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Abstract
As from the Ethiopian revolution of 1974 the location of the state’s social base has been clouded in ambiguity. While it at different times this post-revolutionary state has claimed to represent the peasantry or the proletariat and the peasantry, such claims cannot be taken at face value. This is particularly so in face of the fact that it has repeatedly been violently challenged by the very classes that it claims to represent.
It is here argued that while the Ethiopian revolution represented a clear break with the preceding state and social configuration, the subsequent evolution and transformation of post-revolutionary state power is characterised by the retention of its central features and would therefore indicate the continuity of a social base of this state. Employing a theoretical framework informed by Marxian state theorization and based on an analytical schema proposed by Göran Therborn, the effects of state power on the relations of production and the state apparatuses under the two post-revolutionary republics are analysed in order to uncover its class content. It is found that the post-revolutionary state has consistently furthered the position of a fraction of the petty bourgeoisie while encouraging the emergence of a national bourgeoisie from this fraction. The reasons are traced to the pre-revolutionary social configuration.
Relevance to Development Studies

What form of development that will be possible in any time or space, will depend, among other variables, on what form of state is in place, and to what social base it corresponds. It is thought that establishing what social base state power in post-revolutionary Ethiopia corresponds to enables a deeper understanding of the nature of the Ethiopian state and a conceptualization of its social, political and economic tasks
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1 Introduction
1.1
Background
Located where the Semitic world meets the Cushitic and where a number of religious and linguistic lines intersect, Ethiopia has always been a country of great diversity. It has nevertheless historically been united by strong socio-political ties that have enabled both, on the one hand, an endogenously driven process of state formation and consolidation, and on the other, the defence of the sovereignty of this state in face of external aggression (Levine, 2003; Rubenson, 1978). The last spurt of the process of state formation ended around the beginning of the 20th century, as Ethiopia acquired its current territorial shape (Bahru, 2002). It also meant the onset of a number of challenges – external as well as internal – to the imperial state, as it desperately attempted to modernize and centralize its state apparatuses and economy (ibid). It proved successful in doing this only to a certain point. By the late 1960’s and the early 1970’s the imperial state had been rendered moribund and powerless in face of the increasingly sharp and antagonistic contradictions of Ethiopian society. Something had to give.
At the eve of the 1974 revolution Ethiopian society was characterised by great inequalities. Situated at the apex of the semi-feudal social structure was a ruling class comprising the aristocracy, large landlords and the higher clergy. While small in number, in between them, they owned some 60% of all arable land (Valdelin, 1979:24), and exercised immense control over society and the economy. Inequality was most blatant in the relatively newly integrated southern provinces. Here, the state, mostly absentee landlords and the church together owned two thirds of the land (Markakis and Nega, 2006: 28-29), and the remaining one third was mostly controlled by the locally recruited chiefs. The southern peasantry was subjugated in arrangements where between a third and half of the produce had to be delivered to landowners as tribute, an additional land tax of a tenth had to be paid and heavy labour had to be performed for the landlord, the state and the church (ibid: 29-30). The northern peasantry was relatively freer, but heavy imperial taxes and dues were likewise imposed on the tillers. 
Capitalist relations of production had started to spread with the introduction of commercial farming and the growth of manufacturing establishments throughout the 1960’s and 1970’s. A budding bourgeoisie had established itself in the higher echelons of the state and in the commercial sector, and had begun to push for economic and political reforms (Addis, 1975; Markakis, 2006). Politically, imperial Ethiopia was ruled by an absolutist monarchy that showed very little responsiveness to such demands (Clapham, 1969; Markakis, 2006). The result was an increasing friction between the reformist bourgeoisie and the monarchy supported by the class of landowners that preferred the maintenance of the status quo (Markakis and Nega, 2006). Also present in the cities was a growing petty bourgeoisie, ever more radicalising as a response to the system’s inability to either change or to accommodate its members within the ranks of the privileged classes. A nascent proletariat and a growing lumpen proletariat provided a pool of discontented urban masses for the radicals to tap into (Markakis and Nega, 2006; Valdelin, 1979).

Against this background of massive social inequality and stagnation, a political revolution erupted with a massive wave of urban dissent in February 1974. While the demands raised initially were corporate and economistic, protestors and strikers soon started to raise political demands for democracy and land reform (Andargachew, 1993). A standoff between the forces favouring status quo, reform and radical restructuring prevailed throughout the spring of 1974, and was only to be broken by a military committee consisting of delegates – mostly non-commissioned and low level officers – elected by the rank and file of the armed forces. The committee, soon to be known as the Derg
, quickly moved to fill the void in a manner that no force had managed. It arrested the top state officials and the Emperor before subsequently having some 60 of them summarily executed seized power as the Provisional Military Administrative Council
 and formally cut itself off from any accountability to the armed forces, its rank and file or any other institution (Bahru, 2002: 234-239). The PMAC had thus established itself as an autonomous institution at the apex of the state. A social revolution followed the political and within a year the economic and political foundation of the former ruling classes had been abolished; ownership of all rural and urban land, financial institutions, and major industries had been nationalized, the monarchy had been abolished and Ethiopia had been declared a ‘socialist’ state (Lefort, 1983; Ottaway, 1978). The nationalized land was redistributed to the peasant small-holders that were organised into Peasant Associations to form an economic and political support base of the PMAC and the post-revolutionary state. In the cities, Urban Dwellers’ Associations – the Kebeles – were set up to play a similar role (Clapham, 1990).

The durability of the post-revolutionary state faced its first major test when urban groups soon after the usurpation of power by the PMAC went into opposition. Foremost among those was the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Party. The EPRP had emerged from the student movement in opposition to the monarchy and had mobilised a large number of urban sympathisers and members following the revolution. Labelling the PMAC ‘fascist’ the EPRP demanded the establishment of a Provisional People’s Government and the restoration of full democratic rights to be followed by elections (Andargachew, 1993; Kiflu, 1998; Lefort, 1983). When it stood clear that the PMAC had no intent of establishing a civilian government any time soon, and that it was bent on repressing democratic rights and subjugating or destroying independent associations such as the labour movement and the more independent kebeles, the EPRP in September 1976 launched a campaign of armed struggle in the cities The PMAC was wavering and for several months it seemed as if it was about to be overthrown (Markakis, 1979:14-15). In February 1977 however, a radical faction led by Lt Col Mengistu Haile-Mariam and supported by a group of intellectuals organized in the All-Ethiopian Socialist Movement
 scored a crushing victory over its rivals in the PMAC.  It soon launched a campaign of mass repression in the cities – known as the Red Terror - that eliminated most of the leadership of the EPRP (Kiflu, 1998) and eventually MEISON as well. What was left of the movements soon withered away.

By late 1978 the urban opposition had been soundly defeated and the urban masses that had provided its constituency had been cowed into a lengthy period of political hibernation (Clapham, 1990: 62-63; Kiflu, 1998). Left lingering was the threat of the armed nationalist movements operating in different outlying regions (Markakis, 1987). Chief among these was the Eritrean People’s Liberation Front, having outmanoeuvred rival movements in Eritrea and consolidated its position vis-à-vis the state during the turbulence engulfing the cities in the early post-revolutionary years. In Tigray, intellectuals had organised an armed peasant movement, The Tigray People’s Liberation Front, and had likewise routed armed rival movements from the Tigray region (Aregawi, 2009; Young, 1997). Armed movements also lingered in Oromo-inhabited areas of southern and western Ethiopia and the Somali-dominated eastern Ogaden region, although a larger invasion by the regular armed forces of the Somali Democratic Republic had been driven back (Markakis, 1987). These movements at the time, however, posed no real threat to the viability of PMAC rule and could be considered no more than peripheral disturbances to the exercise of state power (Clapham, 1990: 62). The first republic was at its zenith of power in the last year of the 1970’s and the early 1980’s, but its power was nevertheless contested. Reflecting this was the massive swelling of the state apparatuses and especially its repressive and armed institutions, represented by the fact that the armed forces had gone from a pre-revolutionary size of 40 000 to constitute a force of between 300 000 and 1 million men, depending on the status given to the recruits called up for national service (Bahru, 2008: 287; Clapham, 1990: 109-110).

Mass urban support for the PMAC had not been forthcoming since the early days of the revolution, and any hope of restoring such support had been rendered impossible by the excesses of the Red Terror. In the mid 1980’s the PMAC had also progressively alienated itself from the peasantry, whose early support it had drawn from the land reform and literacy campaigns (Lefort, 1983). The taxes levied on the peasants and the forced sales of the harvest to the Agricultural Marketing Corporation for below market prices was two highly unpopular ways of extracting a massive surplus from the peasantry that was needed to fund the increasing costs of the expanded state machinery, the colossal armed forces and the wars raging in the peripheries (Clapham, 1990; Dessalegn, 2009; Eshetu, 2004b). Obligatory military drafts and forced collectivisation, resettlement and villagisation programmes had further weakened the rural support of the PMAC (Dessalegn, 2009:299-300). At the same time, the armed movements in the northern part of the country had proved successful in gaining support from the peasantry and mobilising it for armed struggle (Aregawi, 2009; Young, 1997:159). The balance of forces was slowly shifting against the PMAC as its base was eroding and new socio-political alliances were emerging. No amount of heavy weaponry in the hands of the state would be able to stop this process.

In May, 1991, Addis Ababa fell to the victorious peasant army of the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front, consisting of the TPLF and three allied armed movements, aided by the EPLF. While the city dwellers of most urban centres looked with suspicion on the new ruling party, the demise of the Derg was more readily tolerated in large parts of rural Ethiopia (Aregawi, 2009: 264; Dessalegn, 2009: 310; Young, 1997: 159). The new ruling party soon set out to restructure the Ethiopian state apparatuses along federal lines, ease repressive policies and liberalise the economy. The second Ethiopian republic thus represented a break with some of the aspects of the first republic, but also the inheritance of the legacy of the Ethiopian revolution.

