Historical blind alleys: Arian kingdoms, Signorie, Stalinism
Mike Macnair
This is a pre-publication draft of this paper,  the published version of which appeared in Critique 39:4, 545-561 (2011), available from the Taylor & Francis website of the journal. 
To theorise the phenomenon of Stalinism within the framework of Marxism requires addressing it not only from the standpoint of political economy, but also that of historical materialism. Leon Trotsky’s arguments for ‘political revolution’ grew out of prior explicit analogies between Stalinism and the regime of Napoleon Bonaparte current in the Oppositions in the USSR. Trotsky’s followers after the 1940s drew from these de facto analogies stronger analogies with the ‘reactionary-progressive’ Bonapartism of Napoleon I and, more widely held, a belief that capitalist restoration in the USSR, etc, would involve a full-dress ‘social counter-revolution’. These beliefs were politically crippling in the 1980s-90s. 


This paper proposes that these analogies were false because they drew on historical events at a later stage in the rise of the capitalist class and decline of feudalism than the stage of the rise of the proletariat and decline of capitalism reached at the time of the Russian revolution. Rather, the appropriate theoretically-grounded analogies are with the Arian kingdoms which immediately succeeded the fall of the western Roman Empire, and with the city-states of medieval Italy. In both cases what is involved is the first serious attempt at the sovereignty of a new class; but one which is both externally dominated and internally massively penetrated by the old social and political order, and in consequence tends to decline towards the old order. Hence (as has proved to be the outcome of Stalinism) full ‘social counter-revolution’ is not necessary to complete the process of reintegration in the old order. 
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To theorise the phenomenon of Stalinism
 within the framework of Marxism requires addressing it not only from the standpoint of political economy, but also that of historical materialism. The relatively historically ephemeral quality of the Stalinist regimes does not alter this necessity: though in historical terms short-lived, they had a more substantial existence than (for example) the Münster Anabaptist Commune of 1534-35. I should emphasise that I am not proposing that other forms of analysis of the Stalinist regimes - particularly in terms of political economy - are unnecessary. An analysis in the long view of historical materialism supplements, not supplants, other forms of analysis. What follows is an introduction to the problem, and then a very outline hypothesis about it.
 
1. Stalinism, political revolution and historical analogies
Trotsky’s arguments for ‘political revolution’ grew out of prior explicit historical analogies between Stalinism and ‘Thermidor’ and the regime of Napoleon Bonaparte, which were current in the Oppositions in the USSR.
 These were more than simple historical analogies, like the tales of the fall of the Roman republic told from time to time by bourgeois constitutionalists.
 Their original theoretical foundation was in the idea, common to Bolsheviks and Mensheviks alike, that the Russian revolution had at its core a bourgeois revolution - like the French revolution. ‘Thermidor’ and ‘Bonapartism’ in this discourse signified the bourgeois aspect of the revolution overcoming its proletarian aspect. Kautsky and post-revolutionary Mensheviks argued this was inevitable. Bolsheviks hoped to avoid it: at least until revolution elsewhere could come to the Russian proletariat’s aid.
 The debate among oppositionists about ‘Thermidor’ both in Russia in 1926-28 and internationally down to 1931 was conducted in this framework: for Trotsky in this period, if ‘Thermidor’ was actually accomplished, that would mean the restoration of capitalism.
 

The movement of Trotsky’s position in the 1930s shifted the ground of this analogy. Trotsky’s arguments shifted from the specific character of the Russian revolution in its relation to the French revolution to revolutions, and their ebb and flow, as a general historical phenomenon. The 1935 ‘The Workers’ State, Thermidor and Bonapartism’ announced explicitly a change of line. Taking an idea from Rakovsky’s The ‘Professional’ Dangers of Power, ‘Thermidor’ now meant the ascendancy of the bureaucracy without the collapse of the socio-economic conquests of the revolution, and was backdated to 1924-5. With the break with the ‘rights’ and the full emergence of the personal regime of Stalin, the USSR had now entered on an analogue of ‘Bonapartism’.
 The use of such an analogy from the history of the bourgeois revolutions to the proletarian, as a matter of general historical materialism, is explicitly defended in The Revolution Betrayed: “The axiomatic assertions of the Soviet literature, to the effect that the laws of bourgeois revolutions are “inapplicable” to a proletarian revolution, have no scientific content whatever.”


The argument for ‘political revolution’ does not fit exactly with this scheme. It made a de facto analogy between Stalinism and the French Restoration of 1815-30, ended by the (merely political) revolution of 1830; and perhaps with the English Restoration of 1660-88, also ended by an (also arguably merely political) revolution in 1688. Associated with this shift is Trotsky’s emphasis on the changed property relations as a result of the revolution, which characterises The Revolution Betrayed. This too can be read in terms of a more or less implicit analogy with 1660-88 and 1815-30, both cases in which a reactionary political regime arguably rested atop changed property relations. In France this was thanks to the revolutionary expropriation of noble and clerical rights in 1789, confirmed in Napoleon’s Code Civil, and the retention of the Code in 1814-15. In England it was thanks to the expropriation of the monasteries and chantries in the Reformation, the abolition of tenure in chivalry in 1656, confirmed by the Tenures Abolition Act 1660, and the silent disappearance of the link between tenure in burgage and personal status as burgher in the later 16th-17th century, and abolition of legal personal villein status between the 1630s and the 1650s).
 


Some of Trotsky’s followers after World War II and the opening of the Cold War in 1948, Chinese revolution, and sovietisation of the eastern European buffer zone and northern Korea, shifted the analogies again. Deutscher, Pablo and his immediate co-thinkers, Grant in Britain, and Marcy and Copeland in the US (and no doubt others whose writing is less accessible to me) took the idea of Bonapartism and drew from it an analogy between Stalinism and the ‘reactionary-progressive’ Bonapartism of Napoleon I, which overthrew the democratic elements of the French revolution but attempted to spread its overthrow of feudal property relations across Europe. In British history this analogy could be extended to Cromwell via Trotsky’s comments in Where is Britain Going? 
 


The practical political meaning of this approach was to prettify Stalinism. It did not help that the main alternatives offered were variants on ‘state capitalism’, which tended to render Marxist political economy into nonsense, and the worse theory of Ernest Mandel that the Yugoslav, Chinese, etc, revolutions involved partial breaks from Stalinism on the part of Tito, Mao, etc.
 If the historical-theoretical grounds of the theory of Stalinism as ‘Bonapartism’ in the sense of being analogous to the regime of Napoleon I had been sound, it would have been necessary to accept at least some of the unpalatable political consequences of the approaches of Deutscher, Pablo and so on. 

