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This article comprises a sketch of the most important perspectives on local government. Among
other things, it also aims to present the unique nature of government at the mezzo-social lev-
el. Here the concepts of political governing are considered as a social relationship and social
resource; proposed, too, is the application of the category of the social field in the analysis
of local government. Such social fields are characterized by both relations and resources as-
sociated with power when viewed from the standpoint of actions and structures. A separate
aspect making itself known in the field of political power is its manifestations and influences.
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Introduction - The Meaning of Local Power

The sociological perspective on political rule has been shaped by the
grand theories of the 19™ century - above all, by those of Max Weber
and Karl Marx. In these concepts the model form of the political reign
is found at the macro-social level, i.e., in states and societies; the exer-
cise of power is exhibited on a macro-social scale - something which
continues to dominate in Western civilization. This orients definitions
of power towards organized force, the ownership of key resources (e.g.
Marx’s means of production), and/or on the capability of influencing
actions taken by others.

However, we currently observe interesting variations on these tra-
ditional points of view.

In the age of globalization, might, and therefore power, have been
passed down to depersonalized structural forces (Staniszkis 2003), and
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the objects of influence have changed from material goods to symbolic,
cultural goods (Gupta, Ferguson 1997). These views are nonetheless
delineated by certain implicit assumptions that the most important,
universal, or fulfilling form of power constitute relations observed from
the perspective of the vast masses of human beings.

Not delving into fruitless discussions on the significance or matu-
rity of social phenomena, it is worthwhile to refer to the universality
of this particular phenomenon - that of political power. Still what is
the link between the above-mentioned definitions and the practices
of To'uluwa or - the more contemporary chieftain of the Mashpee -
Peters (see Malinowski 1984; Clifford 2000)? Anthropology opens
up for discussion a colossal realm of human reality in which political
power is certainly present, yet in a completely different dimension,
in a different form from that defined by earlier authors. This area
becomes even more meaningful if, on the one hand, we note that, at
the mezzo-social level of the contemporary world, similar forms of
power are indeed present (something which the sociology of local
communities has noticed from its very start), and, on the other hand,
we acknowledge that, most of the time and on most of the territory
occupied by our species, struggles for power have been taking place
precisely at the mezzo-social form of rule (as the field of archeology
has shown us). Anthony Giddens called our attention to this (1984),
pointing out cities developing as a historical phenomenon due to in-
creases in power as such and the increasing importance power has
gained in interpersonal relationships. The city as a form of local so-
ciety is a “vessel of power’ or also ‘melting pot of power’ in which
societies divided into classes are produced” (1984, 312). It was only
after the appearance of capitalism that this form succumbed to new,
stronger ones of national supremacy.

Assuming that the most commonplace configuration of power
is that which makes itself manifest in smaller human collectives, we
would like to interdisciplinarily treat sociological and political science
knowledge regarding local government as the cornerstone for reflec-
tions on data which anthropology and archeology have delivered thus
far. Among others, Barbara Lewenstein (2010, 21-23) observed that
contemporary power on the macrosocial level is experiencing a deep
crisis, a consequence of which is the return to a focus on local com-
munities. As the author states:
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“Just as when considering a crisis in economic categories |[...], so,

too, when dealing with a crisis in political categories — attention

drawn, above all, to deficits in the area of democratization processes

- the community-based solution (i.e., an orientation towards lo-

cal means of solving social problems) is very evidently the focus of

deliberations. Most feel that the counterbalance to the above-men-
tioned phenomena could be a strong and integrated local commu-
nity equipped with the appropriate resources and power. Expected
in both these cases is the decentralization of national government
structures so as to render local ones autonomous and self-sufficient

entities in and of themselves” (Lewenstein 2010, 23).

Arguments made in the past as well as now underscore the sig-
nificance of local government in general discussions regarding the
phenomenon of power. Concurrently, such observations permit the
linking of sociological and political science concepts of power with
the ethnographic experience to which we referred in the opening of
this article. That said, the basis for these reflections will be the theory
of social fields proposed by Victor Turner (2005) - preceded, howev-
er, by an overview of the earlier, most fundamental concepts of local
government.

From Power to Governance - From Institutions
to Interactions

The sociological paradigm for analysis of local governance was es-
tablished by American scholars representing the field of so-called com-
munity studies (e.g., Robert and Helen Lynd, or William L. Warner).
Then and there, local rule was treated as a subsystem within the social
system (perceived as both mezzo - and macro-social) with specific
functions vis-a-vis that supra-system. According to Pawel Swaniewicz
(2004), the traditional perspective on the functioning of communal
rule - which is the contemporary form of local governance in Poland
- has been concentrated on hierarchical, formal procedures, institu-
tions, and social control. Swaniewicz’s use of the English terminology
— local government - in his Polish text suggests an analogy of this form
of government to that seen at the macro-social, national level. Local
government comprises a relationship of superiority and subordination
between local agencies and institutions of governance and the inhab-
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itants subjected to their rule; this constitutes a form of public power
and remains intricately linked to national government. Hence, Andrzej
Czajkowski (1999, 48) recounts:

“[Local government] demonstrates a similarity to national govern-

ment because it pertains to the regulation of those areas of human

life which the state has conferred to the residents of local territorial
units. Among their prerogatives are the calling into existence (via
elections) of organs of local rule and the shaping of local politics

— directly or indirectly - via social organizations, political parties,

etc. Inhabitants are, however, subject to the organs of local gov-

ernment; they must obey the legal acts passed by those organs and
must subordinate themselves to the decisions and provisos issued
by the local administration.”