The second republic retained a number of defining features of the first. The state apparatuses were not displaced, and from the lowest levels of the kebeles and peasant associations to the highest, the Derg cadres were replaced by EPRDF cadres, but the institutions continued to function and play the roles originally assigned to them. The branches of the state apparatuses were rebalanced. While the armed forces were reduced in size, the civilian bureaucracy continued to expand. This can be illustrated by the recent expansion of electable seats to encompass around 3.6 million as of the local elections of 2008 (Aalen and Tronvall, 2009: 116). In the economic sphere, the public ownership of land was not only retained, but uplifted to the constitutional level. As agriculture is the foremost source of surplus and the base of the Ethiopian economy, constituting some 49% of GNP in 1975 (Valdelin, 1979) and 45% in 2006 (World Bank, 2009), the importance of ownership over this crucial resource cannot be overestimated. Politically, this has enabled the post-revolutionary state to continue to claim legitimacy as representing the Ethiopian peasant masses, and in the case of the first republic, also the proletariat. At the same time however, the post-revolutionary state continues to rely heavily on its coercive apparatuses. While the state has attempted to and at times succeeded in mobilising large scale popular support, it has never shied away from using massive amounts of violence and repression when challenged (see Kiflu, 1998; Toggia, 2008; Pausewang, et al. 2002). Under the second republic, this is best illustrated by the forceful crackdown on demonstrators and political opponents in the aftermath of the 2005 general elections (Balsvik, 2007: 120-176; Tronvall and Aalen, 2009:194-197). Reliance on the coercive apparatuses stem from the fact that the post-revolutionary Ethiopian state has, since its emergence been in a relationship of contradiction with a number of social classes and fractions of classes and that these contradictions have at a number of times taken antagonistic forms. In such cases, the political organizations that represent the classes in opposition were comprehensively smashed by the state. In between such surges, urban opposition can best be described as having been cowed and repressed. Meanwhile, it is the rural armed movements that have proved to be able to seriously challenge the state.
The emergence of the post revolutionary state represented a clear break with its imperial predecessor. This break is manifested both in the radical transformation of the state apparatuses and in the destruction of the old state’s social base. As for the evolution of the post-revolutionary state, the retention of the central features of the state apparatuses allows us to understand it as one historical evolving structure, while the continuity of its often antagonistic relations with segments of society would indicate that it also represent the continuity of one social base of state power. This research paper shall attempt to locate that social base.
1.2 Statement of the problem

While the post-revolutionary state has continuously claimed to represent the peasantry – or the proletariat and the peasantry – such a claim cannot be taken at face value. This is particularly so for a state that has repeatedly been violently challenged by the very classes that it claims to represent. The emergence and evolution of the post-revolutionary state has been clouded in ambiguity in terms of where its social base lies. The problem to be researched in this paper is thus of the character of the relationship between the post-revolutionary Ethiopian state and the social classes and class fractions of Ethiopian society.
1.3 Research Objective and Scope
The aim of this undertaking is to provide insights into the nature of the relationship between social classes and the post-revolutionary Ethiopian state. It is further to identify what classes or class fractions state power in Ethiopia represents and the reasons that it has come to represent them. The research will thus cover major manifestations and impacts of state power in Ethiopia over the last 35 years. 

Pre-revolutionary state and society and the revolutionary upheavals starting in 1974 provides the roots of the emergence of the state in question in its modern form, while the recently emerging political-economic configuration provides an indication of the direction of processes. Thus, the run-up to the Ethiopian revolution of 1974 and the present constitute the temporal boundaries of the research.

1.4 Research questions
How does the post-revolutionary state relate to the classes of Ethiopian society?

What is the social base of state power in Ethiopia?
Why has post-revolutionary state power come to represent the social base that it has?
1.5 Research methods and data
Due to the nature of the problem to be studied, the long time span of the processes considered, and the structural leaning of the approach, the research will be based on secondary data. Primarily, this is an inquiry into longer historical processes and structures that does not lend itself to easy collection of data by any primary research method. Such primary data would have to have a historical aspect extremely difficult to uncover today, and if possible, beyond the capacity of this research. Instead, it is thought that the historical structures concerned with here can be illuminated by a review of literature that is based on primary data gathered at different historical conjunctures.
The literature consulted includes the major and frequently referenced books and journal articles on state and society in modern Ethiopia. A second category of literature consulted covers the theoretical aspects covered in chapter two. These sources include works of prominent Marxian theorists of state-society relations.
1.6 Relevance and Justification
While much research has been conducted on the social base of the imperial regime, little has been forthcoming on the post-revolutionary state. This is particularly so in recent years. Much of what has been written in recent times assigns to the question of nationalities the highest of importance to the relationship between state and society in Ethiopia (see Asafa, 2005; Bereket, 1980; Merera, 2003; Seyoum and Mohammed, 2006; Vaughan, 2003). What is missing is analysis of the relationship between the state and the social classes and class fractions that constitute Ethiopian society, cutting through ethnic demarcation lines. While such research was frequently forthcoming in the early and mid-1970’s, and while scholars of the time provided rich accounts of the background to and the unfolding of the revolution, it is, due to the nature of the principal political situation at the time
, understandable that the national question became the primary concern from the mid 1980’s onwards. That this should remain the case is, however, no longer as obvious, and while national relations may continue to linger on as an important aspects of political processes and developments in Ethiopia, it can no longer viably be upheld as the one crucial variable in state-society relations. This is underscored by the post-revolutionary emergence of both a multinational peasantry, no longer fractured by radically different relations of production in different regions, a semblance of multinational urban classes whose nationalities, languages and religions is given equal recognition, and more recently the early signs of the emergence of a multinational bourgeoisie, whose assets, resources and power knows no ethnic boundary. The recent emergence of a string of multinational political movements and alliances would seem to give credence to this interpretation. 
Approach-wise, the option of applying a Marxian theoretical framework is attractive for two reasons. First stands the fact that the scholars of the 1970’s that studied the state and classes in Ethiopia – and on whose achievements it is here the ambition to build – to a great degree were influenced by Marxism (see Addis, 1975; 1984, Halliday and Molyneux, 1981; Kellerman, 1984; Lefort, 1983; Markakis 1973; 1987; 2006; Markakis and Nega, 2006; Ottaway, 1978, Valdelin; 1978; 1979). Second is the sheer theoretical relevance of Marxian scholarship on the state and class relationship that this paper aims to analyse. As we shall see in following chapter, our specific inquiry logically proves susceptible to the application of a Marxian theoretical framework.
The justification for this undertaking is thus found in the attempt to bring back social class as a crucial and timely variable in analysing the Ethiopian state-society relationship. Here, a caution is required. But while it should be noted that social class is not upheld as the only variable relevant to explain this relationship, it is the argument that it is indeed a relevant variable that deserves a much higher degree of attention than has been awarded to it recently by scholars studying Ethiopian state and society.
2 State and society: theoretical concerns

Theories of state and society abound, not all have equal bearing on a specific inquiry at hand. To identify a theoretical framework relevant to ours, we can thus begin by excluding those of less explanative suitability. The aim here does not correspond to the traditional liberal emphasis on relations between atomized citizens – or by extension the private sphere and/or civil society – and the state (Held, 1983). It is neither to describe the process by which policy decisions are bargained or the interpersonal relations of various elites – rendering much of pluralist theorizing less suitable (McLennan, 1989: 18-56; Therborn, 2008: 144). Further, it is not to measure the power of this or that branch or entity – be it the state or any other component of the social whole – nor the distribution of power among such entities. Neither is it to create any ‘anthropology of the state’ mapping out the arenas and points of contacts of such entities while generating diffuse outcomes with little central logic (Migdal, et al, 1994: 17). Instead, we are here tasked with finding an overarching logic of if, how and why state power has come to correspond to what social class base; essentially with what kind of social relations that is being produced and reproduced by state power. The task is thus not only one of identifying and describing a social base, but analyzing the post-revolutionary state’s relationship with a wide range of classes in order to identify to what – if any – class/classes it corresponds in terms of furthering its position, as well as analyzing the reasons why it has come to correspond to this class. These are theoretical aspects exhaustively addressed by a long tradition of Marxian scholarship on state and society, and it is therefore logical that it is from that tradition that we shall construct a framework around which to structure our analysis. That precisely is our task in this chapter. As Marxian state-society theories differ, this will entail an important element of choosing and discarding based on the soundness of such theories and their relevance to our inquiry. We shall thus begin with establishing some widely accepted parameters, while making the case for a structuralist approach.
2.1 State and society in Marxian Theory

The state, in Marxian analysis has a class character and a social base in that it furthers the position of one or several classes. The mechanism of that relationship however, has been a matter of debate. Marxian theorizing on the state and its relationship to society developed by leaps and bounds in the late 1960’s and the 1970’s. Much of what had been written by Marxian theorists before had emphasized Marx and Engels description of the executive of the modern state as a ‘committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie’ (Marx and Engels, 1978: 475). That this characterization of one aspect of the state represented the full view of Marx and Engels was never the case. That is clear from Friedrich Engels definition of the state as ‘a [public] power… arisen out of society [to moderate and check antagonistic conflict between classes], but placing itself above it, and increasingly alienating itself from it’ (Engels, 1978a: 752), dividing its subjects according to territory and including a bureaucracy and coercive and repressive institutions such as army, police, prisons, whose size and power grows stronger with increasing antagonism between classes (ibid: 752-753). A more complex picture of the state emerged primarily from the Eighteenth Brumarie of Louis Bonaparte and was – as we shall below – later to be elaborated on by Marxian scholars. Out of perhaps political necessity however, it was the first characterization that took the deepest root in Marxist political movements, and consequently among Marxist scholars.  Lenin (1983) thus characterized the state as a machinery of suppression in the hands of the ruling class, with emphasis on the coercive apparatus as its chief instruments. While Lenin’s understanding of the state was in fact very nuanced, this description did at first hand seem to give credence to the instrumentalist view of the state; as ‘a simple tool or instrument manipulated at will by the ruling class’(Poulanzas, 1969: 74). A voluntaristic and instrumentalist-leaning work on the state that received much attention was Ralph Miliband’s The State in Capitalist Society.  According to a structuralist critique articulated by Nicos Poulantzas, its problems were several but all stem from an impression that social classes  ‘are in some way reducible to inter-personal relations, that the State is reducible to inter-personal relations of the member of the diverse “groups” that constitute the State apparatuses, and finally that the relations between  social classes and the State is itself reducible to inter-personal relations of “individuals” composing social groups and “individuals” composing the State apparatus’(ibid: 70). The problem thus lies in the failure of ‘comprehending social classes and the State as objective structures, and their relations as an objective system of regular connections, a structure and a system whose agents, “men”, are in the words of Marx, “bearers” of it’(ibid: 70). ‘This is a problematic’, Poulantzas continues to argue, ‘of social actors, of individuals as the origin of social action: sociological research thus leads finally, not to the study of objective co-ordinates that determine the distribution of agents into social classes and the contradictions between these classes, but to the search for finalist explanations founded on motivations of conduct of individual actors’ (ibid: 70). The logic of structuralist theorizing on the state has here been laid down; the state does not ‘do’ what it ‘does’ because of the subjective will of independent actors – individuals – who hold the state in the firm grasps of their hands. What it ‘does’, it ‘does’ because of what it is; in Poulantzas example, a state of a capitalist society. This crucially, however, does not mean that what it ‘does’ always correspond to the immediate interests of the ruling classes, but that what it ‘does’ has a structural logic, which we shall contextualize in our findings. In addition to this structural logic however, Poulantzas (1978: 27) identified one fundamental variable that affects the structural setting and hence what the state ‘does; this is the struggle between classes. Hence, the factors that determines the content of state power and thus what social base it corresponds to is the structural predisposition – the systemic logic of social modes of production, if one will (Therborn, 2008: 162) – and the class struggle.