More widely held among Trotskyists was a belief that the overthrow of capitalist property relations in the revolution meant that capitalist restoration in the USSR, etc, would involve a full-dress ‘social counter-revolution’ and civil war. In the 1980s-90s, these beliefs became politically crippling. The Mandelites and others imagined Gorbachev and even Yeltsin as the beginning of the political revolution; the Spartacists and others held out political hopes in the old-Stalinist wing of the bureaucracy.
 


I propose that these analogies were false because they drew on historical events at a later stage in the rise of the capitalist class and decline of feudalism than the stage of the rise of the proletariat and decline of capitalism reached at the time of the Russian revolution. Rather, the appropriate theoretically-grounded analogies are with the Arian (Vandal, Visigothic, Ostrogothic and Burgundian) kingdoms which immediately succeeded the fall of the western Roman Empire, and with the city-states of medieval Italy which formed the first sketch of an attempt at bourgeois sovereignty. In both cases what is involved is the first serious attempt at the sovereignty of a new ruling class; but one which is both externally dominated and internally massively penetrated by the old social and political order, and in consequence tends to decline towards the old order. The implication is that (as has proved to be the outcome of Stalinism) full-dress ‘social counter-revolution’ is not necessary to complete the process of reintegration in the old order. 

To clarify this argument involves some preliminary reinterpretation of what is involved in transitions between ‘modes of production’ / ‘social formations’. 

2. Class orders: theoretical framework in abstract
I will do no more than postulate the theoretical framework. Because what I am going to say is in certain respects not ‘orthodox’, I should emphasise that what we have of Marx and Engels on this front is actually very limited, and to a considerable extent subsequent Marxists have built theory on rough notes and drafts not thought by their authors fit for publication and private correspondence. This material was all written before the publication of the vast bulk of the written sources for ancient and medieval society now available, let alone the information generated by archaeology. We therefore cannot possibly treat the arguments as the final word. 

We do need to differentiate between ‘base’ (the means and organisational forms in which the society produces its material subsistence) and ‘superstructure’ (the ideologies and cultural forms which grow up in a particular society). However, the idea that social production in any society could be wholly organised by private-choice institutions (family, private property, and markets or other forms of owner to owner interaction, like gift exchange, cattle-lifting, the assembly of clients, etc) is an illusion of liberal political economy. The private necessarily entails its negation, the aut sacrom aut poublicom, the sacred/ public: most obviously in the form of public ways and spaces.
 The sacred/public includes both state forms, and public institutions of redistribution, which may have a state character or a religious character or both. These are part of the economic base, not of the ideological superstructure. The fact that the ideological forms may be - for example - Christianity and classicism in medieval Europe, Buddhism and aspects of Chinese culture in medieval Japan, does not alter the character of the institutional forms as part of the base. 

The existence of directionality in history has two grounds. The first is the improvement of the forces of production, which tends to be cumulative. However, while improved forces of production make possible changed relations of production they do not in a strong sense and ceteris paribus require changed relations of production. The second driving force is the contradiction between human nature, as evolved (in the Darwinian sense) in hunter-gatherer primitive communism, with the creation of radical social stratification. This contradiction produces (1) aspirations to live like the class elite, which drives technical innovations, and (2) a long-term tendency for the original and most onerous form of social subordination, slavery,
 to be replaced by less onerous forms of subordination.

Precisely because the private-choice aspect of the social division of labour (private property and family) is a private-choice aspect, it allows experimentation with new forms of division of labour both in the horizontal dimension and in the vertical dimension (relation between decision-makers and those who are told what they must do). This aspect of the social division of labour is therefore the dynamic aspect, and it is appropriate to characterise historical periods by the forms of the private-choice aspect. Established state and religious-redistributive institutions, in contrast, tend to resist innovation in the social order.

By consequence, transitions between social orders are inherently prolonged. We begin with a pre-existing social order which has attained its apogee and begun to enter into decline. The spontaneous self-ordering of private choices of the ruling class replicating and expanding the existing social order now tends to produce irrational outcomes, and also faces competition from private choices which tend to experiment with alternatives to it: the beginnings of the rise of a new mode of exploitation and a new leading class. 

The state and/ or the established religious-redistributive institutions attempt, more and more intensively, to cling to the old and even to put Humpty together again. The result is increasing statisation. Old state and religious institutions can survive in this way for very long periods (for example, in Byzantium or ancient China). Eventually, however, these institutions are broken. Their being broken opens the way to a new social order. But this is now again a matter of experimentation, not only with new relations of production, but also with new sacred/ public institutional forms. The new forms are inevitably at first in the shadow of the forms of the old state and religious-redistributive institutions. Some of these new forms are more successful than others; the earliest versions may still be too tied to the old order and tend to collapse back into it. These early unsuccessful experiments with new public institutions of social order are what I mean by historical blind alleys. 

Once the new class order finds political and religious-redistributive forms adequate to its form as a vertical division of labour, it self-replicates and expands explosively, both intensively and extensively, until it reaches its limits. Once it reaches its internal limits, the cycle begins again at the centre with decay of the old, and experimentation with new, relations of production, and the resistance of the existing state and redistributive order. Like a coral, the centre may be in decay while the periphery continues to expand. 

To put this more dialectically, it is only at the moment of apogee that we can perceive directly anything like a ‘pure slaveowner urbanism’, ‘pure feudalism’ or ‘pure capitalism’.
 Even at this moment, slaveowner urbanism is interpenetrated with the remains of what went before it and with proto-feudal forms which foreshadow the future, though slaveowner urbanism is visibly dominant. Before the apogee and after it, though slaveowner urbanism shapes the political and religious-redistributive forms, the level of interpenetration with other class forms is such that the use of the class analysis is to grasp the social dynamic at a theoretical level, not to be immediately empirically obvious. 
3. Class orders slightly more in concrete
3.1. Slaveowner urbanism
I take the character of slaveowner urbanism at apogee (and more generally in its dynamics) to be as follows. Slavery consists in the exploitation of labour through full social exclusion - as Orlando Paterson puts it, ‘social death’.
 The core vertical social relation is therefore one of ownership of persons by other persons (or by state or religious-redistributive institutions). This is a relation in which duties are owed unilaterally upwards, and downwards not at all.
 


