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Abstract

This study questions the basic assumption on which state-centred development
has been based, namely, that it acts in the general interests of society and can
bring about economic development, and attempts to provide an explanation of
the ineffectiveness of the state's project in restructuring the economy by
analysing the development of the political economy of Jordan in the wake of
the 1973-4 oil boom. This explanation rests on arguing that the state's ability to
intervene in the economy is constrained by the particular power configuration
that gives it its legitimacy and the necessity to maintain the prominence,
influence and authority of the key social forces. In other words, the
restructuring of the economy implies a change in the internal power structures
of the state as well as its external linkages that have been the basis of its
legitimacy and the source of its economic power. The problem, then, is not
merely a matter of state inefficiency and misuse of funds but a more deep-
rooted structural problem that touches on the essential features of the
organisation of state power and its legitimacy and in that respect the state is
not a neutral force above society but a partisan force for maintaining the
existing power structures. Thus the concentration of capital in the hands of the
state during the oil boom period and the expanded role of the state in the
economy produced prosperity for the dominant social forces while
marginalising a large part of the population and resulted in a deep rooted crisis
in the state sector and the economy in general and called into question the
feasibility of state-led development and required critical analysis of the role of

the state in development.
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Introduction

The Purpose of the Study

This study questions the basic assumption on which state-centred development
has been based, namely, that the state acts in the general interests of society
and can bring about economic development, and attempts to provide an
explanation of the ineffectiveness of the state's project in restructuring the
economy towards commodity producing sectors and in lessening the degree of
its dependence on external funds, by analysing the political economy of Jordan
in the wake of the 1973-4 oil boom. The quadrupling of the price of crude oil
ushered in the beginning of a new phase, marked by the pre-eminence of oil, in
the transformation of the whole regional economy. As a result, the massive
accumulation of oil revenues unmatched with previous periods provided new
economic opportunities and, more importantly, presented the ruling classes of
the Arab states with a unique opportunity to consolidate their legitimacy and
embark on a massive development project. This they did through the
mechanism of development planning and through a remarkable increase in
state expenditure, which augmented the power of the state and expanded its
influence.

Jordan was considerably affected by the new situation particularly due to the
further emphasis put on its strategic locational significance by the Gulf states,
as well as on its labour market which provided the much-needed skilled and
semi-skilled labour to shortage afflicted Gulf states. Economic linkages to the
Gulf were, subsequently, extended and intensified to the level where they in
effect determined the pace and pattern of Jordan's development,
simultaneously increasing the dependence of local capital on state resources
and state expenditure programmes, which were themselves predicated on the
continuity of the state to serve as an important pillar for the stability and
security of the Gulf. Thus, the prosperity of key economic groups and the
widening of the spectrum of benefiting social groups, as well as the improved
living standards and acceleration of social mobility engendered by the
expanded state's economic power proved to be of a transient nature, since
these changes resulted from the circulation and accumulation of externally
derived funds concentrated in services and commercial activities without



expanding the domestic productive base. The economy and the prosperous
classes and social groups were extremely vulnerable to changes in the level of
state expenditure and the regional economic environment, as exemplified by
Jordan's economic crisis since the early 1980's.

Significantly, this crisis coincided with the slowdown in the regional oil
economy, which by 1985-6 had resulted in the reduction of the oil revenues of
Saudi Arabia, the major Arab producer, to less than one-fifth of their peak
during 1981-2. This meant that the large capital inflow of grant aid receipts and
labour remittances had significantly dropped, exposing the myth of the decade
of 'prosperity’ and highlighting the substantial dependence of the state and
society on the Gulf states. Although the signs of the crisis started as early as
1983 the deciding downturn of the Jordanian economy did not take place until
mid 1989 -the state was able to sustain its expenditure levels and to artificially
maintain the economy via a huge expansion in loan capital - as indicated by the
sudden and sharp devaluation of the domestic currency, the dinar, as well as
the IMF imposition of a structural adjustment programme aiming at
rescheduling Jordan's debt and imposing a strict regime on public sector
expenditure.

The economic crisis, therefore, posed a serious question concerning the actual
impact of the 1970s on the process of development and a more general one
concerning the effectiveness of state-sponsored development. The economy
at the end of this period stood in sharp contrast to the state's claimed
objectives and goals of restructuring the economy towards more productive
activities and towards lessening its degree of dependence on external
resources. This is by no means a question exclusive to Jordan, but one that
has been echoing in other states in the region and many 'developing' societies.
The crisis of the state, both an economic crisis and a political one, in
'developing' societies came after four decades of nationally and internationally
sponsored development effort and, in the Arab region, after the oil boom and
the abundance of resources to fund extensive state development programmes
in the Gulf and the rest of the region. Thus one of the significant outcomes of
the 1973-83 period for Jordan, as for other states in the region, lies in stressing
the need to understand the state's role and its limitations, as well as exposing
the inadequacy of the availability of financial resources to create an internally

sustained development.



This need is further highlighted by the kind of response this crisis prompted
encouraged by the West and international institutions such as the IMF and the
World Bank: namely, a move away from the state and an adoption of a
'privatisation’ strategy with the aim of shrinking the state sector and
concentrating on the stimulation of the private sector, and most significantly the
drive for political 'liberalisation' and 'democratisation’. Thus the core of the
problem, that is the internal and external power structures underpinning the
crisis of the state, is completely ignored and the crisis is simply attributed to an
inefficient and large state sector and huge state expenditure programmes, as
well as to the inefficiency and corruption of state bourgeoisie and/or to the
prevalence of repressive undemocratic regimes. And while stringent structural
adjustment policies will marginalise the bulk of the population, 'democratisation’
will provide the semblance of democracy behind which the prevalent private
economic interests and the existing power structures will be protected through
parliamentary legitimacy.

Moreover, this response, besides ignoring the core problem, is in itself
problematic. On the one hand, the shrinking of the state sector and
'privatisation' undermine the basis on which the increasing legitimacy of the
Jordanian state and its stability has been based: primarily its ability to expend
and to employ, providing a livelihood to increasing numbers of people,
especially the 'new' petty bourgeoisie. On the other hand, the opening up of
the channels of political expression, especially given the persistence of the dire
economic situation, will make it more and more difficult to allow the
development of democratic institutions which are capable of influencing the
decision-making process. This dilemma explains the concern relayed by the
American administration to Jordan's ambassador in the US about the speed of
'democratisation’, implying the need to slow down the process, in addition to
the West's reluctance to make democracy an issue in states such as Israel and
Saudi Arabia where its economic or strategic interests override any other
concern. More importantly, it explains why four years into this ‘democratic’
experience, (i.e. four years after the General Election of November 1989, the
first in twenty-two years), and on the verge of its entering into the second full
parliamentary elections in November 1983, no real change has actually
occurred in Jordan, irrespective of measures such as the lifting the ban on the
formation of political parties and the freezing of martial law, and irrespective of
King Hussein's claim prior to the November 1989 election that:



the next parliament will not serve as a forum for making political
statements but rather as a national institute in which we will all take
part in formulating the country's policies ... in the coming stage we
will not suffice ourselves with mere slogans but will embark on
objective and responsible dialogue. (The Independent 9 October:
1989)

The balance of power between the executive and the legislature is still held by
the executive, in particular, by the king, who still appoints the prime minister
and sanctions the rest of the ministerial posts, and convenes and dissolves
parliament. In addition parliament has had little effect on government policies
and programmes, most important among them has been the IMF programme
as well as the peace talks with Israel. Deputies are encouraged to maintain the
tradition of making rhetorical political statements with no influence on political
events and outcomes or on the government's economic policies. Most
indicative of the ability of the state to control and manipulate this process was
the trial of Leith Shbailat, one of the most popular and outspoken members of
the parliament and a strong advocator of democracy since the 1970s. The trial
was a political show which asserted both the forces of the ruling class such as
the Mukhabarat, or the secret police, and the authority of the ruling class,
exemplified foremost by King Hussein's pardoning the accusers after the
state's security court had found them guilty - Shbailat was given a death
sentence. Yet the trial achieved its objective of tarring the Islamist members of
the parliament in particular Shbailat himself, in an attempt to marginalise them
prior to the next elections (in November 1993).

Other significant indications of the contradictory nature of the process are the
Law of Party Formation no (33) 1992 and the Law of Printed Material no (10)
1993. According to the law relating to parties, the Ministry of the Interior and
the cabinet exert immense powers to grant or withhold licences to/from political
parties or to dissolve them, while the law of printed material is more reactionary
and restrictive than its predecessor, to say nothing of the election law, which is
still guided by the need to manipulate societies' cleavages and to control the
outcome of elections through the distribution of seats and through appealing to
traditional forms of affiliation. Even the present attempt to amend the election
law (prior to the 1993 elections) is fraught with implications that the law is being
manipulated to ensure a marginal victory to the Islamic trend and give better



chances for the traditional élite. This has prompted a heated debate in the
intellectual quarters of Amman and in the media concerning the implications of
the proposed amendment to stipulate the principle of 'one electorate, one vote',
as opposed to the existing principle where an electorate can vote for more than
one candidate within the electoral district. To many in Jordan, this is a
consolidation of the appeal to the electorates on the basis of primary
affiliations, allowing candidates the possibility of participating in Parliament with
a minimum number of votes. More significantly is the fact that the executive
has proposed the amendment by invoking its right according to article (91) of
the constitution to promulgate temporary laws with the kings' approval. This is
most indicative of the marginal role imposed on the legislative and the
government ability to control the very process of ‘democratisation'.

The success of the democratic experience in Jordan, as in other 'developing'
societies, depends on bringing about change in the existing power structures,
change which will undermine the prevalent economic interests, not to mention
the Hashemite family's own authority and control. More significantly, this will
contrast with IMF and World Bank policies and the policies of Western
governments for preserving the status quo in the region. The Gulf War, the
continuous threats to Iraq and the tolerance of repressive authoritarian regimes
in the region exemplify the intent of Western powers to maintain their
domination through protecting their protégés in the area. With the elimination
of a counter power to the United States and Western Europe, the region is
more open to domination by the needs of international capital and the West,
and much more vulnerable. As long as these 'democratic' experiences do not
threaten the interests of international capital as well as the existing domestic
economic interests, and consequently they are of no use to the people of the
region, they will be tolerated and encouraged. Thus the discussion of the
state's role is not only important in terms of providing analysis of and
information about a past period, but illuminates some of the difficulties attached
to the present situation and emphasises the structural features of the crisis of

the state.

The Main Argument of the Study

The study will argue that the state's ability to restructure the economy towards



commodity producing sectors and to lessen its degree of dependence on
external resources is constrained by the particular power configuration that
gives it its legitimacy, since such a change will affect the prominence of the key
social forces and compromise their influence and authority. In other words, the
restructuring of the economy implies a change in the internal power structures
of the state as well as its external linkages that have been the basis of its
legitimacy and the source of its economic power. The problem, then, is not
merely a matter of state inefficiency and misuse of funds but a more deep-
rooted structural problem that touches on the essential features of the
organisation of state power and its legitimacy and in that respect the state is
not a neutral force above society but a partisan force for maintaining the
existing power structures. This argument will be substantiated by elucidating
the following:

1. Oil capital gave the ruling class, made up of the Hashemite family, the
commercial bourgeoisie, the state bourgeoisie and the landed class, a
chance to strengthen its position and increase its wealth, through the new
opportunities created in economy, particularly, as a result of the expansion
of the state domain.

2. The broadening of the state's economic role, through expansion of its
‘developmental’ role in particular, provided the channel and the mechanism
for dispensing the huge funds in order to augment the prosperity of the
ruling class, while enhancing stability by tying increasing segments of the
population to the state, hence the 'new' petty bourgeois character of the
state.

3. The expansion of the state's 'developmental' role was accompanied by a
huge increase in income disparities and the marginalisation of a large
segment of the population which increased social differentiation and
increased the polarisation of the society: a development that stands in
sharp contrast to state's assumed role of improving the lot of the populace.

4. The political-ideological legitimacy of the ruling class continued to be based
on primary sub-statal affiliations, rather than on an individual formal basis.
Social affiliation of the tribe - despite its declining significance as an
overriding identity - family, ethnicity and religion continued to be the



dominant forms in which societal conflicts were expressed as well as
manipulated to the advantage of the ruling class. The significant
implication of this is that social classes and social groupings are fractured
along these lines, limiting the ability of any to challenge the hegemony of
the ruling class, or of any part of the ruling class alliance to challenge the
Hashemites. Moreover, this masks the real contradictions in society and
relegates to the background class interests or economic interests.

The dominance of the state's political structures which controlled and
suppressed the development of democratic institutions, and permeated the
private domain and infringed on individual civil rights and freedoms, was
part of the state's role of protecting and maintaining the dominance of the
ruling class. Formal institutionalised social relations remained absent,
instead the traditional networks of affiliation and the patronage system of
social relations permeated the whole society.

The Objectives of the Study

The study has four major objectives. These are the following:

1.

To elucidate the objective structural determinants of the state's role in the
development process, being foremost influenced and determined by the
need to maintain the dominance of the ruling class and how this limits the
actions and policies of the state.

To disclose the limitations and problems of this critical period in the
development of the country, especially since many development 'experts'
and government officials seem to view this period as a success story in
terms of development and growth.

To contribute to the current debate on the role of the state in 'developing'
societies by studying the concrete case of Jordan.

To fill a gap in the literature covering this period from a political economy
perspective, simultaneously providing an insight into the present problems
facing Jordan in both the political and economic domains.



The Scope of the Study

The study consists of six chapters. Chapter one suggests a conceptual
approach by which to elucidate the structural constraints of the state's role and
one which underpins the analysis of the study. For this purpose a review of
some of the literature that discusses the role of the state is provided, focusing
on the pluralist and conflict paradigms, in addition to the two recent strains of
thought that have emerged on the state in Arab society, namely the 'rentier’
approach and Al-Nageeb's work on the Gulf. The adopted conceptual
approach rejects the pluralist contentions as well as the 'rentier' and Al-
Nageeb's approaches. Instead, a frame of reference, based on a general
understanding of the conflict paradigm, is presented which consists of three
major concepts: the centrality of the state, the social foundation of the state
and the relative autonomy of the state. These concepts are useful for two main
reasons: first, they help to eliminate the common assumption about the
particularity of the state in the Arab world; and secondly, they will elucidate the
fact that however powerful the state may be, its scope for action and its policies
are constrained by the web of economic interests that gives it its legitimacy.

Chapter two provides a critique of the existing state of accounts of Jordan, and
highlights their limitations, especially the lack of an account of the political
economy of Jordan, in addition to the absence of studies on the 1970's boom
era. The discussion will focus on four major themes prevalent in the accounts
under consideration: the formative years; Jordan and the Palestinian issue; the
role of Jordan in a peace settlement; and the economic development of Jordan.
Chapter three intends to overcome the limitation of the extant literature and
attempts to provide an alternative and critical account of the political economy
of Jordan, from the inception of the state up until 1973, with special emphasis
on the organisation of state power and the building of the legitimacy of the
ruling class. This aims not at providing a historical background, but rather at
delineating the contours of the political economy of Jordan, in order to provide
the context that will make the study of the oil boom period more
understandable, especially from the point of view of clarifying the formation of
Jordanian ruling class and to present a picture of the development of the class

structure of the society.




Chapters four, five and six deal with the core task of this study, basically to
show how the state, irrespective of the increased resources at its disposal and
its increased intervention in the economy, was unable to achieve the project it
took upon itself through 'development' planning aimed at restructuring the
economy and producing development that enhances the livelihood of the bulk
of the population. Instead, it enhanced the legitimacy of the ruling class and
expanded its accumulative fund, while maintaining stability by widening the
benefits accruing to the 'new' petty bourgeoisie. Thus the study will show that,
the state cannot evade the particular configuration of its power base which
provides its legitimacy and makes it enduring; and that the conditions of
societal reproduction continued to be dependent on the state within a
framework of dependence on external linkages that accentuated the
contradictions and problems associated with the development process.

Chapter four will focus on discussing the state's enhanced economic power,
and in particular the expansion of its 'development’ role and 'development’
structures, which have been underpinned by the unprecedented levels of
capital influx from the Gulf. The first section examines the increased level of
grant capital and loan capital as well as migrant labour remittances. The
second section focuses on assessing the mechanism of 'development’ planning
and the broadening of the state's 'development’ structures emphasising in
particular the significance of these structures as the most appropriate means of
dispensing the oil capital and of distributing benefits to vested economic
interests, in other words means by which to nurture and promote private sector
interests while maintaining their dependence upon and subordinate position to
the state.

Chapter five discusses the relationship between the state's development role
and class interests and highlights the fact that the state acts within a web of
economic interests, that it cannot escape, via illustrating the different effects
that the state's 'development' role have had on the Jordanian society. It will
show clearly how state involvement in the economy has strengthened existing
economic interests primarily in commercial and service-oriented activities, and,
most significantly, consolidated the alliance between the state bourgeoisie and
the propertied class, who have become increasing enmeshed. Additionally the
chapter shows how the stability of the 1970s and the enhanced legitimacy of
the ruling class depended on widening the spectrum of benefiting social



groups, in particular, the 'new' petty bourgeoisie. On the other hand, the
'prosperity' era produced increasing income disparities which will be highlighted
via discussion of those social groups and classes that have become
increasingly marginalised.