The soundness of structuralist theorizing on the state apart, its usefulness to our inquiry emanates from its focus on deeper structures and thus properly enables the study of the processes and secular trends that we are here concerned with, instead of the anecdotal description of events. Structuralist Marxian state theorizing has however come under criticism for its failure to explain how structural predisposition concretely results in policy outcomes (Hall, 1983: 365-366; Held, 1983: 33). While Therborn (2008) provides an account of how the mechanics of reproduction of class rule function, such criticism may still be valid when dissecting the specific process from which this or that policy outcome results. However, the critique does not necessarily hold any bearing on the soundness of the structuralist approach when analyzing such overarching logic that we are here concerned with. 
Before we proceed, some operational definitions are required. A Social class is here ‘[a grouping] of social agents, defined principally but not exclusively by their place in the production process i.e. in the economic sphere’ (Poulantzas, 1978: 14), and can also said to be ‘defined by its place in the ensemble of social practices, i.e. by its place in the ensemble of the division of labour which includes political and ideological relations’ (ibid: 14). It is not a monolithic entity, but generally consists of fractions, in sometimes sharp contradiction, that are distinguished ‘on the basis of differentiations in the economic sphere, and of the role… of political and ideological relations’ (ibid: 23).  Finally, categories are groupings ‘defined principally by their place in political and ideological relations’ (ibid: 23). As for the state, the definitions by Marx, Engels and Lenin offered above are all valid. What they define are indeed crucial aspects of the state apparatus. As indicated in Engel’s definition however, state power cannot be equalled with the state apparatuses (Poulantzas, 1978: 26; Althusser, 2001: 94-95). For state power is nothing but the power of the ruling class, or in Poulantzas words ‘the power of a determinate class to whose interests (rather than those of other social classes) the state corresponds’ (Poulantzas, 1973: 100). Here, we need to add one clarification in line with the above; as what we refer to as the ruling class may in fact be an alliance of several classes and/or fractions, it follows that state power need not be the power of one class alone (Therborn, 2008: 150). State power is furthermore channelled through the state apparatuses, which constitute the material reflection, condensation and concentration of class relations (Poulantzas, 1978: 26-27). The analytical distinction between the state apparatus and state power is important, because while neither concept has any meaning without the other, it is quite possible that the two may not correspond in class content. In fact, history is rich with examples of revolutions – changes in the content of state power – that has left the state apparatuses intact (Althusser, 2001: 94).

With reference to the primary functions of the state, they indeed include concentrating and sanctioning and class domination, and in this way reproducing class relations, but also to maintaining the unity and cohesion of a social formation (Poulantzas, 1978: 26-27). From the latter however, Poulantzas came to arrive at a functionalist understanding of the state. Characterising the state as the factor of cohesion in a social formation, Poulantzas (1969: 73-78; 1978: 26-27) was led to expand his definition of the state apparatuses to include all non-state institutions having similar functions such as the church, trade unions, school, media, and even to some extent the family. This has rightly been criticized (Jessop, 1990: 27), and while Engel’s view that a key function of the state is to moderate and check antagonistic conflict between classes is indeed important, such an understanding should not be stretched to include within the state apparatuses any external institution that may perform certain similar functions. Such overstretch in defining the state according to one of its functions in fact blurs any real definition of the state and renders it near meaningless as an analytical concept.

2.2 Bonapartism and the relative autonomy of the state

Writing on France under the rule of Louis Bonaparte, Marx in the Eighteenth Brumarie of Louis Bonaparte demonstrated ‘how the class struggle in France created circumstances that made it possible for a grotesque mediocrity to play a hero’s part’(Marx, 1978: 594). He demonstrated how the state at this specific conjuncture in which a revolution had seemed to be unfolding, had become endowed with a certain degree of autonomy from society. In fact, the state seemed to ‘have made itself completely independent’(ibid: 607). It had taken this character in light of a real threat to the ruling classes, where it had to rally the support of the petty bourgeoisie and the small-holding peasantry, in order to crush the aspirations of the revolutionary masses. In doing this, the state employed massive amounts of terror. The state’s repressive apparatuses swelled and became dominant, while representative institutions were either cowed or destroyed. The state no longer seemed to represent a ruling class as much as itself, and the rampage of the soldiers’ terror was applied against the bourgeoisie as well. France, in Marx words, ‘seems to have escaped the despotism of a class only to fall back upon the despotism of an individual… [and] the struggle seems to be settled in such a way that all classes, equally impotent and equally mute, fall on their knees before the club’ (ibid: 602). Yet, the state continued to have a class character, and that character continued to be bourgeois. For in spite of the seemingly autonomous character of the state, the defeat of the masses ‘had leveled the ground on which the bourgeois republic could be founded and built up’(ibid: 602).

The relevance of this account of the French state in the times of Louis Bonaparte to our discussion is two-fold. First, the analysis of this conjuncture has led to two theoretical notions that are essential to any Marxian discussion of state-society relations; Bonapartism and the relative autonomy of the state. Secondly, Bonapartism has been used by a number of scholars with reference to the post-revolutionary Ethiopian context and as we shall see, the concept shall be useful to our analysis (Markakis and Nega, 2006: 154; Addis, 1975: 113). 
What then constitutes Bonapartism? At one level, the historically specific occurrence of Bonapartism in France is the above described authoritarian transformation of state-society relations, with the seeming detachment of the state from its social roots.  At an abstract level it has been used in Marxian literature as to indicate a situation in which the state has acquired a high degree of relative autonomy from the ruling class (Poulantzas, 1973: 259). Poulantzas famously extended the relative autonomy of the Bonapartist state to constitute a general characteristic of the capitalist state (ibid: 261-262). This relative autonomy is grounded in the condition of a separation and institutional insulation of the political and the economic sphere peculiar to capitalism. The separation itself emanates from the contradictory combination of socialized production and private appropriation specific to capitalism (Poulantzas, 1973: 281-282; Thomas, 1994: 18-19, 21-22). The full logic is elegantly explained in the following (Poulantzas, 1973: 284-285).

[The capitalist state] takes charge, as it were, of the bourgeoisie’s political interests and realizes the function of political hegemony which the bourgeoisie is unable to achieve. But in order to do this, the capitalist state assumes a relative autonomy with regard to the bourgeoisie… For this relative autonomy allows the state to intervene not only in order to arrange compromises vis-à-vis the dominated classes, which, in the long run, are useful for the actual economic interests of the dominant classes and fractions; but also (depending on the concrete conjuncture) to intervene against the long-term economic interests of one or other fraction of the dominant class: for such compromises and sacrifices are sometimes necessary for the realization of their political class interests.
While upholding this as a general feature, Poulantzas nevertheless acknowledged the uniqueness of the Bonapartist state in the extensive degree of relative autonomy that it enjoyed (Poulantzas, 1979: 313-314). As one form of the exceptional state,
 it is the type of state that emerge ‘in cases where the classes and fractions engaged in struggle are close to counter-balancing one another’, to the extent of reaching a ‘catastrophic balance of forces’ (Poulantzas, 2008: 105; 1979: 314), such as in cases were emerging classes are yet too weak or disorganised to seize state power, and were declining classes are already too weak to retain state power. It is the form of state that emerges from a political crisis, and has the highest degree of relative autonomy from dominant classes and fractions (Poulantzas, 1979: 313-314). At such conjunctures, characterised by class equilibrium, the state may go as far as actually going against the interests of the ruling classes (Poulantzas, 1973: 287; 1979: 86). The high degree of autonomy is nevertheless the means to restore the domination of a ruling class, according to the logic described above (Marx, 1978: 602; Poulantzas, 1979: 313; 1993: 258-260, 283).
Some non-Marxist state theorists have gone further and granted the state the potential of acquiring full autonomy from society in general and classes in particular (Evans, et al, 1985). This is however here neither desirable nor plausible, as such de-linkage would render our problem irresolvable. We must thus insist on stressing the relative nature of the autonomy granted to the state vis-à-vis social classes, including in its exceptional and Bonapartist forms.
To conclude this discussion a number of common features to the exceptional forms of state – as results of its root in a crippling crisis – should be mentioned. First, the exceptional state generally intervenes in the economy to an extensive degree in order to ‘adapt and adjust the system’ (Poulantzas 1979: 313). Second, it usually encompasses a reorganization of the state apparatuses and their ideological components. This encompasses the tendency to centralize the distribution of power within the apparatuses, and the emergence of one branch as the absolutely dominant (ibid: 314-315). Third, an increase in physical repression is accompanied by attempts to legitimize this repression in terms of ideology while arbitrariness replaces law (ibid: 315, 323). Fourth, an institutional growth of the bureaucracy, the military or the clergy and the bureaucratization, militarization or clericalization of society is dependent on what branch that is dominant (ibid: 317). Whichever it is, bureaucratization and the swelling of the state’s ranks of servants are general features explained by the exceptional state’s need of support from the petty bourgeoisie (ibid: 327-328). As we shall see, all of the above mentioned characteristics of the exceptional state can be said to have applied to the post-revolutionary state.
2.3 An analytical framework
We have now reached a position from which we can proceed to sketch on an analytical model around which to structure our specific inquiry into state and society in post-revolutionary Ethiopia within these theoretical parameters. A model that can assist us in this has been outlined by Marxian sociologist Göran Therborn in his study What Does the Ruling Class Do When it Rules? ‘Marxists’, Therborn (ibid: 132) points out, ‘are interested in the relationship of classes to state power for a particular reason’. This is because they view the state as ‘a separate material institution, functioning as the nodal point of power in society’. As we have seen, the state thus itself has no independent power, but only the social power it concentrates. As follows from this understanding of state power as class power
, and the state apparatuses as the institutions through which it is transmitted, Therborn sees no major point in identifying the class position of the individuals occupying the top statal positions, but rather focus on the content and effects of state policies, as ‘the class character  of a given state power does not necessarily refer to back-stage string-pulling’, but ‘denotes the societal content
 of the actions of the state, and indicates thereby the ruling class’ (ibid: 155, 132). Constructing a framework to analyze this societal content of state power that we are here concerned with, Therborn points out an element of the Marxian – or historical materialist – approach of great significance; the ambition to lay bare the motion of social phenomena, or the ‘ongoing social process of [production,] reproduction and transformation’ (ibid: 131-132).  What this implies is that the study of a society should focus, not only on structures as they seem to stand, but of the process of the reproduction of those structures (ibid: 137). This will have far-reaching implications for the construction of our framework, for what is it then that the ruling class do when it rules? 