Such an approach may be considered reductionist: aiming to de-
scribe local government in the categories of state government. At the
present time, among scholars working on the issue of local govern-
ment matters, we discover a somewhat different vision of power. Above
all, we read about the process of local governance which is understood
as an “elastic model of undertaking decisions, based upon loose con-
nections between the levels of various actors,” both public and private.
These connections are voluntary (John 2001 as found in Swieniewicz
et al. 2004, 25). Gerry Stoker and Clarence Stone (see Sagan 2000, 42)
speak of the power of social creation which means the “acquisition, ex-
pansion, and unification of capabilities for action”. This means power
towards and not power over. “The essence of the functioning of local
government becomes... not so much action directly undertaken on the
basis of local rights and responsibilities as rather the creation of a cli-
mate enhancing cooperation by various actors which atmosphere will
serve the achievement of shared goals” (Swianiewicz et al. 2004, 25).

The advent of these new approaches is described as a response by
theorists to the changes taking place in the ways local governments
have been functioning in Western countries (Swianiewicz 2004). Such
a thesis seems justified if we were to accept that these political trans-
formations did not so much produce a new social quality as facilitate
tuller realization which had been typical for the mezzo-social level of
government.

As Bohdan Jalowiecki already noticed earlier, the studies done by
the Lynds “led the authors to the conclusion that [Middletown] was run
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by a single family which not only controlled the market, but also the
political apparatus and the management of the city” (Jalowiecki 2001,
60). The nature of relations in the local government of this city trans-
gressed the boundaries established by institutional norms. This expe-
rience from the USA can be found in later works by Robert Putnam.

Comparing the actions of local government institutions in north-
ern and southern Italy, Putnam called attention to the conditions fa-
cilitating clientelism so commonplace in the more regressive, civical-
ly backward regions; the effects of this clientelism are, among other
things, a low level of competency and efficiency among civil servants.
This occurs wherever decisions about civic job placement are made
according to party belonging and nepotism and not on the basis of ex-
pertise and experience. Moreover, in the least civic regions, political
engagement is aroused not by instilled or inspired interest, but rather
by the network of patron-client personal dependencies. This network
is decisive, too, in the borders of civic engagement. Here subjective re-
lationships and connections comprise the rules of the game. Frequent
contacts with representatives of power pertain primarily to personal
affairs, requests for jobs and for patronage. Politics are characterized
by vertical dependencies of supremacy and subordination, and par-
ties are simply bearers of patron-client types of politics (Putnam 2002,
180). This is therefore a description of a kind of dis-institutionalization
of local government through the introduction of the personal element
in interactions and certainly in the subsequent institutionalization of
these new relationships of power in the clientelist structures.

A permanent cycle of alternating institutionalization and dis-insti-
tutionalization of power is not, however, a characteristic trait of clien-
telism, but rather of local government in general. This is how one could
interpret Robert Putnam’s thesis regarding path-dependency accord-
ing to which some collectives have attained a high level of moderni-
zation and possess civic traditions shaped over the course of history,
while others have not inherited such a birthright and whose chances
for effectiveness and development are therefore less. Local communi-
ties situated in comparable macro-social circumstances are subject to
certain regional or local factors which transform and differentiate their
way of life. Putnam perceives this principle in institutional categories
(for the anthropological sense, see Malinowski 2000, 201-203): “In-
formal norms and culture change more slowly than formal rules, and
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tend to remold those formal rules, so that the external imposition of
a common set of formal rules will lead to widely divergent outcomes.”
(Putnam 2002, 180) Inherent in this declaration is, however, a non-
institutional factor which - in power relations - plays a certain “game”
with imposed social forms; this factor is present in both those com-
munities supporting civic traditions as well as those rejecting them.

Similar are the research findings of Polish scholars who point to
potential meanings which the existence of micro-groups in the social
structure can have in the ways that power is wielded in an urban lo-
cality. This issue has been developed by Janusz Hryniewicz who in-
troduced the concept of the familial-friend group. He determined that
the nuclear family constitutes a core around which a system of friend-
ships forms. Among others, individuals are found within this system
who fulfill career roles of significance in the functioning of a given
family. This is a rather permanent and steady constellation; objective
bonds strengthen the emotional ones and vice versa. That said, rarely
does this lead to the formation of a group associating several families
(though it is true that micro-groups can arise based upon solely emo-
tional ties). Social interactions and bonds within these micro-groups
are very similar to familial interactions and bonds; the same rules -
rooted in frequent contact and emotional closeness - regulate them.
These affiliations satisfied an important function in the era of socialist
realism: they were a mechanism expanding freedom and simultane-
ously a defense wall against infiltration by macro-structure elements
(Hryniewicz 1990 as cited in Gorzelak et al. 1999, 105).

The familial-friend group stands as characteristic for the whole of
Polish society but is more legible in the local environment due to the
“social clarity” of the smaller milieu (see Poptawski 1994). This arrange-
ment takes on crucial meaning for the shaping of social relations in a
given community. Whenever their leaders take up significant posts on
the overall political or economic stage, such a group can easily evolve
into a clique, controlling strategic positions within the specific institu-
tion or locality (Hryniewicz 1990 as cited in Gorzelak et al. 1999, 105).

This situation is typical of social actors at the mezzo-social lev-
el where they appear simultaneously as units personally known as
well as fulfilling specific social functions. Moreover, these circum-
stances (in our opinion) influence several qualities/properties of lo-
cal government:
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e inlocal communities, institutional patterns proposed by the mac-
ro-social level are generally introduced by their adaptation to local
patterns rather than by straightforward implementation (hence the
“rebirthing” of social relationships in many regions of contempo-
rary societies);

e the permanence of “local institutions of power” is high (although
not absolute) and it is this which delineates Putnam’s “path.” If
these institutions were already of a civic nature, then external pat-
terns should more easily be adapted to local practice — otherwise
the local community would be characterized by a real resistance
to formal political solutions; and

e in the durability and flexibility of institutions of power, a signifi-
cant role is played by relationships of a personal nature. Via the
two ways by which it is engaged in social relations, local govern-
ment is constantly dependent upon concurrent processes of dis-
institutionalization and institutionalization.