Chapter six aims to emphasise further the fact that the state is constrained in
its action by its internal power structures via highlighting that just as the state's
economic structures and development agencies dominated the economy, to
the same degree, state's political structures maintained control over society,
increasingly encroaching into the private domain. This has been reflected in
the undermining of the development of formal and institutionalised social
relations and the suppression of individuals' civil rights and freedoms, and the
dominance of traditional primary affiliations and their formalisation through
state political structures. By maintaining this power over society the state was
able to contain and marginalise political demands for more freedoms and
democracy, and the social discontent and resentments that accompanied rapid
economic growth and the widening of income disparities. In this context, the
discussion concerning the cabinet, the legislature (the creation of the National
Consultative Council and the revival of the parliament) and the security and
military apparatus aims to manifest the maintenance of the subordination of
society to the state.
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Chapter One

The State's Role in Development: A Critical Conceptual

Approach

The first undertaking of the study concerns the delineation of a conceptual
frame of reference on which the state's role and its limitation and/or inability to
produce development can be elucidated and analysed. For that purpose a
discussion of some of the literature that examines the state is warranted. This
literature falls predominantly along the major schism of the conventional and
critical approach, within which a variety of themes exist. From among these
the focus will be on the Pluralist and Conflict paradigms whose basic difference
is the pluralist viewing of society from a harmonious conception of diversity and
multiplicity of interests and social groups, rejecting all claims that state power
has a class basis, while the conflict proponents see state power as having a
class base, hence society is conflictual divided across a major line of ruled and
ruling, most importantly the ruling class power is rooted in a material base, in
other words in its dominant economic position. These divergent paradigms will
be examined in some detail with emphasis on the Conflict perspective.

Moreover, recently two important strains of thought on the state in Arab
societies have emerged, namely, the 'rentier' approach and Al-Nageebs' work
on the Gulf; these will be considered also. Based on this review the suggested
conceptual frame of reference rejects the pluralist view as well as the rentier
and Al-Nageebs' approaches. Instead, it will be based on a general
understanding and appreciation for the conflict view emphasising the fact that
state is not an 'honest' broker, nor above society, however powerful it may
appear, but limited and constrained by the dominant social force in the society
that gives it its legitimacy and rationale to exist.

The Pluralist Paradigm

The premise of the pluralist perspective in conceptualising state, power and
society is embodied in the Western tradition of perceiving society as a
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multitude of overlapping groups with a variety of competing interests,
economic, religious, ethnic, professional, etc. Power in this conception is
derived from the Weberian notion of it being the 'chance of a man or of a
number of men to realise their own will in a communal action against the
resistance of others' (Held 1989: 57). Hence, proponents of pluralism reduce
power to an ability to achieve one's aims, and this opportunity is equally open
to everyone. It follows that the state is:

an entity that stands outside and above society, an autonomous
agency that is invested (potentially) with an independent source of
rationality (enriched by the 'technical assistance’ from metropolitan
countries), and the capability to initiate and pursue programs of
development for the benefit of the whole society. (Alavi 1989: 289)

The state as 'honest broker' takes account of the different sections of society,
mediating between various groups, ensuring that all of them have some
influence on government policy while allowing none to dominate (Haralambos
and Holborn 1991: 126). It is this diversity of interests competing for power
that is seen as the source of democratic equilibrium and generally favourable
policy formulations. It follows that political parties, interest groups and group
associations, etc., are essential instruments via which individuals vocalise and
press for sectional social interests. This conceptualisation of a complementary
and harmonious societal existence has been heavily criticised as a result of the
stark empirical evidence of ever-increasing differentiation and the obvious
discrepancies in the ability of the various groups in society to influence the
decision-making process, in addition to the increased concentration of
economic and political power in the state. This has prompted the emergence
of an alternative version, namely the élitist view.

This view recognises that state power is monopolised by a small minority, and
defines this minority as those who hold command posts in key institutions such
as the government, the military and civil apparatus, as well as parliament,
company directors, etc., thereby, it acknowledges that society is divided into
two groups: a ruling minority who exercise power through the state and a ruled
majority. However, the diversion of interests of these two groups creates only
the potential for conflict, since it assumes the masses to be passive and
controlled by the manipulation and management of the élite, while the unity and
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cohesiveness of the power élite is achieved through the sharing of similar
social backgrounds, educational and value systems, in addition to the
overlapping of personnel in key positions. Thus, the challenge of the élitist
view to the traditional pluralist perception, through its recognition of the
existence of a ruling minority and a ruled majority, is undermined by these two
premises; the basing of the power of the ruling élite on its occupation of
command positions and its insistence on the continued existence of societal
equilibrium despite the presence of divergent interests (ibid.: 135-144).

Other variations of the élitist view have emerged, following the pressure to
explain the evident lack of equal opportunity for all social forces to participate
and to influence the decision-making process, especially with the increasing
presence of powerful monopolies, cartels and state intervention, such as the
technocratic and the corporatist views. The technocratic view has been
defined as 'a political system in which the determining influence belongs to the
technicians of the administration and of the economy' (Etzioni 1985: 54). In
contrast to the pluralist vision of fragmented and diversified interest groups, this
view recognises the problem of the increasing concentration of economic
power and bureaucratic power; thus it partly accounts for developments within
advanced capitalist societies of an ever-greater need for qualified technical
personnel and highly specialised people to run both the economy and state
institutions. However, and, as indicated by Giddens, power stemming from
knowledge is an oversimplification and functional indispensability is not a
source a power (ibid.: 61).

Societal corporatism is a recent development stemming from the original
concept which concentrated on explaining situations in which the state
dominates the corporatist groups through repressive means such as in the
fascist states of Germany and Italy. In its new focus on society, corporatism is
defined as 'an institutional arrangement whereby public policy is worked out
through an interaction between top state élites and the leadership of a limited
number of powerful corporate organisations' (ibid.: 63). Hence, it basically
envisages a tripartite power core composed of representatives of the most
powerful interest groups: top state position holders, corporate organisations
and trade unions, recognising that diverse interests in society are not
expressed on a voluntary and competitive basis but through hierarchical
institutional set-ups of state and society. Although this view acknowledges that
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this particular institutional arrangement of a limited number of the top
leadership of state and society is necessary in order to enforce and reproduce
the domination of the capitalist class, it still holds that competitive interests
result in state policies that maintains equilibrium with no possible shifts towards
either capital or labour. Corporatism has been, thus, appropriately described
as a 'synthesis' drawing upon essential concepts of the conflict and pluralist
paradigms (Held 1989: 66) in its attempt to challenge both.

Before concluding the discussion of this section it is important to note that the
modernisation theory, which prevailed in the 1950s and 1960s, as the
dominant analytical paradigm for understanding and guiding the development
of 'developing' societies, derived its implicit assumptions of the state from
pluralistic conceptualisation. Proponents of modernisation saw the state as
divorced from any particular interests; representing the general interest of
society, hence it is capable of bringing about development through policies and
programmes which are directly aimed at achieving growth and whose effects
will benefit everyone and/or 'trickie down' to them. Subsequently arose the
emphasis on development planning and its adoption since the 1950s, under
the guidance of international institutions such as the UN, the World Bank and
the IMF, not to mention Western governments' agencies (most prominent
among them USAID), in addition to the encouragement given to the production
of development plans and the creation of development-oriented institutions in
the '"Third World'.

Naturally the West provided the model to be ameliorated, and 'developing'
societies need only to overcome some crucial missing ingredients required for
economic development, identified as capital, technology and expertise or
innovative entrepreneurial skills. And these will be channelled and diffused by
the international institutions and Western governmental agencies to foster
progress in the 'developing' societies. The experience of the past four decades
of state and internationally sponsored development attests to the utter failure of
this approach to improve the lot of the people of the 'developing' world. In
effect their situation has been made worsened, hence, undermining the
assumption that the state can act in the general interest of society. This brings
us to the conflict perspective within which the problematic of state and power
and relation to the process of socio-economic change will be given a different

dimension.
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The Conflict Paradigm

In contrast to pluralist interpretations the essential premise of the conflict
proponents is the paradoxical and antagonistic relation between capital and
labour and the central role the state plays in maintaining suitable conditions for
profit realisation, and also maintaining legitimacy, in other words maintaining
the hegemony of the dominant social force in society. Hence the social
foundation of state power is crucial for any understanding of the dynamics of
the state and its institutions and society and its private sphere. Recently a
vigorous debate has emerged within this perspective and theoretical
differences to the two major interrelated questions of why and how the state
ensures the hegemony of the ruling capitalist class (Gold et al. 1975: 31-2).
Some of the difficulties associated with such an attempt stem from the absence
in classical Marxist writings of a developed theory of the state and its relation to
society, in contrast to the extensive and detailed analysis of capital and the
economic base, and as a result a number of approaches exist.

Bob Jessop has delineated six different approaches which involve different
theoretical assumptions, principles of explanation and political implication.
Marx, initially, saw the state as a parasitic institution that played no significant
role in economic production or reproduction. State and its officials rather than
represent the common interests of the bourgeoisie tend to exploit and oppress
civil society on behalf of particular sectional interests, hence the state becomes
the private domain of officials for their self advancement. The second view is
also part of Marx early writings where he ftreats the state as an
epiphenomenon: a mere reflection of the economic base. Hence the exercise
of power is seen as a surface reflection of the economic struggle, and although
the state can hinder or accelerate economic development, the forces of
production are always determinant. The third view, that of Engels-Lenin, saw
the state as a factor of cohesion, regulating the struggle between antagonistic
classes through repression and concession, thus mediating class struggle
without undermining the continued domination of the ruling class. The fourth is
the Marx-Lenin view of the state as the instrument of class rule. This
conception contains several problems, one of which is how to account to the
variant state forms such as the absolutist state, where the dominant class does
not have immediate control over the state. The classic example is of France
under Bonaparte. The fifth is Engels-Lenin perception of the state as a set of

15



institutions with no reference to its class character, implying that it cannot be
determined a priori but depends on the relationship between its institutional
structures and class struggle in different circumstances. Finally, there is the
Marx-Engels-Lenin view of the state as a system of political domination which
focuses attention on the forms of the state, its intervention and adequacy for
securing a balance of class forces in the interest of a dominant class (Jessop
1977: 354-7). From this diversity of views of the state Jessop concludes that:

nowhere in the Marxist classics do we find a well formulated,
coherent and sustained theoretical analysis of the state. This is not
to deny that they offer a series of acute historical generalisations
and political insights nor, indeed that they lay the foundations for a
more rigorous analysis. (ibid.: 357)

Nevertheless, of these themes, the economic deterministic interpretation, which
reduces the state to a mere refiection of the economic base, denying it any
autonomous role, has until late 1960s dominated readings of Marx and Marxist
thinking. The Stalinist era helped considerably in bringing about the
dominance of this reading and prevented the emergence of a much-needed

debate.

At the end of the 1960s, with the worsened or unchanged position of
'developing' societies and with a crisis in the advanced capitalist state, two
simultaneous developments occurred that affected the approach taken towards
development and the debate on the state. The first was the emergence of the
dependency theory, which contributed significantly to challenging the
dominance of the modernisation perspective, by shifting the focus away from
the internal constraints of development and/or the missing ingredients of
economic growth as posited by modernisation proponents, to the global
capitalist economy, stressing the interlocking relationship between what it
termed the periphery and the metropolis. This relationship has been perceived
as sharply constraining and determining the options available to 'developing’
societies. Moreover, it has underdeveloped the periphery so the question is
not merely of 'backwardness' or undevelopment, hence the virtual impossibility
of development as long as the periphery-metropolis relation is maintained
(Weisband 1989: 120). This overemphasising of the influence of international
economic forces and neglect of the internal character of peripheral capitalist
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societies has led to heavy criticism of this approach, especially for ‘portraying
economic development as if the periphery were no more than an analytical
phantom of the core’ (ibid.: 136).

The second development has been a general revival in Marxist thought after
the long period of stagnation stimulating a vigorous debate on the state. This
further undermined Western liberal conceptualisation, and produced a
proliferation of writings broadly divided into two approaches as presented
below:

The Society-Centred Approach

Within this approach two major themes prevail: the instrumentalist and the
structuralist. Beginning with the instrumentalist interpretation attention should
be given to Ralph Miliband, whose book State in Capitalist Society stimulated
the well-known Miliband-Poulantzas debate. Miliband was primary concerned
with countervailing the pluralist democratic view as well as with elucidating the
real features of the state in a capitalist society - to show in other words that the
state is not an 'honest broker', a neutral force on which competing interests act
with equal chances, but is 'above all the coercive instrument of the ruling class,
itself defined in terms of its ownership and control of means of production’
(Miliband 1973 [1969]: 7).

Miliband in effect expands on Marx's idea of the state as 'the executive of the
modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole
bourgeoisie and political power is merely the organised power of one class
oppressing another' (Marx 1973: 35). Consequently, his analysis proceeds
along the lines of showing foremost that an economically dominant class exists,
which the pluralists deny vehemently, and moreover that it exercises greater
power and influence than any other class; that is, decisive power lies in its
hands. The interrelationship of the economically dominant force with the state
is manifested by the presence of a significant number of businessmen in the
upper echelon of the state, running the command positions of the state.
Miliband accepts the contemporary differentiation made by Marxists between
the governing élite and the ruling class in terms of the former managing and
running the daily affairs of the state and the latter holding the decisive power
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which constrains the political process and determines how it will run and in
whose interests (Etzioni 1985: 74-5). Yet this is offset by his emphasis on the
paramount importance of the social origins of the governing class, proving that
it is connected to the capitalist class, and that state officials are drawn
predominantly from the upper and middle classes. That is what affects their
outlook, ideological inclinations and political bias. Accordingly,

the "bias of the system" may be given a greater or lesser degree of
emphasis. But the ideological dispositions of governments have
generally been of a kind to make more acceptable to them the
structural constraints imposed upon them by the system; and these
dispositions have also made it easier for them to submit to the
pressures to which they have been subjected by dominant interests".
(Miliband 1973 [1969]: 73)

Amidst the diversity of political views and public policies and the programmes
of successive governments and political parties there is then fundamental
agreement on ' "the foundation of society”, meaning above all the existing
economic and social system of private ownership and private appropriation’
(ibid.: 64). This acceptance affects the range of policies and actions that
governments will take, although they do not see themselves as partial to a
particular class, but rather as classless, concerned with national interest
serving the nation above all, since the national interest is identified with a
thriving capitalist enterprise (cp. John Major's ‘classless society'). Yet the
actual intervention of the state aims to redress the contradictions and
imbalances between labour and capital in the interests of the private enterprise
via a governing élite identified with the capitalist class.

Poulantzas recognised the significance of Miliband's argument in challenging
the dominance of bourgeois thought on state and political power, but he was
extremely critical about the methodology used by Miliband, which he saw as
giving rise to two problems. The first is that, by refuting bourgeois thought by
means of bourgeois concepts and principles, one undermines the
epistemological principles of Marxism, especially that a distinct theory on the
state is absent. Secondly, employing bourgeois concepts reduces
conceptualisation of social classes and actors, and of social relations and the
state to a subjective, personal level, without illuminating the objective structures
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that determine social classes and their contradictions (Poulantzas 1969: 67-
71). Thus, Poulantzas emphasises that the relation of state and ruling class is
an objective relation and correspondingly, if

the function of the state in a determinate social formation and the
interests of the dominant class in this formation coincide it is by
reason of the system itself; the direct participation of members of the
ruling class in the state apparatus is not the cause but the effect,
and moreover a chance and contingent one, of this objective
coincidence. (Poulantzas 1973: 245)

It follows that the functions of the state are not determined by those that
occupy state power positions, but structurally determined and that the
participation of the ruling class in government 'in no way changes things'. Marx
emphasised that ruling class interests are in effect best served when the ruling
class is not the politically governing class. Bonaparte is the classic example of
this, as is Bismarck in Germany (Poulantzas 1969: 73). It is the structures of
society and the contradictions rooted in the economy that necessitate the
intervention of the state in order to control and neutralise them to reproduce the
whole system. The ways in which the state carries out that function depend on
the level of development and the forms of class struggle (Gold et al. 1975: 36).
That is why capitalism can produce diverse forms of the state at different times
in history, such as arose under Bonaparte, Bismarck, Hitler, and Mussolini.

Miliband and Poulantzas differ also on the 'relative autonomy' of the state, a
concept central and important in Poulantzas's thought, and one which became
very important for the whole debate about the state. Miliband accounts for it
only in extreme cases of fascism, since 'if one locates the relationship between
the state and the ruling class in the social origins of members of the state
apparatus and their interpersonal-relations with the members of this class, so
that the bourgeoisie almost physically ‘corners' the state apparatus, one can
not account for the relative autonomy of the state with respect to this class'
(Poulantzas 1969: 74). For Poulantzas, it is only through its relatively
autonomous role that the state can organise the hegemony of the whole
capitalist class. In particular, the state is autonomous from the manipulations
by specific capitalist class interests, but that does not mean that the state is
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autonomous in any real sense from the structural requirements of the economy
(Gold et al. 1975: 38).

An important reference point to Poulantzas's work and his emphasis upon the
'relative autonomy' concept has been Marx's analysis in The Eighteenth
Brumaire. In discussing Bonaparte rise to power, Marx elucidated the
complexity of the relation between state and society, clearly granting the state
an autonomous role. The Bonapartist state, however independent it appeared
from society and from all social forces and despite its claim of representing all
classes, enforced and guaranteed the rule of the bourgeois class. To
emphasise this Marx designated the Bonapartist state as the religion of
bourgeois rule, that is characteristic of all forms of the capitalist state
(Poulantzas 1969: 74). This underlines two important things: that the state's
autonomy is real and necessary and that this autonomy is relative. The state
''s not suspended in mid air'; its autonomous role is contingent on
developments of the society and on class antagonisms (Marx 1954: [1934]

108).

