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CHAPTER 4

INTRODUCTION

Writing in the mid-1950s, Leo Strauss, a
renowned political philosopher and severe
critic of Max Weber wrote: “Whatever may
have been his errors, he is the greatest social sci-
entist of our century.” Weber’s contribution is
truly immense in both breadth and complexity.
His methodological work provides a frame-
work for research and instruction, and his sub-
stantive explorations in religion, economics,
history, and politics give a unique insight into
the origins of the modern world and its evolu-
tion. Central to Weber’s sociology is the idea of
rationalization and its consequences for mod-
ern life. Unlike Marx and Durkheim, both of
whom projected optimistic outcomes in the
transition to modernity, Weber rejects the
Enlightenment’s view of evolutionary progress
and happiness. Instead he projects a “polar
night of icy darkness,” a highly rational and
bureaucratically organized social order, an
“iron cage” in which people are trapped.
Modernity also produces a new character type,
a technical as opposed to a cultured individual,
a passionless, coldly calculating, and instru-
mentally rational actor.
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Max Weber:
The Iron Cage

Max Weber was born into a middle-class
family on April 21, 1864, in Erfurt, Germany.
His father was an active politician serving at
various levels of local and national govern-
ment, and his mother was a devout Protestant
who raised a family and tended to the house-
hold. The Webers moved to Berlin in 1869 and
settled in a fashionable suburb favored by aca-
demics and politicians. The Weber household
hosted many notables from Berlin society.
Weber studied law at the universities in Berlin
and Gottingen and went on to take a Ph.D. in
economic and legal history in 1889. He married
Marianne Schnitger in 1893, and her devotion
to him is evidenced throughout her famous
biography, Max Weber: A Life. The death of
Weber’s father in 1897 and the circumstances
surrounding it had a profound impact on
Weber’s life. Since he had had a fearsome quar-
rel with his father shortly before his death,
Weber felt guilt and overwhelming remorse to

‘the point of depression. His life fluctuated

between manic periods of extraordinary pro-
ductivity and severe, almost catatonic depres-
sion. After a brief stay in a mental hospital
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Weber returned to his research and scholarly
writing. In 1904 the Webers came to visit the
United States, a trip which aided his recovery
and left him with an enduring fascination with
America. Upon his return to Heidelberg, Weber
assumed a full schedule of writing and was
active in the intellectual life of the community.
Following a brief period of service during
World War I as a captain in charge of running
several Heidelberg hospitals, Weber resumed
work on his major project, Economny and Society.
During the last few years of his life, Weber
began lecturing again, in Vienna in 1918, and in
Munich in 1919. He died in June 1920, leaving
behind a monumental scholarly corpus.

In The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capi-
talism, a study of the relationship of religious
ideas to economic activity, Weber offers an
insight into the process of transformation and
rationalization. Weber argued that seventeenth-
century beliefs in predestination and asceticism
flowing from Calvinism shaped the actions of
the faithful and contributed to the rise of capi-
talism. Specifically, Calvinists adopted attitudes
toward work and money that revolutionized

. their daily lives. To ease the pain of living with
the doctrine of predestination, i.e., the uncer-
tainty of one’s eternal fate as a member of the
elect or the damned, true believers sought a
sign that they were favored. Hard work and
economic success were taken as signs of salva-
tion. Asceticism led to a frugal way of life and
the resulting accumulation of capital. The pre-
conditions for capitalism, namely available cap-
ital for investment in nascent industries, were
set into motion by the belief in Calvinism. Good
Calvinists who wished to save their souls inad-
vertently engaged in those actions of industri-
ousness and frugality that contributed to capi-
talism’s rise.

Weber concludes his essay with some reflec-
tions on the future course of capitalist develop-
ment. The Protestant beliefs that initiated this
activity have long since ceased to function as a
justification for economic action. As Weber
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writes, capitalism is now perpetuated by the
desire to make money for its own sake; its reli-
gious inspiration is gone. Like other modern
institutions, capitalism has become a rational
system, an “iron cage,”.in which people have
become money-making instruments who no
longer believe passionately in salvation and
damnation. Weber does not long romantically
for the return of an earlier era of Protestant
belief. There is no turning back from modernity -
and the scientific and industrial revolutions
that made it possible. However, Weber wants us
to recognize what we have become and to face
up to the realities of a disenchanted world.

Whereas Marx predicted a proletarian revo-
lution that would shatter the capitalist order
and usher in the new age of socialism, Weber
saw no such progressive future. Were socialism
to arise, Weber claimed, it would not escape
the bureaucratic fate of modern institutions
but would succumb to the rationalization
process. He regarded the creation of a central-
ized state administration to oversee the econ-
omy under socialism as an even greater threat
to individual freedom than the separate and
oppositional spheres of state and economy
under capitalism.

What was this rationalization process and
why was it significant for Weber’s social the-
ory? Weber’s reflections on bureaucracy,
excerpted in the following pages, provide us
with an important point of departure. Weber
argued that the characteristic form of modern
institutional organizations, including the state,
the corporation, the military, the university, the
church, is bureaucratic. Highly specialized tasks
are coordinated in a hierarchical order, with
each level of organization reporting to the one
above in a pyramidal fashion until one reaches
the head of the organization. Depersonaliza-
tion, routinization, and mechanical predictabil-
ity are the characteristics of bureaucracies, and
they survive and expand because they are the
most efficient method for coordinating a large
number of different tasks. Decision making
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within bureaucracies is based on a particular
mode of thinking, instrumental reasoning, or
Zweckrational, as Weber called it. This form of
reasoning breaks down all problems into a
means-ends chain and entails rational calcula-
tion of costs incurred and benefits to be secured
if a particular line of action is pursued.

Apart from his careful depiction of the role
and function of the official, Weber characterizes
bureaucratic organizations as operating with
“calculable rules” and “without regard for per-
sons.” What does he mean by these terms? Does
“dehumanization,” as Weber describes it, have
any positive consequences?

Bureaucracy and democracy exist in an
uneasy relationship. Is the expertise that is fos-
tered by bureaucratic organization compatible
with democratic processes? What are the poten-
tial sources of abuse by experts and how can
these be overcome? What does Weber have to
say about the possibility of revolution in the age
of bureaucracy? Finally, how does bureaucracy
impact on the educational system and with
what kinds of results?

The reader should keep in mind that the
rationalization process in modern society as
Weber describes it anticipates Michel Foucault’'s
“carceral society” (Chapter 16) and his descrip-
tion of instrumental rationality, as the prevalent
mode of thought in modern society, gives con-
crete empirical expression to Nietzsche's Apol-
lonian type (Chapter 3).

Max Weber's essays on the methodology of
the social sciences likewise demonstrate a Niet-
zschean influence and anticipate the post-mod-
ernist critique of truth and objectivity (Chapter
16). Reprinted on the following pages are
excerpts from one of those essays, in which
Weber probes deeply into the question of the
relationship of values to science and the possi-
bility of objective research in sociology. Weber’s
position is complex and not easily summarized.
He characterizes the social reality in which we
move as infinite; yet out of this infinity of facts
a particular focus is necessary before one can

even begin to think about a social question.
What problem one chooses to study is a conse-
quence of the values one holds and the rele-
vance of particular events or phenomena to
those value assumptions.

Sociology falls somewhere between the
methodology of the natural sciences and of lit-
erary interpretation. It is not a hard science,
although it respects the need for systematic
study and empirical analysis in order to arrive
at generalizations. On the other hand, because
sociology deals with human behavior, it is
obliged to inquire into the subjective meaning
of action. Weber’s verstehende sociology meets
this need by supplementing the more objective
methodologies with an interpretive one in
which the sociologist attempts a deeper under-
standing by probing subjective meaning struc-
tures.

Weber warned against the conflation of rea-
son and reality. The Hegelian-Marxist claim to -
grasp the totality of history was rejected by
Weber, who saw the mind as a limited instru-
ment capable of dealing empirically with a par-
ticular slice of reality. Weber suspected totalis-
tic views leading to prophecies because they
misconstrued the relation between the reason-
ing mind and social reality. Social theorists con-
struct models or ideal types that explain the
interrelationships of relevant key elements of
the social world. Weber’s essay on bureaucracy,
presented on the following pages, provides an
example of a rational model or ideal type. The
ideal type is a rational construct that helps ori-
ent us to the confusing infinity of social facts.
The model is not the reality; it provides a frame-
work with which to observe and determine
how social processes deviate from the ways in
which the rational model organizes them. In
other words, social reality is more complex,
more contingent, and more subject to unantici-
pated consequences than our rational models
are able to predict. If we mistake reason, i.e., the
models or ideal types, for the reality, we do
violence to the complexities of everyday life,



and rather than respect the integrity of our
subject, we may compel it to fit the rational
demands of our model.

If these models emanate from academic
establishments, think tanks, or governmental
agencies and they are implemented, they may
become blueprints for social engineering, thus
empowering a technocratic elite to shape the
future, a development decried by Habermas
(Chapter 15) and Foucault (Chapter 16).

For Weber, scientific analysis was a tool for
understanding social reality and not an appro-
priate instrument for social change. Directed
social change presupposes the achievement of a
valued objective; it deals with moral concep-
tions of justice and right. Science is an enterprise
limited to factual analysis and interpretation,
and therefore it cannot make valid judgments
about moral claims. Weber argued that the
appropriate arena for the struggle over different
policies and the moral claims that they support
is the political arena and not the scientific one.
In so doing, Weber placed science and politics in
different spheres, each with very different func-
tions to perform. Analysis of society was not the
equivalent of changing it, and the obligation of
the sociologist was to understand social reality
and not to transform it. If social change was
needed, then political parties and their leaders
were the effective vehicle to accomplish these
ends in a representative system.

The essay “Class, Status, Party,” reprinted on
the following pages, reveals yet another aspect
of Weber’s sociology. Weber deals with the
question of the relationship of political power
to economic class and offers an alternative to
Marx’s ruling class. Marx claims that the ruling
class controls economic and political power in
capitalist society. The owners of the means of
production are the dominant class because they
control the wealth of society and therefore also
political power. Although they may not run for
office, they either directly or indirectly control
those who do. The dominant ideas—the ruling
ideas—are the ideas of the ruling class.
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For Weber, this is an oversimplification. He
distinguishes three avenues to power in mod-
ern society; class, status, and party. Weber and
Marx share similar views on the meaning and
significance of economic class. Ownership of
property and its disposition on the open market
are signs of considerable power. However, the
political significance of economic power is
more problematic for Weber, as he questions
whether economic class identity is the basis for
collective action. When does a class act for
itself? Weber makes collective class action more
problematic than does Marx. '

Social status may be yet another dimension
of power. Those with high status in society may
also be wealthy; but they need not be. More-
over, those who are rich do not necessarily
enjoy high status. For example, wealthy crimi-
nals do not have social status, and the nouveaux
riches are not admitted to high society. But sta-
tus groups are also ethnic and religious groups,
and for Weber, these emerge as more significant
in shaping values and behavior than the objec-
tive categories of class. Contemporary events in
the former Soviet Union seem to bear out these
Weberian observations, as witness the reemer-
gence of powerful religious and nationalistic
emotions despite a seventy-year regime of pro-
letarian class consciousness.

Weber turns to the third dimension of power
in contemporary society, namely, the political
party. The fact that people are rich or that they
enjoy high social status does not guarantee their
success in politics. Politicians must also win
elections and gain support for their positions.
The abilities required of a political leader in
order to rise to prominence within a political
party and to win elections reside in his persua-
sive personal characteristics and social skills.
Those talents constitute yet another avenue to
power beyond class and status. Despite the
powerful linkages that connect class, status,
and party, Weber’s analytic distinctions recog-
nize ethnic, racial, and charismatic claims to
political leadership.
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When he turned to politics, Weber saw the
possibility that “the iron cage” might be shat-
tered. Political leaders with a new vision of the
future, a charismatic leadership, might project
a moral vision of the just society and gather the
support needed to bring about social change.
But politics also entailed rational calculation.
Weber wrote that the “ethic of ultimate ends,”
the moral vision, had to be accompanied by the
“ethic of responsibility,” the cool calculation as
to how to overcome obstacles and achieve the
desired goals. In any event, academics trained
in social analysis were neither intellectually
equipped nor temperamentally suited to
engage in the politics of social change. Weber
urged their participation as citizens, of course,
and as writers, their work was bound to express

their value preferences, but because as teachers
they enjoyed their legitimacy through the spe-
cial claims of science, Weber saw their politi-
cization of the classroom as dishonest.

At the end of The Profestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism, Weber allows us to glimpse
at what modernity has in store when he writes:

No one knows who will live in this cage in the
future, or whether at the end of this tremendous
development entirely new prophets will arise, or,
if neither, mechanized petrification, embellished
with a sort of convulsive self-importance. For of
the last stage of this cultural development, it
might well be truly said: “Specialists without
spirit, sensualists without heart; this nullity imag-
ines that it has attained a level of civilization
never belore achieved.”



Max Weber: The Protestant Ethic and
the Spirit of Capitalism

Let us now try to clarify the points in which the
Puritan idea of the calling and the premium it
placed upon ascetic conduct was bound directly
to influence the development of a capitalistic
way of life. As we have seen, this asceticism
turned with all its force against one thing: the
spontaneous enjoyment of life and all it had to
offer. This is perhaps most characteristically
brought out in the struggle over the Book of
Sports which James I and Charles I made into
law expressly as a means of counteracting Puri-
tanism, and which the latter ordered to be read
from all the pulpits. The fanatical opposition of
the Puritans to the ordinances of the King, per-
mitting certain popular amusements on Sunday
outside of Church hours by law, was not only
explained by the disturbance of the Sabbath
rest, but also by resentment against the inten-
tional diversion from the ordered life of the
saint, which it caused. And, on his side, the
King’s threats of severe punishment for every
attack on the legality of those sports were moti-
vated by his purpose of breaking the anti-
authoritarian ascetic tendency of Puritanism,
which was so dangerous to the State. The feu-
dal and monarchical forces protected the pleas-
ure seekers against the rising middle-class
morality and the anti-authoritarian ascetic con-
venticles, just as to-day capitalistic society tends
to protect those willing to work against the
class morality of the proletariat and the anti-
authoritarjan trade union.

As against this the Puritans upheld their
decisive characteristic, the principle of ascetic
conduct. For otherwise the Puritan aversion to
sport, even for the Quakers, was by no means
simply one of principle. Sport was accepted if it

Source  From Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism (New York: Scribner’s, 1958), pp. 166-183.
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served a rational purpose, that of recreation
necessary for physical efficiency. But as a means
for the spontaneous expression of undisci-
plined impulses, it was under suspicion; and in
so far as it became purely a means of enjoy-
ment, or awakened pride, raw instincts or the
irrational gambling instinct, it was of course
strictly condemned. Impulsive enjoyment of
life, which leads away both from work in a
calling and from religion, was as such the
enemy of rational asceticism, whether in the
form of seigneurial sports, or the enjoyment of
the dance-hall or the publichouse of the com-
mon man.