Essentially, it reproduces the economic political and ideological relations of its domination. This rule is exercised through state power, that is to say, through the interventions or policies of the state and their effects upon the positions of the ruling class within the relations of production, the state apparatus and the ideological system. The class character of state power is thus defined by the effects of state measures on class positions in these three spheres. (ibid: 161)

In this quote the elements of the framework to be constructed can be identified. Out of the three spheres in which domination is to be reproduced, the ideological variable is suspended. This is because of the complexity, or sometimes sheer impossibility, of establishing what interests ideological aspects serve in a specific conjuncture. Therborn argues that the class character of ideologies and ideological apparatuses can be established, but nevertheless explicitly omits it from the model. However, we should note that in our framework the role of ideology in terms of legitimation is not upheld as a requirement for the exercise of state power, as it is in the Weberian and Frankfurt schools (Held & Krieger, 1983; Therborn, 2008: 171). Such emphasis on legitimation stem from the assumption that legitimacy on behalf of the ruler in the eyes of the ruled is what keep the ruled from rebelling. As we shall see, this assumption proves to be problematic with reference to post-revolutionary Ethiopia. While ideology and legitimation may of course be important in specific contexts and at specific conjunctures, it is argued that the model will hold with the variables that remain. It is thus argued that we can establish the class content of state power by its effect in the economic and political spheres on the production and reproduction of the relations of production and the state apparatus (ibid: 143-146). An analytical schema can then look as below. It should be noted that it is no more than a rough outline of the variables by which we shall analyze the content of state power. Thus, it is not meant to be used mechanically as a model by which complex historical processes should be straitjacketed into a numbered box, but rather to loosely structure the argumentation along the variables identified.
Table 1
Analytical Schema
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Therborn argues that while positions 4 and 13 are probably impossible, a ruling class can be identified in cases 1-11, i.e. unless the relations of production are absolutely broken, or unless they are undermined while the state apparatuses are smashed (ibid: 147-155). As a guideline it may be illuminating, but we shall here not attempt to establish any exact numbering of the effects, but make use of the variables proposed for their analytical value.
As for these variables, the relations of production are social and material relations between classes. These relations have three aspects; the distribution of the means of production, the objective of production, and the structured social relations of production (Therborn 1976: 376; 2008:26). These relations of production
 constitute the basis of a social structure and it is mainly out of them that other political and social relations emerge (ibid: 373-374). The relative importance given to the relations of production in the schema above is thus justified. The state apparatuses meanwhile, are important in determining the content of state power because, as already noted, state power is exercised through them. The internal organization and characteristics of the state apparatuses represent the crystallization and materialization of determinate social relations, i.e. of a particular form of class rule, but as such also possess a certain degree of inertia, and may not represent the up-to-date balance of class forces exactly as it stands at a certain point of time (Therborn, 2008: 35). ‘It follows’, Therborn points out, ‘that while they express the class relations of the same society, at any given moment significant disjunctures appear between the two’, and furthermore that crystallization of different sets of class relations may prevail in different institutions (ibid: 35). Indeed, as we have discussed, history is rich which such disjunctures (ibid: 148-153).
Leaving aside the issue of feudalism in Ethiopia discussed below, and for now settling with the conclusion that what was left of feudalism in the relations of production and the state apparatuses was largely broken by the revolution,  what can we say about other relations of production and forms of state apparatuses? While Therborn provides us with a sketch of several different such forms, especially his characterization of socialist
 forms suffer from his close ideological affiliation with the eastern European bloc of the time, which we shall return to below. On the capitalist class relations and bourgeois class rule, however, his definition is concise and useful. The aspects he stresses here are the separation of the direct producers from the means of production, increasing commodification and expansion of market relations to include labour and the means of production, production for accumulation, and accumulation through the exploitative extraction of surplus from the laboring part within a market bond (Therborn 1976: 382; 2008: 43). Crucially however, Therborn adds to this a concept we shall term managerialism as defining of bourgeois class rule.
These social relations entail [… the essential feature of the] separation of mental from manual labour, and the hierarchical subordination of the latter to the former… The intrinsic importance of specialized, quantifiable knowledge gives rise to the separation within the capitalist enterprise… of conception from execution. The former tasks are reserved for owners and representatives of capital. (Therborn, 2008: 41)
Furthering relations of production then means to extend and intensify them, while the opposite is to go against or restrict them (ibid: 160-61). Maintaining means to facilitate the smooth and continued operation of such relations in terms of removing obstacles and promoting the long term position of the ruling class, while to break means to eliminate the position and material base of that class. Concretely, to further capitalist relations would then according to Therborn imply a process of commodification through measures extending capitalist relations to new areas and to new labour forces. It would also include the promotion of capital accumulation, the intensification of surplus extraction from labour, loosening labour rights, strengthening managerialism and bureaucratic authority (ibid: 160). To go against capitalist relations would then mean to restrict exploitation, strengthening labour rights, democratize the workplace and de-commodify production. So far Therborn’s model is acceptable, but to mitigate the effects of his problematic affinity to the eastern European ‘real socialism’, we will need to modify his model in two major ways.
First, we need to reject Therborn’s strict taxonomic classification of different forms of state apparatuses – particularly of those labeled capitalist and socialist. This taxonomic classification is based not as one would logically think on his more rigorous discussion of different modes of production and the decisive difference between them. From our discussion above, we would be led to think that socialist state apparatuses – if such a concept is to have any analytical usefulness – would be characterized by such socialist relations as described above, namely, at the very least, the reversal of bureaucratic and managerialist tendencies, and the exercise of mass control (Bettelheim, 1971). Therborn however, dismiss the usefulness of such an ‘ideal’ characterisation of socialist forms as attributable to ‘Maoist bias’ (Therborn, 2008: 31), and instead bases his taxonomy on the ‘real existing socialism’ of the eastern bloc. Naturally, basing an analysis of socialist/proletarian types of state apparatuses on a group of states – whose socialist/proletarian characteristics are self-attributed and debatable – in order to construct a classification system which is to be used to establish the class character of such states is deeply tautological
. When faced with eastern European ‘real socialist’ state apparatuses that do seem to reflect the exact same class relations as described as capitalist, Therborn avoids having to draw the logical conclusion by referring to the transitional nature of socialism (ibid: 44-45). This is however unconvincing, and if the effect of state power on the state apparatuses is to be an analytical meaningful variable, we must insist on a more fluid analysis of state apparatuses as according to the differences between capitalist and socialist class relations – not a strict taxonomy based on the jumbling together of their differences.
As follows from this we have to insist on the relevance of an analytical concept summarily dismissed by Therborn (1976: 382); that of state capitalism, which essentially is a process of capitalist development that borrows ‘socialist’ political and economic forms to accomplish capitalist ends (Petras, 1977: 2). State capitalism emerges as a response to unfavourable economic fortunes of private national capital, and is driven by primarily driven by state sector employees – i.e. the bureaucratic petty bourgeoisie – who lack an economic base and therefore is inclined to use the state as the locust of accumulation and as a tool to break the unfavourable conditions to private national accumulation (ibid: 2). The inability to acknowledge the possibility of state capitalist relations being advanced under the banner of ‘socialism’, likewise reflect an unwillingness on Therborn’s behalf to draw the logical conclusion of his own discussion of, among other things, the capitalist nature of managerialism. The debate on socialist relations is far too extensive to be covered in its entirety here. Suffice to say, such relations would include ‘the appropriation of the means of production, their subjection to the associated working class and, therefore, the abolishment of wage labour as well as of capital and their mutual relations’ (Engels, 1978b: 559). The appropriation of the means of production by the state is thus not an end in itself, but rather, as Charles Bettelheim (1971: 58) has pointed out, it is the ‘control by the direct producers of their conditions of existence’ which is the defining characteristic of socialist relations of production. For the state apparatuses, the implication is that apparatuses reproducing socialism would have to be non-separated from and subordinated to the masses (ibid: 58). In light of Therborn’s acceptance of Engel’s rejection of the analogy between state ownership and socialism (Therborn, 1976: 377), his insistence on the compatibility of capitalist managerialism with a mode of production where the proletariat is the ruling class is unconvincing. For as the quote below shall clarify
 such a configuration most likely to reflect nothing but state capitalist relations.
If the state apparatus which owns the means of production (as a result of state control) exists apart from the masses… we are then faced with relations constituting a structure which reproduces the separation of the direct producers from their means of production. If under these conditions the relationship between labour power and means of production is expressed through a wage relationship, this means that the relations of production are capitalist relations, and that those who occupy leading posts… are, collectively, a capitalist – a state – bourgeoisie.
 (Bettelheim 1971: 59)
Thus, to conclude, we now have a theoretical and analytical framework suitable to our specific inquiry. This framework is based on a Marxian understanding of state and society, and the analytical variables proposed by Therborn. However, we have found it necessary to modify Therborn’s approach in two ways to ameliorate problems arising with his ideological affiliation to ‘real socialism’ of the time; we have had to reject the strict strict taxonomic classification of state apparatuses under different forms of class rule proposed and we have insisted on the relevance of state capitalism as a concept. In our discussion we shall make use of this framework to analyse the effect of the post-revolutionary Ethiopian state on the variables proposed, and thereby attempt to establish its class character and social base.
3 Class and revolution in Ethiopia
In this chapter we shall analyse the class structure of Ethiopian society at the eve of the revolution and the dynamics that resulted in it, in order to establish the social roots of the post-revolutionary configuration. The discussion will be based on a review of the debate between Marxist-influenced scholars of the mid-late 1970’s and the early 1980’s, and will cover the early debate on the class nature the revolution and the first republic.. The academic effort was relatively successful in establishing the social dynamics that resulted in the revolution, but attempts to analyse the class character of the post-revolutionary state fell short. As noted, the debate died out in the early 1980’s as the first republic came to be viewed as a failing project and as its power began to wane. We shall in chapter 4 take up the task of analysing this character. Before we can do this, we shall here turn to the discussion on classes and the revolution to set the stage for furthering the inquiry.

3.1 Class structure of imperial Ethiopia
Any discussion on class in Ethiopia would be incomplete without reference to the works of John Markakis. One the eve of the revolution, in 1973, Markakis published a landmark study of Ethiopian state and society, in which he described the Ethiopian social formation as one with a for Africa unusual high degree of social stratification and advanced stage of class formation (2006: 380). Whether this social formation could be described as feudal is a topic debated in depth by a number of scholars (Addis, 1975: 24-27; Clapham, 1990: 22; Lefort, 1981 :64-65; Markakis and Nega, 2006: 30-31; Valdelin 1979: 22, 50). Markakis accepts the description with reservation, and as the range of arguments brought forward in the debate would require a lengthy detour, we shall in this paper settle with describing it as semi-feudal, but also note that it was in a process of transition (Valdelin, 1979). We accept it as such because, as argued by Halliday and Molyneux (1981: 64-65):

If Feudalism as a mode of production is defined by the mode of extraction of the surplus – the payment of ‘feudal rent’ by the labourers to the ‘non-labouring’ owner of the land – then it can be said that feudal relations obtained in many parts of the Ethiopian formation... However, if the concept of feudalism is expanded to include the institutional arrangements associated with European or Japanese feudalism then substantial divergences arise.

