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Public Authority and the State
in the Western Tradition:

A Thousand Years of Growth
976-1976

By Carroll Quigley

[Editor's note: This article consists of excerpts from the Oscar I den
Lecture series delivered at the School of Foreign Service, Georgetown
University, Washington, D. C, during October 1976. Carroll Quigley
(L9LO-1977) was a professor of the history of civilizations for over
30 years and author of THE EVOLUTIOIÏ OE CIVILIZATION (196L)
and TRAGEDY AIÏD HOPE: A HISTORY OE THE WORLD in OUR TIME
(19 66).)

Lecture I: "The State of Communities — 976-1576"
For a decade after 1931, my chief intellectual concern was the

growth of the European state in the Old Regime, before 1789. I
dreamed that at some date in the future, perhaps 30 years in the
future, I would write the definitive history of the growth of public
authority and the development of the European state. But after
1941 I had to abandon the project because 1 was too busy with my
teaching—which I enjoyed thoroughly—and no longer had access
to an adequate library. Above all, I discovered that other historians
were becoming so narrowly specialized, and their historical con-
cepts so inadequate, that it was almost impossible to explain to
them what had happened in the growth of the state. They lacked
the conceptual paradigms, the knowledge of comparative
develoDments, and even the understanding of their own
specialties to grasp a subject as broad and of such long duration
as the growth of public authority over the last thousand years.
Anyone who does not understand that long term development of
this subject cannot understand the more limited aspects of it in
more recent periods. But modern historians are increasingly
specialized in narrow ranges of chronology, geographic area, and
aspects of changing events. . . .

The basic entity we must understand is the civilization as a
whole. Although I tell you I'm going to talk about the last thousand
years, 976-1976, Western Civilization, of which we are a part, has
been around for a considerably longer time than that. We might say
Western Civilization began around 550, but there was no signifi-
cant structure of public authority until almost 1050, with no state
at all over the preceding two centuries, 850-1050. Yet 950 is signifi-
cant as the point at which our Western Civilization began the first
of its three great Ages of Expansion, 970-1270. (The other two were
1440-1590 and 1770-1890). This first age of expansion applies to
the core of Western Civilization, the area between the Rhine River
and the Loire, the area which formed the core of the Carolingian
Empire (687-887). This Empire was the earliest political structure of
the new Western Civilization, one of four new civilizations which
sprouted from the ruins of Classical Civilization after A.D. 500.
These four were Byzantine (330-1453), lslamic'(630-1922), Russian
(800-?), and Western (550-?). Each of them modified the traditions it
accepted from the ruins of Classical Civilization and created its
own distinctive culture.

Another paradigm I want to establish is a difference between two
kinds of civilizations, which means a difference between two kinds
of governments in them. Asiatic civilizations, which I call Class B
Civilizations, generally do not attempt to deal with individuals or
with the problems of individuals; they leave interpersonal relation-
ships to the local or kinship community. Class A Civilizations in-
clude Classical Civilization, our own Western Civilization, or the

first Chinese or Sin¡c Civilization, whose dates are 1800 B. C. to 400
A. D. In Class A Civilizations, although the civilization begins as an
area of common culture made up of communities, there is a long
term trend to destroy and break down those communities.

The way 1 would like to express this would be —and I used to draw
it on the blackboard —by saying that all civilizations start out as
aggregations of communities. Those communities are generally of
two types, either local, such as parishes, neighborhoods, villages
or manors; or kinship communities, families, clans and so forth.
When a civilization begins with such communities, as ours did in
550, there is no state, and there are no atomized individuals. I will
not go into the details of this, but in such communities, there are
no written laws; all law is customary. Most controls on behavior are
what I call internalized, that is, they are built into your hormones
and your neurological responses. You do what is necessary to re-
main a member of the community, because if you are not a member
of the community, you would be nothing. You would not be a man.
As you may know if you have ever studied linguistics, the names
which many primitives and not-so-pr¡mitive peoples have for
themselves is their word for man. The communities from which
Classical Civilization came were local villages and manors. Lucky
civilizations, such as Chinese Civilization over the past 1500 years,
generally have communities which are both kinship and local.