Production is predominantly on a domestic scale, and slave employment is also predominantly on a domestic scale. It extends a long way down the social hierarchy among free citizens, who form the ruling class even if this class may be highly internally stratified (marked internal stratification of the ruling class is, of course, also true both of landed aristocrats, and of capitalists). An aside here - the belief that domestic slavery is unproductive flows merely from gender bias and (among Marxists) from internalising capital’s vision of what is ‘productive’, i.e. what is profit-making.
 Under conditions of generalised domestic production, domestic slavery (obviously) generates a small-scale household surplus product. This surplus product is then centralised through rent, interest and tax to support an elite proper and larger-scale undertakings. 

Slave taking is in principle a collective enterprise of the free citizens, which imparts to the society a continuously warlike character. 


The fully-adequate state form of this mode of production is the city-state, in which the citizens form a collective ruling group. The citizens are the state/ own the state, and conversely are liable to contribute to the state without limit (up to and including their lives). When this state form is transmuted into monarchy, it carries with it a royal power far more arbitrary and unlimited than any feudal absolutism: imperator dominus mundi, the emperor owner of the world,
 and the emperor, not merely god’s vice-regent, but divine or semi-divine.
 


The fully-adequate religious-redistributive form is highly particularist polytheism; this is obscured to us by the efforts of imperial religious/ intelligentsia elites to systematise the pantheon in relatively recent historical periods. Animal sacrifice is an immediate redistributive form and temples take on various other forms of redistribution, while religious festivals are also associated with elite urban euergetism.
 Slaves are naturally excluded (even if, in the late articulations of slaveowner-urban regimes like the Roman empire and medieval Hindu society, there may be cults which are or are perceived to be particularly associated with slaves).
 

The tendency to war produces a tendency of cities to generate tributary empires in which other cities are subordinated - without, however, usually involving full enslavement of whole populations, at least within the area of common culture (Mesopotamia; core China; Greek speaking; and so on).  Such empires eventually reach geographical limits on their communication technologies (mountains, deserts, oceans) or political ones (rival empires, state formation among the ‘barbarian’ periphery). When they do so, the inflow of cheap slaves ceases; hence a tendency to monopolisation of land is accentuated; and the slaveowner-urban character of the state tends to decline. The economy becomes increasingly statised, and the state is driven towards the recognition of the general humanity of its inhabitants and hence promotion of universalistic philosophies and religious forms. This tendency is a tendency towards feudalism.
 
3.2. Feudalism
Feudalism I take to be at apogee the exploitation of labour which is not socially excluded, but is subject to elaborate occupational status distinctions, through privatised forms of tax and jurisdiction. The fundamental vertical social relation is the relation of patron-client or ‘lord and man’. This relation is bilateral: the lord owes duties to his men (including his villeins). It is also antagonistic at all levels: king and greater barons, greater barons and their landlord subtenants, manorial lords and peasants.


Production continues to be primarily domestic, but the underlying increase in absolute productivity - most particularly, wide diffusion of the water-mill - permits a surplus to be generated without full domestic slavery. The class elite is sharply bifurcated between secular lords who self-identify as a military caste and religious actors and institutions, and this contradiction within the elite gives ‘room for manoeuvre’ for peasants and artisans, who can appeal to the church (or buddhist monastery) against the secular lords and vice versa. 

The fully-adequate state form of this class regime is the nation-state (with, at least in theory, a common language) within a broader religio-cultural unity (European christendom; Japan in relation to China). In this aspect the state reflects the fact that the lowest layers of the exploited primary producers are part of the society. The bilaterality of the relation of lord and man is reflected in the obligation of kings or shoguns, at the apex of the state, to act on the basis of the counsel of his men - which in Europe, though not in Japan, produces ‘estates’ institutions. 

The fully-adequate religious-redistributive form is universalistic religion and - as already indicated - the separation of the religious-redistributive institutions from the state as such and the secular ‘military landlord’ class. Like the nation-state, this expresses the incorporation of the subordinate classes in the society. Religious actors cease to be conceptualised as a hereditary group.

Apogee feudalism lacks the immediate economic pressure to the conquest state which is found in apogee slavery. European feudalism does, however, have a strong tendency to private expansion at its periphery (German drang nach osten, English marcher lordships, Spanish Reconquista, crusades). This is driven by the land hunger which is shared by both peasants and their feudal superiors at all levels
 and - primarily in the form of jurisdiction hunger and pilgrim hunger - by churches. Feudal geographical extension does not, however, come up against natural limits as slaveowner empires do, but against the fact that feudalism’s fundamentally artisan military technology, its universalistic religion, and its bilateral forms of political obligation can be more easily copied by neighbouring societies than the elaborate urban, bureaucratic, and military structures of slaveowner-urban empires. Once these limits are reached, at the core there is an inevitable tendency for landholding and other rights to become concentrated both in the horizontal and in the vertical dimension. This extrudes population to form a proletariat, which forms the basis of the emergence of interstitial shipping capitalism and its financial apparatus. 
3.3. Capitalism
The fundamental structure of capitalist exploitation is familiar. The workers are freed from the land and from artisan jurisdictions and skills monopolies - and are also freed from formal status categories. Exploitation takes the form of a contract between juridical equals - in which, however, the terms are set by the capitalists’ monopoly of ownership of the means of production and of money and the fact that the worker has nothing to sell but his or her labour power. The fundamental vertical social relation is the relation between owner
 and non-owner. 

This formal equality and dependence of exploitation simply on property rights means that the fully-adequate form of the capitalist state is the constitutional-legal state, (Rechtsstaat or ‘rule of law’) which is constituted by common laws (in particular constitutions) which form the ideological basis of state loyalty and are grounded on the principle of the sanctity of property; and the deficit-funding of the state by state loans, which embody the sanctity of debt obligations and entail the direct representation of the state’s creditors in the state through the central bank. 

The fully-adequate religious-redistributive form is subordination of the clerisy to the state; and dominance of national and local state, tax-based forms of redistribution. Since the French and American revolutions this subordination has generally taken the form of ‘separation of church and state’ or secularism, but a state-controlled religious organisation (as in the Netherlands, England, Denmark and Sweden) can play the role equally well.
 

