Chapter 1: Introduction to “Political  Science”
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1. Object and subject of political science.

2. Structure of political science.

3. Methods and functions.

Everyone knows something about politics, and many people know a great deal about it. It is an interesting, amusing, and moving spectacle that ranks not too far behind professional sports in the eyes of many people. Political scientists, however, study politics and analyze it. This involves doing pretty much the same sorts of things that other people do who follow politics: we read the newspapers and listen to press conferences, take part in political campaigns, and so on. But we also do some things differently. We usually try to see both sides of any question and to keep our emotions in low key, because emotions can cloud judgment. We borrow deliberately from other disciplines – such as economics, history, sociology psychology, and philosophy – to help us understand what is going on politically.  

A man is a human being. This is the idea of Greek philosopher Aristotle. From ancient times every man was a participant of political relations as a citizen of a state, defender of motherland or a conqueror.

Politics has an affect on all people interests. All of us take part in elections, protest actions, support manifestations etc. Studying of political science helps young men self –determinate in political life and understands policy of states, leaders, parties and movements, mass media and communications.  Politics and political science is not the same.

Political science is an academic field that takes as its sole and general task the analysis of politics, especially the policy of a state.

What do political scientists study? Over recent years we have seen work in which political scientists: measured just how much it actually costs a country to lose a war; devised a new system of voting in primaries that might have led to a different set of candidates for most presidential elections; analyzed and explained the various styles that members of parliaments adopt in dealing with their constituents; studied the spread of welfare reforms across the states; showed that the roots of successful government may go back to social institutions several centuries ago; showed why most nations will ignore warnings about surprise military action by hostile nations; studied why democracies almost never wage war on other democracies. These are the sorts of things political scientists do. 

Political science is one of the youngest humanities. It has been taken shape as an independent branch of science only by the end of 40s in the XXth century.

Any science has to go through some definite periods: accumulation of theoretical and empirical material; elaboration and publication of special scientific investigations; creation of special current editions; training specialists, creation of scientific and educational institutions; forming scientific societies of this subject  teachers which unite into national and international associations. Political science has gone through all these periods.

History of political thought shows that political science like other humanities was born on philosophic basis. For many centuries political ideas have been developed only on philosophic base. Political investigations of ancient thinkers Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Thomas Aquinas and others did not create political science because they were closely connected and greatly depended on cosmological, theoretical, ethic and aesthetic ideas.

The total political science was formed in the Middle Ages in XVI century. It doesn’t mean that different political knowledge were absent before. No, there were many political tendencies, which were elaborated by ancient philosophers. There weren’t an independent political science. But then requirement in it had been raised. Why? It’s for two main reasons: practical politics administration and theoretical evolution of political thought.

The politics like science is directly related to the politics and this relation enables some scientists to define its subject: political science is the science about politics. Is it enough? Can this definition reveal true meaning and complexity of the subject studied? Perhaps, not, because both of these terms ‘political science’ and ‘politics’ – have the same roots.’ Polis’ means  city-state, place in which free citizen were living. Every city was a small independent state. It had its own structure and administration. The governmental functions of state boards had been separated gradually from people’s activities.

Aristotle and Plato operated by new word ‘politics’ in connection with the state administration, state life, structure of state.

The main book was a treatise ‘Politics’ written by Aristotle in it forms of governing, kinds of state, methods of political control were analyzed.    

The political knowledge arose in ancient China and India more than two and a half thousand years ago. It emerged in Europe later, at the beginning of antique times, but the political knowledge had the more developing forms there in compare with the East.

Political science consists of: political theory, political anthropology, political geography, and theory of the international relations, political psychology, and political history. 

Methods and functions of political science:

1) historical method – it’s study of political events at the genesis and evolution in the connection with past; 2) systematic  method;      

3) comparative method; 4) content–analyze (it is studying of Constitutions, legislation, party programs, instructions, political leader’s reports, etc.); 5) observation – it’s systematic perception and registration political facts; 6) interrogatory – it’s oral or written addressing investigator to some people with a questions.

Functions of political science: cognitive function – political science ensure adhere to knowledge in various spheres of political life; rationalization of social life; forecast function – gives short forecast about the development of the political situation, perspectives and possibilities of political leaders, parties etc.

Chapter 2. History of Political Thought
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1. Chinese political thought.

2. Hindu political thought.

3. Greek political thought.

4. Roman political thought.

5. Islamic political thought.

§ 1. Chinese political thought

Despite the long dominance of a Confucian orthodoxy, Chinese political thought rivals that of Europe in richness and diversity. For purposes of periodization, it may be divided in the following manner. During the Shang and Chou dynasties (c.1766 to 1122 BC, and from 1122 BC) that ruled the lower Yellow River basin, though there was as yet no political thought, a distinctive political tradition developed. From the beginning of the disintegration of the Chou dynasty (after 770 BC) into a collection of warring states down to the unification of those areas, which are still the core of ethnic China by the Ch'in dynasty (221 BC), a great efflore​scence of theorizing on government occurred.


This was the 'hundred schools' period still referred to by contemporary Chinese as a model of free and lively discourse (thus Mao's saying: 'let a hundred flowers bloom, let a hundred schools of thought contend'). The most important of these schools were Confucianism, Legalism, and Taoism. After the short-lived Ch'in dynasty, China was ruled by a succession of dynasties (from 206 BC) more or less committed to Confucianism, though with some interludes in which Taoism and Bud​dhism for a time captured the fashion at court. This period may be referred to as that of official Confucianism, though this was a syncretic and evolving doctrine far removed from the views of its founder. Undergoing a philosophical refoundation during the eleventh and twelfth centuries (the neo-Confucian revival), Confu​cianism remained the creed of the empire until the extinction of the last dynasty (in 1911), though its influence lives on in China as well as in the East Asian cultural area.

The first texts in Chinese political thought were long associated with the Chou dynasty, though subsequent scholarship has established that some parts of them are later fabrications. These 'classics' are compilations of poems, historical and court records, and writings on divination, and it has been the traditional view that they incorporated the written remains of a golden age of civilization. The most cryptic and elusive sayings were invested with a heavy burden of meaning and generated lengthy commentaries accordingly. Of particular signi​ficance are two political traditions identified by these commentators. The first concerns 'the mandate of heaven', being the notion that the ruling house is entrusted with the governance of the empire provided its rule is virtuous and beneficent, but forfeits the right to rule if the ruler becomes corrupt or disasters afflict the population. The second concerns the exemplary moral behaviour of certain of the early sage rulers, one of whom passed over his own son in order to select a commoner of surpassing virtue to be his successor.

The first political thinker (leaving aside the legalist Kuan Tzu, d. 645 BC, whose writings are notoriously corrupt) was Confucius (K'ung Fu-tzu, 551-479 BC). Although the writing and transmission of other texts was attributed to him in ancient times, his views may most reliably be sought in the Analects. Later tradi​tions ascribed to him the status of a great official and even the possession of supernatural powers, but it is clear from contemporary evidence that he was a traveling scholar and teacher of very modest means who was never greatly successful in catching the ear of the powerful despite holding minor office for a period in his native state. Confucius's stated intention was to revive the rites, ceremonies and usages of the languishing Chou dynasty, but his proposals for dealing with the disorder and evil of his times contain notable innovations. The Confucian ideal is rule by moral example rather than by military supremacy or according to hereditary succession. The ruler should so order his person and household that all men shall wish to be his subjects, and no laws will be required to control their conduct. The advisers and officers of the ruler's government should be men of genuine merit ('gentlemen') as revealed by their learning and scholarly accom​plishments. Confucius believes that those adept at the scholarly arts will take 'benevolence' (the chief Confucian virtue) as the standard for their conduct and will accordingly work for the welfare of the common people whose labour is the only source of real wealth. Confucius makes no distinction between familial and political authority, regarding the society as an extension of the ruler's household and the well-ordered family as the foundation of the state.

In carrying on many of the aristocratic traditions and values of Chou civilization Confucius effected in them a considerable transformation. He accepted without question the need for social hierarchy and a division of labour (between peasantry and literati), but he thought most men capable of some improvement through learning and did not himself withhold instruction from those who presented even the meanest offering, provided they showed application. He emphasized the many duties of the ruler to his subjects, and of the men of learning to service for the state, and their obligation to offer advice based upon their knowledge of the requirements of benevolence even if this advice was unwelcome. And apart from   some   references   to   a (non-anthropomorphic) 'heaven' as the source of virtue and the arbiter of fate, the underpinnings of Confucius's theory are secular rather than spiritual, the correct observation of political rites and ceremonies being accorded something of a religious dimension.

Confucians later developed this theory in strikingly different ways. Mencius (Meng Tzu, r.372-289 BC), a scholar very influential in his day, whose works came to be second in authority only to those of his master in later times, chose to dwell on the Confucian view of the sources of virtue. In a theory likened to western moral intuitionism Mencius held that the 'original heart' of each man (itself a reflection of the cosmic order) contained the embryonic stirrings of the four virtues, the development of which depended upon a favourable environment, and particularly an appropriate education. He was sharply critical of the reliance upon force by the overlords of the time, calling for kingly government in the interests of the people and going so far as to justify tyrannicide. Hsun Tzu (c.298-238 BC), who was an official as well as a teacher, advanced an opposed interpretation of the Confucian inheritance. He saw appetite as the most salient aspect of human nature ('things few, desires many'), though he also affirmed the universal human capacity for learning and culture. Of a Hobbesian turn of mind (he was also insistent upon the need for clear and consistent naming as the only foundation for proper reasoning) and writing at a time of almost incessant warfare, he looked to the civilization and its rites and ceremonies as the only source of order. Men must learn virtue there from, the members of each generation requiring an arduous schooling lest they remain mere creatures of appetite. For the oversight of such a task a kingly government dominated by Confucian advisers was crucial. Whereas Men​cius was of a mystical turn of mind Hsun Tzu was a rationalist. 'Heaven' he reduced to the workings of nature, and declared that a nature was indifferent to human strivings men were themselves the makers of their fate.

Legalism (or the 'school of method'), the chief rival of Confucianism, did not stem from the writings of a single theorist, but is rather an amalgam of diverse elements given a philosophical gloss by the last great Legalist theorist, Han Fei Tzu (c.280-233 BC). The earliest Legalists (setting aside Kuan Tzu, d. 645 BC) were ShangYang (d. 338 BC) and Shen Pu-hai (c. 400-337 BC). The former succeeded by his policies in raising the most westerly of the warring states, Ch'in, to a pinnacle of efficiency and power, thus laying the foundation for the unification of China under Ch'in aegis in the following century. Shang Yang's intention was to organize the state as an efficient instrument of war. Hereditary office holders were to be replaced by able administrators who would take the will of the prince as law, and agriculture and handicrafts were to be encouraged at the expense of merchant activity and idle consump​tion. Contending doctrines were to be rooted out in favour of the common people taking the magistrates as their teachers, and the popu​lation was to be organized such that each group was responsible for the conduct of its members. A contemporary of Shang Yang, Shen Pu-hai served for some years as chancellor of the small state of Han. Although his writings now exist only as fragments it is clear that he devoted much attention to administrative technique and the methods of rule. His recommendations to the ruler advise an approach to his duties, which has much in common with the Taoist culti​vation of non-attachment as the path to sagehood. The ruler is as the hub of a wheel, unmoving while the ministers and officials, the spokes, are in unceasing rotation. His will is crucial if government is to be possible yet he remains the master of the situation by refraining from indicating his preferences in advance of his decision and avoiding involvement in the framing of actual policy.

These and other elements are drawn together in the writings of Han Fei Tzu, along with Hsun Tzu perhaps the most rewarding of Chinese political theorists for the western reader. Han Fei Tzu, having studied under Hsun Tzu in his youth, takes over something of the latter's estimate of human nature and its malleability though he severs it from the Confucian belief in benevolence. He advances the view that the standards of the state will prevail, as only these will produce order. In developing in a sophisticated and philosophical manner the original Legalist notion that the state should be organized such that the will of the prince should be the law, Han Fei Tzu touches on a problem found much later in western thinking of this genre. The administration of the state should be as ordered, as predictable, and as free from personal caprice as possible - 'the law no more makes exceptions for men of high station than the plumb line bends to accommodate a crooked place in the wood' - thus establishing constraints which would also apply to the ruler.