What happens in the course of Class A Civilization, over a thou-
sand or more years, is that the fundamental communities are
broken up and gradually disintegrate into smaller and smaller
groups, and may end up simply as what we call nuclear families, a
father and a mother, who eventually lose all discipline and control
of their own children. The result of this process is a state which is
not only sovereign but totalitarian, and it is filled with isolated in-
dividuals.

Of the four civilizations which came out of Classical Antiquity's
wreckage, two, Islamic and Byzantine, clearly are Class B Civiliza-
tions, that is, they continued to work for communities. Their
governments were governments of limited powers, of which the
most important were raising money and recruiting soldiers. The
finest example of such an Asiatic Despotism was the Mongolian
Empire of Jenghiz Khan about A. D. 1250, but its origins go back to
the Persian Empires of the Achaemenids and the Sassan¡ds. Good
examples of such a structure are the Chinese Civilization of
220-1949, the Byzantine Empire after 640, and the Islamic
sultanates which eventually culminated in the Ottoman Empire.
The efforts of the Carolingian Franks to establish a similar empire
in Western Civilization collapsed and led to the Dark Age of
860-970.

These eastern political traditions might be called Providential
Empire or Providential Monarchy, and they are associated with the
idea of a Providential Deity. To us today, who shove religion off into
a corner and insist that it must have nothing to do with politics or
business or many other things, it may be hard to grasp that one of
the most potent things in establishing the structure of the state in
any civilization has always been man's idea of the nature of deity. . . .

Lecture II: "The State of Estates -1576-17 76"
In my first lecture, I portrayed the sweep of a thousand years that

we are concerned with as beginning with a period in 976 when we
had no state at all. All power was private power. But we also had no
individuals, that is, no isolated individuals. All we had were in-
dividuals so deeply embedded in local self-sufficient communities
that the power relationships within which they functioned were in
their day-to-day activities, and the controls of their behavior were
almost totally internalized in their neurological and hormone
systems. So they obeyed what seemed to them to be their inner
compulsions while they fulfilled their functions in this interwoven
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community structure, which changed so slowly that even in the
long life of 60 or 70 years—and, of course, most people in those
days did not live long lives—almost no changes would be noticed
by anyone in the patterns embedded inside themselves.

And at the end of the thousand year period, in the year 1976, we
no longer have communities, except shattered, broken, crippled,
isolated ones. Instead, we have states of monstrous power and
frustrated, isolated individuals; and the state and the individuals
are working together from opposite sides to destroy what we have
left of communities—local, family, or whatever they might be.

Over this long period of a thousand years, the growth of the state,
which is our subject, began with the appearance of a state ap-
paratus of a very primitive kind, made up of a king and his
assistants, who eventually became a monarch and a bureaucracy.
Around this core, there gradually accumulated sufficient activities
to make what we would regard as a public authority and, ultimate-
ly, a state. The mark of that process can be most clearly indicated, I
think, by the development of what we call sovereignty. Without
sovereignty, I do not think we could say that a state is much of a
state, although we might call it one. There has been a great deal of
talk about sovereignty in books—not very much, unfortunately, in
history books —but no one has ever bothered to define it. From my
study of the growth of the state, I have been able, it seems to me, to
put together what sovereignty consists of, historically, in the tradi-
tion of our Western Civilization. To me, sovereignty seems to have
eight functions or aspects, and I will define them for you in the ap-
proximate order in which they appeared.

All human needs require that a person live and cooperate with
other people for satisfaction. Hone of us can satisfy any significant
human needs by acting alone in a state of nature. The two fun-
damental needs men had from the beginning are, first, that the
group within which a community is functioning and satisfying the
needs of its members must be defended from outside attack. So the
first aspect of sovereignty is defense. Secondly, disputes and con-
flicts within the group must be settled, so that insiders cooperate
rather than fight with one another and open themselves to enemy
attack. Thus defense against outsiders is first; settling disputes
among insiders is second.

