating within the bureaucracy become requisites for the smooth function-
ing of a modern legal system.

In all industrial and post-industrial legal systems, then, legislative, court, and
administrative structures always possess 2 high proportion of professional
incumbents. The last element of the legal system to professionalize is the
police, but as procedural laws begin to take hold, some professionalization of
police forces occurs through training in specialized academies. Professionaliza-
tion of the police probably increases its enforcement effectiveness, but for
which client: the state or the police themselves? Since professional norms usu-
ally emphasize flexibility in the name of service for the client, it makes a great
deal of difference just whom the police define as a client. If the client of the
police is the state, then individual rights guaranteed under procedural law will
be violated in service of this client, a fact best illustrated in most totalitarian
societies where a highly professionalized police force views the state as its cli-
ent. If the police themselves become their own client, as they develop collec-
tive bargaining agreements and associations in pushing their own agenda, the
enforcement of law becomes biased toward the interests of the police.

Systematization and Centralization Law in industrial and post-industrial
societies is a system, indicating a high degree of interrelatedness among its com-
ponent parts. A national system of codified laws setting general guidelines for
state, regional, and local laws emerges; and while laws at each level display
some autonomy from each other, they begin to approximate a reasonably con-
sistent and coordinated body of rules. Courts also become systematized, with
the jurisdictions of local, state, regional, and national courts becoming clearly
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delimited; and they begin to form an explicit hierarchy of control and decision
making. Enforcement structures similarly evolve clear boundaries of jurisdic-
tion with a clear hierarchy of power and control.

Much of the systematization of the legal system is a reflection of the consoli-
dation and centralization of power. Until the exclusive use of force can be con-
centrated into a legitimate political structure, legal system development will
remain somewhat disorganized at a national level. Nor can law become a sys-
tem until clear legislative bodies emerge. Without a national legislature, law
remains tied to the scattered common-law precedents of local and regional
courts, the enactments of local legislatures, or the arbitrary dictates of local or
regional centers of power. Once national legislative enactment of laws exists
and once there is a centralized source of force to back such enactment, a com-
prehensive body of rules and courts to mediate them can develop. Conflicts,
anachronisms, and gaps in the law can be remedied by enactment of civil codes
and statutes. These comprehensive codes and statutes help standardize both the
procedures and substance of court and police actions into a more integrated
whole, and once mediation and enforcement agencies have a common set of
procedural and substantive laws guiding their actions, consistency in enforce-
ment and court processes across diverse regions can occur.

A major force promoting systematization and centralization of the legal sys-
tem is the polity’s use of law to effect social change. Law becomes the means
for implementing the plans and programs of the polity. For example, in Russia
after the communist revolution, legislative enactment drastically changed not
only the structure of laws but the courts, police, and administrative agencies.
These changes were deliberately made to effect alterations in conditions of
production, transactions, and the nature of legal ownership and contract
(Friedman 1959). Law also radically changed the kinship structure by making
marriage more of a legal contract, by creating *‘on paper” egalitarianism among
men and women in and out of the family (although in actual practice relations
in Russia remained highly patriarchal), by removing much of the stigma of
illegitimate children, and by the legislation of liberal abortion laws. Ultilizing
legislation this way necessitates centralizing police, courts, and administrative
agencies because these must become integrated and centralized in order to
enforce, administer, and mediate the new programs of the polity. To have
courts, police, and other legal structures decentralized would make societal
planning through legislation ineffective.

Systems without this capacity to centralize and coordinate their legal subsys-
tems cannot implement planned social change through legislation. There are,
however, many limitations on how much the legal system can be used as an
agent of planned social change, including the following. (1) How much do
changes deviate from custom, tradition, and deeply held values? The more



Institutional Systems of Industrial and Post-industrial Populations 243

deviations, the greater will be resistance to planned change through law enact-
ment. (2) How drastic are the structural rearrangements demanded by new
laws? The more drastic, the greater resistance will be. (3) In what structural
areas are changes legislated? It is probably easier to legislate change in the eco-
nomic and educational spheres than in either the familial or religious spheres
where values, traditions, and emotions run deep. Finally, (4) how much force
does the polity possess and how great is its capacity to apply that force? The
more the polity has the sole possession of force and capacity to use it, the more
it can overcome cultural and structural resistance to legislated changes.

These trends—bureaucratization, professionalization, and systematization
along centralized lines—appear ubiquitous in industrial and post-industrial
societies. Some legal systems such as those in continental Europe evidenced
these trends early in their development because they adopted the Roman tradi-
tion of civil law. In other systems, such as in England, the use of common law
worked against these trends, at least for a while. Yet eventually as selection
pressures for regulation mount, all legal systems will move toward a higher
degree of bureaucratization, professionalization, systematization, and central-
1zation.

From very modest beginnings, law evolved into a complex system that regu-
lates just about every facet of social life in post-industrial societies. Indeed,
under intense selection pressures generated by regulation as a social force, law
has become the principal integrative structure of a society that preserves, codi-
fies, and translates key cultural symbols into specific rules defining what is devi-
ant, while coordinating transactions among actors. Without law, each
differentiated institutional complex in a2 modern society could not operate, nor
could relations among institutional subsystems proceed smoothly. In the
absence of law, then, a large and differentiated social structure is not viable;
and if a specific legal system proves incapable of managing internal actions and
relations within an institutional subsystem, as well as external relations among
institutional subsystems, social structures and the cultural codes that guide them
begin to disintegrate.

When institutions remain undifferentiated and simple, law is not needed
most of the time, but as institutional growth and differentiation occur—that is,
as economy, kinship, religion, polity, education, and newer institutional com-
plexes like science and medicine separate from each other and begin to elabo-
rate their structure and culture—law becomes ever more essential if a
population is to remain organized. And add to these selection pressures those
revolving around the inequalities that institutional growth and differentiation
inevitably produce, and it is clear that law becomes ever more critical to main-
taining order.

Of course, in maintaining order, law generates its own disintegrative pres-
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sures. When law coordinates contracts that exploit others, when law legiti-
mates an oppressive polity, when law differentially punishes criminals by social
class, when law selectively enacts or enforces laws in terms of ascriptive criteria,
such as gender and ethnicity, when law protects the privilege of elites, when
law sanctions an unfair system of taxation or is perceived to do so, then the
legal system may generate the seeds for its own destruction and the broader
society that it seeks to keep together.

In the end, law always fails because all known societies have collapsed, or
been weak enough to be conquered. But out of the rubble of a former society,
new institutional systems are built up; and as these institutional systems are
constructed, regulation as a social force generates selection pressures for law.
Thus, once again law becomes a means for societal integration, however prob-
lematic and temporary.

EDUCATION

Industrialization dramatically changes the educational process, not so much
because selection pressures emanating from reproduction generate demands for
new kinds of human capital (which can perform industrial activities without
formal education in schools) but more because the state seeks to consolidate its
symbolic base of power through instruction into a civic culture. Of course,
with advanced industrialism and post-industrialism, values for reproduction
and regulation push for expansion of education as an institutional system. The
correlation between universal literacy and schooling that exists for early indus-
trializing societies, most of which are now post-industrial, has become trans-
lated into a worldwide ideology that economic development follows from
expansion of the education system. Hence, currently industrializing societies
seek to develop an educational system for economic reasons, whether or not
there is a real basis for this faith in education’s power to generate economic
development (independently of technology, physical capital, and entrepreneur-
ship). As the state takes over education, it initiates a number of dynamic trends
revolving around extending education to the mass of the population in the
name of increasing equality of opportunities and, at the same time, political
loyalty as well as economic development. As it does so, the entire educational
process is bureaucratized; and as bureaucratization occurs, grading, examining,
sorting, and tracking of students emerge as the means to “rationalize” assess-
ment of students’ performance. Credentials marking movement through the
educational hierarchy increase in salience as determinants of changes in labor
markets and status groups.



Institutional Systems of Industrial and Post-industrial Populations

Table 7.6. Education in Modern Societies
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Industrial

Post-industrial

Instruction

Learning now occurs in bureau-
cratized and hierarchical system
of primary, secondary, and uni-
versity-level schools (some pri-
vate, but mostly state-
sponsored). Nearly universal pri-
mary and secondary education.
University-level instruction for a
minority. Private tutors exist for
specific skills, but decline as a
base for instruction

Same as industrial, except uni-
versity-level instruction reaches a
larger proportion of secondary
school graduates, but this is
highly variable (ranging from 25%
to 65% of secondary school grad-
uates)

Curricula

Basic skills in reading, writing,
and arithmetic. History and civil
culture. Vocational skills in sec-
ondary schools for some, univer-
sity-oriented curriculum in
literature, mathematics, science,
arts, history, and social sciences
for others

Same as industrial, with
increased emphasis on science,
computer-based skills

Ritualized passage

Extensive and incessant system of
grades and examinations, punc-
tuated by periodic graduations
and movements to educational
tracks

Same as industrial, except that
there are efforts to mitigate
against the discriminatory effects
on the disadvantaged of grading,
testing, and tracking systems.
Also, increased efforts to provide
disadvantaged with cultural and
financial resources necessary to
compete in school hierarchy

Massification

By almost any measure—years of schooling, proportion of population com-
pleting primary and secondary schools—education now reaches a greater per-
centage of all the world’s populations. In 1950, about 60 percent of the young
enrolled in primary schools, a figure that was an average between the near 100
percent figure for industrial and post-industrial societies and the 44 percent for
the poor, still-industrializing societies of the Third and Fourth World. By 1975,
this average had climbed to 86 percent (Ramirez and Boli 1987:152) and by
the year 2002 it was over 93 percent (UNESCO 2002). Secondary education
(junior high school and high school) showed a similar increase, from around
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11 percent in 1950 to 41 percent in 1975, and well over 50 percent in the first
decade of the twenty-first century. Even college-level education expanded,
although more of this increase occurred among industrial and post-industrial
societies than those still industrializing. Indeed, in societies like the United
States and Canada, over 60 percent of secondary school graduates at least begin
college (for most other post-industrial societies the percentage is between 20
percent to 35 percent).