Its attitude was thus suspicious and often
hostile to the aspects of culture without any
immediate religious value. It is not, however,
true that the ideals of Puritanism implied a
solemn, narrow-minded contempt of culture.
Quite the contrary is the case at least for science,
with the exception of the hatred of Scholasti-
cism. Moreover, the great men of the Puritan
movement were thoroughly steeped in the cul-
ture of the Renaissance. The sermons of the
Presbyterian divines abound with classical allu-
sions, and even the Radicals, although they
objected to it, were not ashamed to display that
kind of learning in theological polemics. Per-
haps no country was ever so full of graduates as
New England in the first generation of its exis-
tence. The satire of their opponents, such as, for
instance, Butler's Hudibras, also attacks prima-
rily the pedantry and highly trained dialectics
of the Puritans. This is partially due to the reli-
gious valuation of knowledge which followed
from their attitude to the Catholic fides implicita.

But the situation is quite different when one
looks at non-scientific literature, and especially
the fine arts. Here asceticism descended like a
frost on the life of “Merrie old England.” And
not only worldly merriment felt its effect. The
Puritan’s ferocious hatred of everything which
smacked of superstition, of all survivals of mag-
ical or sacramental salvation, applied to the
Christmas festivities and the May Pole and all
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spontaneous religious art. That there was room
in Holland for a great, often uncouthly realistic
art proves only how far from completely the
authoritarian moral discipline of that country
was able to counteract the influence of the court
and the regents (a class of rentiers), and also the
joy of life of the parvenu bourgeoisie, after the
short supremacy of the Calvinistic theocracy
had been transformed into a moderate national
Church, and with it Calvinjsm had perceptibly
lost in its power of ascetic influence.

The theatre was obnoxious to the Puritans,
and with the strict exclusion of the erotic and of
nudity from the realm of toleration, a radical
view of either literature or art could not exist.
The conceptions of idle talk, of superfluities,
and of vain ostentation, all designations of an
irrational attitude without objective purpose,
thus not ascetic, and especially not serving the
glory of God, but of man, were always at hand
to serve in deciding in favour of sober utility as
against any artistic tendencies. This was espe-
cially true in the case of decoration of the per-
son, for instance clothing. That powerful ten-
dency toward uniformity of life, which to-day
so immensely aids the capitalistic interest in
the standardization of production, had its ideal
foundations in the repudiation of all idolatry of
the flesh.

Of course we must not forget that Puritanism
included a world of contradictions, and that
the instinctive sense of eternal greatness in art
was certainly stronger among its leaders than in
the atmosphere of the Cavaliers. Moreover, a
unique genius like Rembrandt, however, little
his conduct may have been acceptable to God in
the eyes of the Puritans, was very strongly
influenced in the character of his work by his
religious environment. But that does not alter
the picture as a whole. In so far as the develop-
ment of the Puritan tradition could, and in part
did, lead to a powerful spiritualization of per-
sonality, it was a decided benefit to literature.
But for the most part that benefit only accrued
to later generations.

Although we cannot here enter upon a dis-
cussion of the influence of Puritanism in all
these directions, we should call attention to
the fact that the toleration of pleasure in cul-
tural goods, which contributed to purely aes-
thetic or athletic enjoyment, certainly always
ran up against one characteristic limitation:
they must not cost anything. Man is only a
trustee of the goods which have come to him
through God’s grace. He must, like the servant
in the parable, give an account of every penny
entrusted to him, and it is at least hazardous to
spend any of it for a purpose which does not
serve the glory of God but only one’s own
enjoyment. What person, who keeps his eyes
open, has not met representatives of this view-
point even in the present? The idea of a man’s
duty to his possessions, to which he subordi-
nates himself as an obedient steward, or even as
an acquisitive machine, bears with chilling
weight on his life. The greater the possessions
the heavier, if the ascetic attitude toward life
stands the test, the feeling of responsibility for
them, for holding them undiminished for the
glory of God and increasing them by restless
effort. The origin of this type of life also extends
in certain roots, like so many aspects of the
spirit of capitalism, back into the Middle Ages.
But it was in the ethic of ascetic Protestantism
that it first found a consistent ethical founda-
tion. Its significance for the development of
capitalism is obvious.

This worldly Protestant asceticism, as we
may recapitulate up to this point, acted power-
fully against the spontaneous enjoyment of pos-
sessions; it restricted consumption, especially of
Iuxuries. On the other hand, it had the psycho-
logical effect of freeing the acquisition of goods
from the inhibitions of traditionalistic ethics.
It broke the bonds of the impulse of acquisition
in that it not only legalized it, but (in the sense
discussed) looked upon it as directly willed by
God. The campaign against the temptations of
the flesh, and the dependence on external
things was, as besides the Puritans the great



Quaker apologist Barclay expressly says, not a
struggle against the rational acquisition, but
against the irrational use of wealth.

But this irrational use was exemplified in the
outward forms of luxury which their code con-
demned as idolatry of the flesh, however natu-
ral they had appeared to the feudal mind. On
the other hand, they approved the rational and
utilitarian uses of wealth which were willed by
God for the needs of the individual and the
community. They did not wish to impose mor-
tification on the man of wealth, but the use of
his means for necessary and practical things.
The idea of comfort characteristically limits the
extent of ethically permissible expenditures. [t
is naturally no accident that the development of
a manner of living consistent with that idea
may be observed earliest and most clearly
among the most consistent representatives of
this whole attitude toward life. Over against the
glitter and ostentation of feudal magnificence
which, resting on an unsound economic basis,
prefers a sordid elegance to a sober simplicity,
they set the clean and solid comfort of the mid-
dle-class home as an ideal.

On the side of the production of private
wealth, asceticism condemned both dishonesty
and impulsive avarice. What was condemned
as covetousness, Mammonism, etc., was the
pursuit of riches for their own sake. For wealth
in itself was a temptation. But here asceticism
was the power “which ever seeks the good but
ever creates evil”; what was evil in its sense was
possession and its temptation. For, in conform-
ity with the Old Testament and in analogy to
the ethical valuation of good works, asceticism
looked upon the pursuit of wealth as an end in
itself as highly reprehensible; but the attain-
ment of it as a fruit of labour in a calling was a
sign of God's blessing. And even more impor-
tant: the religious valuation of restless, contin-
uous, systematic work in a worldly calling, as
the highest means to asceticism, and at the
same time the surest and most evident proof of
rebirth and genuine faith, must have been the
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most powerful conceivable lever for the expan-
sion of the attitude toward life which we have
here called the spirit of capitalism.

When the limitation of consumption is com-
bined with this release of acquisitive activity,
the inevitable practical result is obvious: accu-
mulation of capital through ascetic compulsion
to save. The restraints which were imposed
upon the consumption of wealth naturally.
served to increase it by making possible the
productive investment of capital. How strong
this influence was is not, unfortunately, sus-
ceptible of exact statistical demonstration. In
New England the connection is so evident that
it did not escape the eye of so discerning a his-
torian as Doyle. But also in Holland, which was
really only dominated by strict Calvinism for
seven years, the greater simplicity of life in the
more seriously religious circles, in combination
with great wealth, led to an excessive propen-
sity to accumulations.

That, furthermore, the tendency which has
existed everywhere and at all times, being quite
strong in Germany to-day, for middle-class
fortunes to be absorbed into the nobility, was
necessarily checked by the Puritan antipathy to
the feudal way of life, is evident. English Mer-
cantilist writers of the seventeenth century
attributed the superiority of Dutch capital to
English to the circumstance that newly acquired
wealth there did not regularly seek investment
in land. Also, since it is not simply a question of
the purchase of land, it did not there seek to
transfer itself to feudal habits of life, and
thereby to remove itself from the possibility of
capitalistic investments. The high esteem for
agriculture as a peculiarly important branch of
activity, also especially consistent with piety,
which the Puritans shared, applied (for instance
in Baxter) not to the landlord, but to the yeoman
and fanner, in the eighteenth century not to the
squire, but the rational cultivators. Through the
whole of English society in the time since the
seventeenth century goes the conflict between
the squirearchy, the representatives of “merrie
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old England”, and the Puritan circles of widely
varying social influence. Both elements, that of
an unspoiled naive joy of life, and of a strictly
regulated, reserved self-control, and conven-
tional ethical conduct are even to-day combined
to form the English national character. Simi-
larly, the early history of the North American
Colonies is dominated by the sharp contrast of
the adventurers, who wanted to set up planta-
tions with the labour of indentured servants,
and live as feudal lords, and the specifically
middle-class outlook of the Puritans.

As far as the influence of the Puritan outlook
extended, under all circumstances—and this is,
or course, much more important than the mere
encouragement of capital accumulation—it
favoured the development of a rational bour-
geois economic life; it was the most important,
and above all the only consistent influence in
the development of that life. It stood at the cra-
dle of the modern economic man.

To be sure, these Puritanical ideals tended to
give way under excessive pressure from the
temptations of wealth, as the Puritans them-
selves knew very well. With great regularity
we find the most genuine adherents of Puri-
tanism among the classes which were rising
from a lowly status, the small bourgeois and
farmers, while the beati possidentes, even among
Quakers, are often found tending to repudiate
the old ideals. It was the same fate which again
and again befell the predecessor of this worldly
asceticism, the monastic asceticism of the Mid-
dle Ages. In the latter case, when rational eco-
nomic activity had worked out its full effects by
strict regulation of conduct and limitation of
consumption, the wealth accumulated either
succumbed directly to the nobility, as in the
time before the Reformation, or monastic disci-
pline threatened to break down, and one of the
nutnerous reformations became necessary.

In fact the whole history of monasticism is in
a certain sense the history of a continual strug-
gle with the problem of the secularizing influ-
ence of wealth. The same is true on a grand
scale of the worldly asceticism of Puritanism.

The great revival of Methodism, which pre-
ceded the expansion of English industry toward
the end of the eighteenth century, may well be
compared with such a monastic reform. We
may hence quote here a passage from John Wes-
ley himself which might well serve as a motto
for everything which has been said above. For
it shows that the leaders of these ascetic move-
ments understood the seemingly paradoxical
relationships which we have here analysed per-
fectly well, and in the same sense that we have
given them. He wrote:

“T fear, wherever riches have increased, the
essence of religion has decreased in the same
proportion. Therefore I do not see how it is pos-
sible, in the nature of things, for any revival of
true religion to continue long. For religion must
necessarily produce both industry and frugal-

ity, and these cannot but produce riches. But as

riches increase, so will price, anger, and love of
the world in all its branches. How then is it pos-
sible that Methodism, that is, a religion of the
heart, though it flourishes now as a green bay
tree, should continue in this state? For the
Methodists in every place grow diligent and
frugal; consequently they increase in goods.
Hence they proportionately increase in pride, in
anger, in the desire of the flesh, the desire of the
eyes, and the pride of life. So, although the
form of religion remains, the spirit is swiftly
vanishing away. Is there no way to prevent
this—this continual decay of pure religion? We
ought not to prevent people from being diligent
and frugal; we must exhort all Christians to gain
all they can, and to save all they can; that is, in effect,
to grow rich.”

There follows the advice that those who gain
all they can and save all they can should also
give all they can, so that they will grow in grace
and lay up a treasure in heaven. It is clear that
Wesley here expresses, even in detail, just what
we have been trying to point out.

As Wesley here says, the full economic effect
of those great religious movements, whose



significance for economic development lay
above all in their ascetic educative influence,
generally came only after the peak of the purely
religious enthusiasm was past. Then the inten-
sity of the search for the Kingdom of God com-
menced gradually to pass over into sober eco-
nomic virtue; the religious roots died out
slowly, giving way to utilitarian worldliness.
Then, as Dowden puts it, as in Robinson Crusoe,
the isolated economic man who carries on mis-
sionary activities on the side takes the place of
the lonely spiritual search for the Kingdom of
Heaven of Bunyan's pilgrim, hurrying through
the market-place of Vanity.

When later the principle “to make the most
of both worlds” became dominant in the end, as
Dowden has remarked, a good conscience sim-
ply became one of the means of enjoying a com-
fortable bourgeois life, as is well expressed in
the German proverb about the soft pillow. What
the great religious epoch of the seventeenth
century bequeathed to its utilitarian successor
was, however, above all an amazingly good, we
may even say a pharisaically good, conscience
in the acquisition of money, so long as it took
place legally. Every trace of the deplacere vix
potest has disappeared.

A specifically bourgeois economic ethic had
grown up. With the consciousness of standing
in the fullness of God’s grace and being visibly
blessed by Him, the bourgeois business man, as
long as he remained within the bounds of for-
mal correctness, as long as his moral conduct
was spotless and the use to which he put his
wealth was not objectionable, could follow his
pecuniary interest as he would and feel that he
was fulfilling a duty in doing so. The power of
religious asceticism provided him in addition
with sober, conscientious, and unusually indus-
trious workmen, who clung to their work as to
a life purpose willed by God.

Finally, it gave him the comforting assurance
that the unequal distribution of the goods of
this world was a special dispensation of Divine
Providence, which in these differences, as in
particular grace, pursued secret ends unknown
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to men. Calvin himself had made the much-
quoted statement that only when the people,
i.e., the mass of labourers and craftsmen, were
poor did they remain obedient to God. In the
Netherlands (Pieter de la Court and others),
that had been secularized to the effect that the
mass of men only labour when necessity forces
them to do so. This formulation of a leading
idea of capitalistic economy later entered into
the current theorjes of the productivity of low
wages. Here also, with the dying out of the reli-
gious root, the utilitarian interpretation crept in
unnoticed, in the line of development which we
have again and again observed.

Mediaeval ethics not only tolerated begging
but actually glorified it in the mendicant orders.
Even secular beggars, since they gave the person
of means opportunity for good works through
giving alms, were sometimes considered an
estate and treated as such. Even the Anglican
social ethic of the Stuarts was very close to this
attitude. It remained for Puritan Asceticism to
take part in the severe English Poor Relief Legis-
lation which fundamentally changed the situa-
tion. And it could do that, because the Protestant
sects and the strict Puritan communities actually
did not know any begging in their own midst.

On the other hand, seen from the side of the
workers, the Zinzendorf branch of Pietism, for
instance, glorified the loyal worker who did
not seek acquisition, but lived according to the
apostolic mode], and was thus endowed with
the charisma of the disciples. Similar ideas had
originally been prevalent among the Baptists in
an even more radical form.