The third one is very difficult to talk about. Years ago, I gave a
whole course on it: the administrative power. The French word for
it—and most of my study of public authority was done in the
French language and in French public law—is la police. It does not
mean "police/ it rather means "policy," and I suppose it would be
necessary for the continued existence of the community. In the
Middle Ages and in the Dark Age with which I began, one of the
chief needs was that the food supply not be interrupted, and by the
early eighteenth century, in France, if you said "la pol ice / ' it
meant control of the grain trade. However, in strict legal
understanding it meant much more. For example, it meant, "What
emergency measures would be taken and who would order them if
a plague appeared? The dead must be buried the same day.
Everyone must get a swine flu injection." And things of this kind,
notice: it's nothing you can designate. But administrative power is
a most significant power, and when I taught the subject, I shocked
the students by saying that in my opinion it is almost the most im-
portant of the eight aspects of sovereignty, and there is no provi-
sion for it whatever in the Constitution of the United States. . . .

The fourth is quite obvious: the taxing power, mobilizing
resources for public purposes, notice that the French government
did not have the taxing power when the French Revolution began in

1789. But I'll get back to that.
The fifth is legislative power. This has always been confusing

because for many centuries, and certainly in 976, there was no
legislative power and yet there were laws and rules. The reason is
that in a society dominated by communities, in which personal
behavior is regulated largely by internalized controls, the rules are
not made by an outsider. You discover the rules by observing how
people act. Accordingly, in the early history of Western Civilization,
the law was found and not made, and it was a very drastic innova-
tion when we shifted from finding the law to making the law. We
have not really made that transition completely in the common law
countries even yet; we still say that the judges are finding the law
by looking back to previous decisions.

When the royal judges first began to go around England trying
cases, they never proclaimed or imposed the law; they gathered
together a group of sworn local people and asked, "What do you do
in a case like this?" Generally, the jury, as we call them, could give
an answer based on local custom, but in some cases they would look
puzzled and say, "no one here remembers such a case." Let's say it
was arson or something of the kind. Then the judges would say, "In
traveling around England trying cases, we have found that the
most common rule is this—" and thus they established the com-
mon law. The common law in England was the law the royal judges
discovered by going around and finding out what the local
customary law was, and filling in the gaps with what was common
to England. Thus the common law in England was a royal creation,
through local custom.

In France, the law was the codification of local customs in all
their diversity. I will say very little more about the legislative, but
the first examples of writing down the laws were not regarded as
making new rules at all: they were simply promulgations of
customs. It took centuries before people realized that we did have a
legislative process going on and were, in fact, making new rules.
That's the fifth aspect, legislation.

The sixth aspect we might as well call the executive; the enforce-
ment of law and judicial decisions. It is of relatively little impor-
tance in the early history of a civilization. But executive action
became increasingly necessary as time went on, communities
disintegrated and peoples behavior became less subject to inter-
nalized controls and more subject to external controls such as
force, duress, threats, fines, restitution or other kinds of outside,
external pressure. Today we think almost entirely in terms of law
and order. If someone campaigns for the Presidency on a platform
of Law and Order, he means that he will intensify the external con-
trols upon behavior of which people do not approve. That is ex-
ecutive power.

The last two aspects of sovereignty are of tremendous impor-
tance, and they are, perhaps, the most significant today. And yet
they are rarely discussed in connection with sovereignty. The
seventh is money control. I pointed out last time that from the
beginning, back to 500 B. C, the coinage and control of money was
one of the attributes of royalty. Today, of course, it includes much
more than just coinage; it means the creation and control of money
and credit, and in the English-speaking world these are not a part
of sovereignty. They are in private hands, even though they are the
most important powers that exist in a society such as ours today.