This dramatic extension of education has occurred for two basic reasons: (1)
the world-level ideology uncritically accepted by most political regimes that
the education of human capital is a key to economic development, and (2) the
desire of political regimes to socialize the young into a legitimating civic cul-
ture (Braungart and Braungart 1994). Thus, the massification of education is a
political process, one initiated and financed by government (Meyer, Ramirez,
and Soysal 1992).

This massification of education presents a number of dynamic dilemmas.
First, it may not be possible for other elements of the economy (technology,
physical capital, and entrepreneurship) to keep pace with the education of
human capital, which may become overeducated for the economic positions
available in the labor market. The result can be an educated, restive, and
resentful subpopulation who blames the state for its plight. Second, education
tends to enhance critical thinking, especially higher education, in ways that can
be directed at the polity, especially if the polity is perceived to violate the ideals
of the civic culture learned in schools. These two dilemmas can become vola-
tile when combined; and thus, massification of education rarely resolves either
the economic or political problems of industrializing nations; indeed, massifi-
cation can aggravate them. In fact, authoritarian leaders in industrializing socie-
ties have often reduced funding for schools, fired teachers, and closed
universities because these are seen as threats to traditional elites. In South
America, for example, military regimes of the mid-twentieth century were
most likely to work against massification—although as these regimes have
given way to more democratic forms of government in recent decades, mas-
sification has resumed (Brint 1996; Hanson 1995; Levy 1986).

Equalization

Accompanying the massification of education is typically an ideology of equal-
ization in which the schools are to give all future citizens rights to achieve their
aspirations in a fair and open process. Old patterns of ascription and inequality
are now to be eliminated as performance in schools is to determine how one
will fare in the labor market and, ultimately, in status group membership. The
problem with this ideology is that it can never be realized in practice because
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(1) students bring to schools varying advantages and disadvantages associated
with family socialization and family resources, (2) schools themselves always
vary in terms of the resources that they can provide students, and (3) older
patterns of ascription (by gender, ethnicity, region, and class) are not eliminated
in schools.

This difficulty of realizing in practice what is preached in educational and
political ideologies can be a volatile force in a society because individuals’ rising
aspirations must confront the reality of an uneven playing field, a confrontation
that can disproportionately escalate people’s sense of deprivation and make
them willing subjects in mobilizations against polity. Indeed, education can
become yet another way of sustaining older patterns of inequality; for as educa-
tional credentials become tickets to entrance into occupations and status
groups, those without the ticket become resentful. Such was especially likely
when education was perceived by lower class and status group members as a
way to be economically and socially mobile.

Evaluating, Sorting, and Tracking

All educational systems today engage in systematic processes of (1) evaluating
the performance of students (through grades, teacher assessments, and stan-
dardized examinations) and, then (2) sorting students into different tracks of
education leading them into varying niches in the labor market. There is, how-
ever, a great deal of variability in how and when sorting and tracking occur.

In older societies with a long agrarian history where secondary and univer-
sity education were for the hereditary aristocracy and the upper bourgeoisie,
with some sponsorship of exceptional lower class students in secondary schools
and universities (R. Turner 1960), the evaluation and tracking of students
toward either vocational careers or university-level studies occur early. In soci-
eties with a less entrenched aristocracy, whether because of its displacement
through conflict or because of the newness of the society itself, testing and
sorting come later in a student’s career. Among post-industrial societies, Ger-
many and the United States are at the extreme poles of these differences (Brint
1996). Germany tracks students into different schools early, whereas the United
States does so very late; and even if American students are tracked into voca-
tional programs, they can still enter a college or university. Other post-indus-
trial societies, such as Japan, Sweden, France, Italy, Canada, and Australia fall
between these poles, with most moving toward the American pole, although
both Sweden and England remain like Germany in severely limiting college
enrollments.

Less developed societies send far fewer students to universities, primarily
because of comparatively low secondary enrollments and, also, because of the
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relative scarcity of universities. Sorting occurs early, sometimes by default as
poorer students drop out of school after their primary education is complete
and at other times as a result of examinations in which they are at a disadvan-
tage when competing with sons and daughters of higher social classes.

Even in the most open systems, such as that in the United States, Canada,
and the other English-speaking democracies outside of England, the grading,
sorting, and tracking processes tend to follow class boundaries because people
of higher classes have the cultural capital and financial resources to sponsor
their children in school. Still, in most post-modern societies, there are efforts
to implement compensatory education—special classes, scholarships, and other
mechanisms for helping children from less advantaged environments—but
these still must overcome serious obstacles stemming from the lower cultural
capital of parents and early socialization by family and peers.

Because educational credentials become ever more critical to placement in
an occupation and to gaining access into status groups, political pressures for
making the system more open and fair always exist. But just how this political
pressure changes tracking varies enormously. In Sweden, for example, these
pressures led to intense efforts for finding talented students from lower class
backgrounds early in their school careers and, then, helping them pursue a uni-
versity-oriented secondary career, but the percentage of all students actually
entering college still has remained rather low in Sweden. In England, the exam
systemn was modified and pushed back in a student’s career, and the “‘red brick”
university system was expanded (that is, those universities besides Oxford,
Cambridge, and perhaps the London School of Economics), but the rates of
college entrance still remain much lower than most other post-industrial socie-
ties. And, in the United States, not only were the university and college sys-
tems dramatically expanded with the creation of land grant universities from
the 1860s onward and with the emergence of community colleges in the sec-
ond half of the twentieth century, but the testing and tracking systems were
pushed back further in a student’s career; and, moreover, the consequences of
tests and grades on a student’s ability to enter college were less determinative
(except for elite universities). Moreover, government and universities in the
United States established a wide variety of special loan, scholarship, and admis-
sion programs for students from disadvantaged backgrounds.

Credentialism and Credential Inflation

The demand to reduce the effects of early testing, sorting, and tracking on
access to colleges and universities has had the ironical consequence of encour-
aging credentialism and credential inflation (Collins 1979; Dore 1976). In
demanding access to credentials, the credentials themselves are given more cre-
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dence and are viewed as accurate markers of ability by potential employers. As
a result, alternative ways of assessing the abilities of workers are abandoned in
favor of their educational credentials, as these are brought to a highly competi-
tive job market. In turn, this credentialism has produced “‘standardized mem-
bership categories,” such as high school graduate, college graduate, or post-
graduate, which gloss over the wide variations in abilities and knowledge of
individuals in these categories (Brint 1996). A more damaging effort has been
to exclude from portions of labor markets those who do not have credentials
that put them into a standardized category. Since it is the disadvantaged who
are most likely to lack credentials, pressures by disadvantaged subpopulations
to open access to credentials—which, in turn, help spawn credentialism—can
backfire against those among the disadvantaged who fail to get these now man-
datory credentials.

Another ironical consequence of political pressures for access to credentials
is credential inflation. If virtually all members of a post-industrial society
belong to a standardized membership category like “high school graduate” and
if credentialism diminishes efforts to assess the wide varations in knowledge
and talent of people in this category, the credential loses its value in the labor
market, and students must now seek additional credentials, such as a “college
degree,” to distinguish themselves. If enough individuals get this new creden-
tial, however, it too loses value, forcing those who want to distinguish them-
selves in a labor market to seek even more educational credentials.

One effect of such credential inflation is that the disadvantaged are the least
likely to have the resources to pursue additional credentials. Another effect is
the overproduction of credentials and standardized categories like “‘college
graduate,” with the result that workers must seek jobs that do not require the
skills associated with such credentials. Indeed, as more and more credentialed
individuals must take jobs formerly held by those with fewer credentials, the
lacter are pushed out of these jobs, thereby deflating their credentials further.
Since these displaced individuals are likely to be from lower and disadvantaged
classes, credential inflation hurts them more than those who have the resources
to stay in the credentials race. Yet another effect of credential inflation is to
raise pressures for the credentials to be defined as entitlements, regardless of
whether or.not students have earned them. A high school degree is now a
virtual certainty for any student who stays in school in post-industrial societies;
and the grade inflation in universities of many societies like the United States
makes getting a college degree considerably easier than previously.

Bureaucratization

Massification of education inevitably generates bureaucracy as a means to coor-
dinate and control a large-scale activity. Equalization of education also gener-
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ates bureaucracy as a means to implement, administer, and monitor programs
that further equality of opportunity. As the state initiates both massification and
the ideology of equalization, it furthers bureaucratization of the educational
system, since states always seek to create bureaucratic structures to consolidate
power and to regulate their institutional environment.

This last force is perhaps the most significant because when states have been
centralized, they have extended their administrative base of power over other
institutional spheres, especially those crucial to consolidating the other bases of
power—symbolic, coercive, and material. Thus, when states have sought to
impose a new civic culture, or revitalize an old one, they massify and bureauc-
ratize the educational system. When they have needed committed military
officers and mass conscript armies, as was the case in early eighteenth-century
Japan, Denmark, and Prussia or early twentieth-century Russia, in order to
expand their coercive base of power, they have massified and bureaucratized
the school system (Collins 1977). When states have sought to provide material
incentives as a base of power, they have often done so indirectly by providing
educational opportunities that, in turn, will bring material payoffs to graduates.

Once bureaucratized, an educational system shifts toward grading, sorting,
and tracking because bureaucracies are record-keeping structures. The goal is
to rationalize instruction, keep records on performance, and promote on the
basis of performance; and once this organizational form is imposed upon edu-
cational systems, grades, tests, required sequences, set time periods, and certi-
fication become prominent. Historically, this change occurred in advanced
agrarian societies, like China, and agrarian societies such as Japan and the
Roman Empire, once the state bureaucratized the educational systems (Collins
1977), although not to the degree of contemporary industrial and post-indus-
trial societies because education was still oriented to elites. With industrialism
and post-industrialism, however, the state massifies the system and, hence,
extends the educational bureaucracy and the accompanying emphasis on
grades, tests, sequences, and certification. And with these as organizational
tools, sorting and tracking are inevitable, despite emerging political pressures to
provide equalities of opportunities through delaying or weakening the criteria
(grades and examinations) used to sort and track students.