Now naturally the whole ascetic literature of
almost all denominations is saturated with the
idea that faithful labour, even at low wages, on
the part of those whom life offers no other
opportunities, is highly pleasing to God. In this
respect Protestant Asceticism added in itself
nothing new. But it not only deepened this idea
most powerfully it also created the force which
was alone decisive for its effectiveness: the psy-
chological sanction of it through the conception
of this labour as a calling, as the best, often in
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the last analysis the only means of attaining
certainty of grace. And on the other hand it
legalized the exploitation of this specific will-
ingness to work, in that it also interpreted the
employer’s business activity as a calling. It is
obvious how powerfully the exclusive search
for the Kingdom of God only through the ful-
fillment of duty in the calling, and the strict
asceticism which Church discipline naturally
imposed, especially on the propertyless classes,
was bound to affect the productivity of labour
in the capitalistic sense of the word. The treat-
ment of labour as a calling became as character-
istic of the modern worker as the corresponding

attitude toward acquisition of the business .

man. It was a perception of this situation, new
at this time, which caused so able an observer
as Sir William Petty to attribute the economic
power of Holland in the seventeenth century to
the fact that the very numerous dissenters in
that country (Calvinists and Baptists) “are for
the most part thinking, sober men, and such as
believe that Labour and Industry is their duty
towards God.”

Calvinism opposed organic social organiza-
tion in the fiscal-monopolistic form which it
assumed in Anglicanism under the Stuarts,
especially in the conceptions of Laud, this
alliance of Church and State with the monopo-
lists on the basis of a Christian-social ethical
foundation. Its leaders were universally among
the most passionate opponents of this type of
politically privileged commercial, putting-out,
and colonial capitalism. Over against it they
placed the individualistic motives of rational
legal acquisition by virtue of one’s own ability
and initiative. And, while the politically privi-
leged monopoly industries in England all dis-
appeared in short order, this attitude played a
large and decisive part in the development of
the industries which grew up in spite of and
against the authority of the State. The Puritans
{Prynne, Parker) repudiated all connection with
the large-scale capitalistic courtiers and projec-
tors as an ethically suspicious class. On the other

hand, they took pride in their own superior mid-
dle-class business morality, which formed the
true reason for the persecutions to which they
were subjected on the part of those circles. Defoe
proposed to win the battle against dissent by
boycotting bank credit and . withdrawing
deposits. The difference of the two types of cap-
italistic attitude went to a very large extent hand
in hand with religious differences. The oppo-
nents of the Nonconformists, even in the eigh-
teenth century, again and again ridiculed them
for personifying the spirit of shopkeepers, and
for having ruined the ideals of old England.
Here also lay the difference of the Puritan eco-
nomic ethic from the Jewish; and contempo-
raries (Prynne) knew well that the former and
not the latter was the bourgeois capitalistic ethic.

One of the fundamental elements of the spirit
of modern capitalism, and not only of that but of
all modern culture: rational conduct on the basis
of the idea of the calling, was born—that is what

_ this discussion has sought to demonstrate—

from the spirit of Christian asceticism. One has
only to re-read the passage from Franklin,
quoted at the beginning of this essay, in order to
see that the essential elements of the attitude
which was there called the spirit of capitalism
are the same as what we have just shown to be
the content of the Puritan worldly asceticism,
only without the religious basis, which by
Franklin’s time had died away. The idea that
modern labour has an ascetic character is of
course not new. Limitation to specialized work,
with a renunciation of the Faustian universality
of man which it involves, is a condition of any
valuable work in the modern world; hence
deeds and renunciation inevitably condition
each other today. This fundamentally ascetic
trait of middle-class life, if it attempts to be a
way of life at all, and not simply the absence of
any, was what Goethe wanted to teach, at the
height of his wisdom, in the Wander-jahren, and
in the end which he gave to the life of his Faust.
For him the realization meant a renunciation, a
departure from an age of full and beautiful



humanity, which can no more be repeated in the
course of our cultural development than can
the flower of the Athenian culture of antiquity.

The Puritan wanted to work in a calling; we
are forced to do so. For when asceticism was
carried out of monastic cells into everyday life,
and began to dominate worldly morality, it did
its part in building the tremendous cosmos of
the modern economic order. This order is now
bound to the technical and economic condi-
tions of machine production which to-day
determine the lives of all the individuals who
are born into this mechanism, not only those
directly concerned with economic acquisition,
with irresistible force. Perhaps it will so deter-
mine them until the last ton of fossilized coal is
burnt. In Baxter’s view the care for external
goods should only lie on the shoulders of the
“saint like a light cloak, which can be thrown
aside at any moment.” But fate decreed that the
cloak should become an iron cage.

Since asceticism undertook to remodel the
world and to work out its ideals in the world,
material goods have gained an increasing and
finally an inexorable power over the lives of
men as at no previous period in history. To-day
the spirit of religious asceticism—whether
finally, who knows?—has escaped from the
cage. But victorious capitalism, since it rests on
mechanical foundations, needs its support no
longer. The rosy blush of its laughing heir, the
Enlightenment, seems also to be 1rretr1evab1y
fading, and the idea of duty in one’s calling
prowls about in our lives like the ghost of dead
religious beliefs. Where the fulfilment of the call-
ing cannot directly be related to the highest spir-
itual and cultural values, or when, on the other
hand, it need not be felt simply as economic
compulsion, the individual generally abandons
the atternpt to justify it at all. In the field of its
highest development, in the United States, the
pursuit of wealth, stripped of its religious and
ethical meaning, tends to become associated
with purely mundane passions, which often
actually give it the character of sport.
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No one knows who will live in this cage in
the future, or whether at the end of this tremen-
dous development entirely new prophets will
arise, or there will be a great rebirth of old ideas
and ideals, or, if neither, mechanized petrifica-
tion, embellished with a sort of convulsive self-
importance. For of the last stage of this cultural
development, it might well be truly said: “Spe-
cialists without spirit, sensualists without heart;
this nullity imagines that it has attained a level
of civilization never before achieved.”

But this brings us to the world of judgments
of value and of faith, with which this purely
historical discussion need not be burdened. The
next task would be rather to show the signifi-

‘cance of ascetic rationalism, which has only

been touched in the foregoing sketch, for the
content of practical social ethics, thus for the
types of organization and the functions of social
groups from the conventicle to the State. Then
its relations to humanistic rationalism, its ideals
of life and cultural influence; further to the
development of philosophical and scientific
empiricism, to technical development and to
spiritual ideals would have to be analysed.
Then its historical development from the medi-
aeval beginnings of worldly asceticism to its
dissolution into pure utilitarianism would have
to be traced out through all the areas of ascetic
religion. Only then could the quantitative cul-
tural significance of ascetic Protestantism in its
relation to the other plastic elements of modern
culture be estimated.

Here ‘we have only attempted to trace the
fact and the direction of its influence to their
motives in one, though a very important point.
But it would also further be necessary to inves-
tigate how Protestant Asceticism was in turn
influenced in its development and its character
by the totality of social conditions, especially
economic. The modern man is in general , even
with the best will, unable to give religious ideas
a significance for culture and national character
which they deserve. But it is, of course, not my
aim to substitute for a one-sided materialistic
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an equally one-sided spiritualistic causal in-
terpretation of culture and of history. Each is
equally possible, but each, if it does not serve as
the preparation, but as the conclusion of an
investigation, accomplishes equally little in the
interest of historical truth.

Max Weber: Bureaucracy

CHARACTERISTICS OF MODERN
BUREAUCRACY

Modern officialdom functions in the following
manner:

L. There is the principle of official jurisdic-
tional areas, which are generally ordered by
rules, that is, by laws or administrative regula-
tions. This means:

(1) The regular activities required for the
purposes of the bureaucratically governed
structure are assigned as official duties.

(2) The authority to give the commands
required for the discharge of these duties is dis-
tributed in a stable way and is strictly delimited
by rules concerning the coercive means, physi-
cal, sacerdotal, or otherwise, which may be
placed at the disposal of officials.

(3) Methodical provision is made for the reg-
ular and continuous fulfillment of these duties
and for the exercise of the corresponding rights;
only persons who qualify under general rules
are employed.

In the sphere of the state these three ele-
ments constitute a bureaucratic agency, in the
sphere of the private economy they constitute a
bureaucratic enterprise. Bureaucracy, thus under-
stood, is fully developed in political and eccle-

Source “Bureaucracy,” from Max Weber, Economy and
Society, Vol. 2, pp. 956-963, 973-975, 983-985, 987-989,
998-1003, edited by Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich. Copy-
right 1978 by The Regents of the University of California,
University of California Press. Reprinted by permission.

siastical communities only in the modern state,
and in the private economy only in the most
advanced institutions of capitalism. Permanent
agencies, with fixed jurisdiction, are not the
historical rule but rather the exception. This is
even true of large political structures such as
those of the ancient Qrient, the Germanic and
Mongolian empires of conquest, and of many
feudal states. In all these cases, the ruler exe-
cutes the most important measures through
personal trustees, table—companions, or court-
servants. Their commissions and powers are
not precisely delimited and are temporarily
called into being for each case.

IL. The principles of office hierarchy and of
channels of appeal (Instanzenzug) stipulate a
clearly established system of super- and subor-
dination in which there is a supervision of the
lower offices by the higher ones. Such a system
offers the governed the possibility of appealing,
in a precisely regulated manner, the decision of
a lower office to the corresponding superior
authority. With the full development of the
bureaucratic type, the office hierarchy is mono-
cratically organized. The principle of hierarchi-
cal office authority is found in all bureaucratic
structures: in state and ecclesiastical structures
as well as in large party organizations and pri-
vate enterprises. It does not matter for the char-
acter of bureaucracy whether its authority is
called “private” or “public.”

When the principle of jurisdictional “com-
petency” is fully carried through, hierarchical
subordination—at least in public office—does
not mean that the “higher” authority is author-
ized simply to take over the business of the
“lower.” Indeed, the opposite is the rule; cnce
an office has been set up, a new incumbent will
always be appointed if a vacancy occurs.

III. The management of the modern office is
based upon written documents (the “files”),
which are preserved in their original or draft
form, and upon a staff of subaltern officials and
scribes of all sorts. The body of officials work-
ing in an agency along with the respective



apparatus of material implements and the files
makes up a bureau (in private enterprises often
called the “counting house,” Kontor).

In principle, the modern organization of the
civil service separates the bureau from the pri-
vate domicile of the official and, in general, seg-
regates official activity from the sphere of pri-
vate life. Public monies and equipment are
divorced from the private property of the offi-
cial. This condition is everywhere the product of
a long development. Nowadays, it is found in
public as well as in private enterprises; in the lat-
ter, the principle extends even to the entrepre-
neur at the top. In principle, the Kontor (office) is
separated from the household, business from
private correspondence, and business assets
from private wealth. The more consistently the
modern type of business management has been
carried through, the more are these separations
the case. The beginnings of this process are to be
found as early as the Middle Ages.

It is the peculiarity of the modern entrepre-
neur that he conducts himself as the “first offi-
cial” of his enterprise, in the very same way in
which the ruler of a specifically modern
bureaucratic state [Frederick II of Prussia]
spoke of himself as “the first servant” of the
state. The idea that the bureau activities of the
state ate intrinsically different in character from
the management of private offices is a conti-
nental European notion and, by way of con-
trast, is totally foreign to the American way.

IV. Office management, at least all specialized
office management—and such management is
distinctly modern—usually presupposes thor-
ough training in a field of specialization. This,
too, holds increasingly for the modern executive
and employee of a private enterprise, just as it
does for the state officials.

V. When the office is fully developed, official
activity demands the full working capacity of the
official, irrespective of the fact that the length
of his obligatory working hours in the bureau
may be limited. In the normal case, this too is
only the product of a long development, in the
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public as well as in the private office. Formerly
the normal state of affairs was the reverse: Offi-
cial business was discharged as a secondary
activity.

VI. The management of the office follows
general rules, which are more or less stable, more
or less exhaustive, and which can be learned.
Knowledge of these rules represents a special
technical expertise which the officials possess.
It involves jurisprudence, administrative or
business management.

The reduction of modern office management
to rules is deeply embedded in its very nature.
The theory of modern public administration,
for instance, assumes that the authority to order
certain matters by decree—which has been
legally granted to an agency—does not entitle
the agency to regulate the matter by individual
commands given for each case, but only to reg-
ulate the matter abstractly. This stands in
extreme contrast to the regulation of all rela-
tionships through individual privileges and
bestowals of favor, which, as we shall see, is
absolutely dominant in patrimonialism, at least
in so far as such relationships are not fixed by
sacred tradition.

THE POSITION OF THE OFFICIAL WITHIN
AND OUTSIDE OF BUREAUCRACY

All this results in the following for the internal
and external position of the official:

I. Office Holding as a Vocation

That the office is a “vocation” (Beruf) finds
expression, first, in the requirement of a pre-
scribed course of training, which demands the
entire working capacity for a long period of
time, and in generally prescribed special exam-
inations as prerequisites of employment. Fur-
thermore, it finds expression in that the position
of the official is in the nature of a “duty”
{Pflicht). This determines the character of his
relations in the following manner: Legally and
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actually, office holding is not considered own-
ership of a source of income, to be exploited for
rents or emoluments in exchange for the ren-
dering of certain services, as was normally the
case during the Middle Ages and frequently up
to the threshold of recent times, nor is office
holding considered a common exchange of
services, as in the case of free employment con-
tracts. Rather, entrance into an office, including
one in the private economy, is considered an
acceptance of a specific duty of fealty to the
purpose of the office (Amtstreue) in return for
the grant of a secure existence. It is decisive for
the modern loyalty to an office that, in the pure
type, it does not establish a relationship to a per-
son, like the vassal’s or disciple’s faith under
feudal or patrimonial authority, but rather is
devoted to impersonal and functional purposes.
These purposes, of course, frequently gain an
ideological halo from cultural values, such as
state, church, community, party or enterprise,
which appear as surrogates for a this-worldly
or other-worldly personal master and which
are embodied by a given group.

The political official—at least in the fully
developed modern state—is not considered the
personal servant of a ruler. Likewise, the bishop,
the priest and the preacher are in fact no longer,
as in early Christian times, carriers of a purely
personal charisma, which offers other-worldly
sacred values under the personal mandate of a
master, and in principle responsible only to him,
to everybody who appears worthy of them and
asks for them. In spite of the partial survival of
the old theory, they have become officials in the
service of a functional purpose, a purpose which
in the present-day “church” appears at once
impersonalized and ideologically sanctified.

Il. The Social Position of the Official

Social Esteem and Status Convention.
Whether he is in a private office or a public
bureau, the modern official, too, always strives
for and usually attains a distinctly elevated
social esteem vis-a-vis the governed. His social

position is protected by prescription about rank
order and, for the political official, by special
prohibitions of the criminal code against
“insults to the office” and “contempt” of state
and church authorities.