And the last aspect of sovereignty is the incorporating power; the
right to say that a group of people is a single legal entity, that is, to
create corporations. This did not exist in the English-speaking world
until quite recently. It was that only the imperium —public
authority—and individuals existed. If any other legal, groups ex-
isted—and by legal, I mean they had the right to own property and
to sue and be sued in the courts—then they had to have some kind of
a charter from the imperial power to justify this. With the fall of
Rome that power of incorporation ceased entirely, and corpora-
tions of the year 970 had no charters of incorporation. There were
thousands of them across Europe, many of them ecclesiastical, but
other kinds as well. Because of their lack of charters, it was never
quite clear, for example, whether each diocese or each parish was a
corporation; generally, each monastery or convent was considered
to be a corporation.

All right, those are the eight aspects of sovereignty. Once I have
defined them in this way, it will be quite clear to you that when I
come to the end of tonight's lecture in 1789, very few states in
Europe will have all of them. Indeed, when I began the lecture
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tonight in 1576, almost no states in Europe had all of them.
However, if a state had six or so of them, we might say it was a
sovereign state or a sovereign entity. . . .
Lecture III: "The State of Individuals-17 76-1976"

This is the most difficult of the three lectures I'm giving on the
history of the thousand years of the growth of public authority.
What happened in the last 200 years is fairly clear to me, but it is
not easy to convey it to you, even those of you who have had
courses with me and are familiar with the framework of much of my
thinking. One reason for this difficulty, of course, is the complexity
of the subject itself, but after all, the preceding 800 years were
quite as complex as the last 200 we will deal with this evening. A
much more fundamental reason for the difficulty is this: The reality
of the last 200 years of the history of Western Civilization, in-
cluding the history of our own country, is not reflected in the
general brainwashing you have received, in the political mythology
you have been hearing, or in the historiography of the period as it
exists today.

1 will divide the period from 1776 to 1976 into two parts. The
first, to about 1890, was a period of expansion of industrial society;
the last 80 years, approximately, have been an age of profound
crisis, not only in our own country, but in Western Civilization,
which is the unit in which I carry on my thinking on the subject. In
order to deal with this period, I have to go back to fundamentals,
and particularly to the fundamentals of human values, and to do
that, we must have paradigms.

The whole thousand years, as 1 explained in my first lecture, is a
shift from a society made up of communities in 976, to a society to-
day, where we have states of monstrous power and atomized in-
dividuals. . . . As I indicated in the first lecture, a state is not the
same thing as a society, although the Qreeks and Romans thought
it was. A state is an organization of power on a territorial basis. The
link between a society, whether it is made up of communities or in-
dividuals, and a state is this: Power rests on the ability to satisfy
human needs. . . .

My experience and study of the destruction of
civilizations and the collapse of great empires has convinced me
that empires and civilizations do not collapse because of deficien-
cies on the military or the political levels. The Roman army never
met an army that was better than it was. But the Roman army could
not be sustained when all these things had collapsed and no one
cared, ho one wanted to serve, no one wanted to pay taxes, no one
cared. . . .

Human needs are the basis of power. The state, as I said, is a
power structure on a territorial basis, and the state will survive only
if it has sufficient ability to satisfy enough of these needs. It is not
enough for it to have organized force, and when a politician says,
Elect me President and I will establish law and order," he means

organized force or organized power of other kinds. 1 won't analyze
this level; it's too complex and we don't have time. I will simply say
that the object of the political level is to legitimize power: that is, to
get people, in their minds, to recognize and accept the actual
power relationship in their society. . . .

In the meantime, I'm still on my introduction for this evening,
and I want to discuss what happened in the last thousand years. If
we go back before 976, when you had communities, the main core
of people's life and experience, which controlled their behavior and
determined their desires —controls and rewards, I call it—was in
the religious, emotional and social levels. They had religious
beliefs, they had social and emotional relationships with the people
they saw every day. That was the core of their lives. The significant
thing is that those controls and rewards were internalized: they
were what was acquired very largely in the first four or five years of
life. When a child is born, he is not a person, he is a human being.
He is utterly potential. When someone becomes a personality, such
as you or myself, then he has traits, which were acquired out of his
potentialities as the result of experiences over numerous years.