Bonaparte's 'executive power with its enormous bureaucratic and military
organisation, with its extensive and artificial state machinery, with a host of
officials numbering half a million, besides an army of another half million' could
not detach itself from society, in particular from those who had economic power
(ibid.: 107). Although Bonaparte's rise to absolute power was directly linked to
his close association with the peasantry and lumpen-proletariat, he
safeguarded bourgeois order and bourgeois economic interests. By usurping
political power Bonaparte had actually delivered the bourgeoisie from the
danger of its own rule, that is, the collapsing coalition of the two factions of
capital, the financial and industrial capitalists, in addition to the threat of the
other classes, in particular the proletariat, the petty bourgeoisie and the
peasantry. Therefore the bourgeoisie, in order to preserve its social power in
act, denounced its political power, facilitated the downfall of the parliament and
applauded the dictatorship of Bonaparte.

Despite the significant differences between the two representative writers of
instrumentalism and structuralism both views see the state as embedded in
society. Poulantzas stresses the structural determinism of capital which leads
the state to protect the framework of capitalist production, while Miliband
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stresses the role of class forces where the state is an instrument for the
domination of the capitalist class. In other words one sees a capitalist state
and the other the state in a capitalist society.

The State-Centred Approach

The state-centred or neo-Weberian approach will be discussed via a focus on
the work of Evans, Reueschemyer and Skocpol Bringing the State Back In,
since they present their approach as an alternative to the prevailing paradigms
especially of the Marxists' interpretation and methodology. They view Marxism
as unwilling to grant the state any true autonomy and maintains that its
discussions have been carried out at a theoretical level, claiming to be
universally applicable to all capitalist states (Evans et al. 1985: 6-7, 350).

In contrast, they adopt an empirical-comparative approach examining various
states and situations to reveal the circumstances under which states are likely
to pursue autonomous goals (i.e. be actors in their own right) and the
conditions under which they are likely to be successful in such pursuits (ibid.:
351). The problem with this statist approach (other than it is exactly the
opposite of the society-embedded perspective, by focusing on a top-bottom
relation) is that their argument for granting the state complete autonomy (that it
is able to pursue interests on its own which are different from the social forces
of the society) does not stand up the test of the authors' empirical/comparative
studies. Hence, their conceptual frame of reference and their substantive

analysis exhibit inconsistency.

For instance, the conceptual reference stresses the paradigmatic shift in
conceptualising the state, where a new focus is developing, concentrating on
discussing states as society-shaping institutional structures with complete
autonomy, while in other parts of the work they claim that ‘autonomy remains
very relative; the handmaiden role remains an inescapable part of the
repertoire of even the most autonomous modern states' (ibid.: 62). Also the
ability of state officials to act autonomously is defined in two instances. The
first is extraordinary or extreme situations such as military intervention to
enforce reform or revolutionary change from above. The other is a more
circumscribed instance of public policy actions in liberal constitutional polities,
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especially in the development of social policy, unemployment insurance, old
age assistance, etc. In this instance leading state officials, especially
collectivities of career officials insulated from ties to currently dominant socio-
economic interests, and who are portrayed as more sensitive and capable of
formulating policies of redistribution and alleviation of distress situations, are
likely to launch new state strategies facilitated by the organisational resources
they can deploy, and motivated by the challenges of maintaining order. In
other words, this complete autonomy is apparently a possibility which depends
on a variety of elements, most importantly on a notion of state officials that
does not correspond with reality.

Moreover, on the one hand Evans and colleagues insist that the usefulness of
the Weberian view, is that it helps in not seeing the state as the arena in which
social groups make demands and engage in political struggles or compromises
(ibid.: 8). Yet on the other, they recognise that increasing intervention

makes the state more clearly an arena of social conflicts and makes
its constituent parts more attractive targets for take-over. In other
words the contradictions of civil society become more embedded in
the state as the state more deeply penetrates civil society. (ibid.: 69)

Another example of the striking difference between their theoretical reference
and their concrete analysis is furnished by two contrasting claims. The first is
that 'the underpinnings of state intervention or autonomous action lay in the
bureaucracy itself rather than in the conditions of the society', thus denying any
societal constraint. The second acknowledges the fundamental constraint of
state action: 'the internal structure of the state and the state's relation to the
class structure of society limit the state's capacity to intervene in civil society in
pursuit of the goals of economic growth and income redistribution’ (ibid.: 68).

In summary, the attempt by Evans and colleagues to redress the balance of
the society-centred approach and illustrate the state's own capacity to influence
social and political developments is undermined by these inconsistencies.
They actually put the society-centred approach in a stronger position, since
many of the conclusions in various parts of the book, as shown above, tally
more with Marx's Eighteenth Brumaire and the existence of a dialectical
relation between the state and society, than with this separation and focus on
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state action as self-motivated and self-perpetuating. Consequently their
concrete examples provide more interesting and stimulating reading than the
theoretical reference they have attempted to provide.

Gramsci

Antonio Gramsci, who is acknowledged as one of the most original
contemporary contributors to Marxism, 'is difficult to classify within any one
perspective' (Gold et al. 1975). It is necessary, however, to refer to his work
especially that one of its major themes has been the relation of state and civil
society. lronically, the ltalian Government wished by his imprisonment to
repress and restrain his influence and the development of his thought,
demanding at his trial in 1928 that 'we must stop this brain working for twenty
years' (Gramsci 1971: xviii). Yet it was during his imprisonment and under
failing health that he produced his renowned Prison Notebooks.

The nature of Gramsci's notes, a collection of thoughts, makes it difficult to
trace a single complete conceptualisation of the state and/or civil society
although such a concern underpins the whole work. Rather the notes contain
several positions, including the state defined as the political society plus civil
society, the state as a balance between the two, and the state and civil society
as one and the same. This last definition appears to be the dominant one,
since Gramsci makes a reference to the liberals' theoretical error in making a
distinction between civil society and political society, whereas the distinction is
merely a methodological one - in concrete they are the same (ibid.: 160).
Accordingly, he developed the concept of the 'hegemony of civil society' to
elucidate the interrelationship of state and society. What this means is that
ruling class domination is ensured by its success in persuading the other
classes of society to accept its own moral, political and cultural values, for
which it is essential that it already exercises leadership before winning
governmental power. Moreover, the fact of hegemony

presupposes that account be taken of the interests and tendencies
of the groups over which hegemony is to be exercised, and that a
certain compromise equilibrium should be formed - in other words,
that the leading group should make sacrifices of an economic-
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corporate kind. But there is also no doubt that such sacrifices and
such compromise cannot touch the essential; for though hegemony
is ethical-political, it must also be economic, must be based on the
decisive function exercised by the leading group in the decisive
nucleus of economic activity. (ibid.: 161)

This is a complete rejection of the mechanical and positivist relation of structure
and superstructure, where the structure determines the whole, leaving no role
for ideology, as part of the whole process of creating a hegemonic position for
the ruling class. Gramsci especially emphasised the dialectical relation
between the superstructure and structure, and for him popular ideas, beliefs
and sentiments, values, and intellectuals, in sum ideology, is of paramount
importance. The state, both through its civil apparatus and through coercive
means, guarantees this domination, and if the ruling class is successful this
demands the minimum use of force. But in times of crisis - that is, when the
leadership fails in some major undertaking and subordinated classes are ready
to confront the state - it will resort to repressive instruments and/or change
programmes and personnel in order to retain power and eliminate or
undermine the threatening elements in the society.

Gramsci's preoccupation with the question of socio-economic change and the
associated importance of ideology and intellectuals in the maintenance of ruling
class domination explains the importance he attached to Machiavelli's work,
The Prince. The book's central idea - how to change the consciousness of
people and make them accept what conflicts with the generalised ideology, at
that time religion, highlighted for Gramsci the significance of the role of
intellectuals. It gave rise to the question of who will be the medium for a
conscious transformation of society and the building of a new consensus, since

the modern prince, the myth-prince, cannot be a real person, a
concrete individual. It can be an organism, a complex element of
society, in which a collective will, which has already been recognised
and has to some extent asserted itself in action, begins to take
concrete form. History has provided this organism, and it is the

political party. (ibid.: 129)
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The party - the instrument for social change, for establishing a new consensus
and/or 'collective national will', however, was recognised by Gramsci as
problematic from two interrelated and important reasons. The first is the
relation of the party and party leadership to the masses, that is, internal
democracy, and the second is the nature of popular beliefs and popular
sentiments and how to change them. For that Gramsci stressed the
importance of education, in particular the pedagogical educational relationship,
in which the political party plays a fundamental role in changing the
consciousness of the masses, not on the lines of the parties of the former
communist societies of Europe, but rather on the basis of a democratic-
dialectical relation characterised by a continuous dialogue between party
leadership and masses. This entails long-term revolutionary struggle and the
building of a new consensus of the workers/masses until the proper moment
arises, or as employed by Gramsci the 'historic bloc'; the moment when the
objective and subjective forces combine to produce a situation of revolutionary
change, that is, when the economic structure is collapsing and there are those
who are willing to take advantage.

The fundamental reflections of Gramsci, his recognition of the importance of
ideology and the necessary existence of a generalised cultural-political system
as an integral part of the domination of the ruling class, in addition to the
significance of the political party for building a new and a different
consciousness/cultural-political ideology still highlight the essential problems
that face both 'developing' and developed societies. The fall of Eastern Europe
- style communist parties, their utter failure in building a mass party and a new
consciousness through democratic means, and the ineffectiveness of parties in
'developing' societies - all these things show the continuing significance of
Gramsci's work.

Approaches to the State in Arab Societies

Discussion of the state in the Arab region has been extremely limited, partly
because of the dominance of orientalist interpretations and partly due to the
absence as mentioned above of a coherent and developed state theory within
the Marxist tradition. Furthermore, there is a general difficulty attached to
analysing Arab societies due to the controversy over the character of the pre-
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capitalist formation of the area, prior to its incorporation into the international
capitalist system and the advent of the state. The notes of Marx and Engels on
the East, which did not escape the prevalent influence of Orientalism, gave rise
to the notion of the Asiatic mode of production which conceptualised Eastern
societies as static due to the absence of private property and the associated
non-existence of struggle between classes for control of property. In other
words, these societies lack the internal mechanisms for change, and thus it is
necessary to externally induce development. In this context capitalist
imperialism and colonialism were seen as progressive and necessary in order
for these societies to break with their stationary situation.

This view has become a source of embarrassment to many Marxists and some
like to ignore it. In response to this and to the inappropriateness of the feudal
mode as a defining mode of production of the pre-colonial Arab region, Samir
Amin has developed the tributary mode of production applicable to the whole
region, except to Egypt which he saw as the only peasant civilisation. Thus the
rest of the region consisted essentially of a trading formation living from the
surplus extracted through its long distance trade (Amin 1978: 12). Resolving
the controversy over the characterisation of Arab region is beyond the scope of
the research. Nevertheless, contesting the relevance of the oriental type of
writings especially in the light of their lingering effects (as will be seen in some
of the most recent discussions of the region) is extremely important, and this
brings us to the work of Turner.

Turner aptly destroys the central precepts of orientalist thinking, these being an
emphasis on the role of Islam and the arbitrary power of the despotic ruler or
'Sultanisim' with its related centralised state apparatus as the reasons for the
stifing of the development of a burgher class compared to European
experience as well a the ever-greater concentration of state power and
absence of civil society. He does this by undermining the 'mythological history'
of European capitalism, hence was more successful than Rodinson, who
attempted to refute orientalist claims by showing the opposite, primarily, that
Islam is conducive to capitalist development. Turner illustrates the differences
in the experience of European development and emphasises the central role
played by the state and not a middle class in countries such as Germany,
Russia and ltaly. Only in England was this role played by the capitalist family.
Secondly, he illustrates the lack of coincidence between economic growth and
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democratisation; that is, between industrial revolution and bourgeois revolution.
Britain achieved industrialisation without a bourgeois revolution, hence the
continuance of the monarchy and House of Lords. In France, despite the
revolution, the petty bourgeoisie and peasants have held their place till today.
In short, state intervention and its pre-eminence is more common than peculiar
and the coincidence of democracy and capitalism is no prerequisite for
capitalist development to occur (Turner 1984: 45-61).

Any argument, therefore, concerning the particularity of Arab societies relying
on one sole dimension - Islam, a missing entrepreneur class or for that matter
any other one factor - fails to account for the huge transformation and
continuous changes in the region. Moreover, neither the extensive intervention
of the state in these societies, nor its authoritarian nature account for their
peripheral capitalist development and the curtailed ability on the part of the
state to induce the development of a burgher class. This is the product of a
complex situation, in particular the result of the articulation of three factors:
their colonial history, their integration into the international capitalist market
dominated by Western capital and their pre-capitalist formations.

| will turn now to some of the most recent conceptualisations of the state in the
Arab societies, in particular following the consolidation of oil as the underlying
economic element in the region, where orientalist thinking can still be traced.
First, the discussion will focus on a group of writers who, following Hussein
Mahdavy's conceptualisation of Iran and his attribution of a 'rentier' pattern of
development to its oil based economy, borrowed the theme and applied it not
only to the Gulf states and Libya but also to countries such as Jordan, Yemen
and even Egypt. These include Beblawi, Luciani and others 1.

'Rentier’ states, according to these proponents, are defined as having
economies predominantly relying on external rent, in this case oil revenues,
which can sustain them without a strong productive domestic sector - hence
the epithet 'rentier'. The way in which this affects the state and its relation to
society is twofold. It creates allocative/distributive states in which the
expenditures of the state sector are central to the functioning of the rest of the
economy, stimulating services predominantly and creating various levels of
rent-seekers rather than productive sectors. As a result the state is separated
from society, since it is not dependent on the surplus produced within the
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private economy especially that in the Gulf 'rentier' states there is no taxation,
and services are free. What this does in effect is help the state in maintaining
legitimacy without democracy and without influences from the social forces;
hence the survival of traditional networks of tribe, family and sect as the most
effective levers for the distribution of accumulated oil wealth.

A general problem with this approach is its weak theoretical basis or rather the
lack of it. The concept is useful on a descriptive level to account for the type of
economy prevailing in these societies. But it does not provide any conceptual
and methodological tools for analysing these societies, their power structures
and social reality. It remains in the realm of substantive and empirical analysis
which is very important, but does not advance a theoretically-based approach.
In addition its perception of states in the Arab world as unique is reminiscent of,
orientalist writings and of the inherent problem with the Arabs/Muslims per se,
as if the problematic is the Arabs rather than the state. This is why the book by
Luciani is entitled the Arab State implying something unique about the Arabs.

As to more specific problems there are two in particular. The first is the basic
proposition about the relation of state and society, which needs
reconsideration. The ruling families in the Gulf do not rule supreme; they are
not completely independent of the society and its social forces. Alliances are
extremely important for maintaining the legitimacy of these states, through their
sharing in the economic opportunities created by the vast oil wealth. In other
words, the social reality of the Gulf is not simple, reducible to a powerful rich
ruling/governing class able to allocate funds onto a receptive, docile society
devoid of social conflict and differences. Were the society to be so
acquiescent, the levels of repression and human rights violations would not be
so great. Thus, to maintain that the state and society are disarticulated and
distinct from each other distorts the very reality of these societies. The crucial
point is that a different relationship exists from that in the West; and it is in
illustrating that different relationship and its implication that advances can be
made in understanding these societies.

Moreover, external factors, particularly the place of Gulf states or more
accurately the oil economy in the international division of labour is completely
neglected. The weak productive base is not simply a matter of the inefficient
expenditure programmes of the Gulf states. These are important markets for
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the West's industrial, construction and service companies. This aspect of the
interdependence between the Gulf and the West is often disregarded by
comparison with the exaggerated dependency of the Gulf. Gulf states affect
the development of advanced capitalist societies not just through their oil, but
also through their open markets. The squabbling of the West in the wake of
the Gulf war over contracts to rebuild Kuwait and the acceleration of military
purchases across the Gulf is a case in point of the significance of the West's
dependence on Gulf markets.

The second problem is the extension of the concept to other Arab non-oil
states by terming them 'semi-rentier', which is pushing the original concept too
far. To lump Egypt into this category as well is a misrepresentation of its
development; most importantly it masks its achievements under Nasir and
ignores the historical shift from Nasir to Sadat. Since the adoption of Al-Infitah
or open door policy, Egypt has been completely subsumed in the international
capitalist market. It is with this that any discussion of Egypt's development
must start rather with the flow of labour remittances and aid. Jordan following
Mahdavy is also categorised by this group of writers as 'rentier' in that the
grants it receives are similar to external rent with one difference, their
unreliability. According to this interpretation the state is 'rentier' since the
government receives these funds. Others see it as 'semi-rentier' due to its
receiving large sums of labour remittances, part of which could be considered
rent, here the economy is considered 'rentier.  Regardless of these
differences, the implications and consequences are similar to those applying in
the Gulf states.

The other recent conceptualisation of the state in the region is introduced in the
influential book by Khaldoun Al-Nageeb, Society and State in the Gulf and Arab
Peninsula. It warrants special attention since Al-Nageeb claims to present an
alternative thesis to that of the 'rentier approach or as he puts it 'a more
comprehensive and preferable tool' for analysing the Gulf states. Unfortunately
he fails to produce this. First, he is unable to detract himself from the 'rentier’
concept and accordingly he attributes a more central role to 'rentier' states than
in other capitalist societies because of the importance of public expenditure.
More importantly, he emphasises the authoritarian structure of Gulf states and
blames their incapability to produce an integrated development on that. This
dimension of the authoritarian structure is defined as follows:
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the modern, contemporary form of the despotic state....seeks to
achieve an effective monopoly of the sources of power and authority
in society for the benefits of the ruling class or élite. [Firstly it]...
achieves this monopoly by penetrating civil society and transforming
its institutions into corporate organisations which act as an extension
of state apparatus. [Secondly]....it penetrates the economic system
and attaches it to the state either by nationalisation (as in the other
countries of the Arab East) or by extending public sectors to
complete state bureaucratic control of economic life. [Thirdly]....the
legitimacy of the system of government in it depends on the use of
force (or naked power) and organised terror more than upon
traditional legitimacy. (Al-Nageeb 1990: 99-100)

There are a number of serious problems with this definition, which is central to
Al-Nageeb's argument. First, democracy has not been the pre-requisite of
capitalist development, not even in Europe, and the emergence of fascism and
nazism cannot be separated from the processes of capitalist development, not
to mention the absolutist state of Louis Bonaparte and the Bismarckian Reich.
Or to take another example, this time from Asia, is Japan where the state and
its bureaucratic organisation facilitated capitalist development. Japan today is
a world economic power. Hence the association of democracy with capitalism
is a 'myth’, and to associate failure to produce capitalist development with
central control of the economy and society does not tally with historical
experience. Moreover, the ruling sheikhdoms of the Gulf are not undertaking
something unusual and/or peculiar to them. The forms, the methods and the
manner of establishing the hegemony of the ruling class simply vary according
to historical circumstances and the level of development.