The political theory of Taoism (not to be confused with the religion of that name which developed later) is the most difficult to eluci​date. The earliest chapters of the writings attributed to Chuang Tzu (written about the fourth century BC) advise the aspiring sage to withdraw from the world. Man's strivings are all in vain in an indifferent universe; the wise man therefore cultivates simplicity and uselessness and comes to comprehend thereby the absurdity of human existence. In the writings ascribed to Lao Tzu (which were written by about the middle of the third century BC) this advice can also be found, as can a poetic and subtle elaboration of its metaphysical basis. The too or 'way' (a term used by the Confucians, but in a different sense) is all encompassing, and being potentially without limit is beyond human comprehension. It is also 'unkind' as its movement proceeds unchecked by and uncon​scious of the activity of man. Accordingly the sage finds enlightenment in inaction. But in an argument reminiscent of the advice of some Legalist writers to the ruler (and here it should be noted that later commentators found a philosophical affinity between Taoism and Legalism) Lao Tzu also maintains that it is precisely the Taoist sage, with the calmness of mind that comes from a lack of attachment to the transient things of the human world, who would make the ideal ruler. He then elaborates a vision of rural simplicity in which the old practices are followed and the clever are prevented from playing any role, inaction being also the supreme political wisdom.

Apart from these three major schools others deserve mention. Mo Tzu (c.479-390 BC), in his time a great rival of Confucius, was the founder of a military order devoted to count​ering aggressive warfare. Arguing that the Confucians in encouraging filial piety founded their political philosophy upon partiality, which was the root cause of all conflict, he developed a theory based on universal and equal regard (or love) for all men. He was also critical of Confucius for wasting time and resources on elaborate ceremonies and mourning rites, maintaining instead that every policy adopted by the state should be directly addressed to the needs of the common people. How he expected to identify and make effect such policies is not clear from his extant writings. On the one hand he put forward a populist epistemology - what is true can be seen, in part, from what the people believe - but, on the other, he was also a strict advocate of the notion of identification with the superior' to ensure that all in the state were obedient to a single direction. Later followers of Mo Tzu, who constituted themselves into a quasi-religious sect, developed a system of logic not inferior to that of the Greeks, but Mo Tzu's influence thereafter declined and his writings were neglected until recent times. China in this period was also host to the 'school of names', a diverse collection of sophists and logicians who debated problems of existence, relativity, cau​sation and other such philosophical issues (Hui Shih, c.380-305 BC, stating Zeno's paradox of motion, and Kung-sun Lung writing at the same time on the problem of particulars and universals). Although they did have some impact on political thought, several of their number also holding political office, their role cannot be compared to that of the Sophists of classical Greece. The sophistication of Chinese writing on the politics and strategy of the warfare that was endemic at the time should also be noted. The treatise traditionally ascribed to Sun Tzu (perhaps to be identified with Sun Pin, who lived in the fourth century BC, or his putative ancestor Sun Wu, of the preceding century), apart from being a masterwork of strategy, explicitly develops the connection between politics and war and contains a chapter on the techniques of subversion worthy of the twentieth century. Finally, numerous metaphysical schools (including the yin-yang, and five element schools) flourished, though their impact on political thought was not as yet direct.

When Ch'in unified ethnic China in 221 BC its rulers did so under the banner of Legalism. The short and oppressive reign of the house of Ch'in (the emperor advised by, among others, Li Ssu, fellow student with Han Fei Tzu of Hsun Tzu) laid the foundation for the bad press Legalism has enjoyed in China ever since, though in recent times Mao Zedong sought to improve the reputation of the school by comparing the exploits of the Ch'in emperor with his own achievements. When the Han dynasty (a name to become eponymous with the Chinese people) chose to proclaim (in 141 BC) a single school as that to be identified with the empire they chose Confucianism; but this was a Confucianism transformed almost beyond recognition by the syncretic approach of the ' school's proponents, and the practical exigencies of ruling a vast and populous domain.

The Han Confucians, of whom Tung Chung-shu (c. 179-104 BC) was the most influential, tried to amalgamate Confucian political and moral philosophy with the meta​physical and cosmological speculation of the yin-yang and five elements schools, and the exponents of the divination notions found in the Book of Changes (I Ching). Tung Chung-shu conceived of the universe as an organic entity in which yin (representative of all that is dark, submissive, female) yang (representative of ill that is bright, aggressive, male) and derivatively the five elements (water, fire, wood, metal, earth) are in constant movement according to a pre-determined order. This movement produces the seasons, life, and man. Individual is both the noblest of living beings and also a microcosm of the universe; his nature (which is the source of the virtues, including benevolence) is admixed with feeling or emotions just as in the universe yang intermingles with yin. To develop his nature (for few can do this unaided) and thereby cause benevolence to become manifest emotion regulated, man needs culture, which is the responsibility of the kingly ruler to provide. Thus Tung Chung-shu has grafted certain Confucian political and ethical notions upon an entirely different metaphysics. His theory contains other elements, including a philosophy of history in which dynasties succeed one another according both to the mandate of heaven and also to a predetermined cycle of colours and cardinal positions; he also advanced the view that portents and natural disasters were an indication that the ruler had acted such that the correct order and pattern had been violated, a transgression for which sacrifices and amends would be required. Han Confucianism was also eclectic in its incorpor​ation of many Legalist practices in the adminis​tration of the empire. These were often openly acknowledged, as in the 'Discourses on Salt and Iron' (81 BC) which is the record of a dialogue between the Legalist-inclined defenders of the government's record particularly on military and administrative spending, and their critics who make consistent appeal to the Confucian value of frugality and the importance to the state of ethical standards rather than the costly machinery of bureaucratic compulsion. This lively and readable work is reminiscent of nothing so much as a contemporary argument between socialists and free marketeers. Worthy of note also in this period is the appearance of the first great Chinese history, written by Ssu-ma Ch'ien (c. 145-90 BC).

For a time during the early centuries AD much intellectual interest was focused upon Taoism, but thereafter Buddhism began to exert a major attraction upon the Chinese intellect, reaching the height of its philosophi​cal, religious, and political influence during the T'ang dynasty (AD 618-906). It was to counter what some then saw as a foreign creed, as well as to confront the philosophical issues (and particularly the problem of existence) rose in Buddhist metaphysics, that a body of scholars began what has come to be known as the neo-Confucian revival. Beginning in the Sung dynasty (960-1279) the influence of neo-Confucianism spread, even despite the Mongol invasions, so that by the beginning of the Ming dynasty (13 68-1644) it became the philosophi​cal orthodoxy. By this time the Chinese system of government rested upon the regular selection of a bureaucracy through examinations in the Confucian arts and writings, and the extensive use of printing had widely disseminated the works of Confucius and his latter-day inter​preters throughout the empire (and to Korea, Japan and the private man and those of the state are at variance, and that the ruler should exercise perfect liberty in the use of the 'two handles' (rewards and punishments) to ensure that the standards of their students were as much administrators and men of affairs as scholars, and their arguments often had practical implications for government policy, and sometimes painful consequences for themselves.

Although neo-Confucianism was a broad movement embracing many varieties of argument, Chu Hsi (1130-1200) came to be acknowledged by the fourteenth century as its leading exponent. The metaphysical foun​dation of Chu Hsi's political philosophy resem​bles that of western neo-Platonism. Every existent thing is the material instantiation of a particular and inflexible principle or standard: the universe is therefore composed of that which is 'in shapes' or matter (ch'i), and that which is 'above shapes' or principle (li). The summation of all the principles in the universe is the Supreme Ultimate (t'ai chi), and as Chu Hsi's philosophy is (following Han Confucianism) a philosophy of organism so the Supreme Ultimate is immanent in each thing. The principle of a thing is, as in Platonism, perfect, but in being clothed in material form the possibility of imperfection and thus evil arises. In order to avoid evil and move towards the perfection that is their unique principle, men (and particularly the scholar-literati) must pursue mental cultivation, endeavouring to understand principles, and thereby their sum​mation, by 'the investigation of things'. Here Chu Hsi had in mind not so much an empirical investigation of the material world as a leap of intuitive insight akin to the 'sudden enlighten​ment' of Ch'an (Zen) Buddhism, except of course that what was to be apprehended was the pattern of an existent cosmic order rather than its fundamental unreality. New force was given to the Confucian direction to 'rectify oneself and restore the rites'. Having sought the Supreme Ultimate in himself the scholar had an overriding duty to reform the human world according to the principles of which he now had knowledge. Far from Confucianism being, as in Max Weber's view, a comfortable and confor​mist creed, it imposed a heavy twofold burden or sense of predicament upon its exponents.

Chu Hsi's ideas were sufficiently dominant to be described as orthodoxy, but other scholars did develop contrary interpretations of the Confucian tradition, most notably Wang Yang-ming (1472-1529) who maintained the identity of the mind and the principle of things (li). Thereafter Confucianism had its critics, and philological inquiry undermined some of the traditional views as to the composition of the early texts, but it remained a living force down to the end of the nineteenth century. The great radical and moving spirit of the 1898 reform movement, K'angYu-wei (1858-1927), based his policies (which if implemented would have destroyed much of the traditional structure of the empire) on his interpretation of Confucius as a reformer, and a thoroughgoing re-evaluation of Confucius was only initiated during the intellectual ferment that accom​panied the May Fourth Movement of 1919.

Modern Chinese political thought reflected the influences of almost every variety of western political theory that found its way into transla​tion. The doctrine of nationalism, conforming in some respects to the Chinese view of their identity, had many adherents, including Sun Yat-sen (1866-1925). But even Chinese Marx​ism (see mao zedong) continued to incorpo​rate many Confucian preoccupations.    

§ 2. Hindu political thought

Unlike the Hindu philosophical tradition which is subtle, rich and complex, the Hindu tradition of political spanning the centuries between the Vedic period around the second millennium before Christ and the consolidation of Muslim rule in the fourteenth century AD, is relatively simple, homogeneous and lacking in diversity. It did, of course, undergo changes in response to the theoretical and practical problems posed by such events as the rise of new religious and philosophical movements, new castes, guilds and corporations, and waves of foreign invasions. Amidst all these changes, however, its basic categories of thought, questions and manner of answering them remained substan​tially the same.

For the Hindu political thinkers the universe is characterized by Rta, an inviolable cosmic order brought about by the operation of laws representing divine intelligence. The laws are not imposed or created by God rather they are God. They are thus not merely natural but also rational and moral in nature. Order in the universe is maintained by each entity keeping to its ordained place and obeying the relevant laws. Human society is an integral part of the universe. It reproduces the order and 'truth' of the universe when all men keep to their proper place and discharge their relevant dharma. Dharma means what is right or, broadly, duties. Unlike natural objects, human beings have a capacity to think and will. They can fall victim to illusions and temptations, and deviate from dharma. Danda, meaning force and punish​ment, therefore becomes necessary to keep them to the path of rectitude.

Dharma and danda are the master concepts of Hindu political thought. Governing a territo​rially organized community ultimately consists in using danda to maintain dharma. It thus raises related but distinct questions about, first, the nature, basis, sources and content of dharma and second, the nature, basis and organization of danda. While the earlier Hindu writers discussed both, they later began to concentrate on one or other set of questions. Some wrote dharmasastras or treatises on dharma whereas others wrote dandaniti or arthasastras. The term artha means, among other things, territory and prosperity, and arthasastra refers to the study of the ways of acquiring and maintaining territory and promoting its prosperity. This is how it is denned by Kautilya, the greatest Hindu politi​cal thinker. Strictly speaking the two groups of writers are complementary, and this was fully appreciated by them. The two together consti​tute the Hindu tradition of political thought. Over time, however, the complementarity was lost sight of, and the term political thinker came to be confined to the authors of arthasastras.
Although the Hindu political writers acknowledged that some duties pertained to men qua men, they thought that the bulk of them were contextual. Some devolved on men as members of specific social groups (vamadharma) and others as occupying specific stages in life (ashramadharmd). For the Hindu writers a society is not a collection of individuals but a community of communities. It is articu​lated into specific castes, each with its appro​priate economic functions and place in the social hierarchy. An individual's dharma is derived from the caste of his birth. His birth into a particular caste is not an accident but a result of his actions or karma in previous life. Karma means both action and fate. For the Hindus every action both reflects and shapes the agent's character and is interplay of human freedom and fate. In addition to the caste, an individual also occupies other social positions such as a father or a son, a husband or a wife, a brother, a neighbour and so on, and there are specific duties pertaining to each of them.