The social position of the official is normally
highest where, as in old civilized countries, the
following conditions prevail: a strong demand
for administration by trained experts; a strong
and stable social differentiation, where the offi-
cial predominantly comes from socially and
economically privileged strata because of the
social distribution of power or the costliness of
the required training and of status conventions.
The possession of educational certificates or
patents—discussed below—is usually linked
with qualification for office; naturally, this
enhances the “status element” in the social
position of the official. Sometimes the status
factor is explicitly acknowledged; for example,
in the prescription that the acceptance of an
aspirant to an office career depends upon the
consent (“election”) by the members of the offi-
cial body. This is the case in the officer corps of
the German army. Similar phenomena, which
promote a guild-like closure of officialdom, are
typically found in the patrimonial and, partic-
ularly, in prebendal officialdom of the past. The
desire to resurrect such policies in changed
forms is by no means infrequent among mod-
ern bureaucrats; it played a role, for instance, in
the demands of the largely proletarianized
[zemstvo-] officials (the tretii element) during the
Russian revolution [of 1905].

Usually the social esteem of the officials is
especially low where the demand for expert
administration and the hold of status conven-
tions are weak. This is often the case in new set-
tlements by virtue of the great economic oppor-
tunities and the great instability of their social

stratification: witness the United States.
* * * o+ * * * * ¥ * % * * * *

Rank as the Basis of Regular Salary. The offi-
cial as a rule receives a monetary compensation in
the form of a salary, normally fixed, and the old



age security provided by a pension. The salary is
not measured like a wage in terms of work done,
but according to “status,” that is, according to
the kind of function (the “rank”) and, possibly,
according to the length of service. The relatively
great security of the official’s income, as well as
the rewards of social esteem, make the office a
sought-after position, especially in countries
which no longer provide opportunities for colo-
nial profits. In such countries, this situation per-
mits relatively low salaries for officials.

Fixed Career Lines and Status Rigidity. The
official is set for a “career” within the hierar-
chical order of the public service. He expects to
move [rom the lower, less important and less
well paid, to the higher positions. The average
official naturally desires a mechanical fixing of
the conditions of promotion: if not of the offices,
at least of the salary levels. He wants these con-
ditions fixed in terms of “seniority,” or possibly
according to grades achieved in a system of
examinations. Here and there, such grades
actually form a character indelebilis of the official
and have lifelong effects on his career. To this is
joined the desire to reinforce the right to office
and to increase status group closure and eco-
nomic security. All of this makes for a tendency
to consider the offices as “prebends” of those
qualified by educational certificates. The neces-
sity of weighing general personal and intellec-
tual qualifications without concern for the often
subaltern character of such patents of special-
ized education, has brought it about that the
highest political offices; especially the “minis-
terial” positions, are as a rule filled without ref-
erence to such certificates.

THE TECHNICAL SUPERIORITY OF
BUREAUCRATIC ORGANIZATION OVER
ADMINISTRATION BY NOTABLES

The decisive reason for the advance of bureau-
cratic organization has always been its purely
technical superiority over any other form of
organization. The fully developed bureaucratic
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‘apparatus compares with other organizations

exactly as does the machine with the nonme-
chanical modes of production. Precision, speed,
unambiguity, knowledge of the files, continuity,
discretion, unity, strict subordination, reduc-
tion of friction and of material and personal
costs—these are raised to the optimum point in
the strictly bureaucratic administration, and
especially in its monocratic form. As compared
with all collegiate, honorific, and avocational
forms of administration, trained bureaucracy is
superior on all these points. And as far as com-
plicated tasks are concerned, paid bureaucratic
work is not only more precise but, in the last
analysis, it is often cheaper than even formally
unremunerated honorific service.
% * L * * * * ¥ * * * o+ * * %
Today, it is primarily the capitalist market
economy which demands that the official busi-
ness of public administration be discharged
precisely, unambiguously, continuously, and
with as much speed as possible. Normally, the
very large modern capitalist enterprises are
themselves unequaled models of strict bureau-
cratic organization. Business management
throughout rests on increasing precision,
steadiness, and, above all, speed of operations.
This, in turn, is determined by the peculiar
nature of the modern means of communica-
tion, including, among other things, the news
service of the press. The extraordinary increase
in the speed by which public announcements,
as well as economic and political facts, are
transmitted exerts a steady and sharp pressure
in the direction of speeding up the tempo of
administrative reaction towards various situa-
tions. The optimum of such reaction time is
normally attained only by a strictly bureau-
cratic organization. (The fact that the bureau-
cratic apparatus also can, and indeed does, cre-
ate certain definite impediments for the
discharge of business in a manner best adapted
to the individuality of each case does not
belong into the present context.)
Bureaucratization offers above all the opti-
mum possibility for carrying through the
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principle of specializing administrative func-
tions according to purely objective considera-
tions. Individual performances are allocated to
functionaries who have specialized training and
who by constant practice increase their expert-
ise. “Objective” discharge of business primarily
means a discharge of business according to cal-
culable rules and “without regard for persons.”

“Without regard for persons,” however, is
also the watchword of the market and, in gen-
eral, of all pursuits of naked economic interests.
Consistent bureaucratic domination means
the leveling of “status honor.” Hence, if the
principle of the free market is not at the same
time restricted, it means the universal domina-
tion of the “class situation.” That this conse-
quence of bureaucratic domination has not set
in everywhere proportional to the extent of
bureaucratization is due to the differences
between possible principles by which polities
may supply their requirements. However, the
second element mentioned, calculable rules, is
the most important one for modern bureau-
cracy. The peculiarity of modern culture, and
specifically of its technical and economic basis,
demands this very “calculability” of results.
When fully developed, bureaucracy also
stands, in a specific sense, under the principle
of sine ira ac studio. Bureaucracy develops the
more perfectly, the more it is “dehumanized,”
the more completely it succeeds in eliminating
from official business love, hatred, and all
purely personal, irrational, and emotional ele-
ments which escape calculation. This is ap-
praised as its special virtue by capitalism.

The more complicated and specialized mod-
ern culture becomes, the more its external sup-
porting apparatus demands the personally
detached and strictly objective expert, in lieu of
the lord of older social structures who was
moved by personal sympathy and favor, by
grace and gratitude. Bureaucracy offers the
attitudes demanded by the external apparatus
of modem culture in the most favorable com-
bination. In particular, only bureaucracy has

established the foundation for the administra-
tion of a rational law conceptually systematized
on the basis of “statutes,” such as the later
Roman Empire first created with a high degree
of technical perfection. During the Middle
Ages, the reception of this [Roman] law coin-
cided with the bureaucratization of legal
administration: The advance of the rationally
trained expert displaced the old trial procedure
which was bound to tradition or to irrational
presuppositions.

THE LEVELING OF SOCIAL DIFFERENCES

In spite of its indubitable technical superiority,
bureaucracy has everywhere been a relatively
late development. A number of obstacles have
contributed to this, and only under certain
social and political conditions have they defi-
nitely receded into the background.

A. Administrative Democratization Bureau-
cratic organization has usually come into power
on the basis of a leveling of economic and social
differences. This leveling has been at leastrela-
tive,and hasconcerned thesignificance of social
and economic differences for the assumption of
administrative functions.

Bureaucracy inevitably accompanies modern
mass democracy, in contrast to the democratic
self-government of small homogeneous units.
This results from its characteristic principle: the
abstract regularity of the exercise of authority,
which is a result of the demand for “equality
before the law” in the personal and functional
sense—hence, of the horror of “privilege,” and
the principled rejection of doing business “from
case to case.” Such regularity also follows from
the social preconditions of its origin. Any non-
bureaucratic administration of a large social
structure rests in some way upon the fact that
existing social, material, or honorific preferences
and ranks are connected with administrative
functions and duties. This usually means that an
economic or a social exploitation of position,



which every sort of administrative activity pro-
vides to its bearers, is the compensation for the
assumption of administrative functions.

Bureaucratization and democratization
within the administration of the state therefore
signify an increase of the cash expenditures of
the public treasury, in spite of the fact that
bureaucratic administration is usually more
“economical” in character than other forms.
Until recent times—at least from the point of
view of the treasury—the cheapest way of sat-
isfying the need for administration was to leave
almost the entire local administration and
lower judicature to the landlords of Eastern
Prussia. The same is true of the administration
by justices of the peace in England. Mass
democracy which makes a clean sweep of the
feudal, patrimonial, and—at least in intent—the
plutocratic privileges in administration un-
avoidably has to put paid professional labor
in place of the historically inherited “avoca-
tional” administration by notables.

B. Mass Parties and the Bureaucratic Conse-
quences of Democratization  This applies
not only to the state. For it is no accident that in
their own organizations the democratic mass
parties have completely broken with traditional
rule by notables based upon personal relation-
ships and personal esteem. Such personal struc-
tures still persist among many old conservative
as well as old liberal parties, but democratic
mass parties are bureaucratically organized
under the leadership of party officials, profes-
sional party and trade union secretaries, etc. In
Germany, for instance, this has happened in the
Social Democratic party and in the agrarian
mass-movement; in England earliest in the cau-
cus democracy of Gladstone and Chamberlain
which spread from Birmingham in the 1870’s.
In the United States, both parties since Jack-
son’s administration have developed bureau-
cratically. In France, however, attempts o
organize disciplined political parties on the
basis of an election system that would compel

CHAPTER 4. MAX WEBER: THE IRONcace 119

bureaucratic organization have repeatedly
failed. The resistance of local circles of notables
against the otherwise unavoidable bureaucrati-
zation of the parties, which would encompass
the entire couniry and break their influence,
could not be overcome. Every advance of sim-
ple election techniques based on numbers alone
as, for instance, the system of proportional rep-
resentation, means a strict and inter-local
bureaucratic organization of the parties and
therewith an increasing domination of party
bureaucracy and discipline, as well as the elim-
ination of the local circles of notables—at least
this holds for large states.

The progress of bureaucratization within the
state administration itself is a phenomenon par-
alleling the development of democracy, as is
quite obvious in France, North America, and
now in England. Of course, one must always
remember that the term “democratization” can
be misleading. The demos itself, in the sense of
a shapeless mass, never “governs” larger asso-
ciations, but rather is governed. What changes
is only the way in which the executive leaders
are selected and the measure of influence which
the demos, or better, which social circles from its
midst are able to exert upon the content and the
direction of administrative activities by means
of “public opinion.” “Democratization,” in the
sense here intended, does not necessarily mean
an increasingly active share of the subjects in
government. This may be a result of democra-
tization, but it is not necessarily the case.

We must expressly recall at this point that the
political concept of democracy, deduced from
the “equal rights” of the governed, includes
these further postulates: (1) prevention of the
development of a closed status group of offi-
cials in the interest of a universal accessibility of
office, and (2) minimization of the authority of
officialdom in the interest of expanding the
sphere of influence of “public opinion” as far as
practicable. Hence, wherever possible, political
democracy strives to shorten the term of office
through election and recall, and to be relieved
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from a limitation to candidates with special
expert qualifications. Thereby democracy
inevitably comes into conflict with the bureau-
cratic tendencies which have been produced by
its very fight against the notables. The loose
term “democratization” can not be used here, in
so far as it is understood to mean the mini-
mization of the civil servants’ power in favor of
the greatest possible “direct” rule of the demos,
which in practice means the respective party
leaders of the demos. The decisive aspect here—
indeed it is rather exclusively so—is the leveling
of the governed in face of the governing and
bureaucratically articulated group, which in its
turn may occupy a quite autocratic position,
both in fact and in form.

THE OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE BASES
OF BUREAUCRATIC PERPETUITY

Once fully established, bureaucracy is among,
those social structures which are the hardest to
destroy. Bureaucracy is the means of transform-
ing social action into rationally organized
action. Therefore, as an instrument of rationally
organizing authority relations, bureaucracy was
and is a power instrument of the first order for
one who controls the bureaucratic apparatus.
Under otherwise equal conditions, rationally
organized and directed action (Gesellschaftshan-
deln) is superior to every kind of collective
behavior (Massenhandeln) and also social action
(Gemeinschaftshandeln) opposing it. Where ad-
ministration has been completely bureaucra-
tized, the resulting system of domination is
practically indestructible. ‘

The individual bureaucrat cannot squirm out
of the apparatus into which he has been har-
nessed. In contrast to the “notable” performing
administrative tasks as a honorific duty or as a
subsidiary occupation (avocation), the profes-
sional bureaucrat is chained to his activity in his
entire economic and ideological existence. In

the great majority of cases he is only a small
cog in a ceaselessly moving mechanism which
prescribes to him an essentially fixed route of
march. The officialis entrusted with specialized
tasks, and normally the mechanism cannot be
put into motion or arrested by him, but only
from the very top. The individual bureaucrat is,
above all, forged to the common interest of all
the functionaries in the perpetuation of the
apparatus and the persistence of its rationally
organized domination.

The ruled, for their part, cannot dispense
with or replace the bureaucratic apparatus once
it exists, for it rests upon expert training, a func-
tional specialization of work, and an attitude
set on habitual virtuosity in the mastery of sin-
gle yet methodically integrated functions. If the
apparatus stops working, or if its work is inter-
rupted by force, chaos results, which it is diffi-
cult to master by improvised replacements from
among the governed. This holds for public
administration as well as for private economic
management. Increasingly the material fate of
the masses depends upon the continuous and
correct functioning of the ever more bureau-
cratic organizations of private capitalism, and
the idea of eliminating them becomes more and
more utopian.

Increasingly, all order in public and private
organizations is dependent on the system of
files and the discipline of officialdom, that
means, its habit of painstaking obedierice within
its wonted sphere of action. The latter is the
more decisive element, however important in
practice the files are. The naive idea of Bakunin-
ism of destroying the basis of “acquired rights”
together with “domination” by destroying the
public documents overlooks that the settled ori-
entation of man for observing the accustomed
rules and regulations will survive independ-
ently of the documents. Every reorganization of
defeated or scattered army units, as well as
every restoration of an administrative order
destroyed by revolts, panics, or other catastro-



phes, is effected by an appeal to this conditioned
orientation, bred both in the officials and in the
subjects, of obedient adjustment to such [social
and political] orders. If the appeal is successful
it brings, as it were, the disturbed mechanism to
“snap into gear” again.

The objective indispensability of the once-
existing apparatus, in connection with its pecu-
liarly “impersonal” character, means that the
mechanism—in contrast to the feudal order
based upon personal loyalty—is easily made to
work for anybody who knows how to gain con-
trol over it. A rationally ordered officialdom
continues to function smoothly after the enemy
has occupied the territory; he merely needs to
change the top officials. It continues to operate
because it is to the vital interest of everyone
concerned, including above all the enemy.

After Bismarck had, during the long course
of his years in power, brought his ministerial
colleagues into unconditional bureaucratic
dependence by eliminating all independent
statesmen, he saw to his surprise that upon his
resignation they continued to administer their
offices unconcernedly and undismayedly, as if
it had not been the ingenious lord and very cre-
ator of these tools who had left, but merely
some individual figure in the bureaucratic
machine which had been exchanged for some
other figure. In spite of all the changes of mas-
ters in France since the time of the First Empire,
the power apparatus remained essentially the
same.