Secondly, it is difficult to talk about the absence of civil society, or its
succumbing to the state when it was not there originally. The state did not
destroy or marginalise it, it would be truer to say that its development was
curtailed by the state. Moreover, the state permeates civil society in advanced
capitalist society too, through a variety of institutions, since the hegemony of
the ruling class is essential whether, it is achieved through an absolutist state
or a bourgeois democracy. Also resorting to coercive means for achieving that
hegemony is not exclusive to the 'Third World', the state in advanced capitalist
societies resort to the coercive means at its disposal when necessary. But the
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peculiarity of the Gulf is the fact that the legitimacy of the ruling classes does
not rest on a bourgeois class, hence the state organises its legitimacy and
hegemony in a different way than in the West and it is this that needs to be
brought out and analysed.

Thirdly, Al-Nageebs' periodisation of the transformation of Gulf society is
questionable. He claims that the Gulf has moved away from the 'rentier' state,
defined in particular as that period extending the two decades of 1950s and
1960s to the 'authoritarian' state starting in the 1970s. But if one accepts the
'rentier' concept how can one deny that the Gulf is no more based on the
production of oil and 'living off' rent. Also the argument implies that the Guif
rulers were previously democratic, but not any more. Or does he confuses the
nationalist progressive movements across the Arab world during Nasir's era in
the 1950s and early 1960s with the political changes associated with the oil
wealth which ushered in a whole new era for the Arab region, creating apathy
and depoliticisation and enhancing the state's economic power.

On all accounts, Al-Nageeb neither convinces the reader with the
inappropriateness of the 'rentier' concept, nor with his alternative conceptual
thesis. Yet, in the second part of the book he provides an interesting
discussion of the alliances of social groups and the way in which the ruling
families organise their rule and power structures, and makes an attempt to
delineate a class stratification of the Gulf societies. It is this, in particular,
which needs to be emphasised, but this undermines his thesis.

The Conceptual Approach of the Study

Having reviewed some of the themes involved in examining the state role, the
suggested approach in the present study, as indicated in the introduction of the
chapter, rejects pluralist contentions as well as the 'rentier' and Al-Naqeebs
approaches, and rests, instead, on a general understanding and appreciation
of the conflict paradigm by emphasising three major interrelated analytical
concepts. These are the centrality of the state, the social foundation of the
state, and the relative autonomy of the state. They will help in contextualising
the study and in addressing its major question, namely why, considering the
huge resources at its disposal, the state in Jordan failed in its project of
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restructuring the economy towards productive economic activities. At the same
time, these concepts will eliminate some of the common assumptions about the
state in the Arab world especially the assumption that it is in some way unique,
and instead help to view the state's role as a common one, and in addition
show that state intervention and ability to produce change is constrained by the
ruling class, or in other words by the particular configuration of power relations
which exist in the society and which give the state its legitimacy.

The Centrality of the State

The widespread perception of the particularity of the state in 'developing'
societies, distinguishing it as more 'central’/'overdeveloped' (Alavi 1972; Saul
1974), or in the case of the state in Arab societies due to lingering orientalist
interpretations, makes it extremely important to clarify what constitutes and
underpins state role. Moreover, the manner of the formation of the state in
Jordan, being the outcome of Biritish strategic interests, meant that it bore no
relation to developments emanating from within, which makes it even more
important to clarify this issue, since this particular formation gave the political
realm a paramount role in the social transformation of the area and in the
emergence of social classes, in addition to the particular organisation of state
power being based on the ascendancy of a ruling Hashemite family, rather
than on a rising bourgeois class.

The crucial point about state intervention and/or its central role is that it is a
common feature of capitalist development and is not a consequence of the
particular formation of the state in Jordan, nor its peripheral capitalist
development. In other words, state intervention is a necessary consequence
for establishing and upholding the hegemony of the dominant force in a
society. That is why the state's main function and/or central role is similar in
both 'developing' societies and advanced capitalist societies. As stated by

Leys:

The state is equally important in all class societies; it is no more
'central' in Tanzania than in Britain or the USA (or the USSR). |t
may be more 'embracing' {i.e. may own more productive forces or
intervene more directly in various areas of social life) in some
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societies than others, but in this respect it is typically less 'central’
(‘extensive' would be a better word here) in most post-colonial
societies than in advanced capitalist societies. (Leys 1976: 43)

Thus, differences exist, but only in the mechanisms for and conditions of
carrying out this function, as well as'in the nature of the intervention. Some of
the factors, in 'developing' societies, that influenced the manner and nature of
the state's intervention in the economy, include their colonial history, the
character of their social formations prior to domination by Western capital and
the advent of the state, as well as the nature of their linkages to Western
capital. Also, state intervention differs among 'developing' societies, whose
class structure and the specificity of the ruling class can only be decided on the
merits of each society. In short, differences in the forms of state and in the
nature of state power depend on historical conditions and on the level of
development. Capitalism in Europe produced at particular conjectures, nazism
in Germany and fascism in ltaly (and in earlier periods Bonaparte in France
and Bismarck in Germany) and produced a monarchy in Britain and a
Presidential system in the United States.

Accordingly, it is by focusing on disclosing the particularities of each situation in
terms of the organisation of state power and state structures, and by unfolding
the specifics of class formation and the social foundation of state power that
the state's role and social change can be explained as well as the manner and
the level of state's involvement in the economy. At the same time one must not
neglect the external constraints upon 'developing' societies in producing
development given the prevailing situation of Western capitalist hegemony,
denoting a subservient place for them in the international market. The
importance of illustrating the particular organisation of state power in each
situation brings us to the second main concept, which serves to emphasis
possible variations in the manner of state intervention.

The Social Foundation of the State

Unravelling the social basis of state power, that is the dominant force in society
and delineating the social structure must be the point of departure for any
meaningful discussion of the various forms of the state and patterns of
development. In order to bring about social change, one needs to have a clear
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understanding of the forces that constitute the social reality, and nowhere is
this more important‘than in 'developing' societies, where social contradictions
and immense poverty and 'backwardness' persist. Yet discussion of the ruling
class and class formation in Jordan, as with many of the 'developing' societies,
is particularly problematic. As Zubaida has aptly observed, among the many
theoretical problems faced by the contemporary student of the Middle East is
the suitability of concepts and theories of class for the analysis of these
societies (Zubaida 1989: 58).

Thus, even when writers attempt to apply class analysis when examining the
transformation of the Arab region, as does Batatu in his master work The old
Social Classes and the Revolutionary Movements of Iraq, they feel 'uneasy
about too precise and strict concepts of class' (ibid.: 60). One explanation
offered by Zubaida is that such attempts have not paid much attention to the
significance of the political realm. Political changes have a profound impact on
social and economic organisation, in just the same way as the constitution of
political forces arises from various and shifting social solidarity, whether of
class or community. This conceptualisation entails moving away from a
society-centred and essentialist interpretation to an approach that does not
hesitate to grant the political realm its appropriate place in social process and
social change. One of the situations where it would be virtually impossible to
deny this is Jordan.

The Political realm played a determining role in the formation of the Jordanian
state and the particular formation of its ruling class, being attached to the
Hashemite family. Thus, state power in Jordan, as in the Gulf states, does not
rest on the legitimacy of a capitalist class, but on how the ruling families in
alliance with key social forces attempt to create a social base for their rule
while constrained by their place in the overall international division of labour.
The Hashemite family does not represent a class as such, but its political and
economic interests are promoted and protected as they are tied to key social
forces that evolved since the establishment of central rule, through a political
system and state structures in which the Al-Diwan Al-Hashemy, or the royal
court, holds the focal point of political power. This is where a serious tension
laden the role of the state: the necessity to maintain the relevance of the
Hashemites while attempting to create viable private economic interests.
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The Hashemite ruling family played a special role in the creation and building of
the state, which explains the strong identification of the state with the
Hashemites; hence its not accidental that the name of the country is derived
from its ruling family. Yet that by no means implies that the Hashemites rule
supreme and that the state is almighty, dissociated from the society, and hence
viewed as either ruling for the good of society or a Mukhabarat, secret police,
repressive state. On the contrary this study aims to show that the whole
process of imposing central rule and the consequent transformation of the area
entailed the creation of a social base that gives legitimacy and meaning to the
state - in other words the creation of a ruling class. Throughout this study the
Jordanian ruling class will be used to mean the alliance that have been created
and nurtured between the Hashemite ruling family and the commercial
bourgeoisie, landed class and the state bourgeoisie - the top level
management of both civil and military and security apparatus. Thus, despite
the eminence of the state and the political domain, state actions are limited by
the very configuration of its power base.

In order to accommodate the particular formation of the ruling class in Jordan,
and to avoid being impeded by the dilemmas of whether class analysis is
possible or not, the classification of social classes that will be adopted in this
study will be based on descriptive analytical categories based on economic
criteria. This classification was used by Marx in analysing concrete situations
such as France during the Revolution, where he identified the proletariat, the
bourgeoisie in its two factions industrial and financial, petty bourgeois, the
peasantry, and the lumpen proletariat (Lee and Newby 1983: 121-2). In
addition this classification has been adopted by other writers on the Arab
region such as Longuenesse on Syria, Lazreq on Algeria, Abdal-Fadil on the
Gulf, and Niblock on Sudan. In such situations one is talking about the
subjective/concrete, actual social groups. Adopting this classification does not
conflict with Marxist theoretical sociological usage, in which class is a
relationship based upon the position occupied in the productive process, and
one which explains the antagonistic and exploitive relation between the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat, the owners of capital and property and the
sellers of labour in the market. While this objective conceptualisation denotes
a dual class structure, the subjective/concrete analysis can entertain several
classes or social groups treated as fractions of a class or as separate (ibid.).
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In the final analysis these social groups, except for the peasantry, can either
belong to capital or labour or have a contradictory class location between
labour and capital, such as, managers and supervisors located between the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat or small employers located between the petty
bourgeoisie and the bourgeoisie (Wright 1978: 61-3). Contrary to Marx's
prediction that intermediary classes will eventually disappear under the impact
of capital they have provided the basis for the development of the "Third World'
while becoming solidified in developed societies, albeit for different reasons.
The 'new' petty bourgeoisie has been consolidated in the West due to the
complex and increased technical and administrative demands of capitalist
development, and in the 'developing' societies due to the expansion of state
apparatus, state services, and services in general, that is in fields that are not
directly related to manufacturing and industry.

One further clarification is necessary concerning the use of the term 'state
bourgeoisie’. This term will be used in the study as an analytical category to
designate the top level managers and administrators of the state sector, while
acknowledging that their power stems from access and control to state
resources rather from being rooted in private property, in addition to
acknowledging the awkwardness of this group's position; being incapable of
reproducing itself or ensuring its incumbency of state positions. That is the fate
of state bourgeoisie is politically determined and the survival of its members
depends on their usefulness to the regime and their ability to build private
sector interest while they occupy state powerful positions (Richards and
Waterbury 1990; Waterbury 1991).

The Relative Autonomy of the State

The concentration and centralisation of the economic and political power of the
state, with its associated huge bureaucracy, gives the impression of a state
above society, completely independent from it and from all social forces. A
proper evaluation of this autonomy is necessary in order to eliminate these
illusions and to avoid the danger of reformist ideas about state effectiveness,
through better administration and replacement of the top echelon of the
bureaucracy (Leys 1976). This is also crucial in connection with the image of
the monarchy in Jordan as disassociated from the actions of the state and
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above society and its fractions and contradictions, so that it can appear to act
as an arbiter, where as in essence it has been the Al-Diwan Al-Hashemy that
have been the focal point of power. In addition, in times of crisis, governments
tend to attribute problems of development to corruption, nepotism and
favouritism, and mismanagement of public funds. Hence, changes in
personnel are utilised to appease the populace and reduce pressure on the
state without minimising the strength of the ruling class.

What is most relevant about the concept, thereby, is that it allows us to see that
the 'political decision making process that determines economic development
invariably reflects directly or indirectly the web of class interests that binds
states and restrains governments' (Weisband 1989: 19). It helps, therefore, in
seeing that state actions, policies and programmes are not ‘class' neutral and
that the state's power 'is not suspended in mid air, without denying the
influence of states in transforming societies and economies. The power of the
state lies precisely in that: its capacity to act, in addition to its exclusive right to
coercive instruments. Thus its essential to realise that these actions are
located within a certain matrix of economic interests, even in a situation like
Jordan, where the state induced social transformation and appears all
powerful, and despite the attempt by the ruling family to appear as above state
actions and to attribute the problems of development on an inefficient and
corrupt governing élite.

In this connection it is worth noting that the web of class interests can, in
'developing societies', change radically, depending on developments within the
society. This is a possibility inherent in all capitalist societies and is not
exclusive to 'developing' societies, since it is contingent on the outcome of
class struggle. But 'developing' societies are particularly affected since they
are in flux; without a solid and stable social structure, attempting to create one,
in addition to being besieged by a muititude of ethnic, religious and national
problems, not to mention the immense pressure from the international capitalist
market. Changes in leadership, through peaceful means or by coup d'état
imply, most of the time, a shift in the power of social forces and classes,
imposed often by the repressive means at the disposal of the state. This is
why a change of prime minister in Britain or president in the United States does
not entail a change in the fundamental web of class interests whereas, for
instance, Egypt under Nasir is not Egypt under Sadat: it moved from a state
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attempting to create an autonomous industrial development to a compradore
state. Syria experienced similar shifts in social alliances under Hafaz Al-Asad,
who gave rise to a petty bourgeois state while marginalising the traditional
landed aristocracy.

Ironically, the instability of the ruling class and the social structure of society in
Jordan lies in the very element that allowed the building of a state and the
creation of a thriving commercial class and other benefiting social groups,
namely the concentration of capital in the state's hands which is contingent on
its ability to continue to serve Western interests in the area. Hence the state's
ability to expend and maintain itself and the prevalent power structures were
not conditioned by the domestic economy but by its ability to marshal external
resources, which enhanced its independent scope for action to maintain the
existing power relations, but simultaneously made it extremely vulnerable to
changes outside its control. Moreover, the dependence on external resources
undermined the state's project of building a viable bourgeois class and
maintained its subservient political-economic position vis-a-vis the West, which
restricted its economic activities to the intermediary sphere, where they do not
pose a threat to Western capital and goods and commodities. As long as the
state can muster these external resources it is able to maintain prosperity and
stability, and marginalise political demands. This explains why the crisis of the
state was manifested on two levels, an economic and political level. Once its
economic power was eroded the state was forced to open up political channels
as a means of releasing the pressures mounting on it and to compensate for its
inability to lessen the detrimental impact of the deteriorating economic situation
on the bulk of the population.

This conceptual approach of the study aims foremost to provide a critical-
analytical point of departure for unravelling the complex reality of Jordan, the
importance of which will be further emphasised considering the present state of
academic research on Jordan, as will be seen in the critique of the accounts on
Jordan which follows.

Notes

1. See Hossein Mahdavy (1970), 'Patterns and Problems of Economic
Development in Rentier: The Case of Iran'. Also Hazem Beblawi and
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Giacomo Luciani (1987), The Rentier State, and Giacomo Luciani (1990),
The Arab state.
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Chapter Two

A Critique of Contemporary Accounts of Jordan

Most contemporary studies on Jordan emphasise the 'success' story of Jordan,
either by highlighting the role of the Hashemite family, in particular King
Hussein, in maintaining stability, or by stressing its remarkable achievement in
overcoming the constraints imposed by its lack of natural resources, thus
reducing the history of Jordan either to an account of the ruling family or to a
growth miracle despite the odds. Even those who have attempted a political
economy account remain constrained by their choice of the conceptual
approach. Moreover, academic interest in Jordan has been a derivative one,
overshadowed by Jordan's unique relation to the Palestinians and the Arab-
Israeli conflict, this has hindered the emergence of literature that examines
Jordan's development on its own right. Despite these limitations in the extant
literature, some of the available sources have provided immense help in the
substantive analysis of the present study, in particular the works of Ameri,
Hourani and Robins.

The critique is divided according to the main themes prevalent in the studies
under consideration, namely the formative years of the state, the Palestine
issue, the role of Jordan in a peace settlement and finally, the economic
development of Jordan. Before discussing these, however, reference must be
made to some specific sources which were of great value to this research and
which to some extent compensated for the lack of data and information on
Jordan, these being unpublished MA theses from the University of Jordan,
especially those of the economics department. Those familiar with Arabic, may
profitably consult these, although in terms of analysis they may be limited, as
sources that compensate for lack of data and information on specific aspects of
the economy they are valuable. Secondly, there are two journals, Al-Urdun Al-
Jadid, or New Jordan and Al-Bunuk fil Urdun, or Banks in Jordan, published in
the Arabic language and specialising on economic issues, the former from a
political economy perspective and the latter from a liberal stand point.
Moreover, the shortages of analytical sources on the economic development of
Jordan has been compensated to a great extent by my work for over five years
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at the Ministry of Planning prior to embarking on this study. The experience,
exposure and knowledge gained during these years have facilitated immensely
the development of my views.