When each individual does his dharma there is no disorder in society, and obviously no need for danda or government. For most Hindu thinkers men were once in such a state. Thanks to the decline of moral sense, or the emergence of greed, or the appearance of ahamkar, a pregnant Sanskrit term meaning at once a sense of individuality, self-love and pride, men became corrupt, and began to ignore their dharma. This led to vamasankara or confusion of castes, arajakata or lawlessness, and matsya-nyaya or the law of the sea according to which the big fish devour the small. Government became necessary to put an end to all this.

Although nearly all number of Hindu political thinkers concentrated on the monarchical form of government, India knew many other forms as well, including oligarchies and republics. Republics thrived in many parts of India. They had popular assemblies and councils of leading citizens, elaborate rules of public discussion, elections and strong corporate identities. A beautiful verse in the Rigveda captures the kind of sentiment that characterized the popular assembly; 'Common be your intentions, common be your hearts, common be your thoughts, so that there may be a thorough union among you.' Rather strangely the republics did not throw up a systematic body of political thought, let alone a thinker of the stature of Kautilya, the greatest theorist of the Mauryan Empire. Much of what they seem to have produced is either lost, or survives in fragmen​tary discussions in the epics, the Puranas and literary plays.

For the Hindu political thinkers the king's main function was loksangraha, the co​ordination and preservation of people as consti​tuted into a specific community. It involved not just maintaining internal order and the territo​rial integrity of the community, but also promoting the reign of dharma, the spirit of righteousness, trade, commerce, prosperity, the arts, and so on. In these and other ways the king was to create an environment in which his subjects could attain the four main goals of human life, namely dharma, wealth, satisfaction of desires, and liberation from the cycle of births and deaths. Since he made a vital contribution to their moral growth, he was described as acharpreraka (the inspirer of moral conduct) and kalasya karanam (the primary determinant of the ethos and moral climate of his community). The behaviour of his subjects was thus a result not only of their own efforts but also of his. Hence he shared part of the responsibility for their conduct, and acquired a portion of their moral and religious merit or demerit as the case might be.

The king's duty to enforce dharma raises the question about the sources of dharma. Most Hindu political writers regarded the Vedas, the Smritis and Vyavahara (custom) as its three major sources. The Vedas enunciated abstract moral principles and contained little concrete discussion of duties. The Smritis were mainly digests of the prevailing practice. For all theoretical and practical purposes custom, defined as 'what is in vogue and is of long standing', was therefore the dominant source of dharma.
Although the Hindus recognized the uni​versality of some moral principles, they insisted that the operative morality of a social group was profoundly shaped by time and space. Each  social group inhabits a specific geographical environment, represents a particular stage of moral and cultural development, its members have a specific 'temperament' and disposition, and so on, and it develops its own distinctive way of life to which they are deeply attached and which must be respected. Over the centuries the social structure of India underwent important changes, and many new castes, foreign settlements, guilds, corporations, reli​gious organizations and groups of heretics and atheists came into existence. The Hindu writers extended the traditional theory of dharma to them and recognized their right to regulate their affairs according to their own customs and usages, the king having a right to intervene only when these were ambiguous or harmful to public interest. The king thus ruled over a highly differentiated and uncentralized social order, and his power and authority were rigidly circumscribed by the relatively inviolable autonomy of the various fairly powerful corpo​rate entities. The concept of 'oriental despo​tism' does not apply to ancient India.

As for the structure and mode of operation of government, the Hindu writers displayed little divergence of views. For all of them the polity TO composed of seven 'organs' or elements, timely the king, ministers, a territorially settled community, fortification, the treasury, the army and the allies, the organization of each of which they described in considerable detail. For all of them there were four ways of maintaining oneself in power, namely persuasion, bribery, intrigue and force. Nearly all of them insisted lithe importance of an efficient and professional service and an extensive network of spies. All Hindu writers freely acknowledged it the king was fully justified in resorting to violence, cruelty and deception, if necessary for the preservation of the community, his highest dharma. In Mahabharata even Krishna, the Lord Himself, resorts to lies and deceptions on a few occasions, thereby demonstrating that even God cannot cope with the imperatives of political life without occasional recourse to otherwise immoral deeds.

The Hindu political writers also took substantially similar views on such questions as political obedience, punishment and taxation. The king was to be obeyed because he upheld and sustained the social order and enabled his subjects to live disciplined and moral lives. 'Hindu writers acknowledged that a king lacked legitimacy unless duly crowned, but argued that even a usurper acquired authority and deserved obedience if he properly discharged his royal duties. They were divided about what to do when a king turned tyrannical. Some advocated continued obedience; some urged that his subjects should desert his kingdom, whereas others advocated his removal and even his assassination.

Most Hindu writers advanced a functional theory of taxation. Taxes were the 'price of protection', which people paid in order to ensure the security of their person and property. Some pressed the argument to its logical conclusion and contended that the ruler must reimburse his subjects for theft and forfeit his right to the taxes for a systematic failure to protect them.

For the Hindu writers punishment was designed to achieve five objectives: it restrained the individual concerned; deterred others; preserved the social order; signified society's collective determination not to tolerate evil; and purified the criminal by making him suffer the consequences of his deed, thereby wiping out its effects on his soul. They insisted that the kind and degree of punishment should vary with the social status of the individual concerned. The higher castes were to receive lighter punishment and were exempted from corporal punishment.

Buddhism represented an important stage in the development of Hindu political thought. It was atheistic, rejected the caste system, foun​ded monasteries, gave India the first experience of an organized but non-theological religion, admitted women, and enjoyed the support of such neglected and socially inferior classes as traders, artisans, merchants and foreign set-tiers. It accepted the Hindu view that the king's basic duty was to maintain dharma (the Buddhist word for dharma), but rejected its caste-based definition and content. This meant that the king now had to determine the content of dharma. For the first time in the history of Indian thought, Buddhism introduced the idea of legislation, a view that laws can be made, are acts of will and derive their authority from secular sources. It also advanced a quasi-contractualist theory of the origin of gov​ernment and argued that political authority was derived from the people.

The impact of Buddhism on Hindu political thought was limited. While its philosophy was revolutionary, its political theory was not. It accepted such basic Hindu beliefs as that life is full of sorrow, desires are bad, a man's karma in his previous life determines his character in this one and the ruler's supreme duty is to maintain dharma. It did not extend social and political equality to the poor and the Sudras, and confined political power to the higher castes. While it challenged the power and authority of the Brahmans, it upheld that of the Ksatriyas, and only replaced the Ksatriya-Brahman alliance with that of the Ksatriyas and Vaisyas. It thus amounted to a reconstitution rather than a rejection of the traditional form of political domination.

Before concluding this brief summary of the Hindu tradition of political thought, it would be useful to highlight some of its central features. First, the Hindu tradition was basically descriptive and didactic and lacked analytical, theoretical and speculative interests. As a result it did not generate works in political philosophy comparable to its brilliant texts in logic, epistemology, moral philosophy and metaphysics. Second, it was essentially conser​vative and apologetic and lacked a critical thrust. With the exception of the Buddhists, no Hindu political thinker challenged the caste-based social order. Third, it saw man primarily as a member of different social groups, as a player of roles, and therefore emphasized duties rather than rights. Fourth, thanks to its epistemology, it saw truth as inherently plural. While this allowed it not only to tolerate but also respect and welcome diversity of beliefs and practices, it also prevented it from devel​oping general principles with which to evaluate and criticize them. Finally, since custom played a powerful role in Indian life, the Hindu writers did not find it necessary to develop the idea of legislation and generally regarded political authority as judicial rather than leg​islative in nature. As a result they did not formulate such ideas as sovereignty, will, political rationality, a single legal system for the country and the government as an agent of social change, all of which have played such a vital role in the development of the modem European state.                        
§ 3. Greek political thought

This cannot be examined before the earliest Greek literature, the Iliad and Odyssey, and the poems of Hesiod, of the late eighth or early seventh century BC. Whatever political thinking there may have been in the preceding millennia is wholly lost, in the absence not only of belles-lettres but also of such epigraphical texts as the royal inscriptions and annals familiar in contemporary Egypt and the Middle Eastern kingdoms. It is impossible exaggerate the difficulty of analysing the beginnings of Greek intellectual thought: source material before plato (writing in the first half of the fourth century BC) either is restricted to fragmentary or marginal texts embedded in historiography or poetry (especially fifth-century Athenian tragedy) where it is extremely elusive, as is clearly demonstrated by Aristophanes or by Thucydides' History of the Peloponnesian War; or it has disappeared, as in the case of the writings of Protagoras; or it is very late and falsely attributed to earlier times, as with the works of Pythagoreans under the Roman emperors.

Plato and Aristotle in the next generation were the first systematic political theorists in the proper sense of the term, though immediately before them at least two men, the Sophist Protagoras and Socrates, had taken steps towards a science or philosophy of political behaviour, which became full-fledged with Plato. That Plato and Aristotle had only a fragmented tradition behind them is suggested by the way in which Plato changed his mind drastically on fundamental questions between the Republic of his 'middle period' and the later Statesman and Laws, and by Aristotle's failure to complete his Politics or even to convert it into a fully coherent work. After   Aristotle the development came to an abrupt end. It appears that Greek political thought was coterminous with the small autonomous city-state, the polis (from the words 'politics' and 'political' were derived): thinking about politics began with the emergent city-state and ended with its death. Thus Zeno, the founder of the Stoic philosophical school, who was born thirteen years before the death of Aristotle, also wrote a Republic, but, its tide apart, it had nothing in common with Plato's book. What little is known of this 'republic' reveals that it had neither social nor economic nor political institutions, reflecting the way in which the Greeks after Alexander the Great turned their moral and political concerns away from the polls and politics to the inner psyche of the individual. The real world had become increasingly monarchical, and what passed for political writing was soon concentrated on superficial analysis of the 'good king', symbolized by the four orations entitled On Kingship of Dio Chrysostom (who died after AD 112).

It is hardly surprising that there was no interest in antiquity in Aristotle's Politics, with its basic premise [1253a2-3] that 'man is by nature a being designed to live in a polls'. Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics had closed by looking ahead to the Politics. 'As then the question of legislation has been left uninvestigated by previous thinkers, it will perhaps be well if we consider it for ourselves, together with the whole question of the constitution of the state' [1181bl2-14]. There follows in a few lines a rough table of contents of the Politics (except for Book 1), closing with the sentence, 'Let us then begin our discussion.' Whether Aristotle himself or a later ancient editor wrote this conclusion, the points it makes are first that the study of politics is a branch of ethics, and second that it can be examined only within the framework of the city-state. Hence the discus​sion of the good citizen becomes closely enmeshed with the account of the good man. The demise of the polis after Alexander inevitably entailed the end of both aspects of the fundamental premise. And the pivotal problem, the nature of justice, was replaced, in so far as one may speak of any replacement, by the qualitatively different question of the nature of the good ruler.

A major stimulus to the lively though unsystematic political discussion that began in the sixth century BC was the institutional variety that emerged among the numerous more-or-less independent city-states of the Greek world. Some idea of this variety may be deduced from the fact that Aristotle and his school produced 158 booklets, each called 'The Constitution of X', of which only the one on Athens survives, thanks to its rediscovery in the late nineteenth century on an Egyptian papyrus first published in 1891. Presumably it is typical of all of them with its mixture of historical and contemporary descriptive data and, at some fifty pages, it was probably the longest.

Once politics became a subject of speculation and debate, this extraordinary variety invited comparative value-judgments. Which was better or best, and why? These questions were already being asked by poets such as Solon and Theognis in the first half of the sixth century BC and they were subject of public discussion in Athenian tragedy in the next century. But the answers were brief, almost gnomic, as moralists asserted their conflicting views. In the exchange between King Theseus of Athens and a Theban herald the former declares: 'no one man rules this city’. The demos reigns, taking turns annually. They do not give supremacy to the rich; the poor man has an equal share in it.' 'That's mob rule,' replies the herald. 'The demos is not the right judge of arguments; then how can it give right guidance to the city?' (Euripides, Suppliant Women, lines 399-419). This is assertion and counter-assertion, argument without a rational pro​gression. For the latter to emerge, a whole series of more systematic discussions was required, of the nature of truth and of justice, of the virtues and their limits, of human nature and the possibilities of changing or controlling it. In that context the famous dichotomy between nature (physis) and convention (nomos) became prominent in political analysis for several decades.