4. Transitions and blind alleys

By identifying the apogee forms not only in terms of the immediate form of exploitation, but of the state and redistributive forms adequate to this form, it becomes possible to see what has to change in transitions from one class order to another. In each case it is necessary not only to overthrow the distinctive class property rights of the former ruling class - which may be the simplest task, as they may erode considerably in late statised forms of the class order - but also to overthrow the state order and the order of religious-redistributive institutions. In each case it is also necessary to create a new state order and new redistributive institutions which is adequate to the new class order. 


These are separate tasks and in the past have taken place in separate events, though they may in revolutions which form a late stage of the transition - like the French revolution - be rolled into a single turbulent period. Even there, we cannot really speak in a completely unqualified way of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie in France before 1871. 
4.1. Slavery to feudalism and the Arian kingdoms.

In the transition from slavery to feudalism in Europe,
 the first stage is the adoption in the late Roman Empire of a universalising religion - Christianity - and the destruction of pagan religious institutions and pagan urban euergetism.
 


Then in the 5th century in the west the state order broke down and was replaced by proto-national kingdoms of the Romanised ‘barbarians’ who had in the main already been serving as mercenary troops inside the empire. 


We have some significant documentation of institutional forms of the Gothic kingdoms in Italy, south-western France and Spain, and the Burgundian kingdom in south-eastern France. The evidence for the Vandal kingdom of Africa is, on this front, in less depth. The institutional forms they display are, as it were, a step towards what later emerged: but still heavily within the late Roman framework. The ‘barbarians’ form a proto-form of a military aristocracy, and this aristocracy identifying itself as Arian rulers over a Catholic population produces a proto-form of the separation of military aristocracy and clerisy found in feudalism. The relation of lord and man was certainly present within the elite and perhaps, though this is less certain, in some elite-peasant interactions, and the political forms - aristocratic and church councils - display movement towards those of the central middle ages.
 


The Goths’, Burgundians’ and Vandals’ Arianism, however, represented a step back from the Christian universalism of the late empire. This step back is perfectly understandable in its immediate political context, since late imperial Trinitarian Fall theology is an ideology of politico-legal tyranny whose outcome is that unqualified obedience is due to the emperor as God’s vice-regent on earth,
 and all around the borders of the eastern empire, from Armenia to Ethiopia, different forms of rejection of full orthodox Trinitarianism are found in polities which wished to maintain independence from the empire (and from its Sasanian Zoroastrian rival).
 The radical Arab monotheism of islam may have been part of the same movement.
 The Vandals, Goths and Burgundians, however, made no attempt to convert their new subjects to Arianism: this became, rather, a marker of superior hereditary ‘barbarian’ status. The same seems to have been true of islam, linked to Arab descent, in the Umayyad Caliphate; the Abbasids, in contrast, made islam into a nearly fully universalistic religion.


On the other side of the coin, the Arian polities endeavoured to preserve Roman law and seem to have sponsored some aspects of the late imperial rhetorical culture of the urban elite. They indulged in some urban euergetism. They certainly maintained, with Roman law, the ideological juridical forms of slavery - whatever was going on underneath.
 

The result was a state and religious-redistributive order which was decidedly not adequate to the tentative steps towards feudalism (nation state, military aristocracy, councils) which can be found in the break with the Roman state. And the Arian polities paid for this attachment to Roman forms with political fragility. By 500 the Burgundians were tributary to the Franks. The Franks in 507 attacked the Visigoths in the name of a recently adopted Catholicism signalling an alliance with the Eastern Roman emperor in Constantinople, and drove them into Spain with great rapidity, though the Ostrogothic king Theoderic the Great ‘intervened in their favour’ to take back the south coast of Gaul. The Vandals in Africa were disposed of even more quickly by the Byzantines in 533-34. The Ostrogoths in Italy put up more of a fight in the 530s-40s, but probably because the Byzantine state was from 540 also engaged in a very serious war with Sasanian Iran.
 The Visigoths in Spain in 589 converted to Catholicism. Doing so entailed a substantial Byzantinisation of the regime (notably including antisemitic legislation) i.e. a movement back towards the old political order. When the muslims invaded Spain in 711, the kingdom went down like a house of cards. Arian kingdoms had proved to be a historical blind alley. 
4.2 Feudalism to capitalism and Italian city-states
The Arian kingdoms appeared long after slaveowner urbanism had entered into decline and in response to a highly statised form of the old order. In contrast, in medieval Italy the pattern in a certain sense resembles more Trotsky’s ‘combined and uneven development’: a proto-form of a new social order appearing in an area where feudalism as such was under-developed.
 

The countryside had been recently, and perhaps superficially, feudalised, and there was some low-grade and limited survival of later Roman urban centres. With expanding population around 1000 these revived and some new urban centres developed. In the 11th-12th century a pattern of urban revolts emerged across Europe, not just in Italy, demanding freedom from immediate feudal subordination (often from local bishops) and charters of concrete liberties. In most of Europe the result was city liberties within feudal kingdoms. In Italy, however, the old Regnum Italiae had been radically weakened by the conflicts of the 11th-12th century between the German Holy Roman Emperors and the Papacy. Hence a rash of city-states emerged across northern and central Italy as de facto sovereign states.

The Italian city-states were in some respects striking anticipations of the later capitalist states. They were Rechtsstaaten of a sort, with more or less elaborate constitutions and legislative structures. They adopted state redistributive mechanisms - though not, except for Venice, subordinating the church to themselves. They pioneered state deficit finance on the basis of the sale of transferable securities. The port cities were certainly engaged in interstitial transport capitalism and there was some large-scale manufacture in some cities as well as extensive production on a putting-out basis. Venice at least engaged in (small-scale) territorial conquests and export of capital for slave plantation agriculture in sugar production.
 

On the other hand, however, juridical status inequalities remained a central feature of all these cities. In particular, like ancient cities, the peasants of the contado were not citizens, and the persisting feudal rights in the countryside were an object of exploitation both by the city itself and by individual city notables. Critically, the life of the urban elites - again, with the partial exception of Venice - continued dominated by the relation of lord and man. The forcible rivalry of aristocratic followings within the cities ended by causing so much disruption that the cities - Venice and Genoa excepted - surrendered their government to “single man” tyrannical regimes. The tyrants in due course converted ‘their’ cities into feudal holdings - Duchies and so on - by formal grants from the Holy Roman Emperors. Even Genoa in the 16th century accepted protectorate status under the king of Spain. Venice alone survived as an independent republic down to the French revolution. The Italian city-states had proved to be a blind alley. 