The Foundation of the State

Under this theme five works will be reviewed, of which two are unpublished
theses. These are the works of Hani Hourani, Mustafa Hamarneh, Philip
Robins, Mary Wilson, and Ali Abu Nowar.

The work by Hani Hourani, Al-Tarkib Al-ljtima'ly wa Al-Iqtisadiy Ii Sharg Al-
Urdun 1921-1950, or the Socio-economic Transformation of Jordan, focuses
on examining two major and interrelated issues: the objective conditions
prevailing in the area prior to the creation of the state, and how these facilitated
and/or permitted the successful implementation of the British colonial project in
utilising the area's strategic location in order to safeguard British interests
through imposing central rule via a ruling family from outside the area. Hourani
maintains that the 'backwardness' of the area was the major reason behind
such a success and this 'backwardness' has been brought about by the lack of
economic surplus, since the conditions of pastoral-nomadism and subsistence
agriculture did not produce it; in addition, any such surplus was appropriated by
the Ottoman authorities through land taxes and by leading tribes in the form of
'khawa', or tax in return for protection from tribal raids.

Hourani proceeds then to discuss the existing economic base and suggests the
prevalence of a multitude of modes of production, pastoral-nomadic, semi-
nomadic, feudal, and semi-feudal, as well as a petty commodity production,
none of which were capable of transforming into a dominant one, and hence of
producing local leadership. The period 1920-1, following the collapse of
Faisal's government in Syria which produced several local governments in the
various districts of the area, was taken by the author as evidence of this lack of
a dominant social force. Hence, in answering the major question of why the
colonial project was fruitful when internal conditions were not conducive,
Hourani attributes this to a state of balance between the various social forces,
which allowed none to dominate, but offered a chance for an outside force
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equipped with a central apparatus to emerge, playing the arbiter among these
contradictory and conflicting social forces.

There are two problems with Hourani's analysis. The first relates to the
inappropriateness of discussing the area prior to 1921 as a socio-economic
unit and projecting onto it an analysis whose concepts and methodology
presuppose such an existence. As Hourani himself indicates the territory never
constituted a separate unit or had an economic centre. It had been
administered primarily as part of Wilayat Damascus and its interaction has
been outward to Palestine and Syria rather than towards an interior. Even the
settled population were scattered and isolated from each other. This makes it
very difficult to discuss the pre-1921 area in terms of its inability to produce a
dominant social force and its lack of economic surplus as a reason for its
'underdevelopment’. Significantly, after the withdrawal of the Ottoman army
from Amman in 1918 the area was administered as part of Faisal's government
in Syria and it became important only when Faisal and British troops were
pushed out as a result of settling the British-French division of the Levant. It
was solely imperialist rivalry that imposed the separation of the territory against
its historical linkages, thus Jordan's pre-state history can only be entertained
and explained by taking account of its historical linkages to Syria, Palestine and

Hijaz.

The second problem is Hourani's assertion that the success of the British task
was due to the balancing act the Hashemites were capable of doing between
the various conflicting social groups, this assertion needs reconsidering. |t
presumes that the question of central rule of the area was an internal one,
unresolved because of the presence of such conflicting interests. Hence, it
blurs the significance of the imposition of central rule, which had arisen in the
first place as a result of British concerns, whereas the internal conditions not
only were incapable of producing it, but did not necessitate such an eventuality.
The various local governments that formed prior to the establishment of the
state were instigated by the British to buy time (while a definite policy towards
the area evolves), due to the change in the political circumstances between
Britain and France and had little to do with local developments. Moreover, it
was natural that several governments emerged reflecting the prevalent
traditional affiliation and allegiances and localised centres of power. The state
and central rule was imposed to keep the area free of anti-French and anti-
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Zionist activities or movements in order to protect Britain's vital areas:
Palestine, Iraq and Egypt. Hourani is right, therefore, that central rule was an
instrument in the hands of the British colonial authorities precisely to secure
such conditions, but its success was dependent on the ability of the British to
utilise Abdullah as a local ruler around which local interests were created while
subduing both the sedentary and tribal population through a variety of means,
this was made easier because of the absence of a local force to reckon with.

Therefore, Hourani's related assumption that the state was above society and
disassociated from it, because firstly, the ruling family had been from outside
the area and hence was capable of playing the arbiter, secondly, ‘the
monopolistic control of the governing class involving few local political figures,
in addition to the British officers and personnel and thirdly, the dependence on
external capital, is not satisfactory. The whole process of imposing central rule
and legitimating Hashemite rule entailed, in particular, the promotion of social
forces with vested interests in the new state, which Hourani refers to: the
inducement of a commercial bourgeoisie via the opportunities created by the
monetisation of the economy and a small core of state bourgeoisie as a result
of the building and the expanding the state apparatus, and the creation of a
landed class through the state's registration and privatisation of land. Thus, it
was not a matter of balancing but of establishing a ruling class, while tying the
livelihood of a large segment of the population to the state and its expenditure.
The ruling family only appears to be as above the conflicting interests of the
various groups in order to manipulate successfully these differences, as well as
to create its own legitimacy and maintain its relevance.

in discussing the impact of the creation of the state Hourani provides a wealth
of information detailing the socio-economic transformation of the area, in
addition to attempting a delineation of the transformation of the social structure.
He emphasises the dependence of the state on external resources and how
the monetisation and commercialisation of the economy was a consequence of
the availability of these resources from the British colonial authorities to expend
on the state apparatus, especially the military establishment, rather than from
the development of an internal surplus. Nevertheless, Hourani
overemphasises the effects of the particular manner of the establishment of the
state - as an instrument for British strategic and political interests in the region -
in determining the pattern and structure of the subsequent development of the
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society, neglecting the importance of its pre-capitalist formation in the evolution
of its pattern of development. It has been the articulation of its pre-capitalist
formation and its integration into the capitalist system which has produced a
peripheral capitalist development, characterised by the marginalisation of
agriculture and the eminence of commerce and services, with its corresponding
social structure.

The second work that merits consideration is Mustafa Hamarneh's Ph.D.
thesis, 'The Social and Economic Transformation of Jordan', covering relatively
the same period as Hourani's book, 1921-46. Although the major theme of the
work concerns the period after the creation of the state, Hamarneh seems to
be more convincing in his treatment of the process of social change in the era
prior to the creation of the state. He provides interesting material related to
that period. Yet he leaves a big question mark, as does Hourani concerning
the feasibility of discussing the pre-1921 territory as one unit and claiming that
the territory that came to be designated as Transjordan in 1921 was 'backward’
lacking economic surplus for a push forward, incapable of producing a
dominant social force.

In dealing with the post-1921 period Hamarneh upholds a position similar to
Hourani's, maintaining that the strategic and political interests of Britain in the
- region shaped and determined the development of Jordan. But he is less
successful in providing the material and analysis to substantiate his assertions
than Hourani. Moreover, he maintains that lack of economic surplus continues
to be the root of the 'backwardness' of the area, and claims that Jordan, during
the three decades following the establishment of the state and the imposition of
central rule, has not changed and has remained stagnant and still. There are
two objections to this. Firstly, this criterion of availability or lack of economic
surplus, although important, is not enough to warrant the claim that the
problem of development lies there. Many 'developing' societies possess huge
economic surpluses and their 'backwardness' has not been eliminated. The
most striking example is the Guif states. Secondly to say that Jordan has not
changed during this critical period is far from correct. The dramatic changes
that have taken place through the mere formation of the state have been far-
reaching. Thus, the two salient characteristics of this period, the building of the
state and its apparatus, both civil and military, and the commercialisation of the
economy with their direct impact on the transformation of the social structure
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has been completely ignored. Hamarneh confuses the official British policy of
a 'stand still policy', meaning keeping expenditures at minimum with a stagnant
society, but these are not the same and the transformation of the area attest to
that.

Hamarneh's inappropriate choice of the dependency school of thought as the
theoretical basis of the research might partly explain the weakness of the
empirical side of the study. Dependency theory lacks the methodology by
which the internal conditions pertaining to 'developing' societies can be
explained since its focus is on external factors and on the relation between
nations, in particular core and periphery. This limits its usefulness in studies
like Hamarneh's which are aiming at explaining internal transformation.
Although Hamarneh states that this school of thought has been challenged on
both factual and methodological grounds, he is still content to use it. Hence his
utilisation does not transcend the descriptive account by qualifying the relation
between Britain and Jordan as a dependent one without showing the
dynamism of the relation and how in fact Jordan's structural changes were
determined by British colonial policies motivated by the need to entrench the
Hashemites as focal point of state power.

The other problem is Hamarneh's concluding argument that the state during
this period was 'for itself’, independent of any local class interference. This is
factually wrong and theoretically misleading. If the state was for itself and if
internal class interferences were absent how can one explain the internal
conflicts arising between the state and both the tribal and sedentary
population? The essential task of both the British and the Hashemite family
was to foster social forces that identified with the Hashemites rule and this
resulted in two processes. The first is the co-optation and integration of the
tribal population by providing tribal leaders with the opportunity to buy large
areas of land and the establishment of an army drawing most of its recruits
from the tribal population - not to mention the effects of land registration and
privatisation in undermining the material basis of the tribal system and in linking
the population to the state. The second is the monetisation and
commercialisation of the economy and its effects in creating economic interests
and benefiting social groups linked to the new rule. Thus, the state contrary to
Hamarneh's claims, sought the support of local social groups to give it the
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legitimacy it needed and created social groups with vested interest in its
continuity. This formative period was particularly important in this respect.

At this point mention should be made of Philip Robins' Ph.D. thesis, The
Consolidation of Hashemite Power in Jordan', which also covers the period
1921-1946 and focuses, in particular, on elucidating the social base of the
state. Robins, like the previous two authors, in discussing the area prior to the
emergence of the state imposes the question of why a state did not emerge
from 'within' which is only relevant in terms of what happened later, that is the
fostering of the state by a colonial power. The redundancy of the question is
further emphasised by the analysis provided which identifies four major
elements that prohibited such an outcome: the lack of a definable political
community, economic surplus, a power centre and the absence of a powerful
sub-statal group.

Robins goes on to analyse the manner of the consolidation of Hashemite
authority and the dynamics of the imposition of central rule. Although he
provides substantial analysis of the key groups involved in the process there is
one major problem with the way in which he delineates the process. Robins
sees the process as moving from an attempt to build a 'Shariefian' state to an
attempt to build a state based on 'external élites’. First of all the Shariefian
suggestion is not convincing, especially since the groups that underpin this
suggestion, as Robins' define them, did not constitute a common or a coherent
bloc. These included the nationalists from Greater Syria area and those
adhering to the Hisb Al-Istiklal (independent nationalist party), a small stratum
of merchants and the entourage of Abdullah that came with him from Hijaz.
Among these, emphasis is put on the Al-Istiklalis, who for the first three years
of the inception of the state dominated its administration.

It is difficult to perceive this initial alliance between Abdullah and the Al-Istiklalis
as presenting a basis for the consolidation of central rule and the imposition of
a state. This alliance was based on the political motives of each side, which
lay outside the area; in addition the Al-Istiklalis had no local support base, as
Robins indicated, which is precisely why its presence was short-lived. Neither
the Al-Istiklalis nor Abdullah were interested in creating a local power base, and
that very fact negates seeing these three years as an attempt to build a state
based on a Shariefian coalition. The British, whose interests lay in creating a
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local power base and in keeping the French out of their zones of influence,
could not tolerate any political force that intended to jeopardise the imperialist
balance or threaten the process of entrenching central rule in Jordan, hence
the dismissal of the Al-Istiklalis. Abdullah, aware of his dependence on the
British, could do very little to avert that eventuality. Thus the shift since 1924
signifies the need to create a local power base rather than a failure of the

'Shariefian' proposition.

The second proposition of Robins, concerning the shift towards building an
'external' élite state, needs re-examining too. Although Robins is aware of the
inappropriateness of using the term 'foreign’ to refer to the Arabs that were
involved in the process and chooses the term ‘external’, there remains a
problem with this. First, these individuals were not external to the territory prior
to the advent of the British: free movement and extensive relations existed
between what became Jordan, Syria and Palestine and moreover many
Syrians and Palestinians have settled there prior to the consolidation of the
state. In other words, there was no specific political awareness that separates
the local population of the area and neighbouring Arabs. This is crucial since it
makes those Arabs who were involved in the building of the Jordanian state
only 'external' in terms of the borders that the British and the French were
erecting in the Levant. Moreover, the resentment that emerged among some
sections of the local population was personally motivated, and more
importantly, the British manipulated it to control the politics of Abdullah. In
addition, the rivalry and conflict rose over power positions, and not from
awareness of political distinctiveness. Otherwise it would be difficult to account
for the stability and the relatively peaceful process of imposing a state if such
resentments were widespread and significant. Also, to put those Arabs in the
same category as the British colonial officers underestimates the dominant role

of the British.

Robins recognises the importance of creating social forces with vested
interests for the consolidation of central rule and the maintenance of the state,
and hence assigns a chapter to discussing the land policy and its effects on the
both the sedentary and tribal population, and another chapter to discussing the
emergent merchant class. Yet this 'external' élites frame of reference
undermines his analysis by overemphasising that most merchants came from
Syria and Palestine and, that part of the military recruits came from tribes
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outside the boundaries of the state. What has been significant about this
process is not the 'externality' so much as the ability of the Hashemites and the
British to create vested interests in the state, and the successful manipulation
of sub-statal affiliations and loyalties to impose central rule. Another important
point is that it was the totality of the process of legitimating central rule that
made it possible to build and entrench the state, not only through the land
policy and trading activities, which augmented the power of the tribal leaders
and made merchants influential: the military establishment, and the
administration of the state and its various agencies, played a crucial role too,
especially through linking the livelihood of a large part of the population to the
state.

A final observation regarding Robins work is the ease with which he dismisses
the Marxist approach as unsuitable for studying 'developing' societies,
especially the Middle East, on the basis that the relative strength of the state in
relation to social classes is conventional wisdom. His theoretical frame of
reference would have been enriched immensely, if he had taken into account
some of the literature available within this approach. Despite these
reservations, his thesis remains a very important and relevant source of
information and analysis.

Mary Wilson's book, King Abdullah, Britain and the Making of Jordan, provides
a thorough historical-political study of the formative years of the state through
tracing the history of Abdullah. Wilson maintains that the value of Jordan, and
its consolidation as a separate state from either Palestine, Syria, Iraq or Saudi
Arabia, emerged over time as a function of the British maintaining influence
and safeguarding their strategic interests in the area. At the end of the First
World War Britain had no pre-planned scheme for Jordan as was the case with
Palestine and Iraq, until the occupation of Syria by France and the dismissal of
Faisal. Britain's fears of a French presence closer to its two vital interests were
the motivation behind its claiming it as part of its sphere of influence. Hence
the emergence of Abdullah as a factor in Arab-British relations coincided with
Britain's interests. The apparently slow evolution of a definite policy stemmed
from the variety of views about the precise shape of the settlement after the
collapse of Faisal's government in Syria. Views differed as to Jordan should be
part of Palestine, and hence open to Jewish settlement and colonisation, or
separate with a strong presence of British troops or alternatively a loose
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presence. Therefore, British policy advanced from lending support to the
establishment of local governing bodies in various districts of Jordan, to a
temporary sponsorship of Abdullah, to a lasting commitment to the
establishment of a separate state under Hashemite rule, supporting it
financially and politically over four decades.

Wilson's main argument of a confluence of interests between Abdullah and
Britain is an understatement of the hegemonic position of Britain and absolves
it from its imperialist history. Britain's strategy was clearly embedded in
protecting the establishment of a Jewish national home in Palestine and limiting
the extension of French influence in the area. Thus, while Jordan was under
its influence, that is, administered by Faisal's government in Syria it posed no
problem. It only became a factor once the balance between France and Britain
was threatened. Thus the future of the territory was, first and foremost,
determined by Britain, Abdullah was only useful as a tool in determining the
shape of the settlement. Although till the very end of its involvement Britain
was not especially convinced of Abdullah's utility, but for lack of another useful
alternative the support for the Hashemite family was maintained. Britain also
used the creation of the Transjordanian Emirate as a means of conciliation with
the Hashemites due to its having broken its promises to Sharief Hussein.

Within this frame, Abdullah's willingness to co-operate with the British to the
extent of being completely subservient to them in the hope of achieving his
grand vision and ambition to create a united Arab kingdom in Greater Syria
was greatly welcomed. Wilson successfully shows that Abdullah's interests did
not lie either in Jordan or in Palestine per se, but initially in the greater Syria
kingdom. It was the unfolding of political events that pushed him to Amman as
merely a stepping stone towards his dream of ruling over Syria, and only in the
mid 1930s to Palestine, although he never relinquished his dream, which with
every passing event seemed further from being realised. Thus, it is difficult to
conceive of British strategic interests and Abdullah's as ever coinciding. In fact
they were diametrically opposed. In the end, Britain's arrangement with the
Hashemites in Jordan and Iraq provided two protégés who were manipulated in
order to safeguard its strategic position in the area. Wilson's benevolence
towards Britain is in evidence even when she discusses the eventual
annexation of the West Bank by Jordan.

