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Shumskiy L. 
CARL SHMITT AND THE APOLOGY OF STATE MECHANISM 

BY THOMAS HOBBES 
 

The critical position of one of the classics of modern law and political science Carl Shmitt on the 
problem of biased interpretation by Thomas Hobbes actual theory about scientific implementation 
and practical state embodiment is considered in the article. The peculiar Carl Shmitt's political and 
legal concept is rendered by a special conceptual apparatus that allows to analyze modern 
institutions of state authority in a new way.  

Key words: power, law, state mechanism, totality, social agreement. 
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Polischuk A. 

THE NOTION OF CHIEFDOM IN POLITICAL AND ECOMOMIC 

ANTHROPOLOGY 

 

The problem of chiefdom is studied from perspective of political and economic anthropology in 

the article. The problem of institutionalization of chief power and creation of property as function of 

power is analyzed. Such features of chiefdom as political economy and rivalry for limited resources 

are considered involving western theories.  

Key words: chiefdom, political anthropology, economic anthropology, power-property, conical 

clan. 
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