In the 16th and 17th centuries the lamentable history of the Italian city states was an object of a continuous propaganda against republicanism and democracy by monarchists everywhere. England received large doses from Shakespeare and other writers down to the revolution of 1688. Modern Toryism revived the ideas in response to the American and French revolutions, and continues to this day to teach in British schools and universities the lesson from Shakespeare and his contemporaries that democracy leads merely to faction, disorder and tyranny.
  For early modern radicals, this history was their Stalinist incubus ... until the Dutch Republic, and later the English state after 1688, showed the way to state forms more fully adequate to capitalism. 

4.3. Stalinism
I am going to say virtually nothing about Stalinism itself. The reason is partly that my general conclusion should already be clear. There can be regimes which are, in the long view required for historical materialist analysis, revolutionary as against an old state order, but which are blind alleys which can be overthrown and revert to the old order by simple collapse or ‘internal’ dynamics without a full-dress counter-revolution. Stalinism was such a regime. 


The Soviet regime, like the Arian kingdoms and the Italian city states, retained too much of the social relations of the old order and did not represent an adequate political form of the class rule of the proletariat. Among these, its history is more like that of the Italian city-states. These emerged in the first instance as part of an international movement against immediate feudal subordination, but in a country - Italy - in which feudalism was relatively ‘backward’ by comparison with France, Germany and England. The ‘backwardness’ allowed them to break through to sovereignty - but meant that feudalising dynamics remained present within them. The result was tyranny in the form of signorie, ‘feudalised city state rule’ decaying towards assimilation to the later feudal state forms found elsewhere in Europe. The Soviet regime displays a similar dynamic: emerging as part of an international movement against capitalism in a country where capitalism was weakly developed, the movement could break through to sovereignty, but a dynamic towards capitalism remained strongly present in it, producing first Stalinism, and in the end restoration of semi-colonial regimes. 


Stalinism also has the lesson that the workers’ movement has not yet found political forms adequate to working class rule. Until we do, we will be like early modern republicans and democrats, constantly beaten over the heads with past disasters as ‘evidence’ that advocates of working class rule and communism are utopians whose success would lead to a dystopia. 
� For present purposes I mean by ‘Stalinism’ the sense in which it is used by Trotskyists, i.e. not merely the personal tyranny of Joseph Stalin but the phenomenon of the dictatorship of the bureaucracy as a whole from the 1920s down to the collapse into semi-colonial forms in 1989-91. 


� Since it is merely a hypothesis, the referencing takes a peculiar form. (a) I have attempted to document the points in section 1. (b) There is no attempt to document the very general statements in sections 2 and 3, though occasional quotations and ‘unexpected’ points are referenced. (c) In section 4 I have provided references at the outset to general treatments of the regimes discussed, but otherwise only referenced occasional specific points.


� Eg Platform of the Joint Opposition [1927] � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1927/opposition/opposition.pdf" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1927/opposition/opposition.pdf�; Rakovsky, The Professional Dangers of Power [1928] � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/rakovsky/1928/08/prodanger.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/rakovsky/1928/08/prodanger.htm�. 


� E.g. [John Trenchard & Thomas Gordon] Cato’s Letters [1721-23] (ed. Ronald Hamowy, Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 1995); Chalmers Johnson, Nemesis: the Last Days of the American Republic (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2007). Numerous other examples could be found in British political discourse between 1688 and 1914 or in US political discourse at any date from the Revolution to the present. 


� Kautsky: Terrorism and Communism [1919] Ch 8, � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/kautsky/1919/terrcomm/ch08b.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/kautsky/1919/terrcomm/ch08b.htm�. Mensheviks: Dmitry V. Shlapentokh, ‘Thermidor or Mongol Empire’ (1991) 32 Cahiers du monde russe et sovietique 379-408 at 380-384, & Andre Liebich, From the other shore (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1997) 122-23; Bolsheviks: e.g. Trotsky, Between Red and White [1922] Ch 8, � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1922/red-white/ch08.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1922/red-white/ch08.htm�: “The Mensheviks of the whole world have seized upon the phrase of the ‘Thermidor Stage’ of the Russian Revolution. Yet it was not they, but we ourselves, who formulated this diagnosis. And, what is more important, the concessions to the Thermidor mood and tendencies of the petty bourgeois, necessary for the purpose of maintaining the power of the proletariat, were made by the Communist Party without effecting a break in the system and without quitting the helm.”


� E.g. ‘The July Plenum and the Right Danger’ (1928) � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1928/07/rightdanger.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1928/07/rightdanger.htm�; ‘Our Differences with the Democratic Centralists’ (Trotsky To Borodai, November 1928) � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1928/borodai.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1928/borodai.htm�; ‘The Defense of the Soviet Union and the Opposition’ [1929] � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1929/09/fi-b.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1929/09/fi-b.htm�; Letter to the Italian Left Communists [1929] � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1929/09/ital-lc.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1929/09/ital-lc.htm�; ‘Thermidor and Bonapartism’ [1931] http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1931/xx/thermidor.htm.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1935/02/ws-therm-bon.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1935/02/ws-therm-bon.htm�. The reference to Rakovsky is explicit. 


� The Revolution Betrayed ([1936] NY: Pathfinder Press, 1972) 89.


� France: that the revolutionaries ‘abolished feudalism’, and that neither Napoleon nor the restoration monarchy reversed this abolition, is a commonplace; e.g. the recent non-Marxist introductory account of Paul R. Hanson, Contesting the French Revolution (Chichester: Wiley Blackwell,2009). England: expropriation of the monasteries: Monasteries Acts 1536 and 1539 and Chantries Act 1548. Burgage: this is a development in the caselaw only: Wray v Street (1588) Moo. KB 257, Case of Aid to the King (1609) 13 Co. Rep. 26 at 26-28; William Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws of England ii (1766; reprint, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 82 gives a retrospective view. Villein status: this had declined very extensively over the 1400s-1500s after the great peasant revolt of 1381 and its 15th century aftershocks (Rodney Hilton, Bond men made free (London: Temple Smith, 1973, new ed. London: Routledge, 2003); E.B. Fryde, Peasants and Landlords in Later Medieval England (Stroud: Alan Sutton, 1996) esp ch. 15; J.H. Baker, Oxford History of the Laws of England vol vi, 1483-1558 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003) pp. 599-607) but was still legally extant, and the last recorded cases date to the 1630s; Matthew Hale’s Analysis of the Common Law (printed with his History of the Common Law, London: John Walthoe, 1713), § XXI, says that it is wholly obsolete; though not strictly dateable, Hale’s Analysis seems most likely to have been written in the 1650s in connection with the codification debate of that period. 