Relational and Substantial Perspectives on Power

Apart from the unique characteristics of local government which
we have been able to identify on the basis of extant bibliographical
sources, sociology is also continually seeking the essence of power in
and of itself, especially as it appears at the mezzo-social level of interac-
tion. Such general sociological conceptions can have significant impact
on the consideration of local power systems because theories propose
the assumption of concrete criteria which are ostensibly inherent in
the social phenomenon. Two key terms which appear in our delibera-
tions regarding power are relationships and resources.

Power can be, for instance, treated as a distinct type of social rela-
tionship. Government understood as a social relationship is taken by
some authors as “a constantly repeating, mutual influencing of hu-
man beings as a fixed type of social interaction - as any situation in
which the influence of one person affects the social position of an-
other” (Czajkowski 1999, 35). The feedback reactions between part-
ners in a social relation must be regulated by social norms (e.g. legal,
customary, moral, religious, etc.). If dependencies among people are
uncontrolled by such norms, then such a relationship is of a more in-
dividual, personal nature.



1 1 6 | Agata Nijander-Dudziriska, Dariusz Wojakowski

On this basis, local government (local political systems) can be
understood as:

“a process rooted in the making of conclusive decisions or con-

flict-generating decisions which appear in the context of the dis-

tribution of socially desirable goods and values of which there is

a deficit. In each instance, local government is treated as a spe-

cific decision-making structure (one regarding the mechanisms

of power) running its course on the local political stage” (Ferens,

Macek 2000, 130).

The crux of the power relationship lies therefore in the capability
of making decisions regarding others.

In sociological theory, an advocate of the relational approach is
Anthony Giddens. The government is, in his opinion, comprehen-
sively associated with undertaking action; it represents “the capabil-
ity of actors to enact decisions which they favour” (Giddens 1984, 15).
Political authority, therefore, is not a resource but rather a means by
which to utilize them. Moreover, as this scholar writes, “But all forms
of dependence offer some resources whereby those who are subordi-
nate can influence the activities of their superiors. This is what I call
the dialectic of control in social systems.” (Giddens 1984, 16). This is
the concept of “total” power whereby it becomes a relationship pen-
etrating the whole of the interaction within a particular collective.

The contrasting conception of power as a resource could be a mod-
ification of Marxist thought (Ralf Dahrendorf) or be based upon the
theoretical model of exchange (Peter Blau). The latter is, in fact, in-
spired by the field research of Bronistaw Malinowski, referring to the
mezzo-social data which we see as key in this phenomenon.

Ralf Dahrendorf understands power as a factor determining the
perpetual social conflict (Dahrendorf 2006). This is one of the privileges
(aside from wealth and prestige) which belongs to the group or class.
Distribution of these privileges permits the identification of superior
and subordinate classes within a society. A sense of deprivation in the
distribution of goods - accompanied by a rising awareness of its own
interests by a subordinate collective, as well as the formation of con-
flicting groups - leads to the manifestation of conflict in society. The
more the distribution of power and other rewards overlap and the less
mobility between superior and subordinate groups, the more intense
the conflict. The forcefulness of the clash and its aptitude for generat-
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ing profound structural changes and/or reorganization decreases if a
system possesses the appropriate know-how and engenders regulatory
procedures which would ease the tensions (see Turner 2004, 193-194).

On the other hand, Blau’s concept of power is rooted in the con-
viction that any and all interactions between people are centered upon
the exchange of some goods or values (rewards). When it comes to
exchange relations, the fact that humans are inevitably equipped with
unequal resources (material or non-material) is decisive in the uneven
and asymmetrical nature of these relations (Blau 2006a; 2006b). Tak-
ing the principle of mutuality and fair exchange under consideration,
sometimes the goods or services offered by one side are so valuable that
they require compensation more cherished than money, recognition,
or respect. Such a reward would bring on subservience to the giver’s
demands: “One can establish one’s superiority over others by shower-
ing them with benefits which they will be unable to repay in kind and,
in this way, subordinate them with the burden of their obligations. If
that superiority is deeply rooted in economic and political structures,
it lets such person to get benefits in the form of tribute form the sub-
ordinates without any threat to their permanent superiority over them”
(Blau 2006b, 91). The capability of humans to impose subordination
in exchange relations means that they possess power (see Turner 2004,
314). Thus power relations appear when one of the partners (the pow-
er-holder) is the monopolist distributor of goods, while the other part-
ner (the subordinated one) cannot function without access to those
controlled assets, cannot find any alternative sources for their attain-
ment, and is incapable of coercing their forced concession. This type
of relationship is clearly evident in patron-client relations (Sztompka
2003, 370-371). Here, as in Giddens, such dominion is associated as
much with resources as with social relations. That said, power deter-
mines and even defines resources (vide Dahrendorf). The relationship
is a consequence of the power held by an individual.

Local Government as a Social Field

It seems that - taking advantage of the expertise sociology and
political science have acquired in the field of local government - one
could link certain themes by applying the proficiency gained by and
concepts created by anthropology. This purpose could be served by
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the notion of the social field popular in both sociology and anthro-
pology (see Martin 2009).