 Semi-feudal relations in the rural economy took mainly two different forms in different regions, whose distinction arose out of the last territorial expansion of the Ethiopian state, and while no clear horizontal demarcation is possible they will here be described as the north and the south. In northern Ethiopia an age-old system of kinship right
 to land prevailed and a nobility was ruling a smallholding peasantry with clear rights to land, but with a number of obligations of provisions of taxes, tributes, fees and labour to the nobility, the state and the church (Markakis, 2006: 99-119). In this nexus, three classes can be identified primarily by their relationship to land: the nobility; the clergy; and the peasantry (Markakis, 2006: 127). In the south the neftegna system had imposed state and private ownership of land in the hands of mostly non-indigenous and often absentee landlords and the church. It had produced a tenant peasantry with obligations to surrender an extent of its produce and labour unthinkable to the northern peasantry (Markakis, 2006: 18-19, 131-147, 159). The three classes identified above were thus also present in the south, but here contradictions between tenant peasants and landlords were sharper and less veiled (ibid, 2006: 171; Markakis and Nega, 2006: 34). 
Late imperial Ethiopia also saw the emergence of a sector where capitalist relations prevailed. This sector included the commercialized agricultural sector of large state and private farms and the urban industrial sector, and its emergence was producing a rural and an urban proletariat to a certain extent composed of evicted peasants of the south (Markakis, 2006: 17, 173). Peasant eviction and uprooting had also triggered a stream of migration to the cities that there formed a destitute but sizeable lumpen proletariat. Finally urbanization, centralization and education had created a number of newly emerging social groups and classes. The most privileged of these is what Markakis refers to as the bureaucratic-military bourgeoisie that incorporated the highest echelons of state officials. The individuals composing this group were recruited by the patronizing emperor himself, usually from the children and relatives of noble aristocrats, and the existence and accommodation of this group within the ruling classes was thus always precarious (Markakis and Nega, 2006: 43-44). The processes of reform initiated by the emperor however, slowly weakened the position of the nobility, strengthened the bureaucratic-military bourgeoisie and pitted the latter as a rival to the first. The balance of power was shifting within this alliance of ruling classes, but it was doing so very slowly (Markakis and Nega, 2006: 43-44). A small section of this early bourgeoisie was involved in the setting up an economic base for itself in the modern sector of the economy, but overwhelmingly, this sector, both rural and urban, was dominated by foreign capital and management (ibid, 2006: 56). In fact, out of the 51 largest manufacturing firms in 1970, only two were wholly owned by private Ethiopian investors, while a full 33 were foreign owned, and 38 were foreign operated (Keller, 1991: 248).

The most important of the emerging urban classes was the petty bourgeoisie; a class that roughly can be divided into two main fractions. First, we have the traditional petty bourgeoisie; self-employed traders, artisans and owners of small establishments operating in the commercial sector (Markakis, 2006: 206-207; Poulantzas, 1978: 204). Secondly, we have a fraction whose character is more complex. We refer to it as petty bourgeois not because it is strictly the same as the first fraction in terms of private property but, as discussed by Markakis and Nega (2006: 60), it is the most commonly used term for this group in the African context and because they occupy a structurally interlaying position very close, if not equal, to that of the traditional petty bourgeoisie in relation to other classes. A theoretical justification – too lengthy to be included here – for the inclusion of this new fraction in the petty bourgeoisie is articulated by Poulantzas (1978: 195-336). This new petty bourgeoisie was composed of graduates from secondary and university education whose employment opportunities were largely confined to the public sector including the military, and who were to play an influential role in the revolution (Markakis, 2006: 223-224). Markakis and Nega (2006: 60) has fittingly also referred to them as the salariat to establish their distinction from the traditional petty bourgeoisie. Some scholars had early identified the educated petty bourgeoisie as a source of destabilization, and as an increasingly radicalizing potentially revolutionary force (Clapham 1969; Markakis, 2006). The reasons for this were that while distinctively a modern class with high ambitions, it was checked by, subservient to and frustrated by the traditional ruling classes, and it had neither any political nor economic base for itself (Clapham 1969; Markakis, 2006: 223-234). It was clear that it laid in this class’ ambition to acquire both. Under the system that prevailed however, any such opportunities were blocked by the nobility in the rural economy, foreign capital in the modern sectors of the economy, and the bureaucratic-military bourgeoisie in the highest state positions.

3.2 Revolutionary dynamics
While the principal social contradictions that were to result in the revolution were already observable before the revolution and while Markakis was clear with the probability that that these contradictions were to lead to more radical social transformations, a more complete analysis of the processes that ushered in this rupture were to be provided in the early post-revolutionary years. Markakis in a work prepared in collaboration with EPRP activist Nega Ayele (2006) describes the revolution as the outcome of a structural crisis were the alliance of the nobility and bureaucratic-military bourgeoisie was already weakened and fractured by rivalry, but were the bourgeoisie was yet to weak to take the initiative. This weakened alliance that had provided the social base of the imperial state was faced with an assemblage of popular classes united in opposition but not in organization. For the peasant masses in general and the tenants in particular, taxes, fees and dues of all kind had produced an untenable situation, while for the urban classes stagnation, inflation, and frustration with the inability of reform on the hand of the imperial state formed the backdrop of militancy. The proletariat was further provoked by the harsh treatment it and its organizations received, while the traditional petty bourgeoisie’s frustration was aggravated by the blocking of commercial opportunities by foreigners involved in trade and retail. The most radical class was for reasons that we have seen the educated petty bourgeoisie. Its radicalisation was further encouraged by stagnation and the diminishing prospects of new graduates to find public employment (Markakis, 1979: 6). As the modern private sector was primarily foreign owned and managed, very few prospects of employment could be found there. The frustration of this ambitious class with the situation prevailing was aggravated by comparison with neighbouring countries; for while it was precisely this class that had come to power elsewhere in decolonised Africa, it was in Ethiopia prevented from playing any major role by the factors listed above (Marakis, 1979: 5; Markakis and Nega, 2006: 64-65). Together these classes joined by the military rank and file as well as junior and non-commissioned officers took to the offensive in a number of struggles throughout the year of 1974 that toppled the imperial state.

For our discussion, such an explanation for the roots of the revolution in the structural contradictions between social classes is illuminating and relevant, and can be established as the starting point of our inquiry. The analysis provided by Markakis and Nega however, suffers from the authors’ close affiliation with the EPRP, a party that at the time of its first publication was engaged in a life and death struggle with the state that had already taken the life of Nega. This weakness is most obvious when post-revolutionary developments are discussed. Markakis and Nega’s work is the foremost example of literature that evokes the idea of a popular revolution betrayed. According to Markakis and Nega, a coalition of popular classes was maintained, but the fact that this coalition never crystallized into formal political organizations with a political leadership enabled the military to take advantage of the power vacuum, seize power and establish a regressive dictatorship. Initial progressive steps such as the land reform and nationalizations are explained as little more than populist politicking in attempt to sooth the mass movement. The Derg is described as a highly unpopular force facing the united militant opposition of all major classes except the lumpen proletariat, as reflected in the violence employed to curb the EPRP, the Confederation of Ethiopian Labour Unions, the kebeles and other independent associations reflecting society at large. At this point, alienated from the popular classes even further by its unpredictable, authoritarian and brutal rule, the Derg is unconvincingly labelled ‘counter-revolutionary’ for its attempt to halt what Markakis and Nega perceived to be the forward surging mass movement (ibid: 177). Meanwhile, the motivation of the Derg is deemed to be power, rather devoid of any underlying material interests. In more precise words: ‘[the Derg’s] primary goal... was too cling to power at all cost [,] however banal this might seem’ (Markakis and Nega, 2006: 21). Obviously, this conclusion sits very ill with the hitherto historical materialist framework of the authors and it is probable that it was their aversion to the Derg that blinded them to the extent of summarily rejecting the idea that the Derg could have any social base at all.
Other scholars have taken issue with this explanation of the alliance of revolutionary classes and the idea that the military Derg ‘stole’ the revolution.  Marina and David Ottaway (1978), Fred Halliday and Maxine Molyneux (1981) and René Lefort (1983) have all emphasised the role of the Derg in the making and the shaping of the revolution. ‘If the military had not intervened’, according to the Ottaways, ‘there would never have been any revolution in Ethiopia’ (1978: 44). While a first stage – the February uprising hailed by Markakis as the popular movement – had  been marked by corporate and bourgeois demands, a second and qualitatively different stage had been ushered in with the seizure of political power by the Derg. It was only now that real reform and social transformation could take place, and the Derg, by cutting itself off from any accountability to the military units that had elected it had transgressed its role as the guardian of military corporate interests, and had become a force that considered itself representing the popular masses (ibid: 81). While all of the emerging classes were too weak and disorganized to lead the movement, the Derg proved not only capable of this, but far more radical than the formations of the popular movement. In fact, neither workers nor peasants had in any meaningful way participated, and those urban classes that had indeed turned militant – or ‘terrorist’ in the words of the Ottaways (ibid: 113) – had primarily done so out of frustration and in opposition to what they perceived as the seizure of the leadership position that they felt was rightfully theirs (ibid: 99). The conclusion is thus that no social class played any important role for the revolution, but represented narrow corporate interests that only the Derg could transgress. It was only after the Derg had seized power and carried out popular reforms that it could begin to organize the peasantry and the proletariat to defend what had been handed to them (ibid: 126, 171). The arguments of Halliday and Molyneux are similar, but while they reject Markakis and Nega’s idea of a stolen revolution and while they contend that it was largely carried out ‘from above’, they also reject the notion that the military were its sole instigators (1981: 91). Disorganized urban classes participated spontaneously and with enthusiasm in the overthrowal of the imperial state in 1974, but Halliday and Molyneux point out that no social revolution took place before the great reforms were initiated by the Derg in 1975 (ibid: 95). These reforms, destroying the material base of the former ruling classes, were not however carried out to further any particular social interests, but only as a way of creating a social base for the Derg (ibid: 110-11). Again unfortunately, the Derg, and in the extension the state, is depicted as an entity without material interests, suspended mid-air in the social struggle enveloping it. Lefort’s line of argumentation is more balanced. He too views the Derg as a prime mover of the revolution, but as a result of the social backgrounds of the individuals compromising it – privates, NCO’s and junior officers most often sons of exploited peasants – he understands it as a force sharing the interests of the peasant masses. Unfortunately however, also Lefort stresses the role of the Derg in ‘liberating’ a rather passive peasantry.

The accounts discussed above to different degrees suffer from a number of problems. First, they tend to assume that the Derg, and in extension the post-revolutionary state has represents social base and hence has no class character. Secondly, they tend to dismiss the role of social classes in general and the peasantry in particular in both creating a revolutionary situation and defending the early revolution. Third, they tend to take an emotionally motivated stand and derive from the post-revolutionary state’s brutality that it must stand for regression or represent the incompleteness of the revolution.