This is why they could get along without a state in 976: all the
significant controls were internalized. I took the year 976 because,
although Western Civilization had come into existence about 200
years before that, it began to expand in 976. By that I mean they
began to produce more goods per person per day or per year. You
know what I mean by expansion if you took my freshman course:
increased output per capita, increased knowledge, increased

geographic area for the civilization itself, and increased popula-
tion. That began in 976, and we'll put an arrow here at the
economic level to indicate it. The economic expansion was achiev-
ed chiefly by specialization and exchange: instead of each little
group trying to satisfy all its own needs, groups began to concen-
trate and, for example, produce only wool and exchange it for other
things. That process of increasing specialization and exchange,
which is the basis of expansion in our civilization, I call commer-
cialization. As long as the society is expanding, that process of
commercialization will continue, as it has for a thousand years in
our society, so that today everything is commercialized, politics,
religion, education, ideology, belief, the armed services. Practically
everything is commercialized; everything has its price.

When this expansion reaches a crisis, you get increasing
politicization. I won't go into the details of this. It can be expanded
in detail, as most of you, perhaps, know. Politicization means that
the expansion is slowing up, and you are no longer attempting to
achieve increased output per capita, or increased wealth, or in-
creased satisfactions, or whatever is motivating you, by economic
expansion, but you are going to do it by mobilizing power. We have
seen this going on in our society for almost a century.

And then, as the society continues and does not reform, you get
increased militarization. You can certainly see that process in
Western Civilization and in the history of the United States. In the
last 40 years our society has been drastically militarized. It isn't yet
as militarized as other societies and other periods have been; we
still have a long way to go in this direction. Our civilization has a
couple of centuries to go, I would guess. Things are moving faster
than they did in any civilization I ever knew before this one, but we
probably will have another century or two. . . .

What happened in the last 200 years? In 1776, Western Civiliza-
tion was approaching a revolutionary situation. A revolutionary
situation is one in which the structure of power—real power —is not
reflected in the structure of law, institutions, and conventional ar-
rangements. Law and legal arrangements, including constitutional
structures, were not legitimate in much of Western Civilization in
1776. They were not responsible because they did not reflect
power. Whether it was the English Parliament, which had a legal
right to rule America; or the nightmarish constitution of France,
which no longer reflected the structure of power in French society
in any way; or east of the Rhine, the enlightened despotisms, the
laws of the polity did not reflect the power structure of Europe at
all, as napoleon very soon showed them. This, therefore, is a
revolutionary situation.

Let's look a little more closely at these. . . .
In 1820, thus, the state was essentially unstable, in spite of ap-

pearances. It was not fully sovereign. For example, it did not have
the control of money and credit in most places; it did not have con-
trol of corporations in most places. It was not stable because the
nation is not a satisfactory community. The very idea that, because
everyone who speaks French is in the same nation and, in the nine-
teenth century, in the same state, they must therefore be in the
same community, is just not true. The nation or the state, as we
now have it in terms of structure of power, cannot be a community.

Another thing which may serve to point out the instability of the
power system of the state: the individual cannot be made the basic
unit of society, as we have tried to do, or of the state, since the in-
ternalization of controls must be the preponderant influence in any
stable society. Even in a society in which it appears that all power is
in the hands of the government—Soviet Russia, let's say —at least
eighty percent of all human behavior is regulated by internalized
controls socialized in the people by the way they were treated from
the moment they were born. As a result, they have come to accept
certain things that allow the Russian state to act as if it can do
anything, when it obviously can't and knows it can t. notice the
new Russian budget announced this week: as a result of our pour-
ing our food surpluses into Russia, they are now going to increase
the consumption sector of their expenditures.

Also related to the problem of internalized controls is the shift of
weapons into our society. It is a profound problem. I have spent 10
years working on it throughout all of history, and 1 hope eventually
to produce a book if I can find a publisher. There will be endless
analysis of Chinese history and Byzantine history and Russian
history and everything else, and the book is about nine-tenths wr¡t-
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