Taking Victor Turner’s definition (2005, 105) as a starting point,
social fields should be understood as the whole of the interactions tak-
ing place among actors oriented towards the same value, meaning, or
resource (see Wojakowski 2008). Two fundamental elements of these
fields are 1) a network of interactions, and 2) the set of material and
symbolic resources (i.e. meanings and values). Defining power as a
unique kind of social field could be at least partly reconciled with the
earlier mentioned approaches which describe this in categories of re-
lations or resources. This is the case because the social field of power
concurrently encompasses both the network of interactive correlations
and the material and symbolic goods engendered (or only utilized and
redistributed) by that network.

The fields of power are not, however, limited to these two el-
ements. Victor Turner’s conception dovetails well with relational
theories of social reality (Urry 2004; 2009; Sztompka 2008). From
this perspective, the actors — though they themselves do not consti-
tute, but only function in the field (see Martin 2009, 378) - shape
the structure of the field, not in a substantial sense, but rather via
“organized and differentiated” fields (see Martin 2009) expressed in
the network of relations.

The whole of the interactions found among actors can be there-
fore analyzed as action (e.g. management, decision-making, etc.), as
well as a structure of the relationships within which such action is re-
alized. This structure is, by definition, impermanent - that is, it can
succumb to constant transformation in interactive processes. Never-
theless, for various historical reasons, a degree of permanence could
occur. It seems that the (relatively) fundamental cause for the durabil-
ity of the power field is that it comprises the collective counterpart of
individual identity. By means of certain traits of the power field, fields
of broader collectivities are made manifest. A tribe or local community
can identify itself through the properties of the power field (e.g. actions
or symbols). Currently, one could gain the impression that the stability
of the local power field is guaranteed rather by external rules (state le-
gal codes delineating the structure of local government and its terms),
yet such an opinion could only arise in a short-term perspective. After
decades of centralized government (experienced to a greater degree in
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Poland but present elsewhere in Western Europe and the USA as well;
see Sowa 1990, 125-132), local communities today have reconstruct-
ed their tissue of relationships and resources. However, as Yi Fu Tuan
noticed, the spatial structure of European cities reflects the system of
values and social structure; it is therefore a lasting embodiment of that
which we call the social field of local government.

That said, before devoting attention to the manifestations of the
tield, we should label this relatively constant network of interactions
in the power field. In the case of the tribe, such a network demarcates
familial affinities (the chief and his family); the feudal version is the
manor and court, while the network of repeated interactions describes,
for instance, the concept of the urban system. With reference to Iwona
Sagan, the urban regime can be described in terms of a certain type
of power relations, a socio-political order in the city based upon the
functioning of coalitions. In other words, there is an informal although
stable group with access to institutional resources lending it the pos-
sibility of permanently participating and controlling decision-making
processes. The coalition which constitutes the foundation for the ur-
ban regime arises as a grassroots and (to a great extent) spontaneous
structure lacking hierarchy and formal structure. Still, one should note
that stability, intensiveness, and permanence are inscribed in its core.
Nearly all cities have their own regimes though differences may appear
among them (Sagan 2000, 44, 47). As becomes evident, this concept
can be treated as a diachronically and culturally limited version of the
local social field one. Here it should be added that the urban regime
understood this way must recognize the existence of internal fields of
tensions and conflicts.

The third element of the fields of power comprises material and
symbolic resources. It is interesting that, although they belong to the
field, their existence could be simultaneously treated under certain cir-
cumstances as the manifestation of the presence and power of the field
itself. Moreover, they would be treated as equal to the actors whose at-
tendance, gestures, and attitudes could similarly provide information
about the social field itself. For instance, the town hall as a space - in
which the power field’s actors act and in which symbolism is read - is
an element of the field itself. For persons outside this field - the city’s
inhabitants, tourists, or researchers — the town hall could again be treat-
ed as a manifestation of this field. Similar is the case with the vaygua in
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the kula system: they serve symbolic interaction and inform members
of the group about the structure of relations in the local power field.

The fields of local government are identified by self-definition as a
power field (e.g. the chieftain and his family, the tribal council, or lo-
cal government); this does not mean that these fields monopolize any
and all social influences. Because, at various stages in the concept of
power fields presented herein, one might intuit analogies to the the-
ses of Anthony Giddens, it is necessary to note that the universality
of relationships of power is more restricted here in comparison with
his interpretations. This results from the premise that, despite com-
mon dependencies, some interactions and symbols are associated with
“pure power” — power that is described as such in interactions. Only
if we assume such a differentia specifica in power relationships can we
speak of the existence of separate fields of power; these would therefore
not encompass all of the relationships included in a Giddensian sense.
Local government is both a social as well as cultural phenomenon be-
cause it can be perceived via particular symbolic codes which are an
integral element of the field. This is significant from an archeological
perspective since these symbolic codes are, as a rule, linked to specific
material symbols of power through which these codes are expressed.

Quite another type of phenomenon is Giddensian control or in-
fluence which does not exclusively exist in the power field. Although
the goal of the power field is the wielding of authority in the broader
social field (e.g. the tribe, the community, etc.) in which this power
field emerges, in various local time and space configurations the spec-
trum of such influence might fluctuate. Looking at things from this
perspective introduces a set of interesting comparative issues: to what
extent does the power field accumulate influence over individuals be-
yond the field; when and under what conditions is influence trans-
ferred to other social fields; is there a power field deprived of any real
influence on the broader community; what resources does the power
field offer its actors, etc.?