Such an apparatus makes “revolution,” in
the sense of the forceful creation of entirely new
formations of authority, more and more impos-
sible—technically, because of its control over
the modern means of communication (tele-
graph etc.), and also because of its mcreasmgly
rationalized inner structure. The place of “rev-
olutions” is under this process taken by coups
d’état, as again France demonstrates in the clas-
sical manner since all successful transforma-
tions there have been of this nature.
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BUREAUCRACY AND EDUCATION

A. Educational Specialization, Degree
Hunting and Status Seeking

We cannot here analyze the far-reaching and
general cultural effects that the advance of the
rational bureaucratic structure of domination
develops quite independently of the areas in
which it takes hold. Naturally, bureaucracy pro-
motes a “rationalist” way of life, but the con-
cept of rationalism allows for widely differing
contents. Quite generally, one can only say that
the bureaucratization of all domination very
strongly furthers the development of “rational
matter-of-factness” and the personality type of
the professional expert. This has far-reaching
ramifications, but only one important element
of the process can be briefly indicated here: its
effect upon the nature of education and per-
sonal culture (Erziehung und Bildung).

Educational institutions on the European
continent, especially the institutions of higher
learning—the universities, as well as technical
academies, business colleges, gymnasia, and
other secondary schools—are dominated and
influenced by the need for the kind of “educa-
tion” which is bred by the system of specialized
examinations or tests of expertise (Fachprii-
fungswesen) increasingly indispensable for
modern bureaucracies.

The “examination for expertise” in the
modern sense was and is found also outside the
strictly bureaucratic structures: today, for
instance, in the so-called “free” professions of
medicine and law, and in the guild-organized
trades. Nor is it an indispensable accompani-
ment of bureaucratization: the French, English
and American bureaucracies have for a long
time done without such examinations either
entirely or to a large extent, using in-service
training and performance in the party organi-
zations as a substitute.

“Democracy” takes an ambivalent attitude
also towards the system of examinations for
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expertise, as it does towards all the phenomena
of the bureaucratization which, nevertheless, it
promotes. On the one hand, the system of exam-
inations means, or at least appears to mean,
selection of the qualified from all social strata in
place of the rule by notables. But on the other,
democracy fears that examinations and patents
of education will create a privileged “caste,”
and for that reason opposes such a system.

Finally, the examination for expertise is found
already in prebureaucratic or semibureaucratic
epochs. Indeed, its earliest regular historical
locus is in prebendally organized structures of
domination. The expectation of prebends, first
of church prebends—as in the Islamic Orient
and in the Occidental Middle Ages—and then,
as was especially the case in China, also of sec-
ular prebends, is the typical prize for which
people study and are examined. These exami-
nations, however, have only in part the charac-
ter of tests for specialized “expertise.”

Only the modern development of full bureau-
cratization brings the system of rational ex-
aminations for expertise irresistibly to the fore.
The American Civil-Service Reform movement
gradually imports expert training and special-
ized examinations into the United States; the
examination system also advances into all other
countries from its main (European) breeding
ground, Germany. The increasing bureaucrati-
zation of administration enhances the impor-
tance of the specialized examination in England.
In China, the attempt to replace the old semi-
patrimonial bureaucracy by a modern bureau-
cracy brought the expert examination; it took the
place of the former and quite differently struc-
tured system of examinations. The bureaucrati-
zation of capitalism, with its demand for
expertly trained technicians, clerks, etc., carries
such examinations all over the world.

This development is, above all, greatly fur-
thered by the social prestige of the “patent of
education” acquired through such specialized
examinations, the more so since this prestige

can again be turned to economic advantage. The
role played in former days by the “proof
of ancestry,” as prerequisite for equality of birth,
access to noble prebends and endowments and,
wherever the nobility retained social power, for
the qualification to state offices, is nowadays
taken by the patent of education. The elabora-
tion of the diplomas from universities, business
and engineering colleges, and the universal
clamor for the creation of further educational
certificates in all fields serve the formation of a
privileged stratum in bureaus and in offices.
Such certificates support their holders’ claims
for connubium with the notables (in business
offices, too, they raise hope for preferment with
the boss’s daughter), claims to be admitted into
the circles that adhere to “codes of honor,”
claims for a “status-appropriate” salary instead
of a wage according to performance, claims for
assured advancement and old-age insurance,
and, above all, claims to the monopolization of
socially and economically advantageous posi-
tions. If we hear from all sides demands for the
introduction of regulated curricula culminating
in specialized examinations, the reason behind
this is, of course, not a suddenly awakened
“thirst for education,” but rather the desire to
limit the supply of candidates for these posi-
tions and to monopolize them for the holders of
educational patents. For such monopolization,
the “examination” is today the universal instru-
ment—hence its irresistible advance. As the cur-
riculum required for the acquisition of the
patent of education requires considerable
expenses and a long period of gestation, this
striving implies a repression of talent (of the
“charisma”) in favor of property, for the intel-
lectual costs of the educational patent are
always low and decrease, rather than increase,
with increasing volume. The old requirement of
a knightly style of life, the prerequisite for
capacity to hold a fief, is nowadays in Germany
replaced by the necessity of participating in its
surviving remnants, the duelling fraternities of



the universities which grant the patents of edu-
cation; in the Anglo-Saxon countries, the athletic
and social clubs fulfill the same function.

On the other hand, bureaucracy strives every-
where for the creation of a “right to the office” by
the establishment of regular disciplinary proce-
dures and by the elimination of the completely
arbitrary disposition of the superior over the
subordinate official. The bureaucracy seeks to
secure the official’'s position, his orderly
advancement, and his provision for old age. In
this, it is supported by the “democratic” senti-
ment of the governed which demands that dom-
ination be minimized; those who hold this atti-
tude believe themselves able to discern a
weakening of authority itself in every weaken-
ing of the lord’s arbitrary disposition over the
officials. To this extent bureaucracy, both in
business offices and in public service, promotes
the rise of a specific status group, just as did the
quite different officeholders of the past. We have
already pointed out that these status character-
istics are usually also exploited for, and by their
nature contribute to, the technical usefulness of
bureaucracy in fulfilling its specific tasks.

[t is precisely against this unavoidable status
character of bureaucracy that “democracy”
reacts in its striving to put the election of offi-
cials for short terms in place of the appointment
of officials and to substitute the recall of offi-
cials by referendum for a regulated discipli-
nary procedure, thus seeking to replace the
arbitrary disposition of the hierarchically
superordinate “master” by the equally arbitrary
disposition of the governed or rather, of the
party bosses dominating them.

B. Excursus on the “Cultivated Man”

Social prestige based upon the advantage of
schooling and education as such is by no means
specific to bureaucracy. On the contrary. But
educational prestige in other structures of
domination rests upon substantially different
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foundations with respect to content. Expressed
in slogans, the “cultivated man,” rather than the
“specialist,” was the end sought by education
and the basis of social esteem in the feudal, theo-
cratic, and patrimonial structures of domination,
in the English administration by notables, in the
old Chinese patrimonial bureaucracy, as well as
under the rule of demagogues in the Greek states
during the so-called Democracy. The term “cul-
tivated man” is used here in a completely value-
neutral sense; it is understood to mean solely
that a quality of life conduct which was held to be
“cultivated” was the goal of education, rather
than a specialized training in some expertise.
Such education may have been aimed at a
knightly or at an ascetic type, at a literary type
(as in China) or at a gymnastic-humanist type (as
in Hellas), or at a conventional “gentleman” type
of the Anglo-Saxon variety. A personality “culti-
vated” in this sense formed the educational ideal
stamped by the structure of domination and the
conditions of membership in the ruling stratum
of the society in question. The qualification of
this ruling stratum rested upon the possession of
a “plus” of such cultural guality (in the quite vari-
able and value-neutral sense of the term as used
here), rather than upon a “plus” of expert
knowledge. Military, theological and legal
expertise was, of course, intensely cultivated at
the same time. But the point of gravity in the
Hellenic, in the medieval, as well as in the Chi-
nese educational curriculum was formed by ele-
ments entirely different from those which were
“useful” in a technical sense.

Behind all the present discussions about the
basic questions of the educational system there
lurks decisively the struggle of the “specialist”
type of man against the older type of the “cul-
tivated man,” a struggle conditioned by the
irresistibly expanding bureaucratization of all
public and private relations of authority and by
the ever-increasing importance of experts and
specialised knowledge. This struggle affects the
most intimate aspects of personal culture.
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CONCLUSION

During its advance, bureaucratic organization
has had to overcome not only those essentially
negative obstacles, several times previously
mentioned, that stood in the way of the required
leveling process. In addition, administrative
structures based on different principles did and
still do cross paths with bureaucratic organiza-
tion. Some of these have already been mentioned
in passing. Not all of the types existing in the real
world can be discussed here—this would lead us
much too far afield; we can analyze only some of
the most important structural principles in much
simplified schematic exposition. We shall pro-
ceed in the main, although not exclusively, by
asking the following questions:

1. How far are these administrative struc-
tures in their developmental chances subject
to economic, political or any other external
determinants, or to an “autonomous” logic
inherent in their technical structure? 2. What,
if any, are the economic effects which these
administrative structures exert? In doing this,
one must keep one’s eye on the fluidity and the
overlapping of all these organizational princi-
ples. Their “pure” types, after all, are to be
considered merely border cases which are of
special and indispensable analytical value, and
bracket historical reality which almost always
appears in mixed forms.

The bureaucratic structure is everywhere a
late product of historical development. The fur-
ther back we trace our steps, the more typical is
the absence of bureaucracy and of officialdom
in general. Since bureaucracy has a “rational”
character, with rules, means-ends calculus, and
matter-of-factness predominating, its rise and
expansion has everywhere had “revolutionary”
results, in a special sense still to be discussed, as
had the advance of rationalism in general. The
march of bureaucracy accordingly destroyed
structures of domination which were not
rational in this sense of the term. Hence we
may ask: What were these structures?

Max Weber: “Objectivity” in Social
Science and Social Policy’

We all know that our science, as is the case with
every science treating the institutions and
events of human culture, (with the possible
exception of political history) first arose in con-
nection with practical considerations. Its most
immediate and often sole purpose was the
attainment of value-judgments concerning
measures of State economic policy. It was a
“technique” in the same sense as, for instance,
the clinical disciplines in the medical sciences
are. It has now become known how this situa-
tion was gradually modified. This modification
was not, however, accompanied by a formula-
tion of the logical (prinzipielle) distinction
between “existential knowledge,” i.e., knowl-
edge of what “is,” and “normative knowledge,”
i.e,, knowledge of what “should be.” The for-
mulation of this distinction was hampered,
first, by the view that immutably invariant
natural laws—later, by the view that an un-
ambiguous evolutionary principle—governed
economic life and that accordingly, what was
normatively right was identical—in the former
case—with the immutably existent—and in the
latter~—with the inevitably emergent. With the
awakening of the historical sense, a combina-
tion of ethical evolutionism and historical rela-
tivism became the predominant attitude in our
science. This attitude sought to deprive ethical

Source Reprinted with the permission of The Free
Press, a Division of Simon & Schuster, Inc., from Max
Weber, The Methodology of the Social Sciences, translated and
edited by Edward A, Shils and Henry A. Finch. Copyright
© 1949 by The Free Press; copyright renewed 1977 by
Edward A. Shils.

'This essay was published when the editorship of the
Archiv fur Soziatwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik was transferred
to Edgar Jaffé, Werner Sombart, and Max Weber. Its form
was influenced by the occasion for which it was written and
the content should be considered in this light. {Marianne
Weber.)



norms of their formal character and through
the incorporation of the totality of cultural
values into the “ethical” (Sittlichen) sphere tried
to give a substantive content to ethical norms. It
was hoped thereby to raise economics to the
status of an “ethical science” with empirical
foundations. To the extent that an “ethical”
label was given to all possible cultural ideals,
the particular autonomy of the ethical impera-
tive was obliterated, without however increas-
ing the “objective” validity of those ideals.
Nonetheless we can and must forego a discus-
sion of the principles at issue. We merely point
out that even today the confused opinion that
economics does and should derive value-judg-
ments from a specifically “economic point of
view” has not disappeared but is especially cur-
rent, quite understandably, among men of prac-
tical affairs.

Our journal as the representative of an
empirical specialized discipline must, as we
wish to show shortly, reject this view in princi-
ple. It must do so because, in our opinion, it can
never be the task of an empirical science o pro-
vide binding norms and ideals from which
directives for immediate practical activity can
be derived.

What is the implication of this proposition? It
is certainly not that value-judgments are to be
withdrawn from scientific discussion in general
simply because in the last analysis they rest on
certain ideals and are therefore “subjective” in
origin. Practical action and the aims of our jour-
nal would always reject such a proposition. Crit-
icism is not to be suspended in the presence of
value-judgments. The problem is rather: what is
the meaning and purpose of the scientific criti-
cism of ideals and value-judgments? This
requires a somewhat more detailed analysis.

All serious reflection about the ultimate ele-
ments of meaningful human conduct is ori-
ented primarily in terms of the categories “end”
and “means.” We desire something concretely
either “for its own sake” or as a means of achiev-
ing something else which is more highly
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desired. The question of the appropriateness of
the means for achieving a given end is undoubt-
edly accessible to scientific analysis. [nasmuch
as we are able to determine (within the present
limits of our knowledge) which means for the
achievement of a proposed end are appropriate
or inappropriate, we can in this way estimate
the chances of attaining a certain end by certain
available means. In this way we can indirectly
criticize the setting of the end itself as practi-
cally meaningful (on the basis of the existing
historical situation) or as meaningless with ref-
erence to existing conditions. Furthermore,
when the possibility of attaining a proposed
end appears to exist, we can determine (natu-
rally within the limits of our existing knowl-
edge) the consequences which the application
of the means to be used will produce in addi-
tion to the eventual attainment of the proposed
end, as a result of the interdependence of all
events. We can then provide the acting person
with the ability to weigh and compare the
undesirable as over against the desirable con-
sequences of his action. Thus, we can answer
the question: what will the attainment of a
desired end “cost” in terms of the predictable
loss of other values? Since, in the vast majority
of cases, every goal that is striven for does
“cost” or can “cost” something in this sense, the
weighing of the goal in terms of the incidental
consequences of the action which realizes it
cannot be omitted from the deliberation of per-
sons who act with a sense of responsibility. One
of the most important functions of the technical
criticism which we have been discussing thus
far is to make this sort of analysis possible. To
apply the results of this analysis in the making
of a decision, however, is not a task which sci-
ence can undertake; it is rather the task of the
acting, willing person: he weighs and chooses
from among the values involved according to
his own conscience and his personal view of the
world. Science can make him realize that all
action and paturally, according to the circum-
stances, inaction imply in their consequences
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the espousal of certain values—and herewith—
what is today so willingly overlooked—the
rejection of certain others. The act of choice
itself is his own responsibility.