� I Deutscher, Stalin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1949) was a clear expression of Deutscher’s argument. Pablo [Michael Raptis]: ‘Where are we going’ [1951] and ‘On the duration and nature of the period of transition to socialism’ [1951] both in Fred Feldman ed., Towards a history of the Fourth International, Part 4, vol 1, at 4-12, 12-16. Grant: Russia from Revolution to Counterrevolution [1997], part 4, � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxist.com/russiabook/part4.html" ��http://www.marxist.com/russiabook/part4.html�; see also his relatively late ‘The Colonial Revolution and the Deformed Workers' States’ (1978) extracted at http://www.marxist.com/TUT/TUT4-4.html. Marcy-Copeland: Sam Marcy, ‘Memorandum on the Unfolding War and the Tasks of the Proletariat in the New Phase of the World (Permanent) Revolution’ [Socialist Workers’ Party Internal Bulletin, 1950] V Grey [Vince Copeland], ‘The Class Character of the Chinese State’ [SWP IB, 1956], both reprint, New Haven, CT: Revolutionary Communist League - Internationalist, 1974. Trotsky on Cromwell: � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/britain/wibg/ch06.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/britain/wibg/ch06.htm�. 


� ‘Ten Theses’ [1951] in Feldman (above n. 9) at 16-24 (in fact, reasserting arguments Mandel had made in 1949-50); the same general judgment is reflected in ‘Dynamics of World Revolution Today’ [1963] in Will Reissner ed., Dynamics of World Revolution Today (NY: Pathfinder Press, 1974), 25-73. 


� Mandelites: partial self-criticism in Daniel Bensaïd, ‘Thirty years after: A critical introduction to the Marxism of Ernest Mandel’ (2007) � HYPERLINK "http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?article1312&var_recherche=Gorbachev" ��http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?article1312&var_recherche=Gorbachev�; continued illusions in the early Yeltsin, Rick Simon, ‘From bureaucrat to capitalist - via buffoon’ (2007) http://www.isg-fi.org.uk/spip.php?article488. Spartacists: since the web archive of the Spartacists’ International-Communist League does not go back this far, references can only be found online in the materials of the hostile splinter the International Bolshevik Tendency, which, however, shares the main features of the Spartacists’ line on this question: Whatever Happened to the Spartacist League (2005) available on � HYPERLINK "http://www.bolshevik.org/" ��http://www.bolshevik.org/�. ‘Others’ - e.g. Revolutionary Communist League - Internationalist, Poland - A Global Class War Analysis (self-published, New Haven, CT, 1981). 


� Aut sacrom aut poublicom: MH Crawford in P Birks ed. New Perspectives in the Roman Law of Property (Oxford: Clarendon, 1989) Ch 6. My use here generalises on Crawford’s narrow use of the tag in relation to Roman legal thought. 


� “Original and most onerous form ...” - this assumes that we cannot with any confidence refer to an ‘Asiatic mode of production’ as a form of social stratification which is either prior to the appearance of private property and domestic slavery, or parallel with the Mesopotamian-Mediterranean-European sequence of modes of production. A full argument on this issue would be far beyond the scope of this paper. 


� Cf. Engels to Conrad Schmidt, March 12, 1895, � HYPERLINK "http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1895/letters/95_03_12.htm" ��http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1895/letters/95_03_12.htm�: “Did feudalism ever correspond to its concept? Founded in the kingdom of the West Franks, further developed in Normandy by the Norwegian conquerors, its formation continued by the French Norsemen in England and Southern Italy, it came nearest to its concept – in Jerusalem, in the kingdom of a day, which in the Assises de Jerusalem left behind it the most classic expression of the feudal order. Was this order therefore a fiction because it only achieved a short-lived existence in full classical form in Palestine, and even that mostly only on paper?” Susan Reynolds, Fiefs and Vassals (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994) argues precisely that ‘feudalism’ was a fiction (though she is more cautious about rejecting Marxist than non-Marxist versions of ‘feudalism’); doubts on Reynolds’ argument, not dissimilar to Engels’ point, from a non-Marxist standpoint, in the review of Fiefs and Vassals by F.L Cheyette, Speculum 71 (1996) 998-1006.


� Slavery and Social Death (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1982). I mean by this to follow the core of Paterson’s argument about the nature of slavery; not, as will be apparent from what follows, his views about its economic significance or limits. 


� I speak here and elsewhere below of rights and duties, but it should be made clear that what I am attempting to analyse is the social relations which lie below and sometimes surface in juridical evidence, sometimes in literary evidence, sometimes in epigraphic or archaeological evidence. The language of rights and duties is merely a convenient shorthand. It would be possible, as Cohen did in Karl Marx’s Theory of History (Oxford: Clarendon, 1979) Ch 8, to obtain a rechtsfrei description by translating into powers and liabilities/ subjections. Or, though this would involve a lot more ‘unpacking’ words into longish sentences, one could translate into division of labour analysis, that is, presupposing that the whole society constitutes a single productive enterprise conducted in common and the individual proprietors (slaveowning households, manors, firms) merely from one angle analogues of parallel production lines in a single factory or dry-docks in a single shipyard, from another angle managers or foremen performing coordinating functions. Since Cohen’s approach implicitly assumes methodological individualism, a division of labour analysis would be preferable, but even more cumbersome. 


� Discussion of ‘productive’ and ‘unproductive’ labour, with a range of literature cited, Michael J. Webber & David L. Rigby, The Golden Age Illusion (New York: Guilford Press, 1996) 110-115. Webber & Rigby, as with the earlier literature they cite, seek a single meaning of the distinction between ‘productive’ and ‘unproductive’ labour; in reality the distinction needs to be resolved in different ways at different levels of analysis (for example, the British financial sector from the standpoint of analysis of global production is unproductive, but from the specific standpoint of the British economy and state it is ‘productive’, i.e. brings into Britain world money which can be used to pay for imports, etc.). At the lowest level of analysis - of the material division of labour - with which we are concerned here, the question is whether the labour in question generates a material surplus of use-values over subsistence requirements. 