Closing Comments

This article has attempted to sketch out the leading trends in the
perception of local government by sociology and political science and
to take advantage of the wisdom of both these disciplines in the for-



Local Government - From the, Small State"to the Social Field | 1 21

mulation of our own conception of the field of local power. The fields
of local government should include such a stance as would take into
consideration not only the relative nature of power, but also the issue
of its symbolic and material resources. By referring to theories regard-
ing the field of local government it can be analyzed in the context of
its actions (i.e. decisions), its structure (i.e. links connecting actors or
symbolic structures), as well as its material manifestations. The concept
of the field of local authority is not, however, an answer to the question
about what this power actually looks like. Nevertheless, it comprises a
specific theoretical apparatus which, in our opinion, more fully facili-
tates the description of this phenomenon. Still, this treatise does not
resolve the issues of what the structure of the power field could be or
how to decipher its diverse materializations, nor does it instruct the
reader about how to estimate the force of its reactions vis-a-vis other
social fields. It appears to us that it has, in spite of the above, achieved
the level of concrete local studies under the auspices of sociology
(Nijander-Dudzinska 2008); we hope to see this opportunity under-
taken in other social sciences.

The delineation between the field of local government and its in-
fluence on local society is intentional: in this manner we can recognize
contemporary relationships on the mezzo-social plane. Local power is
clearly identified since it is a product of a more comprehensive legal-
administrative system. Concurrently, the actors of a power field are not
the sole subjects of influence in the local milieu. The differentiation ap-
plied herein thus permits us to capture the degree to which the sociocul-
tural status of power translates into influence on that milieu. It appears
that this is not exclusively a problem of modernity. The ritualized tribal
council, restricted by many religious principles can also be perceived as
a complex network of interactions in which impact is not unidirection-
al - from the field of authority out - but there are also feedback influ-
ences on the power field within the framework of the local community.

References

Blau P. 2006a. Wartoéci posredniczace w wymianach ztozonych. In A. Jasinska-Kania,
M. L. Nijakowski, J. Szacki and M. Ziotkowski (eds.), Wspdtczesne teorie soc-
jologiczne. Warszawa, 93-106.

Blau P. 2006b. Wymiana spoleczna. In A. Jasinska-Kania, L. M. Nijakowski, J. Szacki
and M. Ziotkowski (eds.), Wspotczesne teorie socjologiczne. Warszawa, 82-92.



1 22 | Agata Nijander-Dudziriska, Dariusz Wojakowski

Clifford James. 2000. Ktopoty z kulturg. Dwudziestowieczna etnografia, literatura
i sztuka, Warszawa.

Czajowski A. 1999. Wladza polityczna. Analiza pojecia. In A. W. Jabtoniski and L. Sob-
kowiak (eds.), Studia z teorii polityki 1. Wroctaw, 31-52.

Dahrendorf R. 2006. Teoria konfliktu w spoleczeristwie przemystowym. In A. Jasin-
ska-Kania, L.M. Nijakowski, J. Szacki and M. Ziélkowski (eds.), Wspotczesne
teorie socjologiczne. Warszawa, 454-477.

Ferens A. and Macek I. 2000. Proces decyzyjny w strukturach wtadzy lokalnej. In
L. Habuda (ed.), Administracja i polityka. Proces decyzyjny w administracji
publicznej. Wroctaw, 129-142.

Giddens A. 1984. Stanowienie spoleczeristwa. Zarys teorii strukturacji. Poznan.

Gorzelak G., Jatowiecki B., Herbut M. and Roszkowski W. 1999. Transformacja sys-
temowa z perspektywy Dzierzgonia. Warszawa.

Gupta A. and Ferguson J. 1997. Beyond ‘Culture’: Space, Identity and the Politics of
Difference. In A. Gupta and J. Ferguson J. (eds.), Culture, Power, Place. Explo-
rations in Critical Anthropology. Durham, 33-51.

Hryniewicz]. (ed.). 1990. Spotecznosci lokalne u progu przemian ustrojowych, Warszawa.

Jatowiecki B. 2002. Zarzgdzanie rozwojem aglomeracji miejskich. Bialystok.

John P. 2001. Local Governance in Western Europe. London.

Lewenstein B. 2010. Miedzy rzadzeniem a wspélrzadzeniem. Obywatelskie modele
rozwoju spotecznosci lokalnej. In B. Lewenstein, J. Schindler and R. Skrzypiec
(eds.), Partycypacja spoteczna i aktywizacja w rozwigzywaniu probleméw
spofecznosci lokalnych. Warszawa, 21-41.

Malinowski B. 1984. Zycie seksualne dzikich. Warszawa.

Malinowski B. 2000. Kultura i zachowanie sie cztowieka. In B. Malinowski (ed.), Jed-
nostka, spolecznos¢, kultura (= Dzieta 9). Warszawa, 172-208.

Martin J. L. 2009. Co to jest teoria pola? In A. Manterys and J. Mucha (eds.), Nowe
perspektywy teorii socjologicznej. Wybor tekstow. Krakow, 375-418.

Nijander-Dudzinska A. 2008. Wladza samorzadowa w spolecznosciach lokalnych Pod-
karpacia. Analiza pola spolecznego. In J. Kurczewska (ed.), Oblicza lokalnosci.
Ku nowym formom zycia lokalnego. Warszawa.

Putnam R. 2002. Demokracja w dziataniu. Krakow.

Poptawski T. 1994. Wiezi rodzinne w matych miastach. In T. Poplawski (ed.), Miasto
na uboczu. Biatystok, 85-117.

Sagan I. 2000. Miasto scena konfliktu i wspéipracy. Gdansk.

Sowa K. Z. 2000. Socjologia, spoleczeristwo, polityka. Rzeszow.

Staniszkis J. 2003. Wtadza globalizacji. Warszawa.