Centralization

Educational systems vary enormously in the degree of centralization of the
bureaucracy at the national level. Highly centralized systems, such as those in
post-industrial France, Sweden, Japan, and most industrializing societies, will
vary in how much they each spend as a whole on education, but within a given
society, per-student expenditures will tend to be equal across the entire student
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population. In contrast, highly decentralized systems, like that in the United
States where much financing and control are local, spend widely varying
amounts on students. For example, affluent school districts in Texas spend as
much as nine times more on students than poorer districts (Kozol 1991).
Between these extremes are societies like Germany and Canada where educa-
tion is centralized at regional levels (e.g., provinces, states); and in these systems
expenditures on students are approximately the same within regions but can
Vvary across regions.

Thus, the degree of centralization has important effects on the equality of
expenditures for education. With the exception of the United States, where
beliefs in local control of schools are intense, political pressures for equalizing
expenditures on students and, presumably, equality of opportunities for stu-
dents bring the state into financing schools. Once financing passes to the
national level, so will administrative control over the purse strings. Centraliza-
tion of educational systems is, therefore, a general tendency, unless powerful
ideological pressures such as those revolving around ethnicity (such as the
French-speaking in Quebec province of Canada) or politics (such as beliefs in
so—called state’s rights and local control in America) override efforts to pass
financing and control of schools to the national governments.

Professionalization

School bureaucracies are complicated by the fact that instructors define them-
selves as professionals who have a higher obligation, above and beyond the
bureaucratic mandates of the schools. As such there is often a tension between
the professionalism of instructors and the bureaucratic demands of the school
system to process and promote students in standardized ways. This tension is
complicated because the clients of this profession and the school bureaucracy
are nonadults, at least up to the college or university level, who do not directly
purchase a school’s and a teacher’s services and who are not readily able to
evaluate the competence of the services received. Furthermore, these clients
are usually not in a position to take their business elsewhere. The end result is
for the school to have a level of control over its clients that resembles a coercive
bureaucracy, such as a prison, but this bureaucratic control is mitigated by and
frequently in conflict with the professionalism of teachers. At the same time,
teachers are often unionized, which makes them contract workers pulled
toward the imperatives of a union bureaucracy as much as a profession.

This mix of conflicts is further confounded by the size of teaching as a pro-
fession, or as a unionized group of workers. For example, teaching is by far the
largest profession in America, with some 4.4 million members; and if college
instructors are added, the profession constitutes well over five million. As a
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large interest group, teachers can exert considerable political power in demo-
cratic societies; and when teachers strike, they disrupt other institutional sys-
tems such as the family (which must reorganize its scheduling) and the polity
(which needs schools to push its political agendas). Yet, despite this potential
power, teachers rarely exert as much power as much smaller, high prestige pro-
fessions like medicine and law, nor even as much as industrial unions. Part of
the reason is that professionalism and the helplessness of their clients make
teachers reluctant to strike as an industrial union would. Another part is that
the professional organizations of teachers are often not well organized as an
effective lobby in national politics, although in some countries such as the
United States teacher organizations have begun to exert a considerable influ-
ence on state and national politics. Still, the potential for mass political influ-
ence by teachers exists; and should it be mobilized, it could disrupt the state’s
control of education.

Privatization

Through the agrarian era, virtually all schools were private, but as the state
began to finance education with industrialization, the proportion of private
schools declined, even in societies like Spain and France with a long tradition
of Catholic education. At the primary and secondary levels of education, socie-
ties rarely have over 10 percent of the student population in private schools.
At the higher educational level, societies vary in the number of private colleges
and universities. The United States has many, whereas Germany and most
European societies have virtually none; England and Japan have a few (in the
case of England, the separate colleges of Oxford and Cambridge are private,
but each of the universities as a whole is public); and in most developing
nations, universities are almost exclusively public.

For most of the world the historical trend has been toward government
financed and administered schools. Only in the United States does a large pri-
vate sector of education exist; and it should not be surprising, therefore, that
advocacy for creating open competition between public and private schools is
intense (through such mechanisms as vouchers in which parents would be
given money to use in their school of choice, whether public or private). But
only in societies with intense ideological commitment to local control of
schools, or where religion is still a dominant force, will this long-term historical
trend away from government-controlled schools be challenged.

Although it was the last of the core institutions to differentiate as a distinctive
system, education is now at the center of the institutional order. In a sense,
education has forced its way into this order, pushing on and assuming functions
of other institutions. These institutions in the environment of education have
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thus had to adjust and adapt to the spread of education, especially when this
expansion has been backed by the state in its efforts to consolidate power. Even
if schools become antiestablishment in their mission, they threaten the power
of the state and bring state regulation into education. Thus, the institutional
environment of education presents an interesting set of dynamics. Education
has been pushed by the state; and as systems of education have grown, other
institutional systems have all had to accommodate education.

CONCLUSION

With post-industrialization, all core institutions are clearly differentiated from
each other. Other institutions like science and medicine are also differentiated,
but the original core—economy, kinship, religion, polity, law, and educa-
tion—are what allowed populations to adapt to their environments, both the
external environment and the environment created by the growing complexity
of society itself. These core institutions represent responses for the macrody-
namic forces of production, reproduction, distribution, regulation, and popu-
lation as they have exerted selection pressures, both Spencerian and Darwinian,
on individual and collective actors. In this sense, then, institutions have
evolved.

In previous chapters, I have moved into an analysis of key interchanges
among institutions at this point, but since all of the institutions are now differ-
entiated among post-industrial populations, I think it best to devote an entire
chapter to these interchanges, exploring the reciprocal effects of institutions on
each other in a more systematic way. Such an exercise can enable us to appreci-
ate the extent to which institutions represent environments for each other and
how they exert selection pressures on each other’s culture and structure.

NOTES

1. This discussion on industrialization draws upon Turner (1972:30-42), R.. Heilbroner
(1985), Hilton (1976), H. Davis and Scase (1985), Chirot (1986), Beaud (1983), Kumar
(1992), Smelser (1959), B. Tumer (1990), and S. Sanderson (1995a, 1995b). The notion of
post-industrialization is perhaps vague, but it is intended only as a rough distinction between
early industrial and currently industrializing societies, on the one hand, and those where
more than 50 percent of the workforce is employed in services, gross domestic product is
very high, per capita incomes are high, and per capita use of energy is very high, on the
other.

2. For a review of the literature on this issue—a more sympathetic one than presented
here—see Szelenyi, Beckett, and King (1994). See also Nee (1989).
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3. For a review of the sociology of markets, see Swedberg (1994). Also see on Swedberg
(1994:272-74) an interesting typology on the social structure of markets. Another interest-
ing typology on modes of exchange can be found in Sanderson (1995a:120). See also White
(1988, 1981).

4. For a review of the various views of organizational structure, especially “post-bureau-
cratic” forms, see Nohnia and Gulati (1994).

5. The approach taken in this chapter is functionalist, but with a conflict theory slant. I
draw from my own work (Turner 1980, 1974, 1972); Fuchs and Turner (1991); and Wil-
liam M. Evan’s (1990:222-23) theoretical model; also, elements of Black’s (1993) theory.
For reviews of theoretical approaches to the sociology of law, see Rich (1977), Selznick
(1968), Reasons and Rich (1978), Vago (1994), Evan (1990, 1980, 1962), Chambliss (1976),
and Black and Mileski (1973).



Chapter Eight

Fundamental Interchanges
Among Institutions

THE EVOLUTION OF COMPLEXITY

Among hunter-gatherers, institutions were folded into kinship because selec-
tion pressures from macrodynamic forces were relatively low, save for produc-
tion and reproduction. With only these two forces operating at higher
valences, family and band were sufficient to sustain populations in their envi-
ronments. When populations became sedentary, however, they also began to
grow; and as a result, population as a macrodynamic force increased, thereby
also raising the values of production, reproduction, regulation, and distribution
which, in turn, set into motion selection pressures for more elaborate social
structures and systems of cultural symbols. At this point in humans’ long evolu-
tionary history, distinctive institutions began to become visible inside and out-
side of kinship. Yet, most institutional activity was still performed within the
elaborated kinship system of horticulturalists, because creating a more complex
kinship system to house and organize economic, political, religious, legal, and
educational activity was the easiest way to respond to selection pressures ema-
nating from population, production, reproduction, regulation, and distribu-
tion.

Although kinship provided much of the organizational setting for other
institutions among hunter-gatherers and early horticulturalists, new and differ-
entiated economic structures, especially non-kin corporate units and markets,
began to develop with advanced horticulture and agrarianism. As this develop-
ment occurred, the economy was freed from the restrictions of kinship which,
by its nature, is a conservative institution. Yet, for thousands of years, human
populations could not get past the barriers imposed by economic organization
in agrarian societies. By fits and starts, new technologies, new forms of physical
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capital, new skills among human capital, new entrepreneurial mechanisms, and
new systems of property were slowly emerging, to be sure, but the vast ine-
qualities in agrarian systems made them unstable. Societies would develop to a
point of potential breakthrough to a new form of economic organization but,
in the end, they would collapse back under the pressures of internal conflict
and fiscal crises. Even evolving market structures that, by their very nature, are
highly dynamic could not make the breakthrough to a new economic form.
When this breakthrough finally came in western Europe, it forced all institu-
tional systems to adapt to these changes, accelerating the process of institutional
differentiation.

Along with economic activity within kinship, religion was one of humans’
first institutional systems. Not all hunter-gatherer populations had strong
beliefs about the sacred and supernatural, nor did they necessarily have cult
structures organizing rituals directed at supernatural forces. But most did, at
least in some incipient form; and by the time human populations settled down,
religious activity was prominent in these sedentary societies. Although much
of this religious activity was conducted within kinship structures, separate reli-
gious practitioners were also evident, even among hunter-gatherers and always
among horticulturalists. Religion thus began to differentiate from kinship early
in humans’ long evolutionary history; and as it continued to do so through
horticulture and agrarianism, religion increased in complexity, elaborating the
cosmology of supernatural beings and forces and creating larger and more elab-
orate temples to house leaders of cult rituals. Then, with advancing agrarian-
ism, a sudden simplification of religion began. The cosmology became more
simplified, lay persons could participate more in religious rituals, hope for a life
hereafter among the gods themselves became a possibility, and cult structures
became organized for proselytizing new converts. These new religions spread
over the world and are still with us today as the dominant religions, although
older cult structures as well as new modern ones exist alongside the descendants
of these agrarian religions.