The men who initiated those first more systematic theoretical discussions of ethics and society in the second half of the fifth century BC were professional itinerant teachers known as Sophists. They were in no sense a school of thinkers; on the contrary, they often disagreed sharply among themselves, most obviously in their political allegiance. The illusion that they were in some ways a group with essential coherence is a tenacious but false image created by Plato and it has remained dominant to this day. It was Plato, too, who has made it virtually taboo to accept the contemporary view that counted Socrates among the Sophists, though, as Kerferd has phrased it, 'in function he was correctly so regarded' (p. 57). That Socrates took no pay from his pupils is essentially an irrelevance, though it is customarily adduced as central in distinguishing the activity of Socrates from that of the other Sophists. The place of neither in the history of political thought is influenced, let alone determined, by anything so marginal to their thinking about politics.

Much as the Sophists (and others) disagreed among themselves on matters as fundamental as the nature of justice or the relative superiority of democracy or oligarchy, there was more or less universal agreement on the inequality of men and almost as much unanimity, in conse​quence, on the necessity for social and political hierarchy in a well-functioning community. Not even the Utopian thought of the classical Greek period was egalitarian. Nor, to move from Utopia to existing Greek society, was such a figure as the Sophist Protagoras of Abdera an egalitarian, though, as Kerferd has pointed out, he 'produced for the first time in history a theoretical basis for participatory democracy' (p. 144). Protagoras held that all men-or, more correctly, all free adult males - were endowed with the capacity to share in the process of political decision-making, but not in equal measure. Hence the need for educators, for Sophists like himself and, at least by impli​cation, for a political leadership. There is reason to think that some such view was widely shared in democratic circles: that is the implication of the acceptance in practice of elite leadership, even in Athens. In the final century of Athenian democracy the paradoxical situation then arose in which democracy was virtually unchallenged as a working political institution at the same time that the small articulate intelligentsia were anti-democratic, while the spokesmen for democracy, such as Demosthenes, were content to repeat familiar slogans without any attempt to elaborate and deepen the Protagorean doctrine or any other.

It was also universally believed and had written by Plato and Aristotle along with nearly everyone that the essential condition for a true polis, and therefore for the good life, was 'rule by laws, not by men'. Of the frequent statements of that position it is enough to quote one, again from Euripides' Suppliant Women (lines 312-13): 'The power that keeps cities and men together, is noble preservation of the laws.' To be sure, that kind of ideological slogan is easily shown to be incapable of withstanding rigorous analysis, lit it was eminently practical. It meant in practice the stability of the city-state, its freedom from civil strife. Without fixed, publicly known laws that were regularly enforced as he basis of all social behaviour, stability could not have been achieved. The formulation and publication of the laws was the work, in the archaic period, of shadowy figures known by the Greek as lawgivers (nomothetai), often taking action in direct or indirect consequence of civil strife. Thereafter, rule by laws remained, unchallenged in Greek history, by and large for practical rather than theoretical reasons, even when absolute monarchs became increasingly the norm.

This lack of theoretical justification or sanction for whatever law was held to rule is striking. Neither legitimacy nor political obligation was a serious concern among Greek writers on politics. Modem scholars have managed, after a desperate search, to produce a few examples among the Sophists of rudimentary social contract notion, and t is the extraordinary and unique passage in Plato's Crito in which Socrates insists on his moral obligation to accept the death penalty that ten imposed on him by an Athenian court. However, that all adds up to a negligible harvest when compared with the long line in modem political thought stretching back to William of Ockham and Jean Bodin. Rule by law, in short, was upheld because the alternative was chaos, not because the content of the law, whatever it was, could be justified on theoretical grounds. 

Especially striking was the lack of religious sanction for the law. Justice came from Zeus, to be sure, aid there were punishable offences of tiny and sacrilege, but both the content of the law and the procedure had become secularized by the early classical period. All ideas, all proposals, had to be defended, argued, and or challenged by human reason. On that score, at any rate, Socrates, Plato and Aristotle were not rebels but representatives of a fundamental strain in Greek thought. 

§ 4. Roman political thought

Already under the Monarchy and certainly from the foundation of the Republic at the end of the sixth century BC, the Romans were presumably capable of formu​lating arguments to recommend or justify action in terms of shared moral and political values. There survive from the third century BC several brief contemporary accounts of the careers of great men, which allow us a glimpse of these values. Similar values are presupposed in the works of the early Roman poets, both drama and epic.
What the Romans would have done if left to their own devices is unknowable. For in the third century members of the Roman aristoc​racy began to come into close contact with the Greek world, with its long-standing traditions of philosophical investigation. The early Roman poets, around 200 BC, already show traces of experiments with the deliberate creation of new abstract nouns in Latin.
From this point onwards, the principal interest of Roman political thought lies in the fact that its exponents were for the most part actively engaged in public life and made sustained attempts to relate what they knew of Greek political thought to their percep​tions of the Roman political process.
The early stages of the story are obscure. Polybius, a Greek active in the affairs of his community of origin, who was interned in Rome from 167 BC, has left us a clear account of the Roman political system. Unfortunately, there is no evidence that it was read by anyone until the first century BC. Nonetheless, it is possible to observe that Polybius held the same view of the development of the Roman political system as Cato the Censor (234-149 BC), a view which was also later adopted by Cicero: that the Roman political system as they knew it was the result of collective effort by the community as a whole over a long period. This view contrasts with the naive view widespread in the Greek cities that their constitutions were the work of single founder figures. It is likely that Polybius and Cato evolved their theories in the general context of discussions within the Roman elite about the changing nature of Roman society in the second century BC.
The principal contact made by Polybius in Rome was P. Scipio Aemilianus (c. 185-129 BC), and Aemilianus also travelled in the company of the Greek Stoic philosopher Panaetius. His association with Aemilianus was emblematic of the future, for it was Stoic philosophy which eventually predominated at Rome, rather than any of the other three main schools of philosophy in the Greek world after, Alexander: the followers of Plato (the so-called Academy), those of Aristotle (the Peripatetic school), and those of Epicurus (342/1-271/0 BC).
Again, little is known about the nature of the contacts between Panaedus and Aemilianus; but it is in the period immediately following these contacts that the first traces at Rome of theoretical argument about the nature and desirability of democracy, drawing on both Greek and Roman historical examples, can be detected. This period is that of the tribunates of Ti. Sempronius Gracchus and his younger brother C. Sempronius Gracchus (133 BC and 123-122 BC). They both attempted, in part successfully, to reform certain aspects of Roman political system and met their death a result. It is here that the beginning of the revolution, which replaced the Republic by the Principate is conventionally placed. This revolution undoubtedly provoked reflection about the tensions between the freedom of action of individual office holders and the need for some form of collective control. The final stage of these reflections is shown to us in the works Cicero.
On a broader front, the Romans need analyze and understand their possession of an empire, which by the end of the second BC covered much of the Mediterranean world. Polybius had already taken it for granted that a ruling state should consider the welfare of its subjects, if only on prudential grounds, and also that the subjects of Rome were entitled to criticize her conduct.
The early first century BC saw a number of major uprisings against Roman rule and it is in this context that one can place the Posidonius (c. 13 5-50 BC), another Stoic philosopher, a pupil of Panaetius and, like Panaetius before him, a close friend of members of the Roman elite. Most of Posidonius’ works are lost, but it is clear from the fragments, which survive that they covered almost the whole range of geography, ethnography, natural science and ethical philosophy, as well as including a history of the Roman world from the end of Polybius’ Histories down to his own day. Posidonius was concerned in general terms with the nature of the relationship between governors and ruled and with the obligations, which existed on both sides; but he was also concerned in particular with the Roman Empire and its subjects and with the position of the Roman ruling elite.

Posidonius was not unique. Just as in Greece works of history stood alongside philosophic works in the history of political thought (the classic case being Thucydides), so in Rome the writing of history formed one approach to the problems of political analysis. This is particularly clear in the case of a younger contemporary of Posidonius and Cicero, the Roman historian Sallust (86-34 BC). He chose two episodes of recent history, the attempt by Catiline to seize power in 63 BC and the war against an African kinglet, Jugurtha, in the late second century BC, principally to analyze the conduct of the Roman elite at home and abroad, but also to allow him to reflect on the reasons for the gradual disappearance of the consensus which had earlier existed within the elite and within the population of Rome as a whole. His general explanation, expounded in the prefaces to the two works, in terms of a decline in political morality brought about by greed for the riches of the Mediterranean world, is argued with much vehemence, and little sophistication. On the other hand, the speeches attributed to Marius or Caesar, for instance, contain subtle analyses of the distribution of political power in state and of the limits of tolerance.

In general the age of Cicero marks the Roman conquest of almost all forms of intellectual activity invented by the Greeks and the development of new forms on a substantial scale for the first time. Creative activity over the whole range lasted into the Principate of the first Emperor, Augustus, but hardly beyond.

What did occur in the Principate, however, was a revival of intellectual activity in the Greek world under Roman rule, on a vast scale, if not of great originality. Once again, the principal vehicle of analysis was works of history. For Greek historians, from Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Diodorus (both late first century BC) and Strabo (64/3-after AD 23) in the age of Augustus to Dio at the turn of the second and third centuries AD, the Roman Empire was above all a system, which worked and worked well, requiring no further justification. This approach remained alien to Latin historians and was perhaps for all practical purposes unknown to them. On the whole, they used only the Greek material already available in the age of Cicero. Their concerns were very different.

The Principate, when there was an heir available, was from the outset a hereditary monarchy: in the words of Edward Gibbon, despotism tempered by assassination. The convenient fiction was very early developed that the Roman people vested its supreme power in each successive emperor, which led to important developments in Roman views about the sources of law. The elite had held power as a group under the Republic had undoubtedly lost it, despite the fact that the Principate could not of course dispense with their services. What is interesting is that new members of the Roman elite absorbed so rapidly the ideals of the traditional aristocracy. The early Principate saw continu​ing, if intermittent, opposition, not simply by those ambitious for supreme power, but above all to emperors regarded as enemies of free​dom. All depended on the personality and good will of the emperor. This fact underlay both the attempt of Seneca to develop a theoretical account of the proper conduct of a monarch and the harsher analysis by Tacitus of the tension between Principate and liberty.

Tacitus   (c.55-early II century) composed his Histories (originally covering the period AD 69-96) and his Annals (covering the period from the death of the Emperor Augustus in AD 14 to 68) during the reign of the Emperor Trajan. The beginning of this reign witnessed the delivery ofuPanegyricby Pliny the Younger (AD 61 or 62-early second century), in the course of which he claimed that Trajan had succeeded in reconciling Principate and liberty. Yet this reconciliation had no institutional basis, only a personal one. And the only conclusion to be drawn from the writings of Tacitus is that the two were essentially incompatible. One of his minor works, the Agricola, praises a man who was the loyal servant of a tyrannical emperor; the Dialogue on Orators concludes that the decline of oratory is the result of the end of the Republic. In his conclusion that a member of the Roman elite should serve even a bad master, Tacitus approaches the view of the Greek sources, though from a different direction, that the Roman Empire demanded acceptance because it was a system which worked and there was in any case no real alternative.

The most interesting document of the second century AD, however, is the so-called Meditations of the Emperor Marcus Aurelius, who ruled from 161 to 180. His early upbring​ing was the normal one of a member of the Roman elite; it was not until he was seventeen that he was adopted as heir by Antoninus Pius, who had no male child, and had himself been adopted by Hadrian as the latter's successor. In the course of his upbringing, Marcus did more than absorb the Stoic philosophy familiar in a diluted form to any educated Roman; he acquired a considerable knowledge of its principal doctrines. In a Stoic Utopia, only the wise were to rule. The Roman Empire, however, was not a Utopia and everyone had a general duty to perform the functions that were appropriate to his or her station in life. In the case of Marcus, these happened to be those of a Roman emperor. In general terms, the attraction of this aspect of Stoicism to members of the Roman elite is obvious. It was a world with strictly limited possibilities for change, and someone whose station in life was near the top of the pyramid of society was doubtless pleased to find that it was his duty to accept the position. Marcus, however, as we can see, agonized over his weakness and unworthiness. It is striking how extensively he uses military metaphors to describe his calling and duty. The language no doubt underlies the developments of the late Empire, where all forms of public service were described as militia.
Also of interest is Marcus's impatience with, and indeed contempt for, the men who formed his entourage. In the Greek world, there was a long tradition of blaming the misconduct of a ruler on the bad advice given by his courtiers, of saving the institution by attaching the blame for its malfunctioning elsewhere. But the Roman emperors seem to have accepted the absolute nature of their position and their responsibility. What there is little trace of, as long as the Roman emperors remained pagan, is any land of theory of the divine right of kings. 