Stoker G. 1997. Teorie samorzadu i polityki lokalnej. In P. Swianiewicz (ed.), Wartosci
podstawowe samorzgdu terytorialnego i demokracji lokalnej. Warszawa.

Swianiewicz P, Klimska U. and Mielczarek A. 2004. Nierowne koalicje - liderzy miej-
scy w poszukiwaniu nowego modelu zarzgdzania rozwojem. Warszawa.

Swianiewicz P. (ed.). 1997. Wartosci podstawowe samorzgdu terytorialnego i demokracji
lokalnej. Warszawa.

Sztompka P. 2003. Socjologia. Krakow.



Local Government - From the, Small State"to the Social Field | 123

Sztompka P. 2008. Zycie codzienne - temat najnowszej socjologii. In P. Sztompka and
M. Bogunia-Borowska (eds.), Socjologia codziennosci. Krakow.

Turner J. H. 2004. Struktura teorii socjologicznej. Warszawa.

Turner V. W. 2005. Gry spoleczne, pola i metafory. Symboliczne dziatanie w spote-
czetistwie, Krakow.

Urry J. 2004. Globalne uktady ztozone. In M. Jacyno, A. Jawlowska and M. Kempny
(eds.), Kultura w czasach globalizacji. Warszawa, 165-178.

Urry J. 2009. Socjologia mobilnosci. Warszawa.

Wojakowski D. 2008. Social Fields and Environment: The Cultural and Spatial Di-
mension of Social Relations. In D.Wojakowski (ed.), Borders and Fields, Cul-
tures and Places: Cases from Poland. Krakow, 65-84.



1 24 | Agata Nijander-Dudziriska, Dariusz Wojakowski

Agata Nijander-Dudziriska
Dariusz Wojakowski

Wiadza lokalna - od ,matego panstwa”
do pola spotecznego

Wprowadzenie. Znaczenie wtadzy lokalnej

Sposdb myslenia socjologdw o wladzy jest uksztaltowany przez wielkie
teorie XIX wieku, przede wszystkim M. Webera i K. Marksa. Sg to koncepcje,
dla ktérych modelowsa forma wladzy sg relacje na poziomie makrospolecznym,
w panstwach i spofeczenstwach. Do$wiadczenie wladzy ujawniajacej sie w ska-
li makrospotecznej, do dzis chyba dominujace w kulturze Zachodu, orientuje
definicje wladzy na zorganizowany przymus, posiadanie odpowiednich srod-
kéw wplywu (np. srodkéw produkeji u Marksa), czy zdolnos¢ wplywania na
dziafania innych. Wspdlczesnie mozna zaobserwowac ciekawe wariacje tra-
dycyjnych ujec. Przymus, a zatem i wladza przechodzg w dobie globalizacji do
odpersonalizowanych sit strukturalnych (Staniszkis 2003) a srodkiem wpltywu
zamiast dobr materialnych stajg si¢ dobra symboliczne, kultura (Gupta, Fer-
guson 1997). Poglady te okresla jednak przyjmowane implicite zalozenie, ze
najwazniejsza, najpowszechniejsza lub tez najpelniejsza forma wladzy sq rela-
cje obserwowane z perspektywy wielkich zbiorowosci ludzkich. Nie wnikajac
w jatowe dyskusje o wadze czy dojrzalosci zjawisk spotecznych, warto odnies¢
si¢ do powszechnosci zjawiska wladzy. Jak zatem przywolane definicje maja
sie do praktyk Touluwy, czy bardziej wspotczesnego wodza osady Mashpee,
Petersa? (por. Malinowski 1984; Clifford 2000). Antropologia otwiera olbrzy-
mi obszar ludzkiej rzeczywistosci, gdzie wladza jest obecna, lecz w zupelnie
innym wymiarze, w innej formie niz ta, definiowana przez przywotanych au-
torow. Obszar ten zyskuje na znaczeniu, jezeli z jednej strony zauwazymy, ze
w wymiarze mezospotecznym dzisiejszego $wiata obecne s podobne formy
wladzy (co od swoich poczatkéw wskazuje socjologia spolecznosci lokalnych),
z drugiej za$ uznamy, ze w dziedzinie archeologii wiekszo$¢ czasu i obszaru dzia-
talnosci naszego gatunku na takiej mezospolecznej formie wladzy sie wspiera.
Zwrdcil na to uwage A. Giddens (2003, 312), wskazujac na miasto, jako histo-
ryczny fenomen oparty na wzroscie wladzy samej w sobie oraz jej znaczenia
w relacjach miedzyludzkich. Miasto jako forma lokalnej spofecznosci jest ,, po-
jemnikiem; czy tez ‘tyglem wladzy” warunkujacym powstawanie spofeczenstw
podzielonych na klasy”, ktory dopiero po pojawieniu si¢ kapitalizmu zaczyna
ustepowac nowym, silniejszym formom wladzy narodowe;.

Zaktadajac, ze najpowszechniejsza forma wiadzy jest ta, ktora ujawnia sig
w niewielkich ludzkich spotecznosciach, chcemy potraktowac socjologiczna
i politologiczng wiedze o wladzy lokalnej jako podstawe dla rozwazan o da-
nych, ktdre dostarcza antropologia i archeologia.
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B. Lewenstein (2010, 1-23) zauwaza, ze wspdlczes$nie wladza w wymia-
rze makrospolecznym doswiadcza glebokiego kryzysu, ktérego wynikiem
jest ponowne zwrdcenie uwagi na spolecznosci lokalne. Jak stwierdza au-
torka: ,,zaréwno wtedy, gdy rozwaza si¢ kryzys w kategoriach ekonomicz-
nych (...), jak i wtedy, gdy mowa jest o kryzysie w kategoriach politycznych,
wskazujgc przede wszystkim na deficyty w obszarze procesow demokratyza-
cji, bardzo wyraznie rozwazana jest community based solution, czyli orienta-
cja na lokalne sposoby rozwigzywanie probleméw spofecznych. Uwaza sie,
ze przeciwwaga dla powyzszych zjawisk moga sie stac silne i zintegrowane
spolecznosci lokalne, wyposazone w odpowiednie srodki i wiadze. W obu
tez przypadkach oczekuje si¢ decentralizacji struktur wladzy panstwowej,
tak by uczynic je calo$ciami autonomicznymi i samowystarczalnymi (...)
(Lewenstein 2010, 23).