As religion differentiated, however, it had to accommodate the expanding
secular economy and the emergence of a distinct system of political power.
The struggle with centers of secular power was long, typifying advanced horti-
culture and agrarian systems, but in the end under intense selection pressures
emanating from regulation, polity has generally been able to segregate, at least
to a degree, the sacred concerns of religion. Yet, even in the more modern
world, this segregation is often overcome as religious movements exert politi-
cal influence or, as was the case in parts of the Islamic world, take the reins of
power. Thus, the long-term evolutionary trend was for religion to elaborate
and gain power through the agrarian era, only to be pushed from the center of
institutional order by secularizing forces in market-driven economies and by
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pressures mobilizing state power. Religion has nonetheless persisted as a
dynamic institution, even in the most advanced post-industrial societies.

With expanded economic production, coupled with a growing population,
regulation as a force caused selection to favor the development of polity. Con-
centrations of power were required to coordinate and regulate the larger social
mass in ways that religion and kinship could not; and those populations that
could not consolidate and concentrate power were selected out, falling apart
from within or being conquered from without. At first, polity was housed in
the elaborate kinship system of horticulturalists, but with agrarianism and even
advanced horticulture a distinctive state system emerged, organized around an
administrative bureaucracy and backed up by the mobilization of coercive
power. Religion was at first the major source of legitimization for these new
centers of power, but over time, law and a broader civic culture became an
even more significant source of legitimization, except in the few remaining
theocracies. With concentrations of power, inequality increased dramatically as
those with power extracted the resources of others. And so, the regulatory
force that generated selection pressures favoring the emergence of polity also
increased inequality and, thereby, raised the values for regulation as a force.
Once this cycle was initiated, it operated to expand polity until disintegration
occurred. Power as a response to regulation as a force thus created disinteg-
rative tension within human societies; and moreover, it was used to conquer
other societies, thus increasing the values for regulation (coordination and con-
trol of conquered territories) and, hence, selection pressures for more power.
With polity, then, came not just the capacity to coordinate and regulate, but
also the ability to exploit and destroy. Over time with industrial and post-
industrial production, the democracies of the early industrializing societies
have mitigated against the disintegrative tendencies inherent in the concentra-
tion of power. Moreover, the now democratic polities of early industrializing
societies have often served as a template for many of the late industrializing
societies, although this path to democratization is hardly smooth or clear. But
there are powerful economic processes, especially free markets and information
systems operating at a world system level, that may force liberalization of
power toward more democratic forms.

Much like other institutions, law was buried within kinship during hunting
and gathering as well as early horticulture. But, even among hunter-gatherers,
it is possible to see rules that were applied to problematic situations and that
were enforced, if only by public opinion and threats of sanctioned revenge.
These rules and their application represented the first signs of legal system dif-
ferentiation from kinship. As problems of coordination and control, or regula-
tion, escalated with population growth and as the values for production and
distribution also increased with this growth, selection pressures pushed actors
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to develop a system of rules, adjudicative procedures, and enforcement capaci-
ties. As polity and religion evolved into more complex forms, law was typically
affiliated with both, and only when polity became dominant over religion did
law become clearly differentiated. Even then, however, law was often used as
a too] by the powerful to sustain their privilege; and only when law could
become more autonomous from polity, separating its adjudicative functions
from centers of power and placing legislative and coercive functions under the
review of courts, could it facilitate rapid differentiation of other institutional
systems. Once a relatively autonomous legal system was in place, new rules
and adjudicative procedures could respond to, as well as facilitate, institutional
differentiation, elaboration, and coordination.

Among the institutions examined in this book, education was the last to
differentiate. For most of human history, education was performed in kinship
and, if it existed as a separate structure, it was confined mostly to elites. Only
slowly did schools imparting secular content begin to reach the masses,
although early religious movements such as the Protestant Reformation could
accelerate the development of education. Societies were well into industrialism
before polity created a national school system to promote indoctrination into
a civic culture, to impart trade and interpersonal skills to human capital, and to
develop and disseminate new technologies. Today, education is often viewed
by political leaders in industrializing societies as the key to economic develop-
ment and political stability, since it performs such critical functions for political
legitimization and for developing human capital. As education has differenti-
ated and elaborated, many reproductive activities—socialization and social
placement, for example—have been taken from kinship by schools. Moreover,
education has increased its effects on production as a source of human capital
and technology as well as on polity as a source of symbolic power for political
legitimization.

In sum, then, the long-term evolutionary history of humans has revolved
around the differentiation of distinctive institutions from kinship—economy,
polity, religion, law, and education—as the valences for population, produc-
tion, distribution, reproduction, and regulation have escalated. Other institu-
tions such as medicine and science are still in the process of differentiating,
although it could be argued that they are now fully differentiated systems of
the institutional order. The differentiation of institutional subsystems of this
order presents problems of how to integrate these discrete subsystems. That
is, how are the various institutions that have become distinctive systems to fit
together? Over the long course of evolution, the relations among the systems
of the institutional order have changed somewhat, as each new institution
became differentiated and as some institutions, such as economy and polity,
have become more dominant. Indeed, I have tried to document these shifting
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patterns of interrelations among institutions during societal evolution. Yet,
beneath these shifting relationships are certain fundamental interchanges
among institutional subsystems.

KEY DYNAMICS AMONG
SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS

In societies where the institutional order is fully differentiated, it becomes pos-
sible to see the basic nature of the connections among the separate institutions
comprising this order. As long as institutions were fused with kinship or over-
lapping in their structure, the nature of the interchanges among them was
obscured, but with some degree of separation between their structures, the
consequences of institutions for each other become more readily apparent.
These consequences constitute interchanges in the sense that each institution
provides for the others certain resources on which their operation depends and,
reciprocally, receives from these other institutions resources that shape its
workings. In table 8.1 these interchanges are summarized in abbreviated form;
this chapter elaborates upon the brief descriptions in table 8.1.

Economy and Polity

For much of human history, societies had economies but no polity because the
values for regulation as a macrodynamic force were not as high as those for
production. The consolidation and concentration of power were not possible,
nor needed among small bands of hunter-gatherers. But, as problems of coor-~
dination and control escalated, selection favored the emergence of the polity
or government as the force of regulation increased. From this point in human
societal development, the relationship between economy and polity has been
fundamental to the viability of a society. What, then, is the basic relationship
between polity and economy?

At the most generic level, this relationship revolves around physical capital.
A political system cannot become complex without a stable and sufficient eco-
nomic surplus to support political leaders; and so, the productivity of the econ-
omy determines whether or not a polity can exist, and just how elaborate it
can become. Without forms of liquid capital to finance political functionaries
and to enforce decisions of leaders, a political system remains merged with kin-
ship. At times, Big Men systems developed among settled hunter-gatherers but
their leaders always confronted the problem of extracting surplus and then
redistributing it in ways that maintained their prestige; and when the use of
coercive force became necessary, they often called upon their kindred and
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related allies. Thus, even Big Men systems were not wholly differentiated from
kinship, nor were they particularly stable because, in a sense, they were prema-
ture; the economy has not developed to the extent that it could support and
sustain a distinct political system.

The invention of money—the most liquid form of capital-—dramatically
accelerated political development because now it was possible to pay adminis-
trative functionaries in the polity with a resource that could be used elsewhere.
Moreover, an effective coercive force is best mobilized when its key members
are paid professionals. Equally important, money becomes an ever more
important basis for consolidating the symbolic base of power; if money retains
its value, it becomes a symbol of the effectiveness of a political regime, whereas
if money loses value or is unstable, its instability highlights the ineffectiveness
of the political regime. Finally, without money, the amount of manipulation
of material incentives is limited; true, a polity can grant lands, let out franchises,
and bestow honor that can indirectly give elites material benefits, but without
money, material manipulation is limited to land, favors, and honor which,
although highly rewarding, are not as flexible as monetary material manipula-
tion. Indeed, if nonmonetary incentives cannot ultimately bestow money on
those receiving lands, franchises, and other favors, its effectiveness as a source
of power is reduced. Thus, the capacity of the economy to generate physical
capital, and most significantly, liquid physical capital like money, determines
how the administrative, coercive, symbolic, and material incentive bases of
power are mobilized.

Once a political system develops, its policies have effects on the level of
physical capital available to the economy. These effects operate on a number
of fronts. First, the taxation and appropriation policies of the polity determine
how much liquid physical capital can be retained for reinvestment in gathering,
production, and distribution. These policies operate directly and indirectly;
taxation of productive output or the capital used to generate outputs, such as
land in an agrarian system, directly reduces the amount of capital available for
reinsertion back into the economy, whereas more indirectly, taxation policies
influence incentives for innovation, capital investment, and entrepreneurial
activity. When taxation policies create disincentives for hard work, for capital
investment, for innovation, and for entrepreneurial creativity, they stagnate or
even decrease gathering, producing, and distribution processes. Second, the
expenditures of polity on infrastructural projects—roads, ports, canals, airports,
mformation systems, and other projects—greatly influence the level of activity
in the economy. If the appropriated monies are used in this way, rather than
to support elite privilege and geopolitical adventurism, then taxation policies
become strategies for capital reinvestment in accordance with the goals of the
polity. However, infrastructural projects are often designed for defense and
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war-making, and under these conditions, they have a less dynamic effect on
economic productivity, unless they facilitate conquest and plunder of capital
from other societies. Third, geopolitical policies, from conquest to open trade,
influence how much access to resources and markets in other societies is possi-
ble which, in turn, determines the level and profile of gathering, producing,
and distributing processes. Relatedly, the boundary maintenance activities of
polity beyond sustaining territorial integrity also determine the level and nature
of capital, as is the case when government imposes protective tariffs, institutes
export-import subsidies, and employs similar procedures for monitoring the
flow of goods and services across borders.

Polity has a number of indirect effects on other economic elements, all of
which ultimately influence the amount of physical capital available as private
wealth or, more importantly, as sources for investment in gathering, producing,
and distributing. With respect to property, it is the coercive arm of the pol-
ity—as it overlaps with the enforcement wing of the legal system—that sustains
definitions of property. With respect to human capital, it is the investments of
polity in education that can dramatically reshape the pool of human capital
available to the economy. With regard to technology, taxation policies not only
influence the incentives for technological innovation, but direct investments
in research and science or subsidies through the tax code can have important
effects on the amount and rate of technological development. Finally, with
respect to entrepreneurial activity, polity is always involved in coordinating
human and physical capital, technology, and property systems in an effort to
increase productivity that it can then appropriate.