� D.14.2.9, (alleged) rescript of Antoninus Pius (emperor 138-161 CE) quoted in Volusius Maecianus, From the Rhodian Law - in the original in Greek, ((( ((( ((( (((((( ((((((. Maecianus was a jurist contemporary with Antoninus, but F. Schulz, Roman Legal Science (Oxford: Clarendon, 1946), 255, argues that this fragment must be later, at best a Greek paraphrase of Maecianus’ original Latin. The evidence of the imperial role, beginning in the time of Augustus, in F. Millar, The Emperor in the Roman World, (2nd ed., London, Duckworth, 1992) makes Schulz’s objection to the text on the grounds that its contents belong to the later empire less plausible, but his argument that it is most unlikely that a second-century jurist would have written in Greek is plausible; Maecianus might have been quoting a Greek rescript, but Tony Honoré, Emperors & Lawyers (2nd ed., Oxford: Clarendon, 1994) 51-52 points out that Greek rescripts from the classical period are rare, and may be translations. For present purposes the dating is relatively immaterial: the tag is merely a convenience to express what was, perfectly clearly, a real relation of (in principle) unlimited power of the emperor over his subjects’ persons and property. The Latin, which is a medieval translation, is more commonly cited. (((((( as a noun has the same connotations of ‘slaveowner’ as Latin dominus: Liddell & Scott, Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford, Clarendon, 1935) s.v. 


� Wikipedia, ‘Imperial Cult (ancient Rome), � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Imperial_cult_%28ancient_Rome%29" ��http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Imperial_cult_%28ancient_Rome%29�, is a systematically referenced treatment making full use of the academic literature.


� Data in Paul Veyne, Bread and Circuses (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1990), though Veyne’s anti-explanatory methodological arguments are unsound. 


� Roman empire: e.g. T.D. Stek, ‘A Roman cult in the Italian countryside? The Compitalia and the shrines of the Lares Compitales’ BABESCH 83 (2008) pp. 111-132 at p. 125 n. 8 cites earlier literature which identified the Compitalia with slaves and freedmen, an analysis Stek rejects. Some ancient polemicists identified Christianity as a ‘slave cult’ (e.g. Porphyry, Against the Christians (ed. & trans. R. Joseph Hoffmann, Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 1994) pp. 44-5, 71). I have not been able to consult the general study of F. Bömer, Untersuchungen über die Religion der Sklaven in Greichenland und Rom (Wiesbaden: F. Steiner, 1957-63). Medieval Hindu India: e.g. Richard M. Eaton, The Rise of Islam and the Bengal Frontier (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993) pp. 103-112. 


� This line of reasoning broadly follows G.E.M. de Ste Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1991). Abstracting further to a level of abstraction which can include non-European forms in my opinion strengthens the argument. 


� Jairus Banaji, ‘The peasantry in the feudal mode of production’ Journal of Peasant Studies 3 (1976) 299-320 is useful on this point.


� And hence owner’s manager; but owner’s manager also appears in pre-capitalist societies, in antiquity as vilicus and in feudalism as bailiff. 


� A possible secondary effect is, perhaps, ‘nomolatry’ - the sanctification of law, which carries with it the conversion of pre-existing religions from charismatic orders (to use a piece of Weberian terminology for convenience) to forms of religious law (protestantism, subordination of sufism and sharifism to sharia as the prime identifier of islam, and similar phenomena): discussed from a Catholic point of view by Charles Taylor, episodically in A Secular Age (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007). (I do not, of course, mean to endorse Taylor’s evaluation of the phenomenon.) 


� The period identified here as the beginning of a transition is treated as a distinct period in great depth and breadth from a broadly historical materialist point of view in Chris Wickham’s Framing the Early Middle Ages (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005). I venture to differ from Wickham’s analysis only because I am suggesting a different overall theoretical framework of what historical materialism might imply, which poses somewhat different questions. Some of the same issues are addressed in Jairus Banaji’s Agrarian Change in Late Antiquity: Gold, Labour and Aristocratic Dominance (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001) and Banaji’s collection of essays History as theory: essays on modes of production and exploitation (Historical Materialism Books Series vol. 25, Leiden: Brill, 2010). I have reviewed the latter at length in a three part series in the Weekly Worker (January 20, 27, February 17, 2011); I would add to my criticisms there of Banaji’s theoretical approach, that the argument made by David Laibman in Deep History (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 2006) at 30-36 for the necessity of passage through feudalism for a non-colonial (and non-Stalinist) transition from slaveowner urbanism to capitalism seems to me to be both logically valid, and empirically confirmed by the ability of Japan (unlike China or Korea) to pass rapidly to full imperialist capitalism by internal revolution in the late 19th century, and of Kemalist Turkey to ‘stand off’ Entente attack in 1919-22 and develop as an independent, albeit lower-ranking, capitalist state. 


� J.H.W.G. Liebeschuetz, The Decline and Fall of the Roman City (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001); more skeptical of decline but recognising changes in the urban form consequent on Christianity (for the specific case of Spain) is Michael Kulikowski, Late Roman Spain and its Cities (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2010). 


� For the general characterisations and political chronology of the Arian regimes, below, I have used, beyond Wickham op. cit. and Kulikowski op. cit., E.A. Thompson, The Goths in Spain (Oxford: Clarendon, 1969); Walter Goffart, Barbarians and Romans (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1980); Herwig Wolfram, History of the Goths (Berkeley, CA: U. Calif. Press, 1990; John Drinkwater & Hugh Elton ed. Fifth Century Gaul: A Crisis of Identity? (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992); Patrick Amory, ‘The Meaning and Purpose of Ethnic Terminology in the Burgundian Laws’ Early Medieval Europe 2 (1993) 1-28, ‘Names, Ethnic Identity and Community in Fifth- and Sixth- Century Burgundy’ Viator 25 (1994) 1-30, and People and Identity in Ostrogothic Italy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); Danuta Shanzer & Ian Wood, Introduction, in id., Avitus of Vienne: Letters and Selected Prose (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2002; A.H. Merrills ed., Vandals, Romans and Berbers (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004); Roger Collins, Visigothic Spain (Chichester: Wiley Blackwell, 2006); Michel Rouche & Bruno Dumézil ed., Le Bréviare d’Alaric (Paris: PUPS, 2009); Andy Merrills and Richard Miles, The Vandals (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010). Obviously, none of the authors cited are in any way responsible for the characterisations here. 