We can also offer the person, who makes a
choice, insight into the significance of the
desired object. We can teach him to think in
terms of the context and the meaning of the
ends he desires, and among which he chooses.
We do this through making explicit and devel-
oping in a logically consistent manner the
“ideas” which actually do or which can under-
lie the concrete end. It is self-evident that one of
the most important tasks of every science of cul-
tural life is to arrive at a rational understanding
of these “ideas” for which men either really or
allegedly struggle. This does not overstep the
boundaries of a science which strives for an
“analytical ordering of empirical reality,”
although the methods which are used in this
interpretation of cultural (geistig) values are not
“inductions” in the usual sense. At any rate, this
task falls at least partly beyond the limits of eco-
nomics as defined according to the conven-
tional division of labor. It belongs among the
tasks of social philosophy. However, the histor-
ical influence of ideas in the development of
social life has been and still is so great that our
journal cannot renounce this task. It shall rather
regard the investigation of this phenomenon as
one of its most important obligations.

But the scientific treatment of value-
judgments may not only understand and
empathically analyze (nacherleben) the desired
ends and the ideals which underlie them; it can
also “judge” them critically. This criticism can
of course have only a dialetical character, i.e., it
can be no more than a formal logical judgment
of historically given value-judgments and
ideas, a testing of the ideals according to the
postulate of the internal comsistency of the
desired end. It can, insofar as it sets itself this
goal, aid the acting willing person in attaining
self-clarification concerning the final axioms
from which his desired ends are derived. It can

assist him in becoming aware of the ultimate
standards of value which he does not make
explicit to himself or, which he must presup-
pose in order to be logical. The elevation of
these ultimate standards, which are manifested
in concrete value-judgments, to the level of
explicitness is the utmost that the scientific
treatment of value-judgments can do without
entering into the realm of speculation. As to
whether the person expressing these value-
judgments should adhere to these ultimate
standards is his personal affair; it involves will
and conscience, not empirical knowledge.

An empirical science cannot tell anyone
what he should do—but rather what he can do—
and under certain circumstances—what he
wishes to do. It is true that in our sciences, per-
sonal value-judgments have tended to influ-
ence scientific arguments without being explic-
itly admitted. They have brought about
continual confusion and have caused various
interpretations to be placed on scientific argu-
ments even in the sphere of the determination
of simple causal interconnections among facts
according to whether the results increased or
decreased the chances of realizing one’s per-
sonal ideals, i.e., the possibility of desiring a
certain thing. Even the editors and the collabo-
rators of our journal will regard “nothing
human as alien” to them in this respect. But it is
a long way from this acknowledgment of
human frailty to the belief in an “ethical” science
of economics, which would derive ideals from
its subject matter and produce concrete norms
by applying general ethical imperatives. It is
true that we regard as objectively valuable those
innermost elements of the “personality,” those
highest and most ultimate value-judgments
which determine our conduct and give meaning
and significance to our life. We can indeed
espouse these values only when they appear to
us as valid, as derived from our highest values
and when they are developed in the struggle
against the difficulties which life presents. Cer-
tainly, the dignity of the “personality” lies in the



fact that for it there exist values about which it
organizes its life,—even if these values are in
certain cases concentrated exclusively within
the sphere of the person’s “individuality,” then
“self-realization” in those interests for which it
claims validity as values, is the idea with respect
to which its whole existence is oriented. Only on
the assumption of belief in the validity of values
is the attempt to espouse value-judgments
meaningful. However, to judge the validity of
such values is a matter of frith. It may perhaps
be a task for the speculative interpretation of life
and the universe in quest of their meaning. But
it certainly does not fall within the province of
an empirical science in the sense in which it is to
be practised here. The empirically demonstrable
fact that these ultimate ends undergo historical
changes and are debatable does not affect this dis-
tinction between empirical science and value-
judgments, contrary to what is often thought.
For even the knowledge of the most certain
proposition of our theoretical sciences—e.g.,
the exact natural sciences or mathematics, is,
like the cultivation and refinement of the con-
science, a product of culture. However, when
we call to mind the practical problems of eco-
nomic and social policy (in the usual sense), we
see that there are many, indeed countless, prac-
tical questions in the discussion of which there
seems to be general agreement about the self-
evident character of certain goals. Among these
we may mention emergency credit, the con-
crete problems of social hygiene, poor relief,
factory inspection, industrial courts, employ-
ment exchanges, large sections of protective
labor legislation—in short, all those issues in
which, at least in appearance, only the means for
the attainment of the goal are at issue. But even
if we were to mistake the illusion of self-evi-
dence for truth—which science can never do
without damaging itself—and wished to view
the conflicts immediately arising from attempts
at practical realization as purely technical ques-
tions of expediency—which would very often
be incorrect—even in this case we would have
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to recognize that this illusion of the self-evi-
dence of normative standards of value is dissi-
pated as soon as we pass from the concrete
problems of philanthropic and protective social
and economic services to problems of economic
and social policy. The distinctive characteristic
of a problem of social policy is indeed the fact
that it cannot be resolved merely on the basis of
purely technical considerations which assume
already settled ends. Normative standards of
value can and must be the objects of dispute in
a discussion of a problem of social policy
because the problem lies in the domain of gen-
eral cultural values. And the conflict occurs not
merely, as we are too easily inclined to believe
today, between “class interests” but between
general views on life and the universe as well.
This latter point, however, does not lessen the
truth that the particular ultimate value-judg-
ment which the individual espouses is decided
among other factors and certainly to a quite
significant degree by the degree of affinity
between it and his class interests—accepting
for the time being this only superficially unam-
biguous term. One thing is certain under all
circumstances, namely, the more “general” the
problem involved, i.e., in this case, the broader
its cultural significance, the less subject itisto a
single unambiguous answer on the basis of the
data of empirical sciences and the greater the
role played by value-ideas (Wertideen) and the
ultimate and highest personal axioms of belief.
It is simply naive to believe, although there are
many specialists who even now occasionally
do, that it is possible to establish and to demon-
strate as scientifically valid “a principle” for
practical social science from which the norms
for the solution of practical problems.can be
unambiguously derived. However much the
social sciences need the discussion of practical
problems in terms of fundamental principles,
i.e., the reduction of unreflective value-judg-
ments to the premises from which they are log-
ically derived and however much our journal
intends to devote itself specially to them—cer-
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tainly the creation of a lowest common denom-
inator for our problems in the form of generally
valid ultimate value-judgments cannot be its
task or in general the task of any empirical sci-
ence. Such a thing would not only be impracti-
cable; it would be entirely meaningless as well.
Whatever the interpretation of the basis and
the nature of the validity of the ethical impera-
tives, it is certain that from them, as from the
norms for the concretely conditioned conduct
of the individual, cul tural values cannot be unam-
bigucusly derived as being normatively desir-
able; it can do so the less, the more inclusive are
the values concerned. Only positive religions—
or more pi:cisely expressed: dogmatically
bound sects—are able to confer on the content
of cultural values the status of unconditionally
valid ethical imperatives. Outside these sects,
cultural ideals which the individual wishes to
realize and ethical obligations which he should
fulfill do not, in principle, share the same status.
The fate of an epoch which has eaten of the tree
of knowledge is that it must know that we can-
not learn the meaning of the world from the
results of its analysis, be it ever so perfect; it
must rather be in a position to create this mean-
ing itself. It must recognize that general views
of life and the universe can never be the prod-
ucts of increasing empirical knowledge, and
that the highest ideals, which move us most
forcefully, are always formed only in the strug-
gle with other ideals which are just as sacred to
others as ours are to us.

Only an optimistic syncretism, such as is, at
times, the product of evolutionary-historical
relativism, can theoretically delude itself about
the profound seriousness of this situation or
practically shirk its consequences. It can, to be
sure, be just as obligatory subjectively for the
practical politician, in the individual case, to
mediate between antagonistic points of view as
to take sides with one of them. But this has
nothing whatsoever to do with scientific “objec-
tivity.” Scientifically the “middle course” is not
fruer even by a hair’s breadth, than the most

extreme party ideals of the right or left.
Nowhere are the interests of science more
poorly served in the long run than in those sit-
uations where one refuses to see uncomfort-
able facts and the realities of life in all their
starkness. The Archiv will struggle relentlessly
against the severe self-deception which asserts
that through the synthesis of several party
points of view, or by following a line between
them, practical norms of scientific validity can be
arrived at. It is necessary to do this because,
since this piece of self-deception tries to mask
its own standards of value in relativistic terms,
it is more dangerous to the freedom of research
than the former naive faith of parties in the sci-
entific “demonstrability” of their dogmas. The
capacity to distinguish between empirical
knowledge and value-judgments, and the ful-
fillment of the scientific duty to see the factual
truth as well as the practical duty to stand up
for our own ideals constitute the program to
which we wish to adhere with ever increasing
firmness.

There is and always will be—and this is the
reason that it concerns us—an unbridgeable
distinction among (1) those arguments which
appeal to our capacity to become enthusiastic
about and our feeling for concrete practical
aims or cultural forms and values, (2} those
arguments in which, once it is a question of the
validity of ethical norms, the appeal is directed
to our conscience, and finally (3) those argu-
ments which appeal to our capacity and need
for analytically ordering empirical reality in a
manner which lays claim to validity as empiri-
cal truth. This proposition remains correct,
despite, as we shall see, the fact that those high-
est “values” underlying the practical interest
are and always will be decisively significant in
determining the focus of attention of analytical
activity (ordnende Titigkeit des Denkens) in the
sphere of the cultural sciences. It has been and
remains true that a systematically correct sci-
entific proof in the social sciences, if it is to
achieve its purpose, must be acknowledged as



correct even by a Chinese—or—more precisely
stated—it must constantly strive to attain this
goal, which perhaps may not be completely
attainable due to faulty data. Furthermore, the
successful logical analysis of the content of an
ideal and its ultimate axioms and the discovery
of the consequences which arise from pursuing
it, logically and practically, must also be valid
for the Chinese. At the same time, our Chinese
can lack a “sense” for our ethical imperative
and he can and certainly often will deny the
ideal itself and the concrete value-judgments
derived from it. Neither of these two latter atti-
tudes can affect the scientific value of the analy-
sis in any way. Quite certainly our journal will
not ignore the ever and inevitably recurrent
attempts to give an unambiguous interpreta-
tion to culture. On the contrary, these attempts
themselves rank with the most important prod-
ucts of this cultural life and, under certain cir-
cumstances, among its dynamic forces. We will
therefore constantly strive to follow with care
the course of these discussions of “social phi-
losophy” (as here understood). We are further-
more completely free of the prejudice which
asserts that reflections on culture which go
beyond the analysis of empirical data in order
to interpret the world metaphysically can,
because of their metaphysical character fulfill
no useful cognitive tasks. Just what these cog-
nitive tasks are is primarily an epistemological
question, the answer to which we must and
can, in view of our purpose, disregard at this
point. There is one tenet to which we adhere
most firmly in our work, namely, that a social
science journal, in our sense, to the extent that
it is scientific should be a ‘place where those
truths are sought, which—to remain with our
illustration—can claim, even for a Chinese, the
validity appropriate to an analysis of empirical
reality.

Of course, the editors cannot once and for all
deny to themselves or their contributors the
possibility of expressing in value-judgments
the ideals which motivate them. However two
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important duties arise in connection with this.
First, to keep the readers and themselves
sharply aware at every moment of the stan-
dards by which they judge reality and from
which the value-judgment is derived, instead
of, as happens too often, deceiving themselves
in the conflict of ideals by a value mélange of
values of the most different orders and types,
and seeking to offer something to everybody. If
this obligation is rigorously heeded, the practi-
cal evaluative attitude can be not only harmless
to scientific interests but even directly useful,
and indeed mandatory. In the scientific criti-
cism of legislative and other practical recom-
mendations, the motives of the legislator and
the ideals of the critic in all their scope often can
not be clarified and analyzed in a tangible and
intelligible form in any other way than through
the confrontation of the standards of value
underlying the ideas criticized with others,
preferably the critic’'s own. Every meaningful
value-judgment about someone else’s aspirations
must be a criticism from the standpoint of one’s
own Weltanschauung; it must be a struggle
against another’s ideals from the standpoint of
one’s own. If in a particular concrete case, the
ultimate value-axioms which underlie practical
activity are not only to be designated and sci-
entifically analyzed but are also to be shown in
their relationship to other value-axioms, “posi-
tive” criticism by means of a systematic expo-
sition of the latter is unavoidable.

In the pages of this journal, especially in the
discussion of legislation, there will inevitably
be found social policy, i.e., the statement of
ideals, in addition to social science, i.e., the analy-
sis of facts. But we do not by any means intend
to present such discussions as “science” and we
will guard as best we can against allowing these
two to be confused with each other. In such dis-
cussions, science no longer has the floor. For that
reason, the second fundamental imperative of
scientific freedom is that in such cases it should
be constantly made clear to the readers (and—
again we say it—above all to one’s self!) exactly
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at which point the scientific investigator
becomes silent and the evaluating and acting
person begins to speak. In other words, it should
be made explicit just where the arguments are
addressed to the analytical understanding and
where to the sentiments. The constant confu-
sion of the scientific discussion of facts and their
evaluation is still one of the most widespread
and also one of the most damaging traits of
work in our field. The foregoing arguments are
directed against this confusion, and not against
the clear-cut introduction of one’s own ideals
into the discussion. An attitude of moral indiffer-
enice has no connection with scienfific “objectiv-
ity.” The Archiv, at least in its intentions, has
never been and should never be a place where
polemics against certain currents in politics or
social policy are carried on, nor should it be a
place where struggles are waged for or against
ideals in politics or social-policy. There are other
journals for these purposes. The peculiar char-
acteristic of the journal has rather been from the
very beginning and, insofar as it is in the power
of the editors, shall continue to be that political
antagonists can meet in it to carry on scientific
work. It has not been a “socialist” organ hitherto
and in the future it shall not be “bourgeois.” It
excludes no one from its circle of contributors
who is willing to place himself within the frame-
work of scientific discussion. It cannot be an
arena for “objections,” replies and rebuttals, but
in its pages no one will be protected, neither its
contributors nor its editors, from being subjected
to the sharpest factual, scientific criticism. Who-
ever cannot bear this or who takes the viewpoint
that he does not wish to work, in the service of
scientific knowledge, with persons whose other
ideals are different from his own, is free not to
participate.