Another strand of Marxian scholarship on the revolution reaches a somewhat different conclusion. For Addis Hiwet (1975; 1984) and Jan Valdelin (1978; 1979) the Derg certainly has a class character, and this character is bourgeois in general and petty bourgeois in particular. Addis already in the second year of the revolution  argued that the new state was one of the bourgeois and the petty bourgeoisie and, not unlike Markakis, that it was engaged in a struggle with revolutionary masses including the peasantry (1975: 110-111). While it may be a simplification to claim that the peasantry, proletariat and lumpen proletariat were united against the state, this characterisation at least explains the radicalisation of the revolutionary process and the situation of the Derg in that struggle: bureaucratic and petty bourgeois in outlook and thus hostile to the remnants of semi-feudalism but nevertheless pushed to radicalization by a revolutionary mass movement (ibid: 111-114). While in the modern sectors, nationalization brought formerly primarily foreign-owned companies under state and thus petty bourgeois control, rural Ethiopia through the land reform had become a ‘sort of petty-bourgeois society’ (ibid: 113) made up of free petty producers. Such a configuration, Addis claimed, was uttermost conducive to the spread of capitalist relations – if for the moment with high levels of state participation (1975: 111-113; 1984: 39, 42).  While Addis does not characterise the emergence of the bourgeois/petty-bourgeois state as counter-revolution, he finds the revolution incomplete and in a phase where a struggle between consolidation on part of the petty bourgeoisie and the masses is still raging (1975; 1984). It is hard not to agree with the idea that the new state –  if indeed bourgeois/petty bourgeois – would strive for consolidation, something that according to Addis bore the strong possibility of future restoration of private property but would then amount to counter-revolution (1984: 40). Here however, the logical idea that such establishment of an economic base for the bourgeois might actually imply the final consolidation of what has always been a bourgeois/petty bourgeois revolution is omitted by Addis. Valdelin in large parts agrees with Addis, but they disagree on whether the struggle raging in the early post-revolutionary years primarily is between the bourgeoisie and the popular masses (Addis, 1975), or between fractions within the petty bourgeoisie itself (Valdelin, 1978: 392; 1979: 75). For Valdelin, the Derg represents a fraction of the petty bourgeoisie that seized power when a combination of popular classes overthrew the imperial state and the fractured bourgeoisie/nobility alliance (1978: 384). There is thus never any question of the new state representing any of the old ruling classes: the character of the post-revolutionary state is bourgeois in general but petty bourgeois in particular (1978: 396).

The idea that the increased levels of repression represented the consolidation of petty bourgeois/bourgeois revolution in the face of militant opposition from the most radical fraction of the petty bourgeois is compelling. It would explain the post-revolutionary state’s extreme hostility to both the former feudal ruling classes and the proponents of a popular democratic socialism. It would also help to solve the problem of the social base, and dismiss the simplistic idea that the Derg had betrayed the revolution. If it holds true, we should, as according to our analytical framework, expect post-revolutionary state power to advance relations of production and state apparatuses that reproduce capitalism and we should expect a turn against several of the classes that eagerly supported the early revolution; notably the peasantry and the proletariat. Whether this was the outcome is what we shall discuss next.
4 Effects of post-revolutionary state power 

With the discussion of the class structure of imperial Ethiopia and the dynamics and of the revolution in mind, we shall now turn our attention to the specific problem at hand; that of the social base and class character of the post-revolutionary Ethiopian state. According to our analytical framework this can be established by an analysis of the effects of state power on the relations of production and the state apparatuses. The discussion that follows will thus be structured as according to the analytical schema proposed above, and we shall accordingly proceed to identify the effects of state power on these variables under under the first and the second republics. In between, a brief comment on the fall of the first republic is required. 
4.1 Effects on relations of production: first republic

With semi-feudal relations successively broken by the ‘great reforms’ of 1974-1975
 and the employment of whatever violence required to push them through (Clapham, 1990: 45-51; Dessalegn, 2009: 321; Halliday and Molyneux, 1981: 99; Ottaway, 1978), new relations of production advanced. We shall here discuss these relations in the order proposed by Therborn, starting with the distribution of the means of production. In the modern sector, nationalizations implied that assets were transferred from private, mostly foreign ownership to state ownership. The nationalization were however – as according to the official Programme of the National Democratic Revolution (Ottaway, 1978: 213) – always meant to seize only the commanding heights of the economy, and left a wide range of establishments in private hands. Furthermore, after settling outstanding debt to foreign owners of nationalized enterprises, and in an attempt to reassure private investors, the Derg had gone as far as enshrining property rights and guarantees that no further nationalizations would take place in the constitution of the People’s Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (Keller, 1991: 247). Clapham (1990: 124-125) estimates that state revenues from taxes on private sector profits at the height of state ownership were as high as 73% of state revenues from profits, interests and rents of all state owned enterprises, including the housing agency
. These numbers, unless we would assume a business profit tax of almost 100%, would indicate that the size of the private sector, at the height of state ownership, was greater, and probably far greater than the state sector
. Prominent economist Eshetu Chole (2004d: 199) has noted that the extent of state ownership under the Derg was usually – perhaps as a result of the grand rhetoric – much exaggerated, and in reality, its share of output never accounted to more than a third of total output. Furthermore, this share declined towards the mid-late 1980’s as the state owned sector stagnated (Eshetu, 2004e: 239-243) while ‘undeniably large fortunes’ were made in the private sector by exploiting ‘pervasive scarcities’ (ibid: 251). In the 1980’s and especially from the early 1990’s, as the fortunes of the first republic were dwindling, the introduction of reforms aimed at a greater share of private ownership enhanced these numbers (Bahru, 2002: 264; Eshetu, 2004a: 125-129; 2004c: 182-187). Altogether, it can be safely stated that the ‘the small-scale commercial and industrial enterprises that were left privately owned’ did well while ‘small-scale food-processing industries, wholesale and trucking operations, wood shops, retail shops, bars, hotels, restaurants, and a whole range of other small commodity-producing enterprises’ mushroomed and prospered in the post-revolutionary setting (Girma 1987: 14).
Meanwhile, ownership over the predominant means of production in the rural economy – land – was nationalized, but firm use rights were given to a small holding peasantry
. The result was not so much the emergence of ‘socialist’ relations of productions, as claimed by the state, but rather the setting up of a configuration that several scholars have claimed to be reproducing capitalism. Addis Hiwet’s (1984: 39) characterization of rural Ethiopia in the 1980’s as petty bourgeois has already been noted. To understand how he came to classify the revolution as a ‘bourgeois-democratic’ one pushed to its limits and perhaps on the brink of becoming an anti-bourgeois one, the following quote will be illuminating.

On the basis of the agrarian reform the [state] has the unprecedented capacity to directly base itself on the ‘self-managing peasantry’ in a way that the absolutist state and a good number of bourgeois states in the Third World could never dream of. What this has undoubtedly created is a huge, potential internal market. Parallel to this… is the marked flowering of non-agrarian petty producers… This further strengthens the picture that today’s rural Ethiopia is predominantly a society of petty producers (ibid: 39)
Addis is not alone in noting the capitalist character of the relations of production in post-land reform rural Ethiopia. While Halliday and Molyneux (1981: 278-279) warn that the conditions for national capitalism
 to develop have been laid, Paul Kellerman (1984: 130) draws a similar conclusion – albeit with more pessimism - when he states that the Derg ‘has carried out a capitalist revolution in the countryside, beyond which it has not been able to advance a single step’. For such a conclusion to be evaluated, we must however, look at other aspects than the mere distribution of the means of production. 

A second aspect of the relations of production is the objective of production. Three such main objectives stand out. Among the peasantry, subsistence and commodity production varied. For state and private enterprises as well as petty producers however, the primary objective was capital accumulation. That this accumulation was based on increasing levels of surplus extraction from the labour force is clearly underlined by the fact that real manufacturing wages in 1981 had declined to a mere 61% of their 1974 levels (Mulatu and Yohannis, 1988: 108-109). To these objectives one important aspect needs to be added; the role of the AMC. In the aftermath of the land reform, the peasantry had increased its levels of consumption to a degree that was threatening the supply of foodstuffs to the cities and triggering a hike in prices (Clapham, 1990: 115, 130; Ottaway1978: 77; Pausewang, 1983: 158-159). The Derg had no inclination of allowing the peasantry to exercise such a command over its produce and while merchants and hoarders had been blamed for price hikes in the past, Mengistu Haile-Mariam underscored the contradictions that had emerged when he in 1978 attacked the ‘individualism’ of the peasantry (Clapham, 1990: 116; Lefort, 1983: 248-249). A self-sufficient peasantry implied two problems. First, high levels of surplus extraction could not be organized on a subsistence producing peasantry. Second, cheap food to the cities could not be guaranteed under such circumstances (Pausewang, 1990: 46). The answer to the predicament was the levy of heavier taxes and the setting up of the AMC. The AMC forced the peasantry into a system of exchange and organized surplus extraction through the imposition of required quotas to be delivered and sold for well-below market prices
 (Eshetu, 2004b; Dessalegn, 2009: 333-334). The objectives of rural production must therefore also include accumulation on behalf of the state and the guaranteeing of continued supply of cheap food to the cities. While the role of the AMC does seem to contradict the characterization of rural relations of production as capitalist, it should be noted that the Ethiopian state never demanded acquisition of quotas so extensive as to strangle the mushrooming of rural markets. On the contrary, it can be said that the quota requirements monetized rural relations to an entirely new degree, and forced the Ethiopian peasants into larger commoditized relationships (Addis, 1984: 42; Eshetu 2004b: 139-140; Pausewang, 1983:157-163, 1990: 217).

Finally, the structured social relations of production saw the strengthening of managerialism and commandism in the workplace and over the peasantry. Following an initial revolutionary stage of struggle against the bureaucratic tendencies and attempts to subordinate the bureaucracy to mass control, the invasion of Ethiopia by Somalia and the concurrent removal of MEISON cadre from high positions saw the reversal of this process. In face of foreign aggression, the primacy of the military-bureaucratic machinery was reasserted, and popular mobilization was afterwards only to be conducted under rigid and regimentalized forms (Lefort, 1983). In the workplace, managerialism was manifested by the harshest treatment of labour. With the nationalization and ethiopianization of urban enterprises, the new petty bourgeoisie had risen to a position of national prominence (Markakis, 1979: 10; Markakis and Nega, 2006: 155-156). As a result of this, however, the unity of interests within the petty bourgeoisie and between the petty bourgeoisie and the proletariat came to an end (Markakis, 1979: 11; Markakis and Nega, 2006: 225; Ottaway, 1978: 74-75). The newly promoted category of managers and administrators came into a relationship of sharp antagonism with the most radical category of the petty bourgeoisie – organized in the EPRP – and a proletariat whose aspirations had been spurred by the revolutionary upheavals. The outcome was, beyond the Red Terror, a repressive labour regime that – in  addition to the detoriating living conditions of the proletariat – included the banning of strikes and the shooting on strikers, the break-up of the independent CELU, and the execution of its leaders (Lefort, 1983: 134-138; Markakis, 1979:11; Markakis and Nega, 2006:171-175 ). In fact, the labour proclamation issued by the Derg provided a framework for the harshest exploitation of a proletariat with absolutely no collective labour rights, including no minimum wage and the criminalization of absence from work (Clapham, 1990: 55; Markakis, 1979: 11).

Summing up the effect of state power on the relations of production in the era of first republic, a sober statement from Addis Hiwet (1984: 42) makes a fair conclusion.