§ 5.  Islamic political thought

The Koran does not contain a theory of politics. Like other scriptures, it is a text for all occasions, to be referred to, deferred to, and quoted, all in a ceaseless interpretative enterprise. What the Koran does contain are general maxims and injunctions to which specific meaning has been imputed by generations of Muslim authors. The three broad genres of political theorizing in Islam - the religious and juristic, the philosophical, and that expressed in Mirrors-for-Princes - have all drawn on the Koran in support of the severe hierarchical (though not inclement) authoritarianism which they share.

The religious and juristic genre is available in two versions, corresponding to the major denominational division of Islam into Sunnite id Shiite; Sunnites hold that political and religious authority should be vested in the person of an imam-caliph belonging to the tribe of Quraish, to which Muhammad belonged, while Shiites limit legitimacy to the line of Muhammad's cousin Ali with differences regarding the narrower definition of the incum​bent. And while the Shiites hold that their position is justified by the specific designation by Muhammad of Ali as his successor, and consequently regard the imamate in the line of Ali as an article of dogma, Sunnites have generally based their position on traditional consensus - consensus being a major source for legislation. Scholars of both denominations have occasionally employed another argument for the necessity of having an imam, that political authority in general is rendered necessary by the innate inadequacy of individual men, who therefore convene to appoint an authority capable of imposing order and justice on the community thus formed.

As Sunnism was the party of order and government, it relegated the issue of the perfect caliphate to the realm of utopia; only the first four caliphs, the last of whom was Ali (d. 661), conformed to the ideal in varying degrees. True caliphate had become sullied with kingship (mulk), but the eschatological corollaries of this implicit assumption, which provided much sustenance to the Shiites, were subdued and removed from the political to the devotional sphere of life. The early history and prehistory of Sunnism, and of the theory of the caliphate, still awaits detailed research, but from the days of the great traditionalist and unambiguous Sunni, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (d. 851), the Sunni conception of the caliphate became concrete legislation rather than speculative theory. Ibn Hanbal himself conceded that the caliphal office need not necessarily be held by 'the most excellent' (al-afdal), but could legitimately be discharged by 'the less excellent' (al-mafdul).
The most systematic exposition of the Sunni theory of the caliphate is that of Mawardi (d. 1058). The caliphate, according to the tradition he represented and formalized as statutes of public law, is incumbent upon the community and falls under mu 'amalat. Islamic law divides rights into those of God (ibadat, devotions), and those of man (private and public law, mu'amalat). The caliphate is instituted as a vice-regency of the Prophet Muhammad, and its incumbent is the guardian of religion as well as pastor of worldly affairs. A caliph designated by the community represented by an elite (ahl al-hall wal-'aqd). He was called a ruling caliph. In a later development, Ghazali (d. 1111) introduced the idea that a caliph might legitimately be designated by an overpowering temporal, usually military, authority, whereby caliphal and sultanic authorities may co-operate in the maintenance of order and the upholding of Islamic law. This same idea of a temporal-spiritual co-operation implying the stripping of the caliphate of its political and military functions had been foreshadowed by Mawardi, who decreed admissible the usurpation by a powerful martial authority of the political prerogatives of the caliphate, provided the sultan protected the caliphate, applied Islamic law, and extracted canonical taxes.

In this context of reduced temporal competence, the caliphal incumbent had to conform to a number of conditions, including moral probity as required by legal witnesses, Quraishite descent, and learning as required by a judgeship. Though Ghazali relaxed some of these requirements, and though some jurists admitted the legitimacy of the coexistence of more than one caliph, the canonical theory was never shelved, but kept in abeyance. The essential conception of state institutions such as the Vizirate, the Mint, military command, and the legal and devotional hierarchies as exten​sions of the caliphal office was never revised.

There were, however, alternative theories arising from the temporal powerlessness of the caliphs. Ibn Jama'a (d. 1333) regarded any authority as legitimate and transferred to sultanic authority the provisions of consti​tutional theories worked out in the Sunni legal tradition. His more radical contemporary Ibn Taimiyya (d. 1328) characteristically confron​ted mundane imperfection in a direct manner, and denied the mandatory character of the caliphate outright. The presence of a caliph is not, as in classical theory, an obligation incum​bent upon the community of Muslims. The heirs of the Prophet are the class of 'ulama, religious and legal scholars, he maintained, in line with many members of this learned class. State and religion are indissolubly linked, for without the state religious authority and duties cannot be properly maintained, and without religion the state will become sheer tyranny. Ibn Taimiyya then put forward legal statues for the proper order of life in accordance with the shara'a, Islamic law, which the sovereign was to enforce and guard.

The question of order lies at the root of all these theories and variations on theories. The good order of the world requires absolutist authority, and obedience is owed to the caliph as it is owed to the sovereign. Insurrection against a ruler, no matter how tyrannical or impious he might be, was ruled out in the mainstream of Sunni theory. The caliphate cannot be impeached, though it might be forfeited by insanity or captivity; the institution of a new caliphal order is meant to accomplish the same providential purpose of keeping the good order of the world, assuring the exercise of religion, and thus preparing for the good order of the world to come. The Shiites provided the most consistent theories of the public order most conducive to the fulfillment of divine purpose. In an imperfect world not complicated by political involvement such as that incumbent upon Sunni legists, the Shiite conception of the imamate assured the maintenance of absolute religious purpose as well as of order by the community in this world. With the caliphate definitively usurped and transformed into mulch in 680 with the death in the battlefield of Hussein, the son of Ali and the third imam, divine purpose is assured in the world by obedience to the impeccable imams in the charismatic line. The Sunnite conception! traditional legitimacy embodied in consensus is rejected in favour of the belief in the divine designation of legitimate authority. The imam is not only impeccable, but also infallible by virtue of an esoteric omniscience transmitted from imam to imam and originally conveyed to the world by God; the difference between an imam and a prophet is that the former does not transmit to the world a divine scripture, as Muhammad did the Koran.

To this impeccable authoritarianism it wedded the belief that the good order of world could not be maintained if in any age l imam were absent. When the twelfth imam disappeared in a cave in 873, it was held that his absence had inaugurated the Occultation, and that he would return as the Mahdi (Messiah) to fill the iniquitous world with justice and rectitude, and to inaugurate a period, which prepares for the apocalypse. Thus the coming of the Mahdi closes the cycle of history and returns things to the original Adamic order.

Rather more elaborate is the cyclical theory of the Ismailis, so-called because they vested the legitimate imamate in Muhammad, the second son of Isma'il Ibn Ja'far and the seventh in the line of Ali by their reckoning. Like the Twelvers (so called because of their belief in the return of the twelfth descendant of Ali), the Ismailis too believed in the return of their own Mahdi, albeit within a more elaborate conception of history as consisting of seven great cycles of prophecy and iniquity, the penultimate having been inaugurated by the Prophet Muhammad and the last to be signaled by the return of Muhammad Ibn Isma'il. This doctrine was subjected to a variety of adjustment necessitated by the worldly complications connected with the foundation and prosperity of the Ismailis' own mighty state, the Fatimid caliphate (909-1171). Among other things the Druze faith arose from the belief that the Fatimid caliph al-Hakim, who disappeared in 1021, was God incarnate. It is doubtless proto-Ismaili undercurrents which led to the rise of many a messianic Sunnite political movement, especially in North Africa and Spain, based on belief in the semi-divine character of mystical thaumaturgues and wonder-workers and in the cyclical conception of history involving the transformation of caliphate into kingship. One such movement led to the short-lived state in the Algarve under the mystical saint Ibn Qasi (d. 1151).

Allied to both the mystical and the Ismaili conceptions of the imamate was a very elaborate cosmology and cosmogony, in which analogies and correspondences were established between cosmic and mundane principles. Philosopher Farabi (i.950) drew less literal analogies between the cosmic and political orders. In line with the new-Platonic Aristotelianism prevalent in Islamic philosophy, Farabi saw creation as a process of emanation along a descending hierarchy. In the same way, the good order of the world depends on placing everything in its proper station. Only thus will the mundane microcosm correspond to the heavenly macrocosm. The world contains a variety of imperfect cities described as oligarchies and other systems. The 'virtuous city' (al-madina al-fadila) is one in which a sovereign kept good order in full possession of ethical, rational, and practical virtues. On to this Platonic conception Farabi attempted to graft Islamic conceptions of prophethood and the imamate. He sometimes called his philosopher-king 'imam', and attributed to him some of the qualifications normally attaching to the caliph. Farabi accepts the requirement of Islam that the prophet be a lawgiver, but philosophizes this by assuming the soul of the prophet to be united with Active Intellect. But there is no true attempt at synthesizing Islamic dogma and metaphysics in the work of Farabi.

In contrast to this bookish utopia, the great new-Platonic Aristotelian Ibn Sina (Avicenna-d.1037) deduced the necessity of human association along the familiar conventional lines, and then unambiguously affirmed the centrality of shari'a for the good order of the world. He made no attempt to equate the philosopher with the prophet, but elevated the cosmic rungs higher than the former. The prophet, according to Ibn Sina, has an intuitive and immediate perception of intelligible, much like that obtaining in mystical gnosis. It is the prophet, not the philosopher, who is the lawgiver, and authority in this world belongs to an imam defined in terms not dissimilar to those already encountered in the classical theory of the caliphate. Philosophy therefore has no immediate bearing upon the world, but seems to be a form of participation in the world of intelligible, intellectual and Gnostic, which is the preserve of the few.

The most pronounced development of this conception came with Ibn Rushd (Averroes - d. 1198). For him, philosophy is a mode of apprehending this world and the heavenly world of which few persons are capable. Dialectical and sophistical modes of appre​hension are fitting for the mass of humanity. The letter of dogma, suitable for the mass, is not in itself false, but has an additional, parallel sense to which philosophy provides access. But philosophy does not abrogate dogma, for 'truth does not contradict truth'. Philosophy therefore has no direct bearing on public law; the caliphal order guaranteeing the rule of shari'a is the best form of government. And in this connection Ibn Rushd actively worked on the refinement of shari'a in the context of the theory of maqasid al-shari'a, of legal 'purpose', a conception akin to that of natural law.

The same practical purpose is clearly behind the Mirrors-for-Princes. Such books are con​ceived as instruments of rule, from the work of the state secretary Ibn al-Muqaffa' (d. 759), through that attributed to the theologian and litterateur Jahiz (d. 868), on to the book by the celebrated Vizier Nizam al-Mulk (d. 1092), a treatise by the jurist Turtushi (d. 1126), the book by Abu Hammu (d. 1386), king of Tiemcen, and many others. Kingship is usually seen as falling into three categories: that based on religion, clearly the best and the most conducive to salvation, that based on reason and assuring the good order of the world, and that of passion and caprice, the sure road to perdition in this world and the next. As instruments of rule, Mirrors-for-Princes contain ethical and practical maxims, sentences, and a wealth of historical examples of rule, good and bad, which are meant to warn and serve as models. They contain no explicit theory of politics except in so far as they affirm the primacy of the sovereign, almost his transcendence, in relation to his subjects, who are a formless mass rather than a body politic, and whose cohesion is assured only by hierarchy. The sovereign is the shadow of God on earth, and relates to his subjects as God relates to His creation, much as in Farabi's city.

Mirrors-for-Princes thus consist of collec​tions of topics germane to the maintenance of a hierarchical order in which religion is protected by the state and acts, for some, as the foundation of its ethos. The ethical idea that is perhaps most privileged is justice. Justice is the maintenance of things in their proper stations and the regulation of practical life in accordance with the requirements of stability. Abu Hammu expressed this well in his statement that there can be 'no power without an army, no army without money, no money without taxation, no taxation without prosperity, no prosperity without justice'. Justice thus assures the main​tenance of both religious and rational gov​ernment. Caprice fosters injustice.

Ibn Khaldun elevated the same historical presentation and analo​gical use to the status of a systematic science. Ibn Khaldun was heir to all three Islamic traditions, which are fused in his work, but he had few followers, and he was understood by posterity as a particularly acute contributor to the tradition of Mirrors-for-Princes. Ottoman 'Khaldunism' was of this variety.