However, we should not deceive ourselves
about it—this last sentence means much morein
practice than it seems to do at first glance. In the
first place, there are psychological limits every-
where and especially in Germany to the possi-
bility of coming together freely with one’s polit-

ical opponents in a neutral forum, be it social or
intellectual. This obstacle which should be
relentlessly combatted as a sign of narrow-
minded party fanaticism and backward political
culture, is reinforced for a journal like ours
through the fact that in social sciences the stim-
ulus to the posing of scientific problems is in
actuality always given by practical “questions.”
Hence the very recognition of the existence of a
scientific problem coincides, personally, with
the possession of specifically oriented motives
and values. A journal which has come into exis-
tence under the influence of a general interest in
a concrete problem, will always include among
its contributors persons who are personally
interested in these problems because certain
concrete situations seem to be incompatible
with, or seem to threaten, the realization of cer-
tain ideal values in which they believe. A bond
of similar ideals will hold this circle of contrib-
utors together and it will be the basis of a further
recruitment. This in turn will tend to give the
journal, at least in its treatment of questions of
practical social policy, a certain “character” which
of course inevitably accompanies every collab-
oration of vigorously sensitive persons whose
evaluative standpoint regarding the problems
cannot be entirely expressed even in purely the-
oretical analysis; in the criticism of practical rec-
ommendations and measures it quite legiti-
mately finds expression—under the particular
conditions above discussed. The Archiv first
appeared at a time in which certain practical
aspects of the “labor problem” (as traditionally
understood) stood in the forefront of social sci-
ence discussions. Those persons for whom the
problems which the Archiv wished to treat were
bound up with ultimate and decisive value-
judgments and who on that account became its
most regular contributors also espoused at the
same time the view of culture which was
strongly influenced by these value-judgments.
We all know that though this journal, through
its explicit self-restriction to “scientific” discus-
sions and through the express invitation to the



“adherents of all political standpoints,” denied
that it would pursue a certain “tendency,” it
nonetheless possessed a “character” in the
above sense. This “character” was created by the
group of its regular contributors. In general they
were men who, whatever may have been other
divergences in their points of view, set as their
goal the protection of the physical well-being of
the laboring masses and the increase of the lat-
ters’ share of the material and intellectual values
of our culture. As a means, they employed the
combination of state intervention into the arena
of material interests with the freer shaping of the
existing political and legal order. Whatever may
have been their opinion as to the form of the
social order in the more remote future—for the
present, they accepted the emergent trends of
the capitalist system, not because they seemed
better than the older forms of social organiza-
tion but because they seemed to be practically
inevitable and because the attempt to wage a
fundamental struggle against it appeared to
hinder and not aid the cultural rise of the work-
ing class. In the situation which exists in Ger-
many today—we need not be more specific at
this point—this was not and is not to be
avoided. Indeed, it bore direct fruit in the suc-
cessful many-sidedness of the participation in
the scientific discussion and it constituted a
source of strength for the journal; under the
given circumstances it was perhaps even one of
its claims to the justification for its existence.
There can be no doubt that the development
of a “character,” in this sense, in a scientific jour-
nal can constitute a threat to the freedom of sci-
entific analysis; it really does amount to that
when the selection of contributors is purposely
one-sided. In this case the cultivation of a “char-
acter” in a journal is practically equivalent to the
existence of a “tendency.” The editors are aware
of the responsibility which this situation imposes
upen them. They propose neither the deliberate
transformation of the character of the Archiv nor
its artificial preservation by means of a careful
restriction of the contributors to scholars of cer-
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tain definite party loyalties. They accept it as
given and await its further “development.” The
form which it takes in the future and the modifi-
cations which it may undergo as a result of the
inevitable broadening of its circle of contributors
will depend primarily on the character of those
persons who, seeking to serve the cause of sci-
ence, enter the circle and become or remain fre-
quent contributors. It will be further affected by
the broadening of the problems, the advancement
of which is a goal of the journal.

With these remarks we come to the question
on which we have not yet touched, namely, the
factual delimitation of our field of operations.
No answer can, however, be given without rais- -
ing the question as to the goal of social science
knowledge in general. When we distinguished
in principle between “value-judgments” and
“empirical knowledge,” we presupposed the
existence of an unconditionally valid type of
knowledge in the social sciences, i.e., the ana-
lytical ordering of empirical social reality. This
presupposition now becomes our problem in
the sense that we must discuss the meaning of
objectively “valid” truth in the social sciences.
The genuineness of the problem is apparent to
anyone who is aware of the conflict about meth-
ods, “fundamental concepts” and presupposi-
tions, the incessant shift of “viewpoints,” and
the continuous redefinition of “concepts” and
who sees that the theoretical and historical
modes of analysis are still separated by an
apparently unbridgeable gap. It constitutes, as
a despairing Viennese examinee once sorrow-
fully complained, “Fwo sciences of economics.”
What is the meaning of “objectivity” in this
context? The following discussion will be
devoted to this question.

Ok Ok ¥ % % * * * * ¥ F % ¥ * ¥
There is no absolutely “objective” scientific
analysis of culture—or put perhaps more
narrowly but certainly not essentially differ-
ently for our purposes—of “social phenomena”
independent of special and “one-sided” view-
points according to which—expressly or tacitly,
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consciously or unconsciously—they are
selected, analyzed and organized for exposi-
tory purposes. The reasons for this lie in the
character of the cognitive goal of all research in
social science which seeks to transcend the
purely formal treatment of the legal or conven-
tional norms regulating social life.

The type of social science in which we are
interested is an empirical science of concrete real-
ity (Wirklichkeitswissenschaft). Our aim is the
understanding of the characteristic uniqueness
of the reality in which we move. We wish to
understand on the one hand the relationships
and the cultural significance of individual
events in their contemporary manifestations
and on the other the causes of their being his-
torically so and not otherwise. Now, as soon as
we attempt to reflect about the way in which
life confronts us in immediate concrete situa-
tions, it presents an infinite multiplicity of suc-
cessively and coexistently emerging and disap-
pearing events, both “within” and “outside”
ourselves. The absolute infinitude of this mul-
tiplicity is seen to remain undiminished even
when our attention is focused on a single
“object,” for instance, a concrete act of
exchange, as soon as we seriously attempt an
exhaustive description of all the individual
components of this “individual phenomena,” to
say nothing of explaining it causally. All the
analysis of infinite reality which the finite
human mind can conduct rests on the tacit
assumption that only a finite portion of this
reality constitutes the object of scientific inves-
tigation, and that only it is “important” in the
sense of being “worthy of being known.” But
what are the criteria by which this segment is
selected? It has often been thought that the deci-
sive criterion in the cultural sciences, too, was
in the last analysis, the “regular” recurrence of
certain causal relationships. The “laws” which
we are able to perceive in the infinitely mani-
fold stream of events must—according to this
conception—contain the scientifically “essen-
tial” aspect of reality. . . .

... We seek knowledge of an historical phe-
nomenon, meaning by historical: significant in
its individuality (Eigenart). And the decisive ele-
ment in this is that only through the presuppo-
sition that a finite part alone of the infinite vari-
ety of phenomena is significant, does the
knowledge of an individual phenomenon
become logically meaningful. Even with the
widest imaginable knowledge of “laws,” we are
helpless in the face of the question: how is the
causal explanation of an individual fact possible—
since a description of even the smallest slice of
reality can never be exhaustive? The number
and type of causes which have influenced any
given event are always infinite and there is noth-
ing in the things themselves to set some of them
apart as alone meriting attention. A chaos of
“existential judgments” about countless indi-
vidual events would be the only result of a seri-
ous attempt to analyze reality “without presup-
positions.” And even this result is only
seemingly possible, since every single percep-
tion discloses on closer examination an infinite
number of constituent perceptions which can
never be exhaustively expressed in a judgment.
Order is brought into this chaos only on the con-
dition that in every case only a part of concrete
reality is interesting and significant to us, because
only it is related to the cultural values with which
we approach reality. Only certain sides of the
infinitely complex concrete phenomenon,
namely those to which we attribute a general cul-
tural significance—are therefore worthwhile
knowing. They alone are objects of causal expla-
nation. And even this causal explanation evinces
the same character; an exhaustive causal investi-
gation of any concrete phenomena in its full real-
ity is not only practically impossible—it is sim-
ply nonsense. We select only those causes to
which are to be imputed in the individual case,
the “essential” feature of an event. Where the
individuality of a phenomenon is concerned, the
question of causality is not a question of laws but
of concrete causal relationships; it is not a question
of the subsumption of the event under some



general rubric as a representative case but of its
imputation as a consequence of some constella-
tion. It is in brief a question of imputation. Wher-
ever the causal explanation of a “cultural phe-
nomenon—an “historical individual” is under
consideration, the knowledge of causal laws is
not the end of the investigation but only a means.
It facilitates and renders possible the causal
imputation to their concrete causes of those
components of a phenomenon the individuality
of which is culturally significant. So far and only
so far as it achieves this, is it valuable for our
knowledge of concrete relationships. And the
more “general,” i.e., the more abstract the laws,
the less they can contribute to the causal impu-
tation of individual phenomena and, more indi-
rectly, to the understanding of the significance of
cultural events.
* * * * * * » L * * * % 3+ * % *

The conclusion which follows from the
above is that an “objective” analysis of cultural
events, which proceeds according to the thesis
that the ideal of science is the reduction of
empirical reality of “laws,” is meaningless. It i
not meaningless, as is often maintained,
because cultural or psychic events for instance
are “objectively” less governed by laws. It is
meaningless for a number of other reasons.
Firstly, because the knowledge of social laws is
not knowledge of social reality but is rather
one of the various aids used by our minds for
attaining this end; secondly, because knowl-
edge of cultural events is inconceivable except
on a basis of the significance which the concrete
constellations of reality have for us in certain
individual concrete situations. In which sense
and in which situations this is the case is not
revealed to us by any law; it is decided accord-
ing to the value-ideas in the light of which we
view “culture” in each individual case. “Cul-
ture” is a finite segment of the meaningless
infinity of the world process, a segment on
which human beings confer meaning and
significance. This is true even for the human
being who views a particular culture as a mortal
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enemy and who seeks to “return to nature.” He
can attain this point of view only after viewing
the culture in which he lives from the stand-
point of his values, and finding it “too soft.”
This is the purely logical-formal fact which is
involved when we speak of the logically neces-
sary rootedness of all historical entities (his-
torische Individuen) in “evaluative ideas.” The
transcendental presupposition of every cultural
science lies not in our finding a certain culture or
any “culture” in general to be valuable but
rather in the fact that we are cultural beings,
endowed with the capacity and the will to take
a deliberate attitude towards the world and to
lend it significance. Whatever this significance
may be, it will lead us to judge certain phe-
nomena of human existence in its light and to
respond to them as being (positively or nega-
tively) meaningful. Whatever may be the con-
tent of this attitude—these phenomena have
cultural significance for us and on this signifi-
cance alone rests its scientific interest. Thus
when we speak here of the conditioning of cul-
tural knowledge through evaluative ideas (Wer-
tideen) {(following the terminology of modern
logic), it is done in the hope that we will not be
subject to crude misunderstandings such as the
opinion that cultural significance should be
attributed only to valuable phenomena. Prosti-
tution is a cultural phenomenon just as much as
religion or money. All three are cultural phe-
nomena only because and only insofar as their
existence and the form which they historically
assume touch directly or indirectly on our cul-
tural interests and arouse our striving for
knowledge concerning problems brought into
focus by the evaluative ideas which give signif-
icance to the fragment of reality analyzed by
those concepts.

All knowledge of cultural reality, as may be
seen, is always knowledge from particular poinis
of view. When we require from the historian and
social research worker as an elementary pre-
supposition that they distinguish the important
from the trivial and that they should have the
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necessary “point of view” for this distinction, we
mean that they must understand how to relate
the events of the real world consciously or
unconsciously to universal “cultural values”
and to select out those relationships which are
significant for us. If the notion that those stand-
points can be cerived from the “facts them-
selves” continually recurs, it is due to the naive
self-deception of the specialist who is unaware
that it is due to the evaluative ideas with which
he unconsciously approaches his subject matter,
that he has selected from an absolute infinity a
tiny portion with the study of which he concerns
himself. In connection with this selection of indi-
vidual special “aspects” of the event which
always and everywhere occurs, consciously or
unconsciously, there also occurs that element of
cultural-scientific work which is referred to by
the often-heard assertion that the “personal”
element of a scientific work is what is really
valuable in it, and that personality must be
expressed in every work if its existence is to be
justified. To be sure, without the investigator’s
evaluative ideas, there would be no principle of
selection of subject-matter and no meaningful
knowledge of the concrete reality. Just as with-
out the investigator’s conviction regarding the
significance of particular cultural facts, every
attempt to analyze concrete reality is absolutely
meaningless, so the direction of his personal
belief, the refraction of values in the prism of his
mind, gives direction to his work. And the val-
ues to which the scientific genius relates the
“object of his inquiry may determine, i.e., decide
the “conception” of a whole epoch, not only
concerning what is regarded as “valuable” but
also concerning what is significant or insignifi-
cant, “important” or “unimportant” in the phe-
nomena.

Accordingly, cultural science in our sense
involves “subjective” presuppositions insofar
as it concerns itself only with those components
of reality which have some relationship, how-
ever indirect, to events to which we attach cul-
tural significance. . . .

. . . Accordingly the synthetic concepts used
by historians are either imperfectly defined or, as
soon as the elimination of ambiguity is sought
for, the concept becomes an abstract ideal type
and reveals itself therewith as a theoretical and
hence “one-sided” viewpoint which illuminates
the aspect of reality with which it can be related.
But these concepts are shown to be obviously
inappropriate as schema into which reality could
be completely integrated. For none of those sys-
tems of ideas, which are absolutely indispensable
in the understanding of those segments of reality
which are meaningful at a particular moment,
can exhaust its infinite richness. They are all
attempts, on the basis of the present state of our
knowledge and the available conceptual pat-
terns, to bring order into the chaos of those facts
which we have drawn into the field circum-
scribed by our interest. The intellectual apparatus
which the past has developed through the analy-
sis, or more truthfully, the analytical rearrange-
ment of the immediately given reality, and
through the latter’s integration by concepts
which correspond to the state of its knowledge
and the focus of its interest, is in constant tension
with the new knowledge which we can and
desire to wrest from reality. The progress of cul-
tural science occurs through this conflict. Its
result is the perpetual reconstruction of those
concepts through which we seek to comprehend
reality. The history of the social sciences is and
remains a continuous process passing from the
attempt to order reality analytically through the
construction of concepts—the dissolution of the
analytical constructs so constructed through the
expansion and shift of the scientific horizon—
and the reformulation anew of concepts on the
foundations thus transformed. It is not the error
of the attempt to construct conceptual systems in
general which is shown by this process—every
science, even simple descriptive history, oper-
ates with the conceptual stock-in-trade of its
time. Rather, this process shows that in the cul-
tural sciences concept-construction depends on
the setting of the problem, and the latter varies



with the content of culture itself. The relation-
ship between concept and reality in the cultural
sciences involves the transitoriness of all such
syntheses. The great attempts at theory-con-
struction in our science were always useful for
revealing the limits of the significance of those
points of view which provided their founda-
tions. The greatest advances in the sphere of the
social sciences are substantively tied up with
the shift in practical cultural problems and take
the guise of a critique of concept-construction.
Adherence to the purpose of this critique and
therewith the investigation of the principles of
syntheses in the social sciences shall be among
the primary tasks of our journal.