These additional effects do not, however, obviate the basic relationship
between economy and polity. For in the end, it is physical capital that is being
exchanged in the many transactions of economic and political actors. The pro-
ductivity of the economy, particularly its capacity to generate liquid capital,
determines the size and shape of polity, whereas the policies of polity affect
how much physical capital is available for gathering, producing, and distribut-
ing processes.

Economy and Kinship

Until the economy fully differentiates from kinship during agrarianism, kinship
remains the primary entrepreneurial structure for organizing technology,
human and physical capital, and property rights. As differentiation between
economy and kinship occurs, however, the more basic and fundamental rela-
tionship between these institutional systems is exposed. This relationship
involves the exchange of human capital from kinship in return for consumer
goods and services from the economy (Parsons and Smelser 1956).
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In simple economies the provision of human capital to the economy also
involves the technological knowledge that individuals have learned, as well as
the physical capital, such as tools and implements, that labor brings to the econ-
omy, the rights to property contained in kinship rules, and the entrepreneurial
consequences of unilineal descent for organizing all of these elements of an
economy. As other structures emerge to provide technology, to pool physical
capital, and to organize economic activity, kinship retains its functions as the
provider of human capital to the economy.

Socialization in kinship generates the commitments, interpersonal skills, and
initial knowledge base for labor to be inserted directly into the economy, or
more indirectly it supports and sustains the movement of the young through
educational structures that, in turn, impart much of the skill and knowledge
(or at least the credentials) necessary for participation in the economy. Whether
directly or indirectly through its effects on school performance, kinship is
nonetheless the key source of human capital. It is in kinship that future human
capital is born; it is in kinship that early socialization establishes basic behavioral
patterns; and it is in kinship that the resources and support necessary for school
performance ultimately reside.

As kinship and economy differentiate, kinship is transformed from both a
producing and consuming unit to one revolving primarily around consump-
tion. It is the members of the family, and the family as a whole, who generate
the demand for consumer goods and services. Much of this demand is direct,
as when families purchase basic consumer goods or services in a market, but
much of the demand is more indirect as goods and services are produced for
other economic units that, in turn, provide families with basic consumer goods
and services. Even when economy and kinship are not differentiated, this fun-
damental relationship between the two institutions is paramount. Economy
would not even exist unless members of families required life-sustaining com-
modities; and so the initial selection for economic organization came from
reproduction as a social force. As economy and kinship become more elabo-
rated during horticulture, this fundamental connection becomes somewhat
obscured as kinship served as the entrepreneurial basis for the economy, but
the more the economy differentiated from kinship, the more apparent is this
underlying relationship between the two institutions.

Economy and Education

Much like the kinship system, education provides human capital for the econ-
omy, and in societies where research is performed in universities, some tech-
nology as well. Reciprocally, the effects of economy on education tend to be
somewhat indirect. One effect is via the polity; as productivity increases the
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amount of economic surplus, some of this surplus is used in industrializing and
industrial systems to finance education, particularly as the polity seeks to gener-
ate a legitimating civic culture and to stimulate economic development.
Another effect is through the labor market in more developed economies
where educational credentials are used to sort and place human capital; such
usage generates a market demand for the expansion of the educational system,
generally through political pressures on polity to extend educational opportu-
nities but also through direct purchases of education by consumers in both pri-
vate and public education markets (creating consumer demands for education
at all levels and in all forms).

The effects of education on economic development are somewhat ambigu-
ous, but generally, investments in educating human capital do not pay off
unless there is a corresponding investment by the private sector and govern-
ment in physical capital, technology, and entrepreneurship. Thus, expansion of
the educational system is driven by perceptions of the population and political
leaders that the education of human capital will inevitably increase economic
productivity. Indeed, the expansion of the educational system is as much driven
by an ideology stressing the relationship between economic and educational
development and by political necessity to meet the populace’s demand for signs
of new opportunities as by real labor market demand in the economy.

Yet, in the long run advanced industrial and post-industrial economic devel-
opment cannot occur without formal education of human capital that can be
coordinated with higher levels of technology and complex forms of physical
capital. Moreover, as the scale and scope of education expand, the educational
system becomes a major economic actor. For example, the combined income
of those working within the educational establishment or those involved in
building the physical structures of the educational system generates a tremen-
dous demand for consumer goods and services which, in turn, stimulates the
economy.

The basic relationship between economy and education is thus somewhat
similar to that between family and economy. Education is a source of human
capital for the economy; and the economy provides the resources via the polity
to expand the educational system as well as many of the consumer goods and
services necessary to build and maintain the educational infrastructure. And, as
the labor market begins to utilize educational credentials for sorting and placing
human capital and as both the general population and the government perceive
that there is a relationship between education and economic growth as well as
personal prosperity, the economy begins to generate a high demand for
expanding the educational system.
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Economy and Law

Law remained a recessive institution for much of humans’ evolutionary history,
although all societies have revealed rules that were subject to adjudication and
enforcement. But law often emerged only in moments of crisis and conflict.
Still, the effects of even these incipient legal systems on coordinating and regu-
lating social relations were clear, even in very primitive form. With differentia-
tion of the economy from kinship, and then its elaboration into a more
complex and dynamic system, economy began to evidence severe problems of
internal coordination and control, thereby raising the values of regulation as a
macrodynamic force. Exchange in markets is perhaps the key dynamic, because
once relatively free and open markets emerge, selection pressures are intense
for new rules about exchange, new rules about property, new rules about the
relationship between human capital and those who employ this capital, new
rules about physical capital formation, and eventually, new rules about the
rights to, and uses of, technology. Thus, the fundamental relationship between
economy and law revolves around entrepreneurial problems inherent in eco-
nomic differentiation and the capacity of law to provide an array of external
entrepreneurial services to the economy.

Even when law and kinship rules overlap, the entrepreneurial consequences
for the economy of implicit bodies of law (within kinship rules) are evident.
These rules define property rights, specify what human capital is to do, indicate
uses of physical capital, and regulate the application of technology. Such entre-
preneurial functions became more explicit as market systems emerged, and as
the economy began to differentiate from kinship. Once the rules of unilineal
descent could no longer organize economic activity, intense selection pressure
to create new rules ensued. Sometimes these rules could not be created, and
conflict destroyed the economy or significant portions of the economy. At
other times in history, informal and formal “‘merchant laws” have emerged as
a way to regulate exchange and to sanction those who do not abide by the
rules. Eventually, the developing polity becomes involved in regulating eco-
nomic activity because, as emphasized above, the viability of the polity depends
upon the productive outputs of the economy. This process of political inter-
vention has rarely been smooth, but over time, polity has increasingly come to
use the legal system as a tool for regularizing and coordinating relations in the
economy.

Until an autonomous legal system is in place, however, economic develop-
ment is inhibited because there is no coherent and consistent way to define
property rights, uses of physical and human capital, or access to technologies.
As markets become ever more dynamic, selection for this external force esca-
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lates under pressures from regulation. Through a series of crises—ranging, for
example, from definitions of the rights of corporate actors through labor-man-
agement disputes and concerns over concentration of capital in oligopolies to
concerns about the environment and genetic engineering—increasing values
for regulation as a force place upon the legal system pressures to provide rules,
adjudicative procedures and, if necessary, enforcement capacities to resolve and
regularize these crises. Thus, inherent in a dynamic economy is a constant
demand for external regulation by law; and despite conservative ideologies like
those in the United States stressing free enterprise and laissez faire, the reality
is that the economy generates ever new crises of entrepreneurship that cannot
be managed by economic actors themselves.

As a result, the body of tort law in a society expands, the civil court system
grows, and the legislative activities within polity or in separate administrative
bodies accelerate. In societies without this capacity to use tort laws effectively
in regulating a market-driven economy, such as in Russia in the first decade
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the economy often remains chaotic with
regulation coming from corruption, threats, and coercive activities of criminal
syndicates. There is, then, nothing inevitable about the evolution of law to
meet these entrepreneurial demands of the economy; indeed, economies have
often stagnated or fallen apart. Yet, because the economy is so vital to the via-
bility of polity and the members of kinship units, pressures to develop and use
laws come from these institutional sectors.

Polity and Law

As polity became differentiated from kinship, problems of consolidating power
were more acute. For, without kinship rules to organize administrative tasks,
to provide enforcement coalitions, to regulate the distribution of material
incentives, and to legitimate the use of power with the symbols of kinship, all
of these bases of power had to be rebuilt and reestablished. Rarely is this a
smooth process, especially when polity competed with well-organized reli-
gious cult structures for power. Over time as values for regulation as a macro~
dynamic force increased, selection favored the polity creating, or usurping
from religion or economic actors, a systermn of laws that would enable it to legit-
imate itself with secular symbols, that would provide broad rules by which to
administer decisions and manipulate material incentives, and that would give
the polity the right to use coercive power. Law thus emerged not only from
economic demands for entrepreneurial resources, but also from escalating pres-
sures from regulatory forces to consolidate the bases of power in order to con-
trol and coordinate activities in the broader society. Conversely, once law exists
as a distinctive system, it could provide support for the legitimating, admin-
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istrating, manipulating (material incentives), and coercing activities of the
polity.

This support is, however, contingent, limiting the actions of the polity by
rule and court decision; and should a government ignore the law, as has often
been the case in the history of human societies, political regimes have under-
mined the law’s all-important capacity to provide a symbolic basis of legitimi-
zation. Thus, the basic relationship between polity and law revolves around a
legal system’s capacity to provide contingent support for the consolidation and
use of power and a polity’s need for a system of rules, adjudicative procedures,
and enforcement capacities that can facilitate this consolidation and use of
power. In return, the legal system is supported by the polity and granted a
degree of autonomy.

This basic exchange is complicated by the fact that the legal and political
systems overlap. The legislative process of law-making resides primarily in the
political system, as do many of the enforcement capacities of the legal system.
This overlap often leads political leaders to use, in an arbitrary fashion, the legal
system for their own narrow purposes; and to the extent that polity uses the
legal system in this way, it becomes less effective as a resource in consolidating
power for polity and as a mechanism of societywide integration and coordina-
tion. The law, in essence, simply becomes a cynically imposed tool for the use
of power.