49




Britain's behaviour during that period could be least described as politically
motivated, let alone the policy of Jewish colonisation and settlement that took
place under British protection, culminating in the 1948 Palestinian catastrophe.
To complete the success of the Zionist project, the British granted Abdullah a
free hand to rule the area that was allotted by the UN partition plan to the
Arabs. Thus, it was not the fragmentation of the Palestinians' nascent
resistance movement that allowed Britain to ignore Palestinian voices, as
claimed by Wilson, but its own interests that saw this development as
unwelcome, threatening the Zionist project. This is not to mention Abdullah's
political play, sanctioned by Britain, for undermining the Palestinian resistance
movement by exploiting the competition between its two major factions, the Al-
Nashashibis and the Al-Husaynis, playing one against the other to the benefit
of the Jordanian regime and Britain by having Palestinian representatives
sanction the annexation of the West Bank during the Jericho conference in
1948. Moreover, it is difficult to see Britain's reluctance to provide arms and
ammunition to Jordan, Iraq and Egypt during the 1948 war as a scrupulous
honouring of the UN arms embargo while giving the Zionists the time to
replenish and increase their armaments. Under the best of intentions that can
only be seen as politically motivated rather than a strict adherence to the UN
resolution, whose consequence were the retreat in Arab positions to the

advantage of the Zionists.

Despite the above criticisms, Wilson's book is an important reference for those
concerned with Jordan. The author was fortunate in being able to use the
Public Records documents that have been made public to enhance her
analysis and provide her with a wealth of official documents related to this
critical period of the making of the state especially those related to Abdullah's
ties with the Zionists, and those containing embarrassing details of the
relationship between Abdullah and Britain.

Ma'an Abu Nowar's book The Creation and Development of Transjordan 1921-
1929 is among the recent publications covering the early period of the
formation of the state. Yet the inappropriate theoretical/analytical underpinning
of the study undermines the relevance of the book. Abu Nowar puts the
question of the formation of the state in Jordan within a framework of political
competition, of equal importance and strength among the Hashemites, Britain,
France and the Zionists, in an era described as dominated by nationalism,
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which was equally potent among all these major actors. He maintains that it
was the rise of this tide of nationalism that precipitated the collapse of the
Ottoman empire and the emergence of new states in the region. British and
French nationalism is seen, then, as the motivation for the division and
domination of the Levant, a process facilitated by their advanced political and
economic organisation. Thus, mention of the crucial factor, behind the division
and artificial creation of states in the Levant, as well as in accelerating the
collapse of the Ottoman empire, namely Western capitalism and imperialist
competition, is totally absent from the work.

~As a result a major flaw underpins the work in that it misinterprets the reasons
behind the creation of the state in Jordan. Rather than seeing it as a product of
Britain's role and strategic interests without which there would not have been a
separate political entity in Jordan, the author attributes it to nationalism and
nationalistic feelings. Thus, Abu Nowar avoids discussing the crucial role of
Britain and accordingly portrays the relationship between Abdullah and the
British as one among two competing equals. He fails to see the constraints on
Abdullah in Jordan as caused by the very nature of the relationship dominated
by the British and their interests (which Abdullah and his entourage understood
perfectly well and which explains the essence of their co-operation with the
British), but instead presents it in terms of personnel feuds and antagonism
between Abdullah and the British officials. Another consequence of Abu
Nowar's ignoring Britain's role is the explanation he offers for the failure of a
local force to emerge as a unifying element. That too was wrapped in
nationalistic jargon and put in terms of a missing man of 'light and leading’, and
Abdullah was just that man, filling a vacuum.

In such a study, covering a short period of the history of a country, one would
expect to find a more serious treatment of and emphasis on some crucial facts,
such as the role of Al-Istiklalis in the first three years of the creation of the
Emirate and their marginalisation by the British, the resistance to central rule,
the uproar that followed the signing of the Anglo-Jordanian treaty of 1928 and
the subsequent organisation of a conference in Amman demanding its
annulment and the independence of Jordan from British influence. Instead
emphasis was laid on matters that were not particularly significant such as, a
purported shift from an individual rule to a constitutional/institutional rule, to
which a whole chapter is devoted. The political system in Jordan up until the
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present has not operated on such a basis and the executive is not accountable
to the legislature especially the king, whose powers override both the executive
and the legislature.

in his attempt to present a 'pro-Hashemite interpretation and a benevolent
view of the British, Abu Nowar has produced a study that is essentially a
historical narrative, with very little to offer by way of analysis that might foster a
better understanding of the formation of the state or of that particular period in
Jordan's history. In addition, the author's desire to glorify Bedouin/Arab/Islamic
culture and values leads to an orientalist approach, emphasising the
unchanging, eternal nature of the Arab culture, hence his claim that despite the
seventy years of transformation of Jordan, people's attitudes towards their
tribal customs and traditions, familial discipline and Muslim culture has not

changed.

Jordan and the Palestinian Issue

The second theme of the literature review involves looking at one of the very
significant ramifications of the creation of the state of Israel, namely the relation
between Jordan and the Palestinian population - who overnight found
themselves without a home, and soon afterwards under the rule of the
Jordanian regime. In this connection two writers warrant discussion, Clinton
Bailey and Uriel Dann.

The stated goal of Bailey's book, Jordan's Palestinian Challenge 1948-1983, is
to examine the struggle between the Hashemite monarchy and the forces of
Palestinian nationalism over the future identity and location of those two-thirds
of Palestinians in the East Bank and the West bank who have been Jordanian
citizens since 1948. The author hopes, therefore, to redress what he considers
an imbalance and shift the focus of the Palestinian issue away from Israel to
Jordan, since that is where he believes the main theatre of conflict to be, and
hence it is the outcome of that struggle 'that will determine ultimately the

destiny of the Palestinians as a people'.

The core of Bailey's argument, which stems from his Ph.D. thesis 'The
Participation of the Palestinians in the Politics of Jordan', is as follows. The
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turmoil which riddled Jordan from the 1950s till the early 1970s and which
carried through into the 1980s had been caused by Palestinian nationalism,
whose aim had been the toppling of the Hashemite monarchy and its
replacement with Palestinian rule as a prelude to the liberation of Palestine.
Therefore two irreconcilable camps emerged, with opposing goals: the
Palestinians, who aim at regaining Palestine, and the Hashemites, who wanted
to rule. Following this, policies on the part of the monarchy were aimed at
minimising Palestinian influence while not losing legitimacy in the eyes of the
Palestinian population under its rule. Palestinian policies on the other hand,
aimed at maximising the exposure of the regime's anti-Palestinian stances and
pro-Western inclinations to gain influence.

Since Bailey's primary concern is to avoid the main theatre of conflict, namely
Israel, the context for the discussion of the Jordanian-Palestinian relation and
Palestinian nationalism is devoid of its crucial frame of reference, that being the
rise and fall of pan-Arabism. Without that frame it is difficult to arrive at
accurate historical analysis of the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s. Hence Bailey
discusses Palestinian nationalism as one phenomenon throughout those three
decades, thus missing an essential point, that in the 1950s Palestinian
nationalism was part and parcel of Arab nationalism and the focus was on Arab
unity as a way to achieve the liberation of Palestine. The struggle with the
regime, therefore, was not between Palestinian nationalism and the
Hashemites but between the forces of Arab nationalism and/or progressive
movements that emerged following the defeat of the 1948 war and the
traditional leadership. A new urban educated younger generation took over,
with followers from both sides of the Bank cutting across the imposed
Palestinian-Jordanian divide. Hence the 1950's epitomised the struggle
between an opposition movement having a wide political spectrum
(nationalists, Ba'thists, socialists and communists) against the regime and its
traditional allies.

As to the claim that the opposition aimed to overthrow the Hashemites, this
remains mere speculation, since the declared objective of the opposition in
Jordan was to transform Jordan into a constitutional monarchy with a
government accountable to the parliament, hence limiting the absolute powers
of the king, in addition to severing Jordan's special ties with the West.
Moreover, Bailey ignores the fact that the Palestinian bourgeoisie and some of
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the prominent families had been an integral part of the ruling class in Jordan,
they provided support and loyalty as much as loyal East bankers. He,
therefore, fails to see the Palestinians as part of the ruling class in Jordan or
appreciate that economic and class interests played a major role in defining
who was in the regime camp and who was opposed to it. It is not simply a
matter of a regional division between East Bankers and Palestinians.

By contrast, the post-1967 period saw the full crystallisation of an independent
Palestinian movement as a result of Arab defeat and total resignation to the
fact that a consolidated Arab effort was not forthcoming, and that the
Palestinian themselves would have to foreword a separate agenda to regain
their lost land. Thus, the struggle that emerged between the regime and the
PLO is qualitatively different from the period of the 1950s. The PLO, which
represented Palestinian nationalism and the aspiration for self-determination,
did present a Palestinian challenge to the ruling class in Jordan and an
alternative. Bailey also fails to make another significant distinction that
between the Palestinians within Jordan since 1967 and those under Israeli
occupation. The Palestinians in Jordan are fully integrated into the socio-
economic structure of the society and the possibility of their moving to the
Occupied Territories in a future settlement (except the refugees, who are a
separate category) is very unlikely. They, therefore, do not have the same
impact on a future settlement as those under Israeli occupation. Thus, just as
the rise of Nasir and Arab nationalism dominated the 1950s and 1960s, to the
same extent were the decline of Nasir and Arab nationalism crucial for the
development of an independent Palestinian nationalism. One can see how
ignoring the regional context in which Palestinian nationalism developed limits
understanding of the dynamics of the Palestinian-Jordanian relation, and for
that matter, the Arab-Palestinian relation.

It is apparent that such discussion and the shifting of focus that Bailey aimed at
is politically motivated in order to advance the Jordanian regime as the
legitimate heir to the West Bank and to avoid the central problem of
Palestine/lsrael. Therefore, however convincing Bailey's presentation of the
Jordanian-Palestinian relation as the essence, Israel remains the centre of the
conflict. The Palestinian-Israeli relation is the core, regardiess of how many
are in the Occupied Territories or in Jordan, or for that matter any other place
in the Arab region, since the question relates primarily to the usurpation of land
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and the dispossession of a people by a settler-colonial state which effectively
replaced them and is attempting to annihilate them physically and
psychologically. The fact of the Palestinian Diaspora should attest to the
centrality of Israel to the Palestinian issue, rather than blur and confuse it.
Moreover, legal niceties such as the Palestinians being holders of Jordanian
citizenship and the West bank having been occupied while it was under
Jordanian rule are not justifications for overlooking the development of
Palestinian nationalism or denying its legitimacy, while Bailey is more than
willing to give full support to the Jordanian regime's claim over a people that
have shown over and over again that the PLO is their sole legitimate
representative. In retrospect, the 'intifada’, the Palestinian uprising, if anything
has showed that the Occupied Territories is the main theatre of conflict and
that Israel will be forced to acknowledge that and to directly deal with the
Palestinian issue. Because of Bailey's political motivation, both his thesis and
book in the end provided limited insight into discussing Palestinian nationalism
and its relation with the Jordanian regime.

Uriel Dann's book King Hussein and the Challenge of Arab Radicalism 1955-
1967 discusses part of the period covered by Bailey's book, but from a different
perspective. He focuses on addressing the question of how and why King
Hussein survived this crucial turbulent period against all odds and most
predictions (among those who predicted his days as numbered was the author
himself). The methodology he uses to answer this major question centres
around discussing in three parts the major challenges confronting Hussein and
the manner in which he overcame them simultaneously tracing the evolution of
Hussein himself from the young inexperienced monarch to the veteran king.
Although Dann's treatment of the various challenges - the consolidation of
Nasir as the pan-Arab leader, the dismissal of Glubb Pasha, the Al-Nabulsi
government, the alleged Zarga plot, the federation of Egypt and Syria, the
overthrow of the Hashemites in Iraq and the development of the new challenge
of the PLO - is highly informative and analytical, the work only partly achieves
its goal. Dann has been able to provide a relatively satisfying answer to the
question of how Hussein survived all those challenges, yet he leaves until the
concluding few pages consideration of the second part of the question why
Hussein survived. Thus it is no wonder that he provides a shallow
interpretation, focusing on the personality of Hussein and his qualities as a
ruler, going so far as to claim that Hussein survived because of his singleness
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of purpose which his adversary Nasir in wishing his destruction lacked, in
addition to good luck. This is a far cry from academic analysis, providing no
insight into the study of either Hussein or of the period under consideration.

Yet one might say such an answer fits logically with the methodology of the
book, where Hussein is the centre-piece and the discussion revolves around
him. Because of this the book lacks any examination of the socio-economic
context and the political power configuration of Hussein's rule, which are far
more important than Hussein's personality and good fortune. Another problem
faced by the reader is the reference to Jordan throughout the book as the
'Jordan Entity' or the 'Hashemite Entity’, without any explanation being provided
for an idiosyncratic choice of terminology. If it is meant to illustrate the lack of
durability of the Jordanian polity it contrasts oddly with the main aim of the
book, which is precisely to explain a miracle of durability. If it illustrates the
artificial division of the Levant, it is strange coming from someone who
obviously has strong distaste for Nasir, and for pan-Arabism and what it stood
for. This brings us to another problematic usage in the book, that of the term
Arab radicalism. Although the phenomenon central to the book the author
does not provide any definition of it, and the reader is left with the assumption
that he equates it with pan-Arabism. As a final remark, while Dann is more
successful than Bailey in providing the context in which the events of the 1950s
and the 1960s took place, he fails to highlight the Palestine issue, hence the
impact of Israel and its creation on the developments of Nasir, pan-Arabism or

'‘Arab radicalism'.

Jordan, Israel and a Peace Settlement

The works by Yossi Melman and Dan Raviv and by Adam Garfinkle provide
stimulating material and an insight into the third theme of this critique of the
literature on Jordan, namely, the role of Jordan in a future peace settlement.
These two recent books confirm the fact well-known, but always denied by
Jordan, of the secret relation that existed for years between Jordan and the
Israelis and behind-the-scenes negotiations for a peaceful settlement. The
interesting thing about these two books is their timing. If any of the information
given in these books was published only a few years ago it would have been
extremely damaging to the Jordanian ruling class legitimacy and prestige. But
the release of such sensitive information attests to the dramatically changed
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situation in the Arab world and its acquiescence to the idea of accepting and
recognising the state of Israel.

Melman and Raviv's book Behind the Uprising: Israelis, Jordanians and
Palestinians is an apt journalistic account of the secret and clandestine
meetings and negotiations conducted by Jordan and Israel over the past few
decades. One might wonder about the appropriateness of the title of the book
and the fact that only the first chapter discusses the 'intifada’. But if the implicit
aim of the book is considered the titie can be seen as most befitting, since the
authors wanted to show the necessity of Palestinian participation in any future
settlement and the futility of years of negotiation between Jordan and Israel.
The 'intifada’ highlighted that fact and emphasised that the Palestinians remain
the core of the Arab-Israeli conflict, not to mention disrupting the calculations of
Jordan, Israel and the United States, whose diplomacy, formal and informal,
had been based on giving Jordan a special role in any future settlement.

Melman and Raviv provide detailed information concerning the venues and the
political figures involved in the secret meeting, as well as those who acted as
go-betweens such as Dr Herbert, who for years acted as the link between the
two sides in Britain. In addition they provide details of the topics of discussion
and other personal exchanges, some of which are highly embarrassing, such
as the gift to King Hussein on his forty-first birthday of an Israeli-made Galil
assault rifle and the king's message congratulating the lIsraelis on their
successful mission in Entebbe, Uganda in 1976. More significant is the
security and intelligence co-operation which has led since 1976, following the
eruption of the Lebanese war, to the setting up of direct telephone and telex
lines in addition to the frequent visits of Israeli intelligence officers.

Moreover, the authors trace the Hashemite-Zionist connection back to the
period prior to the creation of the Israeli state when Abdullah was seeking
economic co-operation between the two sides, and then co-operated with the
Zionists and the British in accepting the UN partition plan of Palestine and in
being instrumental in taking over land allotied to the Arabs according to the
plan. Yet the co-operation intensified, reaching its zenith after the 1967 war,
and continued to be motivated on both sides by the same objective, namely to
prevent the emergence of a Palestinian state. Hence, contacts had been
aimed precisely at arriving at a settiement that would prevent such an
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eventuality. Although in the end these extensive contacts did not produce a
formal agreement they were significant as 'an exercise in damage control'.
Moreover, an extensive network of practical arrangements emerged over a
number of years described by an Israeli official as ranging 'from anti-
mosquitoes to anti-terrorism tactics'. These contacts, especially the high level
political ones fluctuated depending on political changes in both Israel and
Jordan, such as the severance of the high level contacts during Likud
premiership. But the low level contacts maintained a continuity despite these
fluctuations, since they involved day-to-day issues.

One specific discussion in the book that is extremely relevant highlights the
existence of two main points of views within the Jordanian establishment
concerning the West Bank, which the authors term the minimalist and the
maximalist. Basically, the minimalists whose view crystallised after the 1970
confrontation with the PLO and who - led by Prince Hassan - are fearful from
what some quarters of the Israeli establishment had been terming 'Jordan
being Palestine' or the possibility of 'transfer', that is a large number of
Palestinians from the Occupied Territories being expelled across the bridge to
Jordan. They also acknowledge Jordan's limited geographical power vis-a-vis
the more powerful Israel, Iraq and Syria, in addition to its demographic
predicament. Hence they prefer to relinquish any claims to the West Bank,
especially since they believe the Israeli occupation led to the formation of a
new political order and a much more politicised population, whose
incorporation might again threaten the instability of Jordan.

The maximalists, who are led by King Hussein, had been adamant about the
return of the West Bank to Jordan up until 1977, when Likud came to power.
Its settlement policy and creeping annexation made the possibility of the return
of the West Bank and Jerusalem weaker by the day. Yet as the authors rightly
indicated these two divergent positions do not represent a serious wedge in the
ruling class, since, the official line had been that Jordan wanted to regain every
inch it lost. This stance has been manifested by the rapprochement between
the PLO and Jordan during 1984-8 indicating once more their
interdependence, as they simultaneously struggle to limit each other's
influence. Hussein cannot talk to Israel without the sanction of the PLO and
Israel's adamant stand on not talking to the PLO directly emphasises the need
for a joint Palestinian-Jordanian delegation. Also, and more significantly
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Jordan has prepared a development plan announced by Prince Hassan himself
and based on Israeli-Jordanian co-operation in order to restrain the influence of
the PLO and create enough economic interests and benefits to allow the
Palestinians in the Occupied Territories to make peace without the involvement

of the PLO.