The greatest import of the revolution… is that it has cleared the ground for the unhindered manufacturing economy. It has drastically altered social class relations… it has removed the ‘institutional obstacles to rural production’ and hence created a huge potential internal market… Indeed the internal market… is marked by the growth of petty commodity production, agricultural and artisanal, in rural Ethiopia, manufacturing in urban areas under the aegis of the state. But the state is not running nationalized enterprises on socialist lines… 

In fact, the state does accept capitalist investment – foreign and domestic. But for the moment, there is concentration on state capitalism. The absence of a developed bourgeoisie, and the unprecedented possibility of taxing a peasantry that is structurally at the disposal of the state, would encourage it to go alone until such time that forces within state capitalism and/or flourishing petty commodity production or a serious strain within the economy at large, or, for that matter, acute political crisis, could alter the situation in favour of private capitalism.
4.2 Effects on the state apparatuses: first republic

The organization of the state apparatuses of the first republic underwent revolutionary transformations and convulsions that eventually crystalized into a machinery predisposed to the production and reproduction of social relations radically different from those of the imperial times. While it is not the aim here to comment on the abolishment, creation or transformation of each institution within these apparatuses, certain main features should be outlined. The most important such feature is the massive swelling of the apparatuses that has been identified with the Bonapartist state, which can be said to have three features.

First, and most important was the militarization of the state apparatuses (Halliday and Molyneux, 1981: 148-149; Keller, 1991: 234 ). This was not only manifested in the huge swelling of the armed forces, but the placement of military personnel in traditionally civilian controlled branches of the apparatuses the subordination of other branches to the military, and the militarization and regimentalization of social life through the promotion of militaristic discipline at all levels. As mentioned, the size of the army expanded to include up to a million men, excluding several hundred thousand local militiamen and urban defence squad members (Clapham, 1990: 109-110; Ottaway, 1978: 180, 184-186). Military expenditures increased to a degree where it according to some observers came to absorb some 70% of budgeted state expenditures (Andargachew, 1993: 349). An early sign of the onset of a process of militarization was the dispatch of military personnel to serve as ‘apostles of change’ in the civilian ministries (Keller, 1991: 231; Ottaway, 1978: 174). Military officers were also installed as regional governors, and while the initial highest institution of the state was entirely composed of military officers, the top institutions that later emerged continued to be characterized by a strong presence of military personnel (Clapham, 1990: 85, 92; Keller, 1991: 238; Schwab, 1985: 50-51). Clearly, with reference to Bonapartism under the first republic, it was the military that had emerged as the dominant branch.

A second aspect was the bureaucratization and the expansion of the civilian bureaucracy. The nationalization of large enterprises and the ethiopianization of management that this implied immediately added some 30 000 – 60 000 positions of officialdom to the state payroll (Clapham 1990: 124; Markakis and Nega, 2006: 156). In the rural sector, a resembling category of state officials with a wide range of different administrative capacities was created (Markakis and Nega, 2006: 163).

A third feature – related to the first – can be found the emergence of a huge block of political cadres exercising control functions at all levels of society. Initial mass mobilizing efforts had envisioned the kebeles and the peasant associations as means of establishing popular power. After the reconsolidation of the bureaucracy however, these local units were turned into means of extending central power and control. Social control was reinforced by the establishment of the mass organizations
, and eventually also the Worker’s Party of Ethiopia (Clapham, 1990: 130-145; Markakis and Nega, 2006: 163; Ottaway, 1978: 182-184). Any democratic pretension of these institutions was strictly symbolic and popular political participation was restricted to forced formalistic expression of support to the state. The emergence of the military as the dominant branch of the state apparatuses was thus reflected in the increased regimentalization of social life.
4.3 A note on the demise of the first republic

The first republic slumped into a terminal crisis in the last year of the 1980’s with the onset of a string of military setbacks. This came to result in the capture of Addis Ababa by the EPRDF in May 1991 (Clapham, 1990: 244-256; Gebru, 2009). That the demise of the PDRE was not as much a military defeat as a political can be illustrated by the fact that the size of the PDRE’s armed forces, the military hardware and resources they commanded by leaps and bounds outstripped those of the EPRDF and its allied fronts together (Gebru, 2009; Young, 1997). Instead, the slump in military fortunes and the decay of the PDRE’s apparatuses were the outcomes of a political crisis, enhanced of course by the pressures applied by the rebel fronts. When the EPRDF finally reached the urban centres of Ethiopia in general and Addis Ababa in particular, they literally walked into a vacuum of power, meeting no military resistance (Bahru, 2002: 266-268).

What then constituted the political crisis that sealed the fate of the first republic? It can on adequate ground be argued that the crisis was one of the erosion of the social base of the first republic. In the late 1980’s and early 1990’s most classes had progressively been alienated from the military regime, and no major class had any longer any interest in the maintenance of the particular configuration represented by the first republic. A number of urban classes, fractions and categories had stood in sharp opposition to the PMAC from the outset, and had borne the brunt of its repression. This is true for the traditional petty bourgeoisie and the most radical category of the new petty bourgeoisie fraction. All chances of retrieving the support of either of these groups had permanently vanished with the excesses of the red terror (Kiflu, 1998; Markakis and Nega, 2006). Meanwhile, the proletariat had seen its living standard detoriate and whatever political rights it had eliminated, and it could no longer be claimed with any credibility that the state represented it. For the emerging bourgeoisie, state capitalism had become a fetter, and the conditions were ripe for the advance of private capitalism. There were no longer any stumbling blocks to its elevation to a propertied ruling class, as both old ruling classes and foreign capital had been wiped aside. That the state managers understood its interest in this way is verified by the reform process that had already begun to. Private capitalism was thus on the agenda way before the defeat of the first republic (Abebe, 2000: 93-94; Andargachew, 1993: 356).  These urban classes furthermore, collectively shared the resentment towards military domination. The heavy burden of military expenditures on the economy meant that little urban investment could take place (ibid: 349). Furthermore, regimentalization, arbitrariness, acts of brutality, the elimination of the freedom of speech, curfews and obligatory participation in military styled campaigns, had done its share to the erosion of urban support (Clapham, 1990: 129-141; Andargachew, 1993; Markakis and Nega, 2006; Merera, 2003:85-86).

Perhaps most damaging to the first republics military prospects however, was the total alienation of the peasantry, which in the early years of the revolution had saved it from external as well as internal challenges. As mentioned, unpopular resettlement and villagisation programmes, high levels of surplus extraction, forced labour, and ever-expanding military draft requirements had finally destroyed what goodwill that had been created by the land reform (Merera, 2003: 86).  As a result, the peasantry – as in the far north – either joined or gave support to rebel fronts, or – as elsewhere – offered no resistance to these fronts, and when called up in the military drafts, showed an increasing inclination to surrender to the rebels, or simply to defect home (Andargachew, 1993: 354; Aregawi, 2009: 264; Dessalegn, 2009: 310; Young, 1997: 159).

It was clear that the maintenance of central political power would have to require the maintenance of the support or at least tolerance from some of these classes. The failure to do so had in fact left the coercive apparatuses of the state an empty shell, however impressive its size (Andargachew, 1993: 344-345). The smallest blow to these withering apparatuses meant their crumble. The victorious EPRDF however, whose victory represented the need of a readjustment of class relations, managed to reinvigorate most of the post-revolutionary state apparatuses and to a certain extent, to perfect them. The state power that was exercised through them is the topic of the following discussion

4.4 Effects on relations of production: second republic

To an extensive degree, the transformation of the relations of production during the second republic represented the logical evolution and conclusion of tendencies inherent and evident under the first republic. The configuration that emerged after the great reforms of 1974-1975 provided the setting for a process whose direction was clearly indicated by the reforms of the 1980’s and 1990 (Eshetu, 2004c: 182-187). As Addis Hiwet (1983), among others, had early noted, the main obstacles to the emergence of a private national capitalism had been done away with, and only minor adjustment were required for its unhindered development. We have already seen that the process of adjustment to private capitalism had started in the 1980’s and had become the official policy of the first republic in 1990, but it was with the coming of the second republic that the final touches were put to these adjustments.

The adjustments were mainly made in terms of the ownership of the means of production. Several state owned enterprises
 which were already accounting for a dwindling share of national output were thus privatized while the ineffective state farms were dismantled (Eshetu, 2004e). The lion’s share of these were transferred to business groups with close contact to the incoming government; the TPLF-founded EFFORT, and the MIDROC group whose owner has very close ties to the EPRDF (Merera, 2003: 148-150; Vaughan and Tronvall, 2003: 74-49). The impact of privatizations however, should not be overestimated. First, and as we have seen, the private owned sector was already on the rise and was commanding an increasing share of national output. Second, the state owned enterprises privatized were often in an atrophied state and the state farms dismantled had proved largely insignificant to the national economy (Eshetu, 2004e; TGE, 1991: 6-7). What was transferred to private hands thus by 1991 had little value, and had seldom been profitable
 (Eshetu, 2004e: 239-241 ; TGE, 1991: 28). What instead was significant was the promotion of new private investment in general and Ethiopian private investment in particular (Addis Alem, 2003; TGE, 1991: 29). This required the construction of an environment suitable to national private capital accumulation. While this was – as we have seen – not an entirely novel policy, its full-fledged promotion nevertheless amounted to a qualitatively new stage.

Meanwhile, ownership over land remained in public hands. This implied the continuity of petty production in the countryside, while land required by investors were leased on such long terms as to, in all but name, imply private ownership. The real significance of the ‘public’ ownership of rural land thus lies in that it guarantees to the small-holding peasantry an inalienable
 right to land, while allowing for the establishment of private owned commercial farms, and hence reproduces rural conditions conducive for capitalism, and for small commodity producers as well as large. The objectives of production thus remained more or less the same. While the AMC quotas had been abolished in the later years of the first republic (Eshetu, 2004a: 128), it had by then already served the purpose of encouraging an increased degree of commodity production. This should not cloud the fact that the burden on the peasantry in terms of surplus extraction has progressively declined since the imperial era, through the first republic and to the second (Dessalegn, 2009: 332-336). In the urban sector, commodity production was generalized with the accumulation of capital as its objective. In terms of the structured social relations of production, the most abhorrent excesses of the Derg were done away with. In the workplace however, the managers continued to rule supreme, while organized labour was accepted only to the extent that it proved subservient to the state, and most generally to capital (Vestal, 2001). In fact, the new labour law that was issued shortly after the fall of the first republic was ‘designed to give greater authority to management’ (Eshetu, 2004f: 267), while the reduction of taxes, the abolishment of price controls and the devaluation of the Ethiopian birr shifted power and resources from labour to capital (ibid: 267-268). The control structures and elements of commandism in urban as well as rural Ethiopia was kept in place.
4.5 Effects on the state apparatuses: second republic

With respect to the state apparatuses the first and foremost change was the abolishment of the oversized military apparatus of the first republic, and the replacement of it with a smaller military force originating in the EPRDF. The logic behind this was, in addition to the huge strain on resources that the military had come to exercise, also political. The military category had under the first republic been established as the dominant branch and had exercised a pervasive influence over all societal affairs. The challenge was now to re-subordinate this category to the political leadership of the state, and this required the abolishment of the old military apparatus. The dominant role was thus lost for the military branch and acquired by the bureaucracy.