The key problem in the relationship between polity and law is thus one of
how to create and sustain a relatively “autonomous” legal system at the very
same time that the elements of the law remain partially lodged in polity. His-
torically, relatively few societies have ever been able to achieve a balanced
interchange where an autonomous legal system could provide contingent sup-
port for polity in its consolidation and use of power, on the one side, and where
the polity would provide resources for maintenance of a system that will limit
how power is to be exercised, on the other side. The key event is for the polity
to give up some of its power to the legal system in exchange for secular legiti-
mating symbols and rules for guiding the use of power. Actors in government
have rarely been willing to do so voluntarily, but demands from economic
actors or rumblings from the discontent in a society have often forced the poli-
ty’s hand.

Once the polity has given over some of its power, the legal system must, in
return, provide the primary basis for legitimization of polity (often expressed
in a constitution) as well as the flexibility to generate new rules for guiding the
use of power as changing circumstances dictate. Law must become ‘“positive
law” in two senses (Luhmann 1985). First, the legal system must create proce-
dural rules to regulate legislation, adjudication, and enforcement laws. If these
procedural rules are accepted by members of the population, then they further
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legitimate polity and, at the same time, guide the implementation of political
decisions. Second, the legal system must have the capacity to change laws as
new demands for coordination in the society emerge, but such changes must
be performed in accordance with procedural law. If laws become enshrined
and too conservative, they lose the ability to coordinate flexibly social action,
and eventually, rigid legal rules begin to erode the legitimacy of the polity. So,
a positive legal system must have the capacity to legislate new rules, or alterna-
tively, to adjudicate them from court decisions, if it is to be effective. These
two conditions are, in historical reality, difficult to achieve; and only the politi-
cal democracies of the contemporary world have come close to meeting these
conditions.

As societies have differentiated, increasing valences for regulation have gen-
erated selection pressures for an autonomous and positive legal system to man-
age problems of coordination among diverse institutional subsystems and the
many actors in these systems. For once the rules of kinship could no longer
provide the basis of coordination and once the power of religion to dictate
daily routines declined, an alternative source of coordination and controls was
needed, if a society was to remain viable in its environment. The consolidation
and centralization of power is the easiest route to developing this alternative
source of control and coordination, but soon the abuse of power erodes its
legitimacy and effectiveness in regulating social activity. As a result, legal sys-
tems expand, and in a few historical cases, they have become sufficiently
autonomous to provide both legitimization of polity and the tools for the effec-
tive administration of power and enforcement of political decisions. In turn,
because these legal systems are effective, the polity has been willing to provide
the resources sustaining the system and, most importantly, to grant it a certain
degree of autonomy.

Polity and Kinship

Among hunting and gathering bands, polity is hardly noticeable. Only with
settled gatherers did clear leadership begin to emerge, typically in the form of
a Big Man system. As polity became distinctive, and even when lodged in the
kinship systems of horticulturalists, the basic exchange between polity and kin-
ship emerged. Kinship produced political loyalty in exchange for the allocation
of power and authority within kinship (Parsons and Smelser 1956).

As the principal agent of reproduction—indeed, for most of human history,
the only agent—kinship imparts to the young basic values, beliefs, and com-
mitments; and in this process of socialization, members of a society can acquire
commitments to leaders, or at least to the broader system of consolidated
power. In horticultural systems, where the descent and authority rules also
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determined the distribution of power, political commitments were the natural
by-product of socialization and generally gave to senior kin the right to power.
When there is a clear structural division between kin units and those holding
power, however, the socialization of political loyalties is not so automatic. In
fact, even among horticulturalists, feuds within clans and lineages or between
them could make the socialization of loyalty problematic, but the problem
became ever more evident with a clear differentiation between polity and kin-
ship. As the consolidation and centralization of power are used to perpetuate
vast inequalities, this problem of assuring political loyalty escalates; and under
these conditions, kin socialization could not only fail to impart the appropriate
loyalties, but actually work to produce the opposite. Revolutionaries are often
raised in kin structures that are unsupportive of political regimes, and to the
extent that socialization works against imparting political loyalties, it destroys
the symbolic base of power so necessary for the consolidation of power.

It is this vulnerability of government to the erosion of its symbolic base of
power that frequently brings its intrusion into the family system. There are, of
course, limits as to how far polity can intervene in the private lives of family
members, but at a minimum, the polity and legal system operate to define mar-
riage and dissolution rules as well as the distribution of property among family
members. In so doing, power and authority are also allocated to the family as
a whole (as a legal corporate unit with rights, obligations, and responsibilities)
and to its individual members. For example, for much of the agrarian era, wives
in many societies could not own property, hold contracts, litigate in court, or
exercise their political will (through voting and other means of political expres-
sion); and as a result, the polity and the legal system allocated power dispropor-
tionately to men. In more recent years, polity has extended the rights of
women in the family, although these vary enormously even in political democ-
racies (as a comparison of the industrial powers of the West and Asia would
make clear), but nonetheless, as polity and law have redefined the rights of
women, shifts in authority relations within the family have become possible.

The polity changes the allocation of power in the family for a simple reason:
to accommodate potential shifts in political loyalties. If, for example, wives are
politically restive or if members of lower-class families are dissatisfied, the
potential for socializing disloyalty increases. Of course, even as socialization
erodes the symbolic base of power, the other three bases can typically compen-
sate——at least for a time until the pressures on the government to change the
allocation of authority increase to the point where they overcome the other
bases of power. Indeed, those who have power within kinship will often be
supportive of the political system that supports their family authority, even at
the cost of tension with other family members.

It is this dynamic and potentially problematic exchange of political loyalty
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for authority in kinship that often leads the polity in industrializing societies to
expand the educational system as an alternative to exclusive reliance upon fam-
ily socialization. Here, the goal is to impart a political culture to the young that
reaffirms the symbolic base of power; and if family socialization supports the
reaffirmation, then polity further consolidates its symbolic base of power.
Alternatively, if family socialization contradicts educational socialization, then
polity will have difficulty in legitimating itself in terms of a political culture.

Polity and Education

Political regimes have, historically, not encouraged the education of the masses,
either because they could not afford it or, more typically, because they consid-
ered it a threat to the system of privilege and status group membership of elites.
Indeed, up to the industrial era, most education was privately financed and
acquired, with the vast majority of students coming from families of elites.
When polity has become involved in education, it almost always is designed to
create political loyalties and firm up its symbolic base of power. In return, as
polity establishes a state-run bureaucratic system of schools, it reallocates
authority among key socializing agents.

The use of education to create political loyalty is a complicated process in
post-industrial, industrial, and industrializing societies. There is the obvious
civics curriculum of schools that imparts the (distorted) history of the society,
that requires classroom rituals (such as pledges to the flag) directed at affirming
political loyalty, that creates historical heroes who symbolize the political cul-
ture, and that presents the rudiments of the legal system supporting the polity.
Less directly, the polity uses the expansion of primary and secondary education
to the masses (and eventually higher education as well) as a sign that economic
opportunities are increasing. In this way, the polity also manipulates the mate-
rial aspirations of the populace; in return, the government expects loyalty from
citizens whose opportunities for a better life are increasing. If, however, peo-
ple’s aspirations are raised beyond the capacity of the economy to absorb and
reward its increasingly educated population, then much of the effort of civics
training by schools can be undone. Moreover, the literate population is now in
position to receive and communicate written messages questioning the policies
of the political regime.

Another less direct effect of polity on education comes from its capacity to
employ in the state bureaucracy the educated labor pool; and it is no coinci-
dence that governmental bureaucracies are often bloated as the state seeks to
absorb its educated members and, in the process, co-opt them and make them
loyal to the political system. Such employment practices often divert capital
from the economy, and thereby act as a drag on productivity, although the
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purchasing power of state bureaucrats creates market demand which, in turn,
stimulates production. In the end, despite the depletion of liquid capital
involved, the state often has little choice but to employ its educated workforce
in order to affirm that opportunities are increasing, especially when the econ-
omy cannot absorb a significant portion of credentialed human capital.

Thus, the polity’s investment in education is often a high stakes game of
diverting capital from the economy to education in an effort to increase politi-
cal loyalties. In making this investment, polity is reallocating power and
authority to agents of socialization. For, as education becomes compulsory and
as opportunities for success are determined by educational credentials, some of
the authority of parents and control of family over children is lost and reallo-
cated to the schools. Education can thus become a threat to the traditional
authority system of kinship, leading parents to pull their children out of school.
In the long run, however, the growing use of educational credentials by
employers in the economy overcomes the threats experienced by parents who
also desire expanded opportunities for their children. Yet, until the economy
can absorb a high proportion of the better educated population, the creation
of the education system will not have dramatic effects on shifting power and
authority from family to schools. And even when this shift occurs, schools do
not supplant kinship; rather, children are typically subject to increased regula-
tion by virtue of the interpersonal authority of the family and the bureaucratic
authority of the schools. In creating a school system, the polity has reallocated
authority to socializing agents who are more reliable than the kinship system
in imparting political loyalty.

Law and Kinship

Kinship provided the template for much of the legal system through horticul-
ture; the substance of laws as well as their adjudication and enforcement fol-
lowed the rules of kinship and designated kin as judges and enforcers of rules.
Still, even when heavily fused with the kinship system, elements of laws, adju-
dication, and enforcement were also evident outside the template of kinship.
As kinship has become nucleated and law increasingly autonomous as an insti-
tutional system, the basic exchange between law and religion has become more
evident. The legal system provides the rules, as well as their adjudication and
enforcement, that define and control family organization. In exchange, family
provides the socialization of commitments to the general tenets of the legal
system. This interchange always existed, even when law and kinship over-
lapped, but the exchange has become more pronounced as kinship and law
have become differentiated from each other. Moreover, as the influence of reli-
gion on the institutional order has declined, law has taken over many of the
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tasks formerly performed by religion. Furthermore, the polity has a clear inter-
est in controlling the family as a source of political loyalty, and to realize this
interest, governments have used the legal system to define and organize family
and, in the process, have usurped many of the functions formerly performed
by religion.