Argumenty z przeszlosci i terazniejszosci uwypuklaja znaczenie wia-
dzy lokalnej dla ogolnych rozwazan nad fenomenem wiadzy. Jednoczesnie
spostrzezenia te umozliwiaja powigzanie socjologicznych i politologicznych
koncepcji wladzy z do$wiadczeniem etnograficznym przywotanym na wste-
pie artykutu. Podstawg do tych rozwazan bedzie zas teoria pola spolecznego
zaproponowana przez V. Turnera (2005), poprzedzona jednak przegladem
zasadniczych wczesniejszych koncepcji wiadzy lokalne;.

Od witadzy (power) do zarzadzania (governance).
Od instytucji do interakgji

Paradygmat socjologicznego postrzegania wtadzy lokalnej ustanowiony
zostal przez amerykanskich badaczy reprezentujacych tzw. community studies
(Robert i Helen Lyndowie, William L Warner). Wtadza lokalna traktowana
jest jako podsystem w systemie spotecznym (ujmowanym zaréwno na po-
ziomie mezo- i makrospotecznym) z okreslonymi funkcjami wobec owego
systemu. Wedlug Pawla Swaniewicza (2004) tradycyjne ujecie funkcjonowa-
nia samorzadu terytorialnego, ktory jest wspdlczesng formg wladzy lokalnej,
skoncentrowane jest na zhierarchizowanych, formalnych procedurach, insty-
tucjach i spofecznej kontroli (local government). Juz sama nazwa angielska
sugeruje analogie tej wladzy do wtadzy makrospolecznej, panstwowej. Wia-
dza lokalna to stosunki nadrzednosci i podporzadkowania miedzy organami
samorzagdowymi a podleglymi im mieszkancami, jest ona rodzajem wtadzy
publicznej i pozostaje w $cistym zwigzku z wladzg panstwowa. Tak opisuje
to A. Czajowski (1999, 48): wykazuje [wtadza lokalna] podobieristwa do wia-
dzy panstwowej, poniewaz dotyczy regulowania dziedzin zZycia, ktore paristwo
przekazato do kompetencji mieszkaricow lokalnych jednostek terytorialnych.
Do ich uprawnien nalezy powolywanie przez wybory organéw wladzy samo-
rzgdowej i ksztattowanie lokalnej polityki bezposrednio lub za posrednictwem
organizacji spotecznych, partii politycznych itd. Mieszkaticy podlegajg nato-
miast organom wladzy samorzgdowej, muszg bowiem przestrzegac uchwala-
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nych przez nie aktow prawnych i podporzgdkowywacé sie wydawanym przez
nie decyzjom i postanowieniom lokalnej administracji.

Podejscie takie mozna uznac za redukcjonistyczne, dazace do opisania
wladzy lokalnej w kategoriach wtadzy panstwowej i w tych kategoriach wy-
jasnienia specyfiki tej pierwszej. Obecnie wéréd badaczy problematyki sa-
morzadowej obraz wladzy jest nieco odmienny. Pisze si¢ przede wszystkim
o procesie zarzadzania lokalnego (local governance), ktdry jest rozumiany
jako elastyczny model podejmowania decyzji, oparty na luznych powigza-
niach poziomych pomiedzy réznymi aktorami (publicznymi i prywatnymi).
Powigzania te majg charakter dobrowolny (John 2001 za: Swianiewicz i in.
2004, 25). G. Stoker i C. Stone pisza o wladzy spolecznego wytwarzania,
ktora oznacza zdobycie, poszerzenie i zjednoczenie zdolnosci do dziatan. Jest
to wladza ku... (power to), a nie wladza nad...(power over). (za: Sagan 2000,
42) Istotg dziatania samorzqdu staje sie... nie tyle bezposrednie podejmowa-
nie dziatan w oparciu o uprawnienia wladcze, ile raczej tworzenie klimatu dla
wspolpracy réznych aktoréw, ktéra bedzie stuzyta osigganiu wspélnych celow
(Swianiewicz i in. 2004, 25).

Pojawienie si¢ tych nowych uje¢ opisywane jest jako odpowiedz teore-
tykow na zmiany zachodzace w sposobach dzialania samorzadéw w krajach
zachodnich (Swianiewicz 2004). Taka teza wydaje si¢ zasadna, jezeli jednak
uznamy, Ze owe polityczne przemiany nie tyle wytwarzaja nowg jakos¢ spo-
leczng, lecz pozwalajg na pelniejsza realizacje typowych dla poziomu mezo-
spolecznego relacji wladzy.