The unexpected Palestinian 'intifada’ followed by Jordan's severing ties with the
West Bank changed the situation for both the PLO, Israel and Jordan. Thus, at
the height of negotiations between Jordan, Israel and the US on the one hand,
and Jordan and the PLO on the other, for convening an international peace
conference came the uprising to put a halt to the whole process though not for
long. The Gulf War, if it did not succeed in bringing down Saddam, succeeded
in changing dramatically the balance of power in the region in favour of Israel,
Jordan, and the Gulf states, once more at the expense of the Palestinian

people.

Adam Garfinkle's book Israel and Jordan In the Shadow of war can be
characterised as a more scholarly version of Melman and Raviv's work,
focusing on the same subject but within an academic methodological frame.
The author takes the secret relation between Jordan and Israel as a unique
case in studying the significance of functional contacts in the mediation of
political change, especially since despite the extensive informal arrangements
that developed over time between the two parties, these did not prompt them to
conclude a formal peace treaty, yet they were instrumental in containing the
conflict. Garfinkle, in contrast to Melman and Raviv, is interested in putting
forward a case for the necessity of a significant role for Jordan in a future
peace settlement irrespective of the 'intifada’ and the subsequent
disengagement of Jordan from the West Bank.

Garfinkle specifically identifies three major elements as constituting the
continuing significance of Jordan's role during a negotiated peace settlement
and afterwards. These are the procedural, protective and practical elements,
deriving their strength from Jordan's extensive functional ties and informal co-
operation with Israel. The procedural contribution of Jordan is seen in its
helping to avoid stalemate in negotiations due to Israeli unwillingness to talk
directly with the PLO, and also to overcome Jordan's inability to participate in a
negotiated settlement without the PLO. Consequently, a joint Palestinian-
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Jordanian delegation solves the dual problem while ensuring that any future
Palestinian entity will not be fully sovereign. Hence it achieves the shared
objective of Jordan and lIsrael of limiting the expression of Palestinian
nationalism.

As to the protective element of Jordan's role, this is seen as decisive in the
implementation stage of any settlement, since any such settlement will involve
many concessions which might end up threatening the very process of
implementation. In other words, Jordan will be instrumental in imposing the
settlement and keeping the Palestinians docile. By doing that it is also
protecting itself and Israeli interests simuitaneously. As for the practical
element, it consists of what Jordan can contribute in terms of its experience in
practical co-operation with Israel. That experience as well as the already
existing extensive web of arrangements covering a wide range of issues, will
be instrumental and particularly needed during the implementation stage of the
settlement.

The case Garfinkle puts forward implies the continuation of Israeli-Jordanian
control over the Territories irrespective of the settlement, be it a state or an
autonomy entity, in order to safeguard the interests of both Jordan and Israel.
Thus what has come about of the informal co-operative regulatory environment
and the effective condominium over the West Bank will continue, but this time
within a framework of 'peaceful' coexistence of all parties. This also implies
that the kind of political system that might eventually evolve will be manipulated
by both Israel and Jordan. In retrospect, that is exactly what has been
happening with the peace process. The role of Jordan has proved to be
essential, and the contours of the discussion, so far as one can see, point to a
settlement where the Palestinian expression of nationalism will be extremely
limited and poised between Jordan on the one hand and Israel on the other.

To substantiate his case Garfinkle probes into the long history of the
Jordanian-Israeli secret meetings and uses it as the basis of his argument. He
maintains that even if these contacts did not produce a peace settlement they
contributed to limiting regional instability and effected regional balances as well
as the establishment of low and high level of contacts were extremely
beneficial in pushing the peace process forward and would be immensely
helpful during the implementation stage of a peaceful settlement. He uses
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similar material to disclose this part of the unwritten history of Jordan as
Melman and Raviv. In addition, he provides an interesting discussion of the
most recent example of the condominium co-operation over the territories,
namely the attempts to undermine the ‘intifada’.

Garfinkle sees the severing of ties with the West Bank, which entailed stopping
the salaries that Jordan had been paying to civil servants since 1967, as part of
the reinforcement of the economic squeeze which Israel was practising in the
hope of starving the uprising financially. This has been supplanted by other
measures, including limiting the amounts of money carried through the bridges,
and putting quotas on agricultural produce crossing the bridges. But the
ultimate objective has been the forcing of the PLO into acknowledging the
mutual dependence of Jordan and the PLO on each other in any future
settlement. Hence, after the severing of links Yasser Arafat met Hussein in
Amman and agreed to co-ordinate strategy while announcing that co-ordination
with Jordan 'was a necessity that cannot be ignored'. In other words Jordan
has forced the PLO into a more moderate position and has maintained an
influence on the ultimate shape of Palestinian nationalism.

The Economic Development of Jordan

The last theme in this critique is the most important from the point of view of
this research, yet where the available literature is most sparse. The economic
development of Jordan has not yet generated the same interest in the
academic community as its political history. My review will be limited to
discussing the work of Michael Mazur, the books edited by Bichara Khader and
Adnan Badran, and Rodney Wilson, and the Ph.D. thesis of Anan Ameri.

Mazur's book Economic Growth and Development in Jordan covers the period
1959-79 and is divided into three parts. The first part discusses the
development of Jordan prior to the 1967 war, the second part the post-war
economy, and the last part the development policies and future prospects. The
work is informative and rich in data, yet it is very limited in providing substantive
socio-economic analysis of the development of Jordan. It is typical of a good
conventional macroeconomics treatment of the subject focusing on economic
sectors and sub-sectors and devoid of any social context. As a result the book
lacks a central argument and any understanding of the complex changes in the
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social structure of the society. That said, the book is a useful reference in so
far as it provides some understanding of the various sectors and the overall
performance of the economy supported by the relevant data as a prelude for a
more in-depth analysis of Jordan's development.

The book edited by Bichara Khader and Adnan Badran The Economic
Development of Jordan is a collection of articles presented at a conference in
Belgium in 1985. Consequently it treats a variety of topics, such as the role of
foreign aid, the use of remittances, the role of commercial banking, agricultural
development, labour migration, industrial development and development
planning. All of these articles provide interesting and relevant data, but there is
no compelling analytical view or a central argument concerning the process of
economic development in Jordan except an emphasis on its remarkable
achievement in spite of its dire economic resources and the turbulent political
history of the region. The approach of all the contributors is based on
conventional economic analysis with no reference to socio-economic context.
As a general review of the economy of Jordan the book is useful, especially
articles such as Khalil Hammad's on the role of foreign aid, Francois Rivier's
discussion of the regional dependence of the economy on the oil economy,
also Michel Chatelus's article discussing the positioning of Jordan between a
'rentier’ economy or a producer economy and the effects of the oil surplus
revenues on its development.

The book edited by Rodney Wilson Politics and the Economy in Jordan, is one
of the most recent publications on the economic development of Jordan. Like
the previous book it is based on a conference, one held in London in 1987. |t
includes several articles covering a variety of issues, grouped into five parts.
The first three parts focus on the economy and take up issues such as foreign
aid, the role of the private sector, the trade deficit and Islamic banking. The
remaining two parts concentrate on some major domestic and international
political issues such as the electoral law of 1986 and the implications of the
Iran-lraq war for the Arab Israeli conflict. Although the book claims to 'break
fresh ground' in the discussion of Jordan's economy, society and politics, it fails
unfortunately to meet such an ambitious aim.

The parts that deal with the economy provide the usual conventional
macroeconomics analysis devoid of any substantive analysis of or reference to
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the socio-economic context. For instance, the article that discusses foreign aid
is concerned with concluding that there is a positive correlation between foreign
aid and economic development. This is too simplistic an approach for such a
crucial factor in the development of Jordan without even mention being made
of the resultant economic dependence and its political implications. Similarly,
agriculture, a central and problematic sector, was discussed without any
reference to the effects of the state-led strategy of promoting export crops on
distorting agriculture production and the food dependence of the country. The
same can be said of the rest of the articles, which serve to provide data,
information and analysis to support the basic position of the contributors,
namely the resilience of Jordan against all odds.

Secondly, although the book is based on a conference convened in 1987 (prior
to the economic crisis of 1989), it was published in 1991. Hence an attempt
should have been made to either add a chapter discussing the recent drastic
economic changes that necessitated the imposition of an IMF structural
adjustment programme or to make reference to the crisis in the introduction.
Similarly, mention should have been made of July 1988 disengagement policy
of the regime towards the West bank, especially since the editor refers to it as
part of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, and refers to the loyalty of West
Bank Palestinians to the Hashemite regime.

The most important article in the book is Yezid Sayigh's Jordan in the 1980s;
legitimacy, entity and identity, primarily because the argument he advances
appears to be enjoying wider acceptance and needs to be reconsidered . The
core of the argument is as follows. The legitimacy of both the Hashemite
monarchy and the Jordanian nation-state is no longer in question or under
challenge; in addition a specific Jordanian identity based on combining East
Bankers and Palestinians has been consolidated, although its success still
depends on the dynamics of the Palestinian-Jordanian relation. In taking this
position Sayigh vacillates between two very different claims that cannot be
entertained simultaneously; on the one hand acknowledging the development
and consolidation of a specific Jordanian identity and on the other claiming that
such an eventuality depends on what happens on the Palestinian front: which
he presumably means depending on the outcome of a peace settlement.
Moreover, Sayigh's analysis of the Palestinian-Jordanian is cluttered with
confusing historical facts and issues in order to present a politically motivated
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argument without presenting any compelling understanding or explanation of
the dynamics of the relationship.

Thus, Sayigh claims that the Palestinians have posed a challenge to
Hashemite rule since 1921. Accordingly, the Hashemites have been fighting
the battle to achieving an identify distinct from the Palestinians since the
mandate period. Although they won such a separation, the events of 1948
forced a change by absorbing a large part of the Palestinian population, while
the consequences of the 1967 war were seen as positive since they relieved
the regime of the Palestinians as a potential source of conflict. Moreover, the
1970-1 was seen as marking the beginning of the end of the conflictual relation
and the start of the phase of consolidating a specific identity based on welding
the population of Palestinian origin with the East bankers.

There are two problems with this. Firstly, the creation of and the boundaries of
Jordan, as mentioned before, were the outcome of British strategic interests,
and not of the Hashemites striving for a separate identity from Palestine.
Significantly, this proposition contradicts with the raison d'‘étre of the
Hashemites -during the First World War as the force behind the idea of Arab
kingdom, which included Palestine. Secondly Sayigh's argument blurs the
significance of the creation of the state of Israel in determining the dynamics of
the relation between the Palestinians and the Jordanian regime. Moreover, to
present the PLO and Palestinian nationalism simply in terms of a rival
movement and a threatening development to the stability of Jordan is to deny
the most significant part of the history of the Arab region, since the time of the
mandate, namely the Palestine-Israel conflict. In this light Sayigh's reference
to the Palestine issue as the Palestine phenomenon is understandable,
although in no way acceptable historically or academically.

Other than lacking due emphasis on lIsrael, Sayigh's interpretation of the
Palestinian-Jordanian relationship lacks also the regional context, just as some
of the previous studies have done. The rise and fall of pan-Arabism and the
emergence of the Gulf States as the main actors in the region have been the
major factors behind the increasing legitimacy not just of the regime in Jordan
but of other states in the region. Consequently, the stability of the regime is not
a matter of ridding itself of the PLO presence, although that was a contributing
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factor, but due primarily to the changes brought about by the oil boom. In that
context alone can the increased legitimacy of the Arab states be explored.

More important - and this is the crux of the misinterpretation that Sayigh's
argument represents - is the fact that this increased legitimacy has not been
based on the construction of new norms of legitimacy. Thus the assumption
that a new Jordanian identity has been consolidated is far from reflecting the
reality, since this necessitates a complete restructuring of the basis of state
legitimacy and power. The ruling class in Jordan still relies on traditional
informal forms of legitimacy and on patronage system of social and political
interaction as well as on its ability to manipulate the regional divide of the
society between Palestinians-East Bankers, and the minorities. Although
Sayigh is right in indicating the declining influence of tribal affiliation, but that
had not been replaced by civil or citizenry identity but rather by familial
connections. This particular continuity, despite the new process of
'democratisation’, is brought out very well in the article following Sayigh's.
Philip Robins discussion of the electoral law of 1986 clearly shows how the
regime, instead of welding the two regional groups and the minorities, is still
guided by the need to manipulate and fragment the population. Such laws
which determine the composition of the parliament make the success of the
'democratisation' process in producing the change in citizen-state relations
based on formal institutionalised civil rights as opposed to primary solidarities
and affiliations very doubtful.

Last | shall review Ameri's Ph.D. thesis 'Socio-economic Development in
Jordan 1950-1980' which focuses on testing the application of the dependency
theory to Jordan's pattern of development with the aim of contributing to both
the theory and the study of Jordan. She takes the period 1950-80 as a whole
in order to investigate the suitability of the two major assumptions that underiay
the dependency theory. The first concerns the exploitative relation between
the core and periphery, characterised by the transfer of surplus value from the
periphery to the core; which accounts for the underdevelopment of the
periphery while the core continues to grow and accumulate wealth. The
second, which extends from the first, is that the character of the periphery is
the outcome of this exploitative relation. Thus Ameri's project centres around
proving/disproving these assumptions as they apply to Jordan.
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Even if one is to accept that the transfer of surplus is the primary reason
behind the 'underdevelopment' of the 'Third World', Ameri does not provide any
operational definition of such a controversial concept, especially in the light of
the fierce criticism that dependency has come under. She seems to use the
term as meaning the transfer of money-capital, hence she proceeds to prove
that the transfer of surplus in the case of Jordan has taken the opposite
direction, that is from the core to Jordan and in latter years, from the periphery
to the periphery, that is from the Gulf states to Jordan. Ameri also, in this
discussion, misses a very important element in examining the direction of
capital in that the real inflow, especially from the late 1960s onward, might not
be as she claimed, since the outflow in terms of servicing external debt of
Jordan (payments of interests and principles) witnessed a huge increase due
to the expansion in loans, in addition to Jordan's chronic trade deficit which
implies a large outflow of capital from Jordan. This means that huge amounts
of aid in effect had been recycled back to the West through demand on
commodities, machinery and services. Moreover, to assume that because of
the smallness of the market and the population, as well as the West's
overriding political-strategic concern in Jordan, there has been no economic
exploitation of Jordan is a simplification and misinterpretation of the pattern of
development of Jordan and its intermediary economic role in trading on behalf
of foreign capital as manifested by the saturation of its domestic market with
foreign capital, goods and commodities.

The soundness of testing the second assumption is naturally affected by the
conclusion regarding the first. Thus Ameri, after considering the sectoral
development of the major sectors of the economy, maintains that Jordan has
much in common with 'developing' societies. But since Jordan is not exploited
by the core its underdevelopment is then the result of internal exploitation.
Ameri, in her attempt to redress the imbalance inherent in the dependency
school by its focus on external factors, ignores the effects of global capital and
the position Jordan occupies within the international capitalist market. Also
despite Ameri's criticism of the dependency theory as focusing on nations and
relegating the internal class relation to the background, she is unsuccessful in
considering it and in redressing this bias via supportive analysis. Her
discussion of the development of the social structure of the society and the
class alliances that underpin state power is fragmented and does not produce
a coherent picture. As a result her conclusions, that dependency fails to
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explain variation among 'developing' societies and that the character of
Jordan's peripheral capitalist development is due to internal exploitation are not
substantiated by her analysis. It is unfortunate that Ameri has limited the
usefulness of her research by the theoretical frame with which she has chosen
to work, since the substantive-empirical side of the work is interesting,
shedding light on many aspects of Jordan's socio-economic transformation. In
this respect her work remains a very important source to consult.

In summary this critique highlighted the two major constraints of studying the
development of Jordan: the first is the lack of an appropriate account of its
political economy and the second the absence of any studies on the boom era.
In the following chapter an attempt will be made to redress the former while the
whole study attempts to redress the latter. Moreover the critique indicated the
fertile ground for research especially when considering present day substantial
changes such as the dual process of shrinking state role and emphasis on the
private sector, the 'democratisation’ process and the effects of a 'peace’
settlement on the triangle of Jordan, Occupied Territories and Israel. These
challenging issues, with far reaching effects on the region, provide an
extremely interesting and stimulating research material.

Notes
1. See John Roberts (1991), 'Prospects for Democracy in Jordan', Arab

Studies Quarterly, Vol. 14 Nos. 3 and 4, Summer/Fall.
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Chapter Three

The Political Economy of Jordan

This chapter aims to address the limitations indicated in the previous chapter of
the existing accounts of the political economy of Jordan, by producing an
alternative-critical account over the period 1921-1973, that is, since the
inception of the state and prior to the oil boom. The period will be treated as a
whole, although it contains three distinct phases: the formative years of the
state, 1921-50, the period after the annexation of the West Bank, 1950-67, and
the period after the loss of the West Bank, 1967-73. Since this account is not
intended to be a historical review but an attempt to delineate the most crucial
and characteristic attributes of the political economy of Jordan, specifically the
East Bank, prior to 1973, the Palestinian dimension will be discussed in so far
as it bears directly on the subject of the research.