As the legal system has increased its regulatory consequences for the society
as a whole, it has developed specific laws, courts, and enforcement procedures
for regulating the basic functions of the family, such as sex, marriage, biological
support, reproduction, dissolution, and social placement of the young. In many
societies, separate bodies of laws and courts devoted exclusively to family proc-
esses have evolved, but whether or not such separate systems of family law
have emerged, the legal system regulates family organization and activity by
specifying rules about sex and premarital sex (often ignored and violated), mar-
riage, dissolution, child care and support, child and spousal abuse, family
authority (via gender-oriented laws), and child placement (via compulsory
education laws and their consequences for acquiring credentials and jobs). And
as rates of family dissolution, child and spousal abuse (or at least awareness of
these), and out-of-wedlock childbirth have increased throughout the devel-
oped world, but especially in the West, the legal system has sought to intervene
further into kin activities.

Intervention is possible because family socialization, as reinforced by school
indoctrination, generally supports the rights of the legal system to regulate
institutional activity. The broad philosophical tenets of the legal system, as well
as a smattering of knowledge about substantive bodies of laws and courts, are
learned in family interactions. Schools provide a more structured indoctrina-
tion into the civic culture that ultimately frames the legal system, but family
socialization is crucial in reinforcing commitments to the legal system. As a
consequence, with each new “crisis” of the modern family, legal intervention
is either demanded (as is the case with child and spousal abuse) or at least toler-
ated, although highly contentious issues, such as rights to abortions, often
undermine the legitimacy of the legal system (by those who view the law,
whichever side it falls on, as “‘immoral”). This intervention, and even the con-
troversy that the legal system can generate, only serve to highlight the
exchange between law and family whereby law regulates and controls basic
family processes and family provides diffuse commitments to the legal system.

Law and Education

Even before law was clearly differentiated from kinship, socialization of com-
mitments to both the broad legal tenets and the specifics of law were essential;
conversely, the process of socialization was assured by the rules of kinship. As
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law became increasingly differentiated and autonomous from kinship, the basic
nature of this exchange remained the same, except now it was an exchange
between two distinct institutional systems. Educational socialization in schools
generates commitments to the broad civic culture framing the legal system, as
well as some knowledge of key laws, court decisions, and enforcement prece-
dents. Reciprocally, law regulates the formation and operation of school struc-
tures, both state-mandated and private.

Since law has become the basis for the consolidation of the symbolic base of
power, the state has an active interest in assuring that members of the popula-
tion are socialized into the tenets and procedures of the legal system. Thus, a
large portion of the curriculum in both public and private schools is devoted
to history and civics, as these have influenced, and been influenced by, the
operation of the legal system. Moreover, as the law becomes complex, educa-
tion is increasingly involved in the training of those who legislate, adjudicate,
and enforce the law. Initially, much of this training was by apprenticeships to
practitioners, but over time, formal credentials were increasingly required of
many incumbents in the legal system. For example, those who advise legislators
(as well as the legislators themselves) and those who are involved in adjudica-
tion (judges, attorneys, and barristers) generally require law degrees, and spe-
cialized training (often in state-run academies) is often required for those who
enforce the law.

Law regulates the educational system by defining the obligations of public
and private schools; and with industrialization and post-industrialization, law
increasingly specifies the minimum years of schooling that all citizens must
have. Moreover, as educational credentials become both the symbol and reality
of economic opportunities, the legal system is often used by segments of the
population to gain rights to educational opportunities. For example, in the
United States, court decisions, legislative enactments, and presidential or exec-
utive orders have all been involved in increasing the access of minorities and
other subpopulations who have been the victims of discrimination in education
(as well as other institutional spheres). Indeed, as educational credentials
become the defining criterion for opportunities, pressures on the legal system
to guarantee these opportunities mount. The legal system thus moves beyond
establishing minimal requirements; in post-industrial societies, it increasingly
defines the rights of individuals in gaining access to all levels of the educational
system.

Polity and Religion

Throughout much of humans’ evolutionary history, political and religious
leaders have overlapped; those who held political power were often religious
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elites. Yet, more typically, there was some differentiation of political and reli-
gious functions; and this division became more evident as societies increased
in complexity. Indeed, advanced horticultural and agrarian societies generally
experienced conflict and tension between religious and political elites, and
their corresponding organizational systems; and in the end, the state-based pol-
ity won this contest, with some notable exceptions such as Iran after the revo-
lution in 1979 or Afghanistan in the 1980s and 1990s before the American
invasion in 2001 and 2002. Throughout evolutionary history, however, the
basic exchange between polity and religion has remained fundamentally the
same: religion provides contingent support to government, offering a symbolic
basis of legitimization for the polity, whereas the polity provides religion with
a certain autonomy to control nonsecular symbol systems and to organize the
population in cult structures. In a few cases, such as the old Soviet Union’s
unsuccessful attempt to create an atheist society, the state has discouraged reli-
gion, but more typically, the state and religion have reached a compromise,
with the state using some religious symbols for legitimization, and religion sup-
porting such usage of its symbols in exchange for the right to organize ritual
activities.

With a few exceptions such as the theocracy that emerged in Tibet and some
societies of the Middle East, the exchange between polity and religion has
evolved toward less reliance by the polity on the legitimating symbols of reli-
gion. Because religion can mobilize emotions and because of past war-making
by religious organizations in many societies, the state has sought alternatives
that it can more readily control. The development of a legal system is the most
obvious of these alternatives, because such a system provides the polity with a
secular basis of legitimization (again, except in a few societies with a religious
legal system). States generally attempt to develop a civic culture that may
include some religious symbols and mythologies, but which for the most part
is secular, emphasizing the history, heroes, legal principles, and other secular
matters that highlight the centrality of the state. In this process, religious beliefs
can still provide a diffuse legitimacy, but more typically, religious symbols are
restated in a more secular form so as to become integrated into the civic cul-
ture.

As religion becomes somewhat segregated from direct legitimization of the
polity, the state still allows religious organizations some autonomy and often
protects them through the legal system. In this way, religion is co-opted in
supporting political regimes, although religious cults have often been actively
involved in political movements (as was the case in America with the civil
rights movement in the 1960s or with the current political mobilization of
Conservative Protestant cults into the “Christian Coalition”). Religious activ-
ismn is, however, usually practiced within the legitimate arena of politics and in
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accordance with the rules of the legal system; and if this activism exceeds these
boundaries, then the state typically crushes, if it can, religious social movements
that could undermine the legitimacy of polity. Thus, when religion ceases to
offer contingent support to the symbolic base of power, the polity often begins
to invade the autonomy of religion. The state usually prevails in this contest,
but as the revolution in Iran underscored, religion can sometimes win this con-
test, at least for a time.

Religion and Law

Religious ethics and codes have always been partly fused with secular laws, but
as a distinct legal system has emerged, this fusion has become less obvious, and
at best, religious symbols provide some of the moral premises on which more
secular laws are based. Through agrarianism, however, religious law was often
more dominant than emerging secular law; and even in some contemporary
Islamic societies, religious law remains central. However, as the force of regula-
tion has escalated with population growth and increased production and as
states have sought a secular basis of legitimization, selection has favored legal
system development. As the body of secular laws, courts, and enforcement
agencies has grown, the exchange between law and religion has increasingly
involved legal system protection for the autonomy of religion and religious
support for the autonomy of the legal system.

Thus, laws generally specify the rights of religious cult structures to operate,
while the beliefs of dominant cults typically become the underlying value
premises for at least some of the constitutional principles and higher-order laws
in the legal system. At times, as was the case with the old Soviet Union, law
took little from religion and gave religion very little support and, in fact, often
persecuted religious cults. More common has been the use of law to provide
religion with certain rights and prerequisites, while at the same time limiting
the extent to which religion can become involved in the affairs of the state.
The state almost always views religion suspiciously as a source of counter~
power; and so, it uses the legal system to grant religion a certain autonomy that
is highly constrained by law. In exchange, religion offers contingent support to
polity and the autonomy of the legal system.

Religion and Education

The first teachings of formal education were, in all probability, religious in
nature, as instructors passed on to their successors the beliefs and ritual practices
of religion. Up through the agrarian era, most universities were affiliated with
religion in some way; and a considerable portion of the curriculum was reli-
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gious. At times, religious support for education of the masses occurred,
although these efforts did not fully massify the educational system. Still, for the
vast majority of the population, education in school structures was confined to
perpetuating elites’ status group membership or to impart skills to a few who
needed these secular skills for trade and commerce. It is only with industrializa-
tion that massification of education accelerates; and this expansion of education
is part of the segregation of religion from ever more spheres of secular life.
Even as religion establishes its own school system, such as the Catholic schools,
the curriculum is, for the most part, secular and matches the curriculum of
state-financed schools. As segregation of religion from schools, or seculariza-
tion in religious schools, occurs, religion is excluded from much of the social-
ization of children. Moreover, religion becomes less relevant to social
placement in the labor market of the economy; and it must adjust beliefs in
ways that make them more compatible with the civic culture imposed by the
state on the school curriculum.

The exchange between education and religion is thus very imbalanced. The
evolving state-financed educational system simply removes much religion from
its curriculum, or waters it down and incorporates it into civics training. In
exchange, religion is allowed to create its own educational system, ranging
from Sunday school through ad hoc Christian academies to full educational
hierarchies like the Catholic school system. Yet when this religious system
becomes involved in mandatory training of children, it must generally meet
the same curricular requirements imposed by the state on the public educa-
tional system. Thus, religion is given some autonomy to teach dogma and ritual
in its own system, but this instruction is constrained by the requirements to
teach the state-mandated secular curriculum. The expansion of the educational
systemn thereby grants some autonomy to religion as it segregates it from the
Institutional mainstream.

Religion and Economy

Ultimately, religion provides a sense of meaning to individuals and, in the
process, alleviates anxieties and reinforces crucial institutional norms. In so
doing, religion responds to selection pressures emanating from regulation and
reproduction as social forces. In contrast, economies organize natural, physical,
and human resources for distribution as goods and services to members of a
population; and as a consequence, the economy responds to selection pressures
stemming from production as a social force. The basic exchange between reli~
gion and economy has thus revolved around the capacity of religion to alleviate
the anxieties associated with econormnic activity and to reinforce crucial eco-
nomic norms; reciprocally the economy has provided the resources and oppor-
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tunities for religious mobilization. The way in which this basic exchange has
been carried out in the history of human societies has, however, varied enor-
mously as economies have moved from a hunting and gathering to an industrial
and post-industrial profile.