Modem Islamic political thought is differen​tly cast from the tendencies described above, although the juristic and eschatological cur​rents are still present. Perhaps the first signifi​cant modem Islamic reformer was Muhammad Ibn Abd al-Wahhab (d. 1792), whose doctrine is official dogma in Saudi Arabia. He sought to revivify the political and social doctrines of Ibn Taimiyya, and combined with the head of the House of Saud to set up a regime sustained by the shari'a and legitimized by it. But sovereignty (hakimiyya) is the preserve of God.

Wahhabism, though attractive to some, had little relevance to more complex societies.

Islamic political thought in the nineteenth century is associated with the names of Jamal al-Din Asadabadi (alias Afghani - d. 1897) and his pupil Muhammad Abdu (d. 1905). The efforts of the former were concentrated on an attempt to unify all Muslim powers in order to counter colonial encroachment, while Abdu agitated along with him and finally settled in the position of Grand Mufti of Egypt where he worked on reforming the shari'a. Both believed that the Muslims were weak because they had abandoned authentic Islam and allowed non-Islamic superstitions and thoughts to corrupt it. The answer to this situation was a return to fundamentals (Asadabadi was a keen admirer of Luther); like all fundamentalism, this one sought to obliterate what was generally accepted as Islam in order to introduce moder​nist ideas which could be sustained by reference to canonical texts. Ideas of constitutionalism and positivist motifs are apparent in this reformist effort, especially with Abdu.

Muhammad Rashid Rida (d. 1935) consti​tutes the culmination of Islamic modernism. A number of fundamental ideas were elaborately formulated during the course of his political, legal, and literary career, which started under Abdu. The caliphate in its classical mould is not possible in the present age, and the next best thing is a caliphal office of an apostolic and supervisory nature. The reform of shari'a along modernist lines and the introduction of extra-shari'a legislation is necessary; such matters are anyway well catered for in terms of the auxiliary, non-canonical provisions and legal methods known to classical Islamic jurisprudence. Of particular importance is Rida's conception of popular sovereignty, which is clothed in the Islamic conception of shura (consultation). Equally modernist are certain strands in Arab nationalist polities, and certain modem Islamic activists such as Mustafa Siba'i (d. 1956) hue formulated socialist principles of economic and social organization in Islamic language.

More prominent today than accomplished Islamic modernism is radical Islamism that refuses to countenance any compromise with the corrupt present. Hence the generic appel​lation salafiyya, the emulation of pious predecessors at the head of whom is Muham​mad. Salafi theory is mainly the work of Abul-A'la Mawdudi (d. 1979) and has had dramatic adepts in radical Egyptian Islamic groups, who are also under the influence of Sayyid Qutb (d. 1965). The main features of this line of thought are emphasis on the concept of hakimiyya (already encountered in Ibn Abd al-Wahhab), and the equally Wahhabi-inspired notion of hijra. This last term, used to designate the flight of Muhammad from Mecca to Medina in 622, indicates for its modem adepts the necessity of stepping apart from corrupt society in order to form a salafi alternative, which adheres to all examples set by pious predeces​sors. Outside the hijra, society is not only corrupt, but also impious, and the sole manner of dealing with it is by direct political and military action that seeks to bring about the foun​dation of a political system conforming to pious paradigms in every sense.

The idea of hakimiyya as pertaining to God only has been used by Shiite political theory as well. Unlike Shiite constitutionalism and modernist trends, the theory identified with Ruhollah Khomeini (1902- ) grounds in the exclusive sovereignty of God the corollary, unorthodox among Shiites though not without important precedent, that viceregency on earth resides in Shiite ecclesiastics (velayat-e faqih). This can be represented by one person -Khomeini himself at the time of writing - or a council of such ecclesiastics. The function of this office is to oversee the establishment of an order according to what one might term a Shiite salafiyya. Radical modern Shiite thought which has been influenced by modernist trends, such as that of Abol-Hasan Bani Sadr (b. 1933), sought to grapple with the despotic consequences of this notion, and developed a theory of generalized imamate, whereby every individ​ual is so formed by the Islamic state that he will be able to exercise the judgment and beha​viour one expects from a pious ecclesiastic. As in the case of Sunnism, primitivist utopia in Shiite fundamentalism is liable to inter​pretations both modernist and traditionalist. 
Chapter 3. Political System

Plan
1. Definition.

2. Structure of political system. 

3. Functions of political system.
Political life of society is a very compound and multilevel sphere. It developed on objective ground, but in this case there is subjective factor. This factor is a regulative system between different elements with regard to authority. So, this relations and their regularity concluded political system. Political system is the main force of society’s political life.

 Political system includes: authority and authority’s relations; political organization of society; legal norms; political activity and political culture.

 Political system was formed at the definite period of society’s development. Political system was the result of the division on classes and state formation. Aristotle was the first philosopher, who investigated political system.

 Now we have various classifications of political system, which have different ground: 

	Classification of political systems


	Ground

	Source of political authority
	Attitude to the reality
	Political structure position and level of political culture
	Character and political process’s direction 

	Democratic (constitutional)
	Conservative
	English-American
	Control

	Autocratic
	Reformative
	Continental-European
	Competitive

	                                    Progressive
	Pre-industrial
	Socio-conciliatory

	Reactionary
	Totalitarian
	


 Main peculiarities of political system: it has monopoly for power in society; it defines strategy of society development in economical, social and cultural policy; it defines and represents interests of ruling groups or the hole society at state level; it guarantees political and state-administrative ruling of social processes; it promotes stabilization or no stabilization of social life; it forms judicial system and functions in its frames or goes out from borders of legal field.

 Political system has some signs: correlation of group elements; these elements form definite hole; inner interaction of all elements; striving to self-preservation, stabilization and dynamics; ability to interact with other systems.

 The most important element of political system is a state. Besides of it political system has other elements, such as political parties, trade unions, associations, initiative groups, groups of influence and pressure, social-political movements and other unities that participate in political processes.

Structure of political system: political relations between subjects of political life (classes, inner-classes, international and inter-states); political organization of society is a system of political institutes (state, political parties, political movements), political organizations (national movements, trade unions) and non-political organizations; mass media – multi-branched network of institutions in frames of which information is accumulated, selected and spread to propagandize political and judicial norms; political principles and norms that form political behaviour and consciousness of individuals in political sphere; political consciousness is totality of political ideas and political documents’ reflection; political culture is totality of various statements about political life’s aspects.

 Political system has some functions:

	State’s political course orientation and defining of aims and tasks of society’s development
	Organization of society’s activity to achieving aims and programmes
	Material and spiritual values distribution
	Unification of state’s and social group’s interests

	 Functions of political system

	Working out of rules and laws for individuals and groups
	Guaranteeing of inner and international security and stability of political arrangement
	Political consciousness formation and involving citizens to political activity
	Control for laws and rules fulfilling and prevention of political norms violation


Chapter 4. Authority
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1.Definition, main features.

2. Structure and sources.

3. Main principles and functions of authority.

      4. Legitimacy of authority.

 In politics and law, authority is now commonly understood as the right to perform some action, including the right to make laws and all lesser rights involved in ruling; it should be distinguished from power understood as the ability to compel obedience. Authority is a particularly efficient kind of power. It may be backed up ultimately by the threat of coercion (the police will haul you off and punish you physically if you do not do what those in authority tell you to do), or it may be backed up ultimately by persuasion (if you keep your well clean, as the government tells you to do you will be sick less often). But if people simply do what the government tells them to do, without having to be coerced, or persuaded, everything goes more smoothly and – at least from the government’s point of view – more satisfactorily. People do obey the authority of the state. Because actions against authority are by definition “outlaw” behaviour and therefore extraordinary, we can think of many vivid examples of refusals to obey authority – burglary, speeding on the highways, tax evasion, and so on. But the startling thing, when you think about it, is that few people steal things even when it would be safe to do, most people drive at or near speed limit even though only a sprinkling of police are available to monitor what they are doing, and most people pay the taxes they owe.

It is authority that makes this system of commands and obedience work as smoothly as it does, and this makes the modern state appear to us to be the most natural form of political organization. But authority is not a simple thing that is either present or absent. Rather, it is a matter of degree. Remember that authority exists because it is “generally agreed on”; that is, most people believe it exists. There will probably never be a state in which every single person agrees on the existence and range of the state’s authority. Often, when a state issues certain commands, a portion of the people do not accept its authority to do so. If enough people deny the authority of the state, the state has a problem.

Authority is power based on a general agreement (1) that a person or group has the right to issue certain sorts of commands and (2) that those commands should be obeyed.
A government is unique in society in that all of its power involves authority, and at least potentially, there is no limit to the range of activities over which it may exercise authority. Most governments themselves impose some limits on their authority in the Constitution, rules out the exercise of authority over what religion people are to follow, what people are to say to each other, and so on. But these limitations are self-imposed and not necessarily "natural" to governments. 

Sources of authority are all those resources which authority uses with the aim to influence on the population of this country. There are many classifications of authority. First one divides sources for three groups: utilitarian (material and other social weal), compulsory (measures of penal and administrative influence), and normative (these are means which influences on the inner world of a person and its behaviour). Second classification divides sources for such groups: economic, social, political and cultural. Main periods of existence of authority: supremacy, leadership, governing and control. Political authority is characterized by: legitimacy, supremacy, public character, and variety of sources.

Legitimacy and authority. The crux of the state then, and of its ability to function effectively, is the government’s wide-ranging authority to organize the lives of its people. But paradoxically, this authority exists only because the people in general believe it to exist and to be appropriate. If authority were to fail, it might still be possible for a government to organize its people by coercion and persuasion, but at such great cost that this approach could probably not be sustained over the long haul. A pure tyranny, existing without the benefit of at least some degree of authority, could probably not last long.

Thus it is crucial to a government that large numbers of its people should believe that it has authority and it properly should have that authority. We call the existence of this sort of feeling, to the extent that it does exist, the legitimacy of the government. Legitimacy, like authority itself, is a matter of degree. Not everyone in a state will necessarily always agree that its government is legitimate or that its government is legitimate or that a given kind of governmental act is legitimate. Much of the violence of politics in Iran in the early 1980s, for instance, resulted from a failure to agree on what sort of government could be legitimate.

 Sources of legitimacy. How does a government achieve a reasonable degree of legitimacy? There are many ways by which the people’s allegiance may be bound to a government so that is generally considered legitimate. 

 Legitimacy by Results. First and foremost, a government may gain and retain legitimacy from its people by providing for them the things they most want: security against physical assault, security of their country's borders against invasion, pride in their nation, economic security, and so on. If the government can provide these things, its legitimacy will be greatly strengthened. If it cannot, its legitimacy is likely to be called into question.

 A good case in point of "legitimacy by results" is the rule of Adolf Hitler in Germany in the 1930s. In 1933, Hitler took power legally, but through dubious maneuvers and with at most a bare majority of support. The most votes the Nazi party had received in a fully free election was 37 percent—enough to make it the largest party in the country but hardly a mandate for dictatorship. Once in power, Hitler could initially count on the free support of only about one-third of the Germans, and powerful forces were arrayed against him—the labor unions, the Catholic church, much of the army's general staff. What solidified Hitler's hold on Germany and gave him a degree of legitimacy by the end of the 1930s was the results of his early policies. He reduced unemployment by large-scale deficit spending; by some audacious bluffs, he outmaneuvered France and England and reestablished Germany as a great power; he built the autobahn system of superhighways; he even pioneered the Volkswagen "bug" automobile. In spite of his suppression of free speech, his oppression of Jews, and the vulgar behavior of his party comrades, these accomplishments brought him widespread and deep support from the German people. By the late 1930s it would probably have been impossible for anyone to seek to overthrow his rule. It was not until 1944, when he had obviously lost World War II that a group of generals were able to muster sufficient strength to try to depose him; and even then, the attempt failed.
Legitimacy by Habit. Once a government has been around for a while, people become accustomed generally to obeying its laws. People expect to operate under some government or other, and so whatever government is in place and has been obeyed in the past is likely to be regarded as legitimate—unless a particular crisis arises or some force (another state, perhaps) in​tervenes from outside. In other words, once a particular government has been in place for a while, so that the people have developed the habit of obeying it, it no longer has to perpetually justify its existence. Rather, the burden of proof lies with whoever would propose an alternative government. The existing government remains legitimate unless and until a compelling alternative comes along. We should not underestimate the im​portance of simple habit in maintaining governments in power.