A cosmetic change to the state apparatuses was the spatial restructuring of these apparatuses according to federalism. While the transformation of the PDRE into the FDRE was aimed at enhancing legitimacy, little was in fact gained. As the EPRDF is in control of all levels of the state apparatuses and as it, as a party, employs the strictest and most mechanic interpretation of democratic centralism, all major policy decisions are still made at the most central level. The result is the real maintenance of a centralized structure of state apparatuses (Merera, 2003; Vaughan and Tronvall, 2003).

The fusion of the party and the state is another feature that remains in place throughout the structure of state apparatuses (Dessalegn, 2009: 253-263, Vaughan and Tronvall, 2003). The extreme expansion of the number of electable offices has added millions of positions to the bureaucracy – usually filled by school teachers and petty bourgeois intellectuals – and hence millions of party members, loyal to the party and state (Aalen and Tronvall, 2008: 116). While the Peasant Associations have now been renamed, the kebele structure has remained in place, and it is mostly through these that state, through party and bureaucracy, has maintained its control function. While the extractive requirement on large parts of the population has decreased, the control exercised over the same has been kept in place and, according to some scholars, in fact increased under the second republic (Dessalegn, 2009: 331-332).
4.6 Summary of effects of post-revolutionary state power
Our findings above can now be structured into a number of points pertaining to the effects of state power in post-revolutionary Ethiopia. Starting with the first republic, it is clear from discussion that it never went as far as breaking capitalist relations of production or the forms of state apparatuses that correspond to them. Neither can it be said that socialist relations or forms were advanced beyond perhaps a brief flirtation that ended in 1977-78 as the petty bourgeois began to consolidate its position vis-à-vis the peasantry and the proletariat. The predominance of private property, accumulation as the primary objective of production and increasing levels of surplus extraction, managerialism and workplace despotism, as well as general bureaucratisation and regimentalization all points to the same direction; the relations of production and the corresponding forms of state apparatuses that was furthered under the first republic were those of state capitalism with a bonapartist character. The process of adjustment to private capitalism started in the 1980’s and was finalized by the second republic. With state power no longer as fiercely contested, the bonapartist character of the state diminished.
State capitalism cleared the decks from foreign ownership while rural reform and state ownership over land wiped away feudal holding relations and furthered capitalist relations, allowing for the flourishing of an early national bourgeoisie in the manufacturing, commercial and service sectors. A bonapartist state advanced the position of this bourgeoisie and the petty-bourgeoisie bureaucratic fraction, while ruthlessly crushing both remnants of the old ruling classes and prospective challengers in the peasantry and proletariat. The state was endowed with a relative autonomy so great to enable it to, in Addis’ words, push the revolution to the limit of becoming an anti-bourgeois one. Indeed the state morphed into a form that at times went against the immediate interests of the bourgeoisie, and in combination with its rhetoric may have seemed to go against the long term interests of the same class. But it never really did. In fact, from what we have seen, the state employed a massive amount of wanton violence to defend structures and apparatuses that were essentially reproducing capitalist relations; with a high degree of autonomy, and moving in sometimes contradictory ways, but nevertheless; eventually a pattern of capitalist transformation was clearly distinctive, and had grudgingly to be admitted by the PDRE as one of its last acts. It was this process of adjustment to private capitalism and fine tuning of apparatuses that the second republic perfected. For the great degree of relative autonomy – perhaps at times believed to be full autonomy by the PDRE top leadership – that the state enjoyed had by the mid-late 1980’s become a problem. It had to differing degrees alienated every social class and its maintenance was no longer in any class’ interest. The ground had thus been leveled, and the stage was set for the foundation of the true bourgeois republic. 

This has set the stage for the development of a vibrant private national capitalism in Ethiopia, with very few social structural obstacles to its full development. Indeed, economic growth has reached impressive proportions in in the last decades with the entire economy in a stage of transformation (FDRE, 2010; IMF, 2010) and with a bourgeoisie proper arising out of the ranks of the petty bourgeoisie. It has however, also maintained a high level of destitution, increasing inequalities and an expansion of the lumpen class of landless and unemployed (Bigsten, et al, 2005).
5 Conclusions

Whatever its rhetoric, we have come to the conclusion that the post-revolutionary Ethiopian state at no time and in no way can be said to be or to have been representing the peasantry and the proletariat that it has claimed to represent. These classes have consistently been the source of heavy surplus extraction while labouring under commandist authority, and meanwhile carefully socially and politically monitored by an extensive network of controlling apparatuses. Furthermore, a greatly magnified coercive apparatus has been maintained to nip in the bud any serious opposition to the prevailing configuration. Instead, post-revolutionary state power, while reproducing capitalist forms of state apparatuses and relations of productions, has consistently furthered the positions of the bureaucratic fraction of the petty-bourgeoisie and the emergent bourgeoisie that springs from it. We can thus say that these classes constitute the social base of post-revolutionary state power. It should however, be noted, that it has needed at least a minimum level of tolerance from primarily the peasantry, and the bonapartist character of the state has helped in maintaining this. As the ruling classes has strengthened their positions, this character has been waning. We can visualize this, by thinking of a budding bourgeoisie in the centre of the configuration, which is currently in the process of acquiring a sizeable material base for itself. Around this class we find an allied new petty bourgeoisie of millions of cadres and officials of party and state that is kept satisfied with such employment opportunities and the possibility of advancement to join the bourgeoisie. This possibility is very real in today’s Ethiopia, for where is the growing new bourgeoisie to come from, if not the petty bourgeoisie? At the outer limit are the masses of Ethiopia, carefully controlled and watched by the extensive state apparatuses; for while rural surplus extraction and the most abhorrent brutality has decreased with time, control has not. 
When addressing the question to why state power has come to represent the classes it has, we need to find the roots in the pre-revolutionary class configuration and the class struggle that resulted in the revolution. The petty bourgeois was always the most organized – in state bureaucracy, political movements and the armed forces – and leading force in a revolution that smashed the old ruling class but carefully guarded the power of the new. Increasingly frustrated and radicalized by the inability of the imperial state to accommodate its members within the ranks of the ruling classes, it joined forces with other classes discontent with the prevailing configuration. Swinging far to the left in an early effort to round up the support of all popular classes in its violent assault on the old ruling class, the unity of interests that existed among the popular classes in abolishing semi-feudalism, could not be maintained in the face of the new contradictions that emerged with the petty-bourgeois seizure of state power. Thus the state from 1977 on came to focus its repression on those forces that favoured the formation of a popular and egalitarian republic. ‘Violence’, Therborn (2008: 174) writes in a nod to Marx, ‘functions as both a mid-wife and an abortionist of history’. Nowhere has this been more true than within the post-revolutionary Ethiopian context; for while violence delivered the bourgeois revolution it also aborted any prospects of establishing popular power.
As the violence put a brake on the acute class struggle, a structure had emerged that was set to reproduce capitalism. The pervasive logic became clear as the bureaucracy reasserted its prominence, and a new bourgeoisie started to emerge. We have no reasons to doubt the sincerity of the PDRE top cadres – or the professed Marxism-Leninism of the EPRDF for that matter – in their desire to retain the ‘socialism’ of state capitalism, but the social structure that by then was in place was reproducing capitalism, and history indeed verified Addis Hiwet’s prediction that this was eventually to take a private form. In this sense, the restoration of private property as the locust of accumulation in no way represents the ‘betrayal’ of the revolution, but its logical conclusion and completion.
‘The question that proponents of the notion that Ethiopia has experienced a social revolution must answer is whether there can be a revolutionary class in the modern world that is neither peasant nor worker and that also acts in a systematic and violent fashion to exploit and destroy the independent organisation of urban and rural labour’, Petras and Morley (2004: 130) rhetorically asks, begging the reader for an answer in the negative. We must however conclude by giving quite different answer by stating that; yes, there can be such a revolutionary class; that class, in our context, is the petty bourgeoisie carrying out the bourgeois revolution.
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Social Base of State Power in Post-Revolutionary Ethiopia











� Derived from a Geez language word to mean Committee in Amharic.


� The PMAC was officially disbanded with the formation of the WPE in 1987, but the regime continued to be known as Derg.


� Known by its Amharic acronym MEISON.


� That situation was one characterized by the surging strength of regional-nationalist movement such as the EPLF, TPLF, and to certain extent the Oromo Liberation Front.


� The other forms of the exceptional state mentioned are the fascist state and the military dictatorship.


� “State power is a relation between social class forces expressed in the content of state policies… [, it] is exercised through the state apparatus, or more precisely, through a system of state apparatuses” (Therborn, 2008: 34-35).


� It should be noted that “[i]n class societies… social relations are first and foremost class relations” (Therborn, 2008: 132).


� An apparent typographical error has been corrected from the original publication.


� It should be noted that the relations of production seldom, if ever, appear in singular and pure forms, but rather coexist in a given social formation.


� I.e. forms of state apparatuses in societies where the proletariat is the ruling class.


� In addition to this, it should be noted that Therborn’s (2008) characterization of the capitalist/bourgeois state apparatuses is deeply problematic, albeit for different reasons. While upholding only the representative-democratic aspects of such apparatuses, and leaving little space for its authoritarian forms, Therborn is in fact himself guilty of upholding an “ideal” characterization.





� See also Poulantza’s discussion on state capitalism (1978: 188-189).


� While Bettelheim added the possibility that a party linked to the masses and aiding the masses in gaining control over the means of production could alter this, there is great difficulty in establishing this as an objective criterion.


� This kinship system is known as rist.


� The ‘land to the tillers’ proclamation nationalizing all rural land, the nationalization of all urban land and extra houses, and the nationalization of financial institutions and major enterprises.


� All rented houses were in 1975 nationalized and transferred to the Kebeles or the state housing agency. While the government revenues here thus include such rents, the taxes on private businesses do not.


� It should be noted that the informal sector – entirely private – is not included in these figures and would expand the size of the private sector even furhter. Furthermore the rural sector, predominantly private, is not included.


� While state farms were introduced and supported, they were never much meaningful to the economy, and the output of such farms was a mere 3.4% of total grain output, with grain production being its central function (Clapham, 1990: 180).


� That is, capitalism driven by an endogenous bourgeoisie.


� This was particularly glaring for export crops such as coffee.


� The mass organization were AETU, AEPA, REYA and REWA (Clapham, 1990). 


� While some 180 enterprises had been nationalized by 2003 (Vaughan and Tronvall, 2003: 74), several enterprises remain in state ownership to this date. The most notable examples are the Ethiopian Telecommunication Corporation, the Ethiopian Electric Power Corporation and the Commercial Bank of Ethiopia.


� There are exceptions here. For example, Vaughan and Tronvall (2003: 75-76) mention the Dembi Lega gold mine.


� This is in terms of the small-holding peasantry as a whole, as opposed to the individual small-holding peasant, who can still be dispossessed by administrative fiat.





� Ethiopian and Eritrean names are referenced placing given name first.
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