Jak zauwazy! B. Jatowiecki juz badania Lyndéw doprowadzity autoréw do
konkluzji, ze miastem tym rzqdzita jedna rodzina, ktora nie tylko kontrolowata
gospodarke, ale takze aparat polityczny i zarzgdzajgcy miastem. Sytuacja taka
byta mozliwa w miescie, ktorego gospodarka opierata si¢ na jednym przedsie-
biorstwie, w ktérym zatrudniona byta znaczna czes¢ mieszkarncow (Jatowiecki
2002, 60). Charakter relacji we wladzach lokalnych Middle Town wykraczat
poza nadane jej normy instytucjonalne. To doswiadczenie ze Standw Zjedno-
czonych mozna odnalez¢ tez w pozniejszych pracach R. Putnama. Poréwnujac
dziatania instytucji samorzadowych w pétnocnych i potudniowych Wioszech
zwrdcit on uwage na uwarunkowania klientelizmu, powszechnego w bardziej
zacofanych pod wzgledem obywatelskosci regionach, ktdrego efektem jest
miedzy innymi niski poziom kompetencji i sprawnosci urzednikéw. Ma to
miejsce tam, gdzie o posadzie decyduje przynaleznos¢ partyjna i osobiste po-
wigzania, a nie fachowo$¢ i doswiadczenie. Ponadto, w mniej obywatelskich
regionach polityczne zaangazowanie jest pobudzane nie przez programowe
zainteresowanie a przez sie¢ zaleznosci osobistych patron - klient. Ta sie¢
decyduje takze o granicach zaangazowania obywatelskiego. Obowiazuja tu
relacje osobiste. Czeste kontakty z przedstawicielami wladzy dotycza gléwnie
spraw osobistych, prosb o prace i patronaz. Polityka charakteryzuje sie pio-
nowymi zaleznosciami zwierzchnictwa i podleglosci, a partie s3 nosnikami
polityki typu patron-klient (Putnam 1995, 281). Jest to zatem opis swoistej
deinstytucjonalizacji wtadzy lokalnej poprzez wprowadzenie osobistego ele-
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mentu w interakcjach i zapewne w dalszej kolejnosci instytucjonalizacja tych
nowych relacji wladzy w struktury klientelizmu.

Stala przemiennos¢ proceséw instytucjonalizacji i deinstytucjonalizacji
wladzy nie jest cecha klientelizmu, lecz ogdlnie wladzy lokalnej. Tak mozna
rozumiec teze R. Putnama o ,,zaleznosci od szlaku’, zgodnie z ktorg niektore
spolecznosci osiagnety wysoki poziom modernizacji i posiadaja uksztalto-
wane w toku historii tradycje obywatelskie, inne - nie dysponuja takim dzie-
dzictwem i w zwigzku z tym ich szanse na efektywnos¢ i rozwéj sa mniejsze.
Spotecznosci lokalne istniejac w podobnych warunkach makrospotecznych
poddawane s3 wigc réznym regionalnym czy lokalnym czynnikom prze-
ksztalcajacym ich sposdb zycia. Putnam postrzega te specyfike w katego-
riach instytucjonalnych (w rozumieniu antropologicznym, por. Malinowski
2000, 201-203): Nieformalne normy i kultura zmieniajg si¢ wolniej niz regu-
ty formalne i majg wlasciwos¢ przeksztatcania tych regut formalnych tak, ze
natozenie z zewngtrz wspolnego zbioru formalnych regut prowadzi w réznych
miejscach do zasadniczo odmiennych rezultatow (Putnam 1995, 281) W tej
wypowiedzi ukrywa si¢ jednak czynnik pozainstytucjonalny, ktéry w stosun-
kach wladzy prowadzi swoistg ,,gre” z narzucanymi formami spotecznymi
a obecny jest zaréwno w spolecznosciach podtrzymujacych tradycje obywa-
telskie, jak i je odrzucajacych.

Podobne sg doswiadczenia badaczy polskich, ktdrzy wskazuja na potencjal-
ne znaczenie, jakie dla sposobéw sprawowania wladzy w miescie moze mie¢
fakt istnienia w strukturze spofecznej mikrogrupy. Problematyke te rozwinat
J. Hryniewicz, wprowadzajac pojecie grup rodzinno-kolezenskich. Stwier-
dzit, ze wokdt rodziny nuklearnej koncentruje si¢ uklad przyjazni, w sktad
ktorego wchodzg ludzie pelniacy role zawodowe wazne dla funkcjonowania
danej rodziny. Jest to uklad z reguty trwaly. Wiez rzeczowa wzmacnia wigz
emocjonalng i odwrotnie. Rzadko jednak prowadzi to do powstania grupy
zrzeszajacej kilka rodzin. (Oczywiscie mikrogrupy moga powstawac réwniez
w oparciu o wigZ czysto emocjonalng). Interakcje i wigzi spoleczne w obrebie
tych mikrogrup s3 bardzo podobne do interakcji i wiezi rodzinnych, reguluja
je te same zasady, wynikajace z czestych stycznosci i emocjonalnej bliskosci.
Grupy te spetnialy wazng funkcje w realnym socjalizmie, byly mechanizmem
poszerzania wolnosci, stanowily zapore przeciw infiltracji ze strony makro-
struktur (Hryniewicz 1990 za: Gorzelak i in.1999, 105).

Uktad grup rodzinno-kolezenskich jest cechg calego polskiego spote-
czenstwa, ale jest bardziej czytelny w srodowisku lokalnym, wskutek ,,przej-
rzystosci spolecznej” malego srodowiska (por. Poptawski 1994). Uklad ten
nabiera istotnego znaczenia dla ksztaltowania relacji spofecznych w danym
srodowisku. W przypadku, kiedy liderzy takich grup zajmuja znaczace po-
zycje w ukladzie wladzy politycznej lub ekonomicznej, fatwo moga one prze-
ksztalci¢ si¢ w kliki, opanowujac strategiczne pozycje w danej instytucji lub
miejscowosci (Hryniewicz 19