Legitimacy by historical, religious, or ethnic identity.  Many governments enhance their legitimacy by the ties that exist between themselves and the people because of the government leaders' past accomplishments (their historic role) or because of the religious and/or ethnic similarity between the government lead​ers and the people.

 This may be especially important in a new state, in which the government has not yet been in place long enough for the people to have developed the habit of treating it as le​gitimate and in which the many economic and social problems that plague most new states make it difficult for the government to achieve legitimacy by results.

Legitimacy by Procedures. Finally, a state may strengthen the legitimacy of its government by following certain procedures in setting itself up—procedures in which many people have confidence, so that they will start off with a fund of trust for any government that has been established along these lines.

The best example of this is democracy—a state in which all the citizens participate in selecting their leaders and perhaps also in determining the state's policies. Typically, democratic governments are chosen by competitive elections in which all citizens vote to decide which of various alternative leadership teams are to govern. Because the re​sulting government has won broader support than any alternative, it gains a strong base of legitimacy. It is the government "of the people."

The procedures of democratic election are what give such a government a good part of its legitimacy. One may dislike particular leaders or think their policies unwise, but it is hard to argue with their right to govern as long as they have been selected by the proper procedures.

 Democratic government is the preeminent example today of legitimacy by proce​dures—so preeminent, in fact, that democratic procedures are often imitated through staged elections in dictatorships. But at other times, other procedures have served as the basis for legitimacy; all that is important is that the procedure be generally accepted as appropriate. Until a few centuries ago, for instance, it was generally accepted that polit​ical leadership was most properly passed on by inheritance. One king ruled; when he died, his heir became the new king. This procedure was so important as a basis of legit​imacy that great care was taken to lay out precise rules of inheritance; if no clear heir was available, the result was sometimes civil war.

 Authority, then, through the legitimacy on which it is based, depends on the relation between the state and its citizens. A particularly interesting problem in authority and le​gitimacy is posed by modern democracy. A "democracy" is a state in which all fully qualified citizens vote at regular intervals to choose, among alternative candidates, the people who will be in charge of developing the state's policies. It is in one sense an odd sort of state, since the government has power over the citizens (it makes the laws), but the citizens also have power over the government (they can vote it out of office).

Chapter 5. State in Political System of Society
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1. Definition. States origin.

2. Main signs and state functions.

3. Forms of state ruling and national-territorial structure.

4. Law and civil society.

The word “state” can be used to mean a historical entity or a philosophical idea, a perennial form of human community or a specifically modern phenomenon. These different meanings are not necessarily contradictory, but need to be carefully distinguished.

Probably the most common use is to equate “state” with the body politic or political community as such, something that has existed throughout history in a wide variety of differing forms, and whose mutations provide traditionally the central subject matter for the science of history. Only the primitive nomadic form of political community is customarily excluded from the designation, the implication being that such communities lack the firmly defined order that seems inherent in the concept. A state requires a fixed relationship between a community and territory.

The great classical works of political theory, whether they be those of Plato, Aristotle, Hobbes or Hegel, can be seen as so many definitions of the state as it ought to be, according to its own inherent logic. Much of their work was devoted to distinguishing the state from other types of human association with which, in empirical or historical reality, it has often been blended and overlaid. 

The term “state” means a special type of social phenomenon, which is characterized by such essential features: rule and submission relations; monopoly right of authority to use violence; legal order existence; relative constancy and so on. The main elements of the state are: territory; population; authority. The first element – territory – includes: land, entrails, air space (aerial domain), and territorial waters. It means that the state realize its power there and defends the territory from external invasion. The second element of the state is the population. It is human society, which lives at the state territory and is submitted the state authority. The population may be nationally homogeneous or multinational. The third element of the state is the authority or in other words ruling and submission relations, which exists between the political elite and rest of the population. The political elite imposes its authority using legal rules.

State is a total combination of representative institutions, supervision instances, and bodies of maintenance of public order, armed forces – which form specific ruling system. The main features of  a state are: territory with a state borders (frontier); political organization of public authority (apparatus of state power, apparatus of coercion – army, service of maintenance of the order and the state security bodies); state sovereignty in home and abroad; the right to promulgate laws and norms which have obligatory character; taxes, which pay the population.

State has some functions (state functions it’s a duty, range of activity, aim and role in general form). There are internal and external functions of a state.

	Internal functions


	External functions

	political, legal, organizing function of the state, economic, social, educational, cultural.
	are connected with the defence of a state border (defensive function); brazen (gross) intervention in the internal (home) affairs of the other states (war–aggressive, forcible (violent) function; maintenance and extension of inter–state relations (diplomatic function); foreign–trade activity of a state; participation in blocks and alliances and so on.


There are two main forms of governing: monarchic and republican.

Monarchy. According to this form of governing supreme authority unites the Head of state functions’ and some legislative and executive functions. There are two types of monarchies: absolute and constitutional. 

Constitutional or parliamentary frames do not limit absolute sovereign: exercises legislative power, guides a government, exercises control over justice and local self–government. Examples: Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Oman, and the United Arab Emirates.

In constitutional monarchy sovereign authority is limited by the constitution: parliament exercises lawmaking. Under the control of the Head of the state and parliament a responsible government is formed and an independent justice and local self–government are formed. Examples: Great Britain, Sweden and Spain are constitutional monarchies. Sovereigns in those countries haven’t a considerable political authority. In reality parliamentary or constitutional monarchies are not differ from republics.

Republic is a form of ruling according to which supreme authority is vested to elective organs – parliament, president; they exercise control over government an independent justice and local self-government are existed. There are three types of republican ruling: republic with the presidential form of governing; parliamentary republic; mixed form.

In republic with presidential form of governing, the USA, for example, president is a Head of a government, Prime Minister selects ministers and controls their activity. Legislative and executive authorities are divided and have their own elective systems.

Parliamentary republic differs from presidential one. Supreme legislative organ is formed by parties, which won the elections. Government is formed by parliament from leaders of winner-party and has responsibility towards the parliament. This type of republic less spread and exists in Italy, Germany, India, Austria, Finland, Iceland and other countries.

Mixed republican forms have two models: French model – where president plays more important role than in the parliamentary model. He takes part in forming of government and appoints members of the Cabinet. Government depends from president and from parliament too. President in France can retain his political positions if he had a majority in parliament, if not – the authority-holder must be Prime Minister. The second type – presents by Switzerland: it combines features of presidential and parliamentary forms of governing. Parliament forms the Cabinet.  

Form of the state structure is a national–territorial organization of the state and interrelationship between central and local organs. There are two main forms of the state structure:

	Unitary
	Federative

	unitary states (Italy, France, Denmark, Sweden and others) have a single constitution, which adopts all over the territory; uniform citizenship; uniform law system; judicial system; administrative-territorial unites haven’t the political independence. But number of unitary states granted some regions administrative autonomy (for example, Scotland and Northern Ireland in Great Britain, regional autonomy in Italy).  
	federative states (Australia, Austria, India, Russia, the USA, FRG and other countries) – these are alliances of state unites which have legal and some political independence. States, cantons, republics, and provinces are subjects of the federation and have their own administrative-territorial division. The main signs of federations are: territory of federation not is a political-administrative as a whole; subject of federation has constituent authority (it means that it’s granted the right to adopt their own constitution, lawmaking and have legal and judicial systems. Characteristic features of federation are dual citizenship and two-chamber (bicameral) structure of parliament.




Besides of unitary and federative state structures there is an original state unit. It’s confederation – union of independent states for military, foreign-policy activities etc. These unions are very unstable. As a rule they either break up after the accomplishing of the tasks set before confederation or develops into federation: for example, the USA and Switzerland.

There are many other unions. This is a union of states center of which is a former metropolitan country. Around it a former colonies are grouped. It’s first of all, British Community of Nations and French-speaking African countries that are based on language identity, cultural elements and existence of supranational staff. The main sphere of cooperation of these states is culture but last time it attained great importance to policy and economy.

Legal state and civil society. An idea of “legal state” was born thanks to Plato, but Cicero substantiated correlation between the state, policy and the law. E.Kant, J.Locke, S.Montesque developed this idea.

Now jurists and all social scientists consider that “legal state” is the greatest achievement of civilization. The main signs of legal state are: supremely importance of law at all spheres of public life; reality of rights and freedoms of the individual; mutual responsibility of the state and the individual; authority division for legislative, executive and judicial; presence of effective forms of control and supervision after realization of laws.

Legal state is connected with a civil society. 1) Originally, a generic term for society and state, synonymous with ‘political society’. 2) More recently, social and economic arrangements, codes, institutions apart from the state. “The State is the Divine Idea as it exists on Earth… It is the moral Whole, the State, which is that form of reality in which the individual has and enjoys his freedom. The individual who wishes to live the free life must therefore find his freedom in his role as citizen. The state is the embodiment of morality, and this may only be known and shared by obedience to political authority. Freedom is consciousness of the Idea, and the Idea is expressed by the State. Civil society is a social domain where people are connected and interrelated as independent individuals. The main condition of the civil society is the individual and its right for self-realization. This right is based on recognition of individual freedom. 

Chapter 6: Political Parties as a Political Institute of Society
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1. Political party’s nature and its functions.

2. Political parties’ genesis. Types of political parties.

3. Political parties’ institutionalization and party system. 

The term “party” has Latin origin and means “part, share”. Parties, as all social organizations, have three main features: Solidarity, which is based on apprehension of collective affiliation to one association; common aim; consensus in means and methods to achieve this aim.

Parties unlike the other public associations are oriented on struggle for conquering and utilization of state power. Political parties are characterizes by organizational structure (which is accounted in statute), membership, inner-party relations, and party-political leadership, program and statute existence. 

As a subject of political process party has some functions: social interests aggregation – one of the main political task is to transform many interests of citizens and social groups in the general or common political interest; social interests representation. In the theory, the party’s aim is represent in the political system social groups, sections of the population, class interests, but in reality interests of one group may represent by some parties or party may represent various groups and stratums; political socialization of citizens: socio-political education, consolidation citizens on the base of their common interests, these interests reflect in ideology and program, making of political doctrine more précising, increasing social base of party politics; organization of struggle for the state power, its forms, means and methods; preparation and participation in elections to supreme and local organs of power; forming of parliamentary faction; elaboration of principles and forms of relations with the other political parties; party, which lost the elections, has main function to create parliamentary opposition.

Political party is like-minded people’s organization, which represents citizens’, social groups’ and class’ interests and has at the aim conquering of the state power or participation in it. 

Party formation has to go through some definite periods. First stage is a stage of counteraction, opposition, confrontation, suppression and struggle against other parties. This was the period of absolute states existence by the end of XVIIIth century, which was characterized by stable state’s opposition to any political group. The second stage was the stage of ignorance, when states had been ensured formal conditions for political initiative if it didn’t break public law and order. It lasted from the end of XVIIIth century until 70s of XIXth century. At that period political parties were elitist, reserved political groups of economic dominative social stratums. They had no stable local organizations, regular congresses and conferences, party discipline. From the end of 70s of XIXth century on the leading West-European countries traditional elitist groups replaced “mass parties” because states proclaimed universal suffrage. Third stage was the stage of recognition and legalization of political parties (attaching to legal party status). It was the period of the development of modern democratic states where parties became mediators between civil society and state. 

Articles devoted to parties emerged in state Constitutions only in XXth century.

There are many political parties’ classifications. First, is connected with social character of the political party (whose interests they are reflected). According to this classification, political parties can be: working, bourgeois, and peasant. Sometime national parties too. Second, depends on “ideological face” of the party: ideological and political (their activity is based on ideology), pragmatic or elective parties that use actual elective slogans, charismatic, which unite their members around very popular leader. Third, divides parties on representative and mobilize.   
	Representative
	Mobilize

	May to change party policy according to views of its members
	Orient their policy on changing people’s consciousness of lay particular stress on propaganda and prevention of counterpropaganda


Forth classification is depended on the place of party in power system. They can be legal and illegal.
	Legal
	Illegal

	Party activity is legitimate
	Activity is suppressed by the law


Fifth. According to the organizational structure there are two types of parties: mass and personnel.
	Mass
	Personnel

	Include a lot of members; the main financing source is party membership dues; party members have close and permanent relations; ideological activity is playing the great role; professional politicians realize leadership. 
	Have permanent membership; have no party member dues; party membership is limited; the main activity realized during elections.




Sixth. According to the inner-party relations, the party attitude to society, to the elements f political life, parties are dividing on democratic and totalitarian.