� The political-institutional reason for this is the direct connection of the ecclesiastical bureaucratic hierarchy with the imperial bureaucratic hierarchy (HA Drake, Constantine and the Bishops, (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000) displays the transition to this form). The ideological form is in the conception of law. For the classical Roman jurists law took its authority either from ‘natural reason’ (in general arguments from aspects of the physical world, from biology and from logic) or from consent, either in the form of legislation by the citizen assembly or in the form of custom: Gaius Institutes 1.1-1.7; D. 1.1, 1.3. In Trinitarian Fall theology, law takes its force merely by being the command of a determinate superior, irrespective of consent or rationality. The ultimate example is God’s command to Adam and Eve not to eat the fruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil (Genesis 2.17): inherently morally neutral and given its moral force merely by being God’s command. Adam and Eve’s disobedience is then the ‘original sin’ which leads to expulsion from Eden, and, in this political theology, to the necessity of monarchical rulership. The argument is clearest in Augustine’s polemic against the Pelagian Julian of Eclanum (Augustine of Hippo, Contra Iulianum Opus Imperfectum, (Imperfect work against Julian of Eclanum), (c. 430), Bk 2 paras. 185-187, at CETEDOC Library of Latin Texts, � HYPERLINK "http://clt.brepolis.net/llta/pages/Toc.aspx" ��http://clt.brepolis.net/llta/pages/Toc.aspx�), though present in earlier Christian writers. At the moment at which the late empire becomes (as a state) Christian, it is immediately present in Constantine’s legislation: “it is necessary and permitted that we [the emperor] alone shall investigate an interpretation that has been interposed between equity and the law” (C.Th. 1.2.3, C.J. 1.14.1, Pharr’s translation, The Theodosian Code, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1952, reprint, Union, NJ: Lawbook Exchange, 2001, 13); and in Justinian, “Whatever is written in the [Digest] may be seen to be ours, and to have been done by our will” and “if anything appears doubtful, ... the Emperor shall give correct guidance, as he has the sole right to do under the laws” (Digest, Const. Dedoken, 11, 22, trans. G.E.M. de Ste Croix, in Watson ed., The Digest of Justinian, Philadelphia, PA: U. Penn Press, 1998, vol i, pp. lxvii, lxxi). More broadly this doctrine is reflected in the dominance of statute law (general and explicitly innovative constitutions) between Constantine and Justinian, after a last period of limited revival of classical-period forms of legal production (private rescripts, treatises) under Diocletian. 


� Garth Fowden, Empire to Commonwealth: consequences of monotheism in late antiquity (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993) surveys the phenomenon. 


� This would be consistent with the arguments of Patricia Crone in Slaves on Horses (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980) and Meccan Trade and the Rise of Islam (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1987, reprint, Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2004) though it does not require full acceptance of them; the essential point is that the early Arab conquests are to be understood as a barbarian-military regime breaking into imperial borders, accompanied by a variant monotheism, thus like the western Arian regimes, as opposed to the analysis of islam originally emerging in an urban mercantile milieu in Mecca (brief discussion of this older view in Jonathan Berkey, The Formation of Islam (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003) 43; it is also assumed by Maxime Rodinson’s Muhammad (rev. ed., London: Penguin, 1996)). 


� G.R. Hawting, The First Dynasty of Islam (2nd ed, Abingdon: Routledge, 2000) 4-5; Berkey (above n. 31) chs 11 & 17. Nearly fully universalistic because though sharia developed in adaptation to the near eastern urban milieu, (Berkey ch 12), the interpretive scheme of sharia self-consciously privileges Arab customs of the period of the Prophet (Norman Calder, Islamic Jurisprudence in the Classical Era (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010). 


� Roman law: the Visigothic Breviary of Alaric II (506; ed. G. Haenel, Leipzig: Teubner, 1849, reprint, Aalen: Scientia, 1962) is the classic and most ambitious example, but the Lex Romana Burgundionum (in Monumenta Germaniae Historica (MGH), Leges Burgundionum, ed L.R. von Salis, Hanover: Hahn, 1892) if less substantial displays a similar ambition; if the Edictum Theoderici (Ed. P. Pithoeus & F. Bluhme, MGH, Leges (in folio) vol V, Hanover: Hahn, 1875-89) is, as Amory, People & Identity, 78-79 n. 187, argues, Ostrogothic, the same pattern is found in Gothic Italy. The later Visigothic laws in Spain (MGH, Leges Visigothorum, ed K. Zeumer, Hanover: Hahn, 1902) continued strongly Romanistic and drew to some extent on the Byzantine law of Justinian. No equivalent ‘code’ exists for the Vandals, but Merrills & Miles (above n. 28) 159-162, 218-19, argue that this is because the extant late Roman law simply continued to apply, the Tablettes Albertini providing evidence for its continued use in low-level conveyancing in the Vandal period. Slavery: Wickham op. cit. Ch 5 discusses the problem that new forms of agricultural management may be concealed under old terminology.


� Zeev Rubin, ‘The Mediterranean and the Dilemma of the Roman Empire in Late Antiquity’ Mediterranean History Review 1 (1986) 13-62 lays out this problem with great clarity. 


� What follows draws, except as otherwise expressed, on Philip Jones, The Italian City State: from commune to signoria (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997). Jones was not a Marxist and his earlier Economia e società nell’ Italia medievale: la leggenda della borghesia  (Turin: Einaudi, 1978) was a polemic against interpretations of the city-state as an early bourgeois form. However, The Italian City State, denser, broader and less polemical, but yet informed by assumptions about the fundamental role of the economy, draws out brilliantly the contradictions of the city states: in one aspect a revival of features of slaveowner urbanism, in another a feudal-noble form, in yet another precursors of the early modern Dutch and English regimes. 


� See e.g. J.H Galloway, The Sugar Cane Industry: An historical geography from its origins to 1914 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pbk. ed. 2009) 41-43 on late medieval Venetian export of capital (sugar mills) to Cyprus.


� Down to 1688: a late example is Thomas Otway’s Venice Preserv’d [1682] on which see Susan J. Owen, Perspectives on Restoration Drama (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2002) ch 5. Politics of the modern teaching of English literature: Chris Baldick, The Social Mission of English Criticism 1848-1932 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1983). 
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