Among most hunter-gatherers, the level of uncertainty in securing sufficient
resources for survival was generally low; and as a result, religion was not a
dominant form of activity in most of these early societies. Yet, where there was
danger and uncertainty in economic activity, as was the case with the Eskimo,
selection worked to produce clear signs of religion. From hunting and gather-
ing to advanced agrarianism, there was considerable economic uncertainty,
aggravated by war, internal conflict, and crushing inequality. And so, it is no
surprise that religion became a prominent institutional system during this phase
of human evolution. Moreover, the economic surplus of more advanced econ-
omies provided the resources to build and sustain elaborate cult structures.

Beginning with the commercial revolution of advanced agrarianism and
accelerating with industrialization, the secularization of social activity spread.
Technologies transformed the process of production, and the emergence and
extension of science questioned many traditional religious beliefs. State-spon-
sored education increased the salience of secular educational credentials on life
chances in competitive labor markets. And in the end, market-driven econo-
mies tended to commodify and, hence, secularize virtually everything, includ-
ing services to alleviate anxiety. Thus, as the economy has industrialized,
religion has been forced to adjust to Darwinian selection pressures.

This adjustment represents an accommodation to several changes in the
organization of resources and opportunities in the economy. First, a market-
driven economy drives all providers of services to compete for market shares,
thereby pushing religion to become more market-oriented in its provision of
services. Second, market economies tend to secularize goods and services since
they must be bought and sold with a neutral medium like money, requiring
religion to repackage its message in ways that accommodate or compensate for
this reality. Third, market economies generate new kinds of insecurities, such
as unemployment in a competitive job market, obsolescence of skills in a mar-
ket that constantly upgrades its credential requirements, or marginality for
unskilled in a credentially inflated labor market, thereby creating opportunities
for religion to market its message. Fourth, the availability of mass media mak-
ing it possible to communicate with large numbers of individuals transforms
the way goods and services are marketed, thus providing religion with a poten-
tially very effective tool for disseminating its message and securing resources
for its survival.

The end result of these changes in the economy is for religion to niche-
market itself within the broader market for human services. Traditional reli-
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gions generally opt for providing a wider range of secular services, such as
youth programs, counseling, and recreational facilities, to compete with more
secular economic actors. More evangelical religions market themselves, often
through the mass media, to the chronically insecure who may feel vulnerable
in a highly dynamic post-industrial economy. Through effective marketing,
religions have remained viable; and among some evangelical cults, their num-
bers have increased. Thus, as industrial and post-industrial economies secular-
ize the orientations of the population, they also create the resources and
opportunities for religion to sustain itself in highly competitive markets for
human services.

Moreover, although religious dogmas are no longer the direct inspiration for
institutional norms in industrial and post-industrial societies, religious values
and beliefs are part of these norms. It would be hard to deny that the norms of
western capitalist societies—individual hard work and accumulation of wealth,
for example—are not reflections of Protestant values and beliefs. And even as
nonwestern societies have industrialized, derivatives of Protestant values have
been imported in more secular formulations. Moreover, variations from west-
ern norms among these late industrializing societies often follow the premises
of their dominant religions, albeit in muted and highly secularized form.

Religion and Kinship

Religion originally emerged within kinship systems, probably in the form of
ancestor worship; and so, there has always been an important interchange
between religion and kinship. Even as the influence of religion has been segre-
gated with institutional differentiation, and as kinship has become nuclearized
with agrarianism and industrialism, the basic connection between kinship and
religion has remained the same, despite dramatic alterations of these two insti-
tutional systems. From the kinship side, this interchange involves socialization
of commitments to religious beliefs, the practice of rituals reinforcing these
beliefs, and the willingness to commit household surplus to support cult struc-
tures. From the religious side, religion provides the means for alleviating ten-
sions in the family, for reinforcing crucial norms, and for marking status
transitions (e.g., marriage, dissolution, birth, puberty) in family life.

As kinship has become nucleated and as it has moved from a unit of both
production and consumption to primarily one of consumption, this inter-
change has also been transformed. In the traditional kinship systems of horti-
culture and early agrarianism, kinship organized considerably more of the
institutional activity of the society; and as a result, the influence of religion in
reinforcing important norms and alleviating sources of tension and anxiety was
more consequential. As other institutions differentiated from kinship, and with
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the successive segregation and compartmentalization of religion, socialization
by family into religious beliefs has declined, ritual practices have been attenu-
ated or eliminated, and contributions from households have become less cer-
tain. Indeed, in post-industrial societies, religion now has to compete with
secular organizations in markets offering tension management and recreational
diversions. Moreover, law now regulates marriage, dissolution, and support
activities within the family.

Thus, only in some families does religion retain its former influence as the
principal source of anxiety reduction and normative control; and only some
families are willing to socialize intense commitments to religious beliefs and to
contribute financially to the maintenance of cult structures. In fact, as family
members have begun to move in diverse directions in their daily routines in
post-industrial societies, the family unit as the source of collective commitment
to religion has diminished, with individual members of the family increasingly
making their own personal choices about religious beliefs, rituals, and cults.

Still, among a very significant portion of the population in post-industrial
and industrializing societies, the basic interchange between religion and kin-
ship is retained. In some cases, as with the societies of the old Soviet Union,
religion has reasserted its influence on kinship as political and economic inse-
curities have risen; and in many societies, such as those in the Middle East, this
influence has never been lost. Thus, despite the emergence of a secular market
economy and the efforts of polity to create a civic culture, religion remains
viable and visible because of the commitments generated by kin socialization.

Education and Kinship

For most of human history, education occurred within kinship. When separate
educational structures did emerge, they were generally confined to the social-
ization of religious practitioners and elites, although religious instruction did
reach the masses in some societies. Even in this incipient state, however, the
basic interchange between education and kinship was evident: Education
would assume some of the socialization functions as well as many of the social
placement (in occupations, professions, and status groups) functions of kinship;
and kinship would provide the financial and cultural resources for students
moving through the educational system.

The establishment of a state-mandated educational system has often posed a
threat to the family, since the socialization of children outside the home can
reduce the control of parents over children. Moreover, the schools can take
needed sources of labor or income from the family (in fact, summer vacation
is a holdover from the agrarian era when students were needed to harvest
crops). In rapidly changing societies, education can create large knowledge
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gaps between parents and children that, in turn, alter balances of power and
authority in the family. Only when universal education is mandated by the
state and when it is seen to increase economic opportunities is this tension
between schools and kinship reduced. As this transition in school-family rela-
tionships occurs, families seek to provide the financial and cultural resources
that can improve school performance, although vast disparities by social class
location influence the capacities of families to do so.

These disparities generated by stratification eventually begin to change the
perceptions of lower-class families who increasingly pressure the state to pro-
vide financial and cultural resources that will increase educational opportuni-
ties. These pressures become intense as placement in the post-industrial
societies is increasingly determined by the acquisition of educational creden-
tials. Indeed, one of the sources of the credential inflation that has spread
among many post-industrial societies like the United States is family pressures
to equalize opportunities for less advantaged students.

Thus, as education becomes a central institution, kinship adjusts to the fact
that it must lose some socialization and social placement functions. At the same
time, kinship becomes ever more willing to provide the resources for students
to move up the educational hierarchy; and if the family cannot mobilize the
resources, pressure is put on the state to do so. The state generally responds
because it seeks to quiet tensions with the lower classes by co-opting their
young members into the educational system that, in turn, will indoctrinate stu-
dents into the political culture legitimating the polity.

CONCLUSION

As institutions have differentiated from kinship, the institutional order has
become increasingly complex. Just the cursory review in this chapter of the
basic interchanges among six institutions makes clear how complex this web
of interrelations among social institutions can become. And, if more fine-
grained and secondary interconnections are added to the analysis, the complex-
ity of the institutional order is even more apparent. This complexity can
obscure the fundamental relationships among institutions, but in this chapter I
seek to cut through some of the complexity.

Although the precise empirical form of these interchanges has varied histori-
cally, the more fundamental relationships among institutions have, I believe,
remained much the same. These connections among institutions constitute an
institutional order, driven by the macrodynamic forces summarized in chapter
2. This order is fundamental to the survival of humans as a species; indeed, it
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is the result of selection processes as these have been generated by macrody-
namic forces.

Most macrolevel sociological analysis examines a piece or portion of the
institutional order (for example, “political” and “‘economic” sociology; or the
sociology of “family,” “religion,” “education,” or “law”’), but rarely does this
analysis step back and view the larger complex of institutions as a whole. When
this step is taken, the institutional order comes into focus, revealing a distinct
and important level of sociological analysis.

My goal in this book is to take not only a panoramic view of the institutional
basis of human societies, but also to zoom in on the key elements of each insti-
tution, the variations in the organization of these elements in long-range soci-
etal evolutionary history, and the dynamic interchanges among these elements.
Other units of sociological inquiry—from groups and organizations through
communities and stratification systems to societies and world-systems—are
constrained by these institutional elements and the order that they create.
Indeed, institutions impose parameters on all social processes and structures. To
be sure, in some ultimate sense, institutional systems are composed of individ-
ual interactions, but one cannot fully understand the substance of these interac~
tions without viewing them in their institutional context and without seeing
institutions as driven by macrodynamic forces unique to the macro realm of
human social organization. In my view, then, a microlevel focus on interac-
tions among individuals cannot reveal the dynamics of the macro level of social
organization and, hence, the dynamics of human social institutions. Only by
moving away from micro- and mesolevel processes are some of the most
important forces structuring the social universe exposed.

In these pages, I seek to emphasize the regularities, along with historical
variations of the regularities, in the institutions that organize the social uni-
verse. Of course, only a partial and incomplete look at the institutional order
as it evolved is presented here, but even this cursory overview reveals the
potential of a purely institutional level of inquiry for expanding knowledge
about the dynamics of human societies.
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