	Democratic
	Totalitarian

	Are completed with other parties; representative; aspirate to count various views in order to draw many followers; submit their activity to the constitutional norms; inner-party life is characterized by wide pluralism, faction existence etc.
	Have another name – monopolistic, because they have at the aim to eliminate other parties. When this party has the state power – it aspire to submit all classes and stratums’ interests. Law is at the service of the party aims. Inner-party life is characterized by strict centralism, discipline and the faction absence.


We can classify party using some different classifications. For example, party may be mass, charismatic and ideological. 

Institutionalization is a process by means of which these organizations acquire value and stability. Institutionalization process has some main tendencies: structure and activity defining; functions formulating; selecting and passing of party candidates; participation in elections; financial party activity.

Process of political party organizing is different in various countries. We could divide them on three groups. First group has no definite order of party formation. It is enough for party to proclaim itself. Great Britain and New Zealand are in this group. Second group has special legislative procedure. Any organization becomes party only after presentation to competent organs special documentation (programme, statute, data about ruling stuff). In this group are Germany, Austria and other countries. Third group has obligatory order of registration political party’s activity in state bodies. In Spain, Italy, France political parties are registrated in the Ministry of Internal Affairs; in Belgium and the Netherlands – in Ministry of Justice. In many countries parties are registrated by bodies, which are formed to elections (India, Mexico, Sweden). There are some countries, where parties are registrated by Supreme Court (Portugal), and Supreme elective Court (Brazil).

Formal demands to political party: name; emblem; program; statute. 

As a rule, legislation demands that party must be democratic organization. If political party in its programme had violent slogans, its activity threatened state’s sovereignty or territorial (or national) integrity, human rights and freedoms, directed on fomentation of racial, national and religious antagonism in this case state can forcedly slit this party. Such order (through the court decision) have many countries: Germany, France, Portugal and others.

Political parties that acted in programme and statute’s frames and are fighting for state authority – are forming political system. Political system is a very important link of political system. We have lots of political system. Political scientists divided them on one-party system (or so-called “multi-party system”). Many Eastern European countries had such type of political system. Experience showed that one-party system is not stable because it does not guarantee harmonic combination direct and indirect contacts between citizens and political elite, and put obstacles in the way of power division.

 Multi-party system – is a result of long period of political parties’ development. This type of party system is a necessary state of democratic society. It helps to overcome one-party monopoly for power and gives the possibility to form in people alternative thinking and activity.

Two-party system – in many countries is a very stable system. This type of party system exists in the USA. Differences in party programmes are not very big so it is determine stability of this system. Three-party system – is a system when two parties are main and the third plays the role of ally for one of two main parties. For example, in Germany Christian-Democratic Party and Social-Democratic Party are the main parties and Party of Free Democrates supports Christian-Democrates or Social-Democrates.

Four-party system – was formed in those countries where society is splited on two camps right and left. In France Communists and Socialists – are representatives of the left camp. Democrates and Republicans – are the right camp. This system gives the population to have stable political sympathies. 

Chapter 7: Political Ideologies

Plan.

1. Nature of political ideology.

2. World ideologies: liberalism, conservatism, socialism, and fascism.

Political ideology is an important element of public consciousness. It’s the pivotal construction of the ideological system it plays one of the main roles in the political life of society. Ideology is functional characteristic of public consciousness, which reflects social being from the interests of social group’s positions, classes, and communities and services these interests. Ideology is unilateral, social-interested reflection of the reality, it unites the society, creates wide social basis for the ruling elites’ authority. Political ideology is a specific doctrine, which substantiates claims for the authority of class or social group.

Ideologies are useful to people, both for their own personal ease and satisfaction and for their public political activities. From the personal point of view, an ideology helps us to make sense reasonably easily and quickly of the varied political questions that come to our attention. In any given week, the newspaper will raise questions about the control of deregulation of oil prices, the bushing of schoolchildren to improve racial balance, the level of support for retired people in the social security system, the size of the military budget, federal acquisition of land for parks and wildlife refuges, and so forth. If we had to consider each of these issues anew starting from scratch, we would have an awesome task. But if we approach each from the standpoint of a general ideology that we have developed over time, the job is much simpler. Most issues will turn out to be instances of  more general principles that can quickly be settled by applying the principles. 

World ideologies: liberalism, conservatism, socialism and fascism. There are many ideological systems in the world, but the greatest from them are: liberalism, conservatism, socialism and fascism.

Liberalism is one of the most spread ideological trends (from Latin “liberalis” means “free”). The main principles of it are: freedom of the individual, responsibility of the individual toward himself and society, recognition of the right of all people self-realization; individualism; humanism; freedom from the state’s restriction of the citizen’s right; liberalism is based on the identification of freedom and private property, which is the guarantor and measure of human’s freedom. Liberalism was formed at the end of XVIIth-XVIIIth centuries as a bourgeous ideology on the basis of the Enlightenment ideas of Locke, Hobbes, Smith, Mill and other thinkers.

New-liberalism is a result of the evolution of this trend. Ideology of new-liberalism was formed in 30th of the XXth century. At the beginning it was “the new course” of American President F.D.Rousvelt. He corrected some political and economic guidelines of this ideology. New-liberals admit that the state can regulate economic relations and realize an active social policy. They support a policy of the limitation monopolies’ power for redistribution of material values through tax system and state social programmes in the lowest society stratums’ favour. Under the liberal banner the model of a “positive state”(or “welfare state”) was formed. New-liberalism is an ideological basis of the Democratic Party of the USA.

Conservatism is an opponent of liberalism. English thinker and politician Burke, and French public figures J.de Mestre and L.de Bounald were at the source of this trend. Ideology of conservatism is based on the inviolability of existing natural order. The traditionalism is an idea of maintenance of traditional values, which are connected with family, religious, social estates division. On their mind, the political principles ought to adapt to customs, national traditions and socio-economic and political institutes, which are settled. Conservators always fight against “democratic extremities”. 

In 70th of the XXth century new phase in the development of conservatism started. New-conservatism was formed on the ground of confrontation with new-liberalism and socialism. New-conservators demand the limitation of the state interference in the economy. On their mind “the best government governing the less”. New-conservators fight against excessive taxation of big business with the aim of redistribution of material values in the lowest society stratums’ favour. They consider that the state not “the milk cow”. The individuals ought to consider on their own forces. Modern society ought to create an equal possibilities, not an equal results.

Socialist ideas were born at the ancient time. According to these ideas early-Christian communities built their life. But theoretical and ideological legislation were only in a New Time in books of Utopian socialism classics T.Moor, T.Campanella, R.Ouen, Sen-Simon, and Rousoue. In the middle of XIXth century German thinkers K.Marx and F.Engels attempted to create socialist science. On this basis Marxism was formed. It was proclaimed as a proletarian ideology. At the beginning of XXth century Marxism was split into confronting wings: Leninism (bolshevism) and social democracy. The whole roots connect these trends: an idea of equality and brotherhood of all people; social justice; the priority of social interests over the individual ones; recognition of the necessary state interference in public relations. But there is a deep gulf in the concrete socio-political and economic programmes between Leninism and socio-democratism.

Leninism is a theory of V.I.Lenin and his supporters. It was formed in Russia. Lenin renounced from the basic Marxist principle about simultaneous transition to socialism of developing countries. He submitted an idea about Russia like “the weak link” in the chain of capitalist countries and demanded seizure of power immediately, broke-up of the old state machinery, expropriation of the private property and conversion it to the state one. Leninist ideology became an ideological basis of the Great October socialist revolution and the socialist building in the USSR and other countries of the socialist community. On this ideological basis there was a process of socialization of production, ”collectivization” of agriculture, a powerful totalitarian system was formed. But it broke-up at the early 90th of XXth century. 

Socio-democratic doctrine has the other political principles. Founders of social-democratic trend were German thinkers and public figures K.Kautsky and E.Bernestein. Socio-democratic ideology was formed on the ground of revision Marxist theory in the revolution – violent point and established human and democratic values. In the foundation of social-democratism there is a doctrine of “the democratic socialism” or “the socialism with a human face”. From the socio-democratic point of view, socialism is not concrete social system but the process of the social justice’s introduction to the public life.

Social democrats approve the peaceful, evolutionary means of achievement equality and social justice. They consider that slowly reformation of bourgeous society is closely connected with non-violent forms of class fighting and social partnership’s propaganda. On this basis various “models of socialism” were formed. Sweden and German models are the most well known ones. During socio-democratic governing in West Germany and Sweden socio-democratic political and economic guidelines realized. But in 80-90th negative tendencies, which were connected with the state monopolism and bureaucratism, declining stimulus for private enterprise was revealed. These tendencies had led to slowdown of development in countries. Social democrats have lost the mass support of electorate and were compel to pass the authority to representatives of conservative ideology.

Fascism.  In the 1920s and 1930s there arose a political movement, fascism, which did not hang together well as ideology (the twentieth century, unlike the nineteenth century, did not emphasize the intellectual completeness of theories) but rather more a style of politics and a popular movement. Adolf Hitler in Germany, Benito Mussolini in Italy, and Francisco Franco in Spain all established fascist regimes at this time. Fascists did not generally write elaborations of their theory, since among other things they despised intellectualism and ideology. Accordingly most analysts of fascism as an ideology have looked mainly at what fascists did. The essence of fascism seems to have been a rejection of most institutions of modern life, combined with a national rebirth focused on a charismatic, dictatorial leader. Fascists were all antisocialist, generally anticapitalist, and (at least in Hitler’s and Mussolini’s cases) hostile to the church. They tended to glorify instead a mythical war-based society of the past – for Mussolini the ancient Roman Empire, for Hitler the Teutonic knights of the Middle Ages and Wagner’s dreamy stories about the old Germanic gods. 

Their political style was opportunist. All used violence and terror to advance their movements. Somewhat paradoxically, since they despised modern institutions, they were also “up to date” and presented themselves as forward-looking. Hitler was the first German politician to campaign from an airplane, for instance, and the design of fascist propaganda and rallies was often done in the current, modern-looking “art deco” style.

Fascism appealed particularly to those who felt left out in the modern age. In Spain and Italy, these were mostly the traditional elites, who felt threatened both by modern industrial managers and by socialist workers. In Germany, the “left out” arrear to have been mainly the middle class, small farmers, and shopkeepers. The uprooting of European civilization in the First World War helped prepare the grounds as well, adding to the sense of loss among the disinherited of modern life.

The details of fascism actually varied a good deal from one place to another. The Nazi party of Germany attacked the existing social system, including the churches, more actively than most. It had a strong element of anti-Semitic racism that was not present in Italian or Spanish fascism and that ultimately led to the murder of millions of Jews. Spanish fascism identified with conservative church leadership and supported the church. Italian fascism was marked by an attempt to reorganize the economy into “corporations” – guilds of employers and workers in each industry. Such variations in fascist policy again underscore the fact that fascism was, and is, rather more a political style than a system of ideas. The defeat of the fascist powers in World War II ended most organized fascism; but since then, when established sets of people have felt their positions threatened by modern change – especially by new racial or ethnic claims, or by immigration of new groups into the country – echoes of fascism have often been heard.

Ideologies in the late twentieth century. With the long period of general peace in Europe and among other industrialized states since World War II, some of the edge has worn off the conflict among the great modern ideologies. As modern society has become more firmly established, the old grievances do not seem to move people as strongly as they once did. With the decline of religion (outside of Islamic regions) and with the poor economic performance of socialist states, there has been a resurgence of liberalism – but a liberalism modified by considerable governmental support for the weak.

Many leaders of parties, especially those which hold responsibility for the government of a state, have begun to modify their ideologies in light of practical experience. The most dramatic example of this is provided by the collapse of the Communist regimes of Eastern Europe and Russia. Many states of this region have become liberal democracies, and all have abandoned their old, ideologically based Communist systems.

History, and the development of ideologies, does not stop. The great modern ideologies were a product of the tension between Europe’s industrialization and the static institutions Europe had inherited from its feudal past. As that tension now recedes, other sources of ideological development have come to the fore, in a sometimes confusing mix of forces and tensions: the practical economic experiences of the Soviet Union and the United States; the increasing problem of  degradation of the environment; the resurgence of militant Islam; the discovery of youth and women as classes, even though Marxist socialism saw classes as based solely on economic position; and the increasingly clear division of interests between rich states and poor states – the “North” and the “South”.  
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