This discussion will help in laying the grounds for understanding the changes
engendered by the oil boom, as well showing that the crisis of development
and state ineffectiveness is a structural crisis directly associated with the
particular formation of Jordan's political economy, rather than a temporary
phenomenon resulting from the international and regional recession or the
reduction of the level of external state resources, although these have been
important contributing factors. This is further complicated by the tension that
besotted the state from the outset between creating private economic interests
while maintaining the significance of the Hashemite ruling family. These
economic interests if they become too powerful can capture the state on their
own, without the need for the Hashemite family. Hence private economic
interests has been promoted but remained dependent on and subordinated to

the state.

The first section of the chapter focuses on disclosing the particular basis and
nature of the organisation of state power and the process of legitimating
Hashemite rule, while the second examines the nature of the private economic
interests induced and fostered by the state and the overall class structure of

the society that has evolved since the imposition of central rule, which has
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emphasised Jordan's place as a commercial and service oriented economy
and the high dependence of private interests on the state. This will make clear
the fact that despite the close association of the state with the ascendancy of
the Hashemites and irrespective of how powerful are the state's political and
economic structures, the Hashemite family could not have ruled by remaining
divorced from society and/or by resorting to repressive measures, although
these have been very important. The very process of establishing the authority
of the Hashemite family necessitated the creation and sponsorship of social
forces attached to it while maintaining a central role for the Hashemites.

The Organisation of State Power and Structures of Legitimacy

The determining role played by the political realm in the formation of the state
and its ruling class has, since the very inception of the state, made the question
of its legitimacy a critical one. This has been a problem for other states in the
region (Hudson 1977) but more so for Jordan; owing specifically, other than the
essential problem of lack of legitimacy of a capitalist class, to four factors: lack
of a separate political and/or urban entity prior to the creation of the state, (in
contrast for instance with Syria, Palestine and Lebanon), the Hashemite ruling
family being a force from outside the area; the sponsorship of an imperial force
and the persistence of very close and special ties with the West, and most
importantly Jordan's relation to the Palestine issue. These four factors
continuously cast doubts over the economic and political viability of the state.
Yet Jordan has been among the most stable states in the region and its ruling
class seems to emerge triumphant after each major challenge, in particular the
two most serious challenges, posed by the nationalist government of Sulaiman
Nabulsi in 1956-7 and by the Palestine Liberation Organisation in 1970-1, as
will be discussed in the following sections.

The relevant question, then, is, how were the state's power and its structures
organised to create and maintain the legitimacy of the Hashemite family and its
class alliance? In order to answer this question, the discussion focuses on
elucidating the economic and political underpinnings that characterise state
power. The separate discussion of the economic and the political domains
does not in any way imply a dichotomous relationship between the two, rather
they are treated separately for analytical purposes in order to detail the aspects
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of each domain. The dynamism of the relationship will be clear from the
discussion.

The Economic Foundation

The imposition of central rule on a predominantly subsistence economy meant
that the emerging ruling class lacked the internal economic resources to
empower itself and facilitate the building of the state. This has been
compensated for, however, by the significant size of external capital receipts
provided by the West in exchange for use of Jordan's most important asset,
namely its geographical location. From the outset Jordan's location has been
Britain's primary motivation for establishing central rule given its desire to
safeguard its sphere of influence by preventing French access to Palestine and
to create a buffer zone for the Zionist project that was then in the making. The
boundaries of the territory were appropriately drawn by the British to reflect
their prevailing interests. As Antonius eloguently puts it in describing the
frontiers of Jordan:

in following its destined course as the permanent dividing line
between the French and British spheres it [the frontiers] violated
almost every known law of physical and human demarcation ... It
has stood as an artificial wall on either side of which each of the two
powers has established her own language and currency, and
instituted altogether different systems of administration, of education
and of economic regulations and planning. (Antonius 1961: 357)

The establishment of the state of Israel in 1948 further emphasised the
importance of Jordan's location as a buffer zone for the security of Israel and
as instrumental in absorbing and controlling the displaced Palestinian
population as well as suppressing the development of a
nationalistic/progressive movement east of the state of Israel, which has
rendered the Jordanian ruling class and the Palestinian cause inseparable.
Jordan's location also became an asset in enhancing the security of the oil rich
Gulf states across its north-eastern borders to the peninsula, due to the
securing of a conservative pro-Western regime and of the vital transit route, the
importance of which had been further emphasised following the consolidation
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of oil as the major factor underpinning the development of the region. Thus
Jordan's aptness, which first appeared as part of the dynamics of inter-
imperialist rivalry over the Levant, emerged over the years and proved to be
extremely expedient. It is the perpetuation of this political subservience of
Jordan to Western and American interests in the region that has produced a
state and has helped in sustaining an interest on the part of the West in
maintaining it, a responsibility that has slowly shifted to Gulf states, especially
following the 1973/4 oil boom.

Externally-derived funds, therefore, made possible the building and
maintenance of the state and provided the necessary funds to stimulate the
creation of an economy offering an opportunity for the emergent key social
forces to benefit and prosper, hence cultivating their allegiance and loyalty to
the Hashemites. Simultaneously, the base of state revenues was from the
outset located outside the domestic economy, increasingly dependent on the
inflow of external capital, which gave state institutions, in particular the military
establishment, a prominent economic and political position, owing to their
appropriation of a large part of the assistance. Thus the basis of the state's
power and the prominence of the state lie in the state's ability to extract the
necessary funds from abroad in exchange for a political-military role that
safeguards Western interests, and its ability to channel these funds in society
via state institutions and agencies.

The significance of external resources in sustaining the state and stimulating
economic activities is illustrated in Table 3.1. Foreign capital during the period
1924/5-73 constituted on average more than half of state revenues. This share
has increased from 26 per cent in 1924/5 to 48 per cent in 1973, and has
exceeded 70 per cent in some years. Foreign capital had to a large degree
determined the levels of state expenditure which became by far the most
important source of expenditure in the economy and the major creator of
economic activities. As can be seen from Table 3.2, foreign revenues
accounted on average for more than a quarter of the GNP.

The sources and the nature of the external funds have varied according to the
major shifts in international and regional power structures and the evolving
strategic/political significance of Jordan. Thus, as a reflection of the
international shift from a pax Britannica to a pax Americana and the emerging
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Table 3.1 Relative importance of domestic and foreign revenues for the period 1924/25 -1973

($ million)
Domaestic Foreign Total Total Foreign revenue /
revenue revenue revenue expenditure total expenditure
°/o
1924/5-1933/4 0.64 0.22 0.86 0.86 25.58
1934/35 0.75 0.28 1.03 1.03 27.18
1939/40 1.03 1.28 2.31 2.31 55.41
1943/44 1.79 5.48 7.27 7.27 75.38
1955/56 22.34 30.43 52.77 49.36 61.65
1956/57 24.03 35.05 59.08 59.69 58.72
1957/58 27.69 43.74 71.43 66.80 65.48
1958/59 30.46 55.19 85.65 82.15 67.18
1959/60 37.38 51.52 88.90 85.96 59.93
1960/61 38.75 50.54 89.29 91.95 54.96
1961/62 41.10 52.89 93.99 92.34 57.28
1962/63 59.08 49.67 108.75 105.05 47.28
1963/64 53.90 42.95 96.85 110.15 38.99
1964/65 66.70 75.71 142.41 122.13 61.99
1965/66 75.38 67.20 142.58 163.85 41.01
1967 71.37 125.78 197.15 190.82 65.92
1968 73.60 127.80 201.40 225.46 56.68
1969 91.06 122.50 213.56 247.55 49.48
1970 84.73 106.12 190.85 225.96 46.96
1971 100.10 118.83 218.93 232.80 51.04
1972 120.00 156.40 276.40 284.31 55.01
1973 129.30 159.71 289.01 334.63 47.73
Source: (Aruri 1972: 61) and (Garalbeh 1987: 202).
Table 3.2 Relative importance of foreign resources to the GNP for the period 1959-1973
(%)
1959 1961 1963 1965 1967 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

31.20 20.62 17.53 16.32 26.19 20.26 18.27 15.47 25.96 22.70

Source: (Hammad 1987:17).

importance of Jordan in America's overall interests in the region, the United
States in the mid 1950s supplanted British patronage which had been crucial
during the first four decades of the creation of the state. As stated by American
officials, the principal objective of United States in Jordan stems from its
greater Middle East interests of:

1. Maintaining good relations with all Middle East states and
stimulating a peaceful settlement to the Arab-Israeli conflict.
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2. Neutralising Soviet influence in the Middle East and preventing
polarisation of the area.

3. Protecting oil resources in the Arabian peninsula and Persian Gulf.
(Report to Congress 1973)

Jordan's function in this stems primarily from its strategic position as a buffer
state that separates Israeli and Saudi territory from Iraq and Syria, a position
which might be threatened if a change in regime occurred in Jordan or if either
Iraq or Syria absorbed Jordan. The United States continued to provide
assistance predominantly in grant form to support state structures, in essence
the military establishment. Ailthough it officially became the major source of
Jordan's external assistance only in 1957, a variety of economic assistance
measures preceded that, beginning in 1952, when approximately $4.7 million
was given in grants. With the signing in July 1957 of a technical and economic
assistance agreement, the level of assistance increased to $59.4 million,
bringing the total for the whole period 1952-72 to around $692 million, as
illustrated in Table 3.3. The grant element of this assistance was 95 per cent,

Table 3.3 Total US assistance to Jordan for the period 1952-1972

($ million)
1952-1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 Total
Economic assistance
Loans 23.0 1.8 1.5 8.3 1.2 1.7 375
Grants 544.9 17.2 10.3 3.9 20.6 57.7 654.6
(budget support) (368.8) - - - - (55.0) (423.8)
Total economic 567.9 19.0 11.8 12.2 21.8 59.4 692.1
Military assistance 71.7 0.4 14.2 0.2 59.3 49.3 1985.1
(Grants) (58.7) (0.4) 0.2) (0.2) (29.3) (39.3) (125.6)
Total assistance 639.6 19.4 26.0 12.4 81.1 108.7 887.2

Source: (Report to Congress 1973: 29).

most of it given directly to the state as budget support. Also, Jordan received,
within a decade and a half, $195 million in military assistance, of which 64 per
cent was in grant form, bringing total American assistance to over $887 million.
Moreover, Britain's ability to continue subsidising Jordan after the Second
World War was determined largely by the one billion dollars of military
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assistance it received from the United States during the period 1949-61 (Chase
1977: 169).

The switch to American sponsorship brought with it one significant occurrence,
a new focus on the development of the domestic economy and the expansion
of economic opportunities through the initiation of state development
programmes. This approach was an integral part of the American strategy,
following the dismantling of the colonial system and the emergence of the
Soviet Union as a counter global power, of using the mechanism of
development planning, under the auspices of Western inspired and dominated
international institutions such as the World Bank, the IMF and the UN, to
maintain Western interests and influence in 'developing' societies, and combat
the 'threat' of communism. Another important underlying reason for adopting
the mechanism of development planning is connected to the new reality
created in Jordan following the establishment of the state of Israel. The
extension of Jordanian rule over the West Bank and the change in the
constitution of the population to a Palestinian majority, coupled with the rise of
Arab nationalism, directly threatened the hegemony of the Jordanian ruling
class, not to mention the security of Israel. The expansion of economic
opportunities was, therefore, intended as an effective mechanism for
quietening political demands and establishing vested economic interests as a
means of giving the state more viability and continuity. It was also
accompanied by a new thinking, first voiced by Prime Minister Hazza' Al-Majali
and later by Wasfi Al-Tal, emphasising the promotion of economic benefits to
East Bankers as well as increasing their share in official state positions through
the spread of education, in order to counter the instability caused by the
Palestinian population.

It was in this context that the government established the Jordan Development
Board in 1952, fittingly headed by a British secretary general and an American
representative of the Point Four Programme (for technical and financial
assistance). It acted in its first years as an administrative unit channelling
British and American financial and technical assistance. As a result the first
development plan for the country was prepared by a World Bank mission, in
1957, which made an extensive study of the economic situation and
recommended a ten year development programme. It was not adopted
because of the political turmoil and instability of the 1950s, which further

74



emphasised the need to bolster the economy as an instrument of political
pacification and co-optation. Thus the first development plan to be adopted
was the seven year programme of 1962-8 prepared by the Jordan
Development Board. It underwent substantial changes due to its
overestimation of the level of American financial support and a new version
was prepared covering the period, 1964-70, implementation of which was
interrupted by the 1967 war and the loss of the West Bank to Israel. The
planning process resumed in 1971 for the East Bank alone under the authority
of the National Planning Council (NPC), which replaced the Jordan
Development Board. Although the NPC was endowed with a special planning
law, in addition to its right to contract foreign loans, it remained more an
instrument of administering and channelling external financial resources to
various state agencies. In 1972 the Council prepared the second development
plan for the period 1973-5, beginning a new phase in the country's
development, based on an unprecedented flow of external resources, as will be

seen in Chapter 4.

The importance of this new emphasis on the economy is that it has been
accompanied by the emergence of loan capital as another important source of
external resources to fund the expansion of the state's economic role, further
concentrating capital in the hands of the state. The availability of loan capital
also facilitated the state in its emerging policy of funding its development effort
mainly from loan capital and giving little attention to the costs, especially since
a large part of these loans were spent on infrastructure projects, mainly
transport and communication, limiting the ability of the domestic economy to
repay these loans. This policy helped to release as much as possible of the
grant-capital assistance to sustain the increase in state consumption
expenditure, while allowing loan capital to increase significantly. The
proportion of loans in total foreign receipts grew from 2.1 per cent in 1953 to 10
per cent in 1970, and to 16.5 per cent in 1973. It is still small, but showing
signs of upward movement. The volume of loans contracted over the period
1968-72 reached JD40.4 million and so came close to the volume contracted
over the period 1950-67 of JD50.7 million (Tarief 1984: 42). These loans were
to increase in later years, leading to a serious debt problem in the late 1980s.

Arab assistance started to figure prominently since 1967. Prior to that it had
been insignificant, totalling only JD21.4 milion for the period 1959-66
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(Hammad 1987:24). This increase was the result of the emerging wealth of the
oil Gulf-states and the shift in regional power towards Saudi Arabia, and the
increased importance of Jordan as an important factor in the security of oil
sheikhdoms. During the Khartoum Arab summit, following the 1967 war, Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait and Libya committed themselves to subsidising Jordan by JD40
million annually, in addition to $42 million given by Saudi Arabia and $14 million
by Abu Dhabi as immediate emergency funds. In the period 1967-73 Jordan
received JD224 million grant-in-aid from Arab countries, half of which was
designated to the Occupied Territories as 'steadfastness' funds to be
channelled by Jordan (ibid.). More than just assistance to alleviate the effects
of Israeli occupation, these funds were aimed at maintaining the influence and
connection of Jordan's ruling class to the Occupied Territories to offset the
increasing popularity and support of the emerging independent Palestinian
national movement. They permitted Jordan to continue paying salaries to its
ex-civil servants, to subsidise municipalities and religious and charitable
institutions (Bailey 1984: 103). Thus, following the 1972 municipal elections,
the majority of mayors, such as Elias Freij, Ma'zouz Al-Masri, and Mohammad
Ali Al-Ja'abari were pro-Hashemites, taking into account the fact that the
elections were boycotted by the Nationalist Front. Besides containing the
independent Palestinian movement, the threat of the legitimacy of Gulf states
being undermined necessitated the lending of financial support to the ‘front-line’
states, Jordan, Syria and Egypt, in addition to increase their leverage upon and
influence over events in the area.

The assistance designated for Jordan was used, in particular, to modernise
and expand the army in terms of equipment and manpower. It also served to
compensate for the reduction in American assistance, which was kept at a
minimum level partly as a punitive measure for Jordan's participation in the
1967 war and partly as a consequence of US policy having changed towards
relying on its ally Saudi Arabia to act as Jordan's major donor state. After the
military confrontation in 1970-1 between the Jordanian army and PLO forces in
Jordan, Libya suspended its aid permanently, and Kuwait temporarily,
resuming it retrospectively in 1973, while Saudi Arabia continued with its
assistance. The Americans as a sign of support to the ruling class action
against the PLO resumed its assistance to higher levels than ever before. The
real surge in the volume of Arab aid occurred after the 1973 oil boom. Suffice

to say that Arab subsidy was geared too as much as British and American
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subsidy to nurturing the Jordanian ruling class through providing the needed
capital to maintain the state, in particular the military establishment, for the
purpose of maintaining a balance of power in favour of the conservative pro-
Western regimes in the area.

Beginning in late 1950s another source of external resources started to figure
as a source of income, namely remittances, although their importance during
this period is incomparable to that of post-1973/4 oil boom in the region. The
migration process primarily to the Gulf area, started in the late 1950s as a
consequence both of the displacement of the Palestinian population and the
loss of their livelihood and of the limited economic opportunities on the West
Bank. The 1961 population census of Jordan indicated that of 62,863
Jordanians working abroad, the overwhelming majority were from the West
Bank (Kanovsky 1976: 365). The volume of remittances during the 1960s and
early 1970s was relatively low and fluctuating, as shown in Table 3.4. They
started to surge to unprecedented levels after 1973, accentuating the
dependency on external capital, as will be seen in the forthcoming chapter.

Table 3.4 Volume of remittances for the period 1961-1973

(JD million)
1961 1863 1865 1967 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973
5.25 6.17 8.10 6.60 6.92 5.54 4.97 7.41 14,70

Source: (Saket 1985: 26).

The Political Foundation

Although the economic power of the state and the concentration of capital in its
hands constituted the most important element in building and sustaining the
state, not to mention being the means by which a ruling class was created, this
was not enough on its own. Two other factors were significant, namely the
ideology - that is, the generalised political cultural values and sentiments that
the ruling class instilled - and the political structures of the state. The
articulation of both the political and economic foundations make up the whole

structure of state legitimacy.
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