In the conclusions which are to be drawn
from what has been said, we come to a point
where perhaps our views diverge here and
there from those of many, and even the most
outstanding, representatives of the Historical
School, among whose offspring we too are to be
numbered. The latter still hold in many ways,
expressly or tacitly, to the opinion that it is the
end and the goal of every science to order its
data into a system of concepts, the content of
which is to be acquired and slowly perfected
through the observation of empirical regulari-
ties, the construction of hypotheses, and their
verification, until finally a “completed” and
hence deductive science emerges. For this goal,
the historical-inductive work of the present-
day is a preliminary task necessitated by the
imperfections of our discipline. Nothing can be
more suspect, from this point of view, than the
construction and application of clear-cut con-
cepts since this seems to be an overhasty antic-
ipation of the remote future.

This conception was, in principle, impreg-
nable within the framework of the classical-
scholastic epistemology which was still funda-
mentally assumed by the majority of the
research-workers identified with the Historical
Schocl. The function of concepts was assumed
to be the reproduction of “objective” reality in
the analyst’s imagination. Hence the recurrent
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references to the unreality of all clear-cut con-
cepts. If one perceives the implications of the
fundamental ideas of modern epistemology
which ultimately derives from Kant; namely,
that concepts are primarily analytical instru-
ments for the intellectual mastery of empirical
data and can be only that, the fact that precise
genetic concepts are necessarily ideal types will
not cause him to desist from constructing them.
The relationship between concept and historical
research is reversed for those who appreciate
this; the goal of the Historical School .then
appears as logically impossible, the concepts
are not ends but are means to the end of under-
standing phenomena which are significant
from concrete individual viewpoints.
* *+ 0+ X o F ¥ F * » * * o * *

We are now at the end of this discussion, the
only purpose of which was to trace the course of
the hair-line which separates science from faith
and to make explicit the meaning of the quest for
social and economic knowledge. The objective
validity of all empirical knowledge rests exclu-
sively upon the ordering of the given reality
according to categories which are subjective in a
specific sense, namely, in that they present the
presuppositions of our knowledge and are based
on the presupposition of the value of those truths
which empirical knowledge alone is able to give
us. The means available to our science offer
nothing to those persons to whom this truth is
of no value. It should be remembered that the
belief in the value of scientific truth is the prod-
uct of certain cultures and is not a product of
man'’s original nature. Those for whom scientific
truth is of no value will seek in vain for some
other truth to take the place of science in just
those respects in which it is unique, namely, in
the provision of concepts and judgments which
are neither empirical reality nor reproductions
of it but which facilitate its analytical ordering in
a valid manner. In the empirical social sciences,
as we have seen, the possibility of meaningful
knowledge of what is essential for us in the infi-
nite richness of events is bound up with the
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unremitting application of viewpoints of a
specifically particularized character, which, in
the last analysis, are oriented on the basis of
evaluative ideas. These evaluative ideas are for
their part empirically discoverable and analyz-
able as elements of meaningful human conduct,
but their validity can #not be deduced from
empirical data as such. The “objectivity” of the
social sciences depends rather on the fact that
the empirical data are always related to those
evaluative ideas which alone make them worth
knowing and the significance of the empirical
data is derived from these evaluative ideas. But
these data can never become the foundation for
the empirically impossible proof of the validity of
the evaluativeideas. . . .

All research in the cultural sciences in an age
of specialization, once it is oriented towards a
given subject matter through particular settings
of problems and has established its method-
ological principles, will consider the analysis of
the data as an end in itself. It will discontinue
assessing the value of the individual facts in
terms of their relationships to ultimate value-
ideas. Indeed, it will lose its awareness of its
ultimate rootedness in the value-ideas in gen-
eral. And it is well that should be so. But there
comes -a moment when the atmosphere
changes. The significance of the unreflectively
utilized viewpoints becomes uncertain and the
road is lost in the twilight. The light of the great
cultural problems moves on. Then science too
prepares to change its standpoint and its ana-
lytical apparatus and to view the streams of
events from the heights of thought. It follows
those stars which alone are able to give mean-
ing and direction to its labors:

“. .. der neue Trieb erwacht,

Ich eile fort, ihr ewiges Licht zu trinken,

Vor mir den Tag und unter mir die Nacht,

Den Himmel ;auuber mir und unter mir die

Wellen.”2

Fgust: Act I, Scene II. (Translated by Bayard-Taylor)
“The newborn impulse fires my mind,

Max Weber: Class, Status, Party

A. Economically Determined Power and the
Status Order.  The structure of every legal
order directly influences the distribution of
power, economic or otherwise, withinits respec-
tive community. This is true of all legal orders
and not only that of the state. In general, we
understand by “power” the chance of amanora
number of men to realize their own will in a
social action even against the resistance of others
who are participating in the action.

“Economically conditioned” power is not, of
course, identical with “power” as such. On the
contrary, the emergence of economic power may
be the consequence of power existing on other
grounds. Man does not strive for power only in
order to enrich himself economically. Power,
including economic power, may be valued for
its own sake. Very frequently the striving for
power is also conditioned by the socijal honor it
entails. Not all power, however, entails social
honor: The typical American Boss, as well as the
typical big speculator, deliberately relinquishes
social honor. Quite generally, “mere economic”
power, and especially “naked” money power, is
by no means a recognized basis of social honor.
Nor is power the only basis of social honor.
Indeed, social honor, or prestige, may even be
the basis of economic power, and very fre-
quently has been. Power, as well as honor, may
be guaranteed by the legal order, but, at least
normally, it is not their primary source. The
legal order is rather an additional factor that
enhances the chance to hold power or honor;
but it can not always secure them.

[ hasten on, his beams eternal drinking,

The Day before me and the Night behind,

Above me Heaven unfurled, the floor of waves beneath
me.”

Source *“Class, Status, Party,” from Max Weber; Econ-
omy and Saciety, Vol. 2, pp. 926939, edited by Guenther
Roth and Claus Wittich. Copyright 1978 by The Regents of
the University of California, University of California Press.
Reprinted by permission.



The way in which social honor is distributed
in a community between typical groups partic-
ipating in this distribution we call the “status
order.” The social order and the economic order
are related in a similar manner to the legal
order. However, the economic order merely
defines the way in which economic goods and
services are distributed and used. Of course, the
status order is strongly influenced by it, and in
turn reacts upon it.

Now: “classes,” “status groups,” and “par-
ties” are phenomena of the distribution of
power within a community.

B. Determination of Class Situation by Mar-
ket Situation.  In our terminology, “classes”
are not communities; they merely represent
possible, and frequent, bases for social action.
We may speak of a “class” when (1) a number
of people have in common a specific causal
component of their life chances, insofar as (2)
this component is represented exclusively by
economic interests in the possession of goods
and opportunities for income, and (3) is repre-
sented under the conditions of the commodity
or labor markets. This is “class situation.”

It is the most elemental economic fact that
the way in which the disposition over material
property is distributed among a plurality of
people, meeting competitively in the market
for the purpose of exchange, in itself creates
specific life chances. The mode of distribution,
in accord with the law of marginal utility,
excludes the non-wealthy from competing for
highly valued goods; it favors the owners and,
in fact, gives to them a monopoly to acquire
such goods. Other things being equal, the mode
of distribution monopolizes the opportunities
for profitable deals for all those who, provided
with goods, do not necessarily have to
exchange them. It increases, at least generally,
their power in the price struggle with those
who, being propertyless, have nothing to offer
but their labor or the resulting products, and
who are compelled to get rid of these products
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in order to subsist at all. The mode of distribu-
tion gives to the propertied a monopoly on the
possibility of transferring property from the
sphere of use as “wealth” to the sphere of “cap-
ital,” that is, it gives them the entrepreneurial
function and all chances to share directly or
indirectly in returns on capital. All this holds
true within the area in which pure market con-
ditions prevail. “Property” and “lack of prop-
erty” are, therefore, the basic categories of all
class situations. It does not matter whether
these two categories become effective in the
competitive struggles of the consumers or of
the producers.

Within these categories, however, class situ-
ations are further differentiated: on the one
hand, according to the kind of property that-is
usable for returns; and, on the other hand,
according to the kind of services that can be
offered in the market. Ownership of dwellings;
workshops; warehouses; stores; agriculturally
usable land in large or small holdings—a quan-
titative difference with possibly qualitative con-
sequences; ownership of mines; cattle; men
(slaves); disposition over mobile instruments
of production, or capital goods of all sorts, espe-
cially money or objects that can easily be
exchanged for money; disposition over prod-
ucts of one’s own labor or of others’ labor dif-
fering according to their various distances from
consumability; disposition over transferable
monopolies of any kind—all these distinctions
differentiate the class situations of the proper-
tied just as does the “meaning” which they can
give to the use of property, especially to prop-
erty which has money equivalence. Accordingly,
the propertied, for instance, may belong to the
class of rentiers or to the class of entrepreneurs.

Those who have no property but who offer
services are differentiated just as much accord-
ing to their kinds of services as according to the
way in which they make use of these services,
in a continuous or discontinuous relation to a
recipient. But always this is the generic conno-
tation of the concept of class: that the kind of
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chance in the market is the decisive moment
which presents a common condition for the
individual’s fate. Class situation is, in this sense,
ultimately market situation. The effect of naked
possession per se, which among cattle breeders
gives the non-owning slave or serf into the
power of the cattle owner, is only a fore-runner
of real “class” formation. However, in the cattle
loan and in the naked severity of the law of
debts in such communities for the first time
mere “possession” as such emerges as decisive
for the fate of the individual; this is much in
contrast to crop-raising communities, which are
based on labor. The creditor-debtor relation
becomes the basis of “class situations” first in
the cities, where a “credit market,” however
primitive, with rates of interest increasing
according to the extent of dearth and factual
monopolization of lending in the hands of a
plutocracy could develop. Therewith “class
struggles” begin.

Those men whaose fate is not determined by
the chance of using goods or services for them-
selves on the market, e.g., slaves, are not, how-
ever, a class in the technical sense of the term.
They are, rather, a status group.

C. Social Action Flowing from Class Interest.
According to our terminology, the factor that
creates “class” is unambiguously economic
interest, and indeed, only those interests
involved in the existence of the market. Never-
theless, the concept of class-interest is an
ambiguous one: even as an empirical concept it
is ambiguous as soon as one understands by it
something other than the factual direction of
interests following with a certain probability
from the class situation for a certain average of
those people subjected to the class situation.
The class situation and other circumstances
remaining the same, the direction in which the
individual worker, for instance, is likely to pur-
sue his interests may vary widely, according to
whether he is constitutionally qualified for the
task at hand to a high, to an average, or to a low

degree. In the same way, the direction of inter-
ests may vary according to whether or not
social action of a larger or smaller portion of
those commonly affected by the class situation,
or even an association among, them, eg. a trade
union, has grown out of the class situation,
from which the individual may expect promis-
ing results for himself. The emergence of an
association or even of mere social action from a
common class situation is by no means a uni-
versal phenomenon.

The class situation may be restricted in its
efforts to the generation of essentially similar
reactions, that is to say, within our terminoclogy,
of “mass behavior.” However, it may not even
have this result. Furthermore, often merely
amorphous social action emerges. For exam-
ple, the “grumbling” of workers known in
ancient Oriental ethics: The moral disapproval
of the work-master’s conduct, which in its prac-
tical significance was probably equivalent to
an increasingly typical phenomenon of pre-
cisely the latest industrial development,
namely, the slowdown of laborers by virtue of
tacit agreement. The degree in which “social
action” and possibly associations emerge from
the mass behavior of the members of a class is
linked to general cultural conditions, especially
to those of an intellectual sort. It is also linked
to the extent of the contrasts that have already
evolved, and is especially linked to the trans-
parency of the connections between the causes
and the consequences of the class situation. For
however different life chances may be, this fact
in itself, according to all experience, by no
means gives birth to “class action” (social action
by the members of a class). For that, the real
conditions and the results of the class situation
must be distinctly recognizable. For only then
the contrast of life chances can be felt not as an
absolutely given fact to be accepted, but as a
resultant from either (1) the given distribution
of property, or (2) the structure of the concrete
economic order. [t is only then that people may
react against the class structure not only



through acts of intermittent and irrational
protest, but in the form of rational association.
There have been “class situations” of the first
category (1), of a specifically naked and trans-
parent sort, in the urban centers of Antiquity
and during the Middle Ages: especially then
when great fortunes were accumulated by fac-
tually monopolized trading in local industrial
products or in foodstuffs; furthermore, under
certain conditions, in the rural economy of the
most diverse periods, when agriculture was
increasingly exploited in a profit-making man-
ner. The most important historical example of
the second category (2) is the class situation of
the modern proletariat.

D. Types of Class Struggle. Thus every class
may be the carrier of any one of the innumer-
able possible forms of class action, but this is
not necessarily so. In any case, a class does not
in itself constitute a group (Gemeinschaft). To
treat “class” conceptually as being equivalent to
“group” leads to distortion. That men in the
same class situation regularly react in mass
actions to such tangible situations as economic
ones in the direction of those interests that are
most adequate to their average number is an
important and after all simple fact for the
understanding of historical events. However,
this fact must not lead to that kind of pseudo-
scientific operation with the concepts of class
and class interests which is so frequent these
days and which has found its most classic
expression in the statement of a talented author,
that the individual may be in error concerning
his interests but that the class is infallible about
its interests.

If classes as such are not groups, nevertheless
class situations emerge only on the basis of
social action. However, social action that brings
forth class situations is not basically action
among members of the identical class; it is an
action among members of different classes.
Social actions that directly determine the class
situation of the worker and the entrepreneur
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are: the labor market, the commodities market,
and the capitalistic enterprise. But, in its turn,
the existence of a capitalistic enterprise pre-
supposes that a very specific kind of social
action exists to protect the possession of goods
per se¢, and especially the power of individuals
to dispose, in principle freely, over the means of
production: a certain kind of legal order. Each
kind of class situation, and above all when it
rests upon the power of property per se, will
become most clearly efficacious when all other
determinants of reciprocal relations are, as far
as possible, eliminated in their significance. Itis
in this way that the use of the power of prop-
erty in the market obtains its most sovereign
importance.

Now status groups hinder the strict carry-
ing through of the sheer market principle.
In the present context they are of interest only
from this one point of view. Before we briefly
consider them, note that not much of a gen-
eral nature can be said about the more spe-
cific kinds of antagonism between classes (in
our meaning of the term). The great shift,
which has been going on continuously in the
past, and up to our times, may be summa-
rized, although at a cost of some precision:
the struggle in which class situations are
effective has progressively shifted from con-
sumption credit toward, first, competitive
struggles in the commodity market and then
toward wage disputes on the labor market.
The class struggles of Antiquity—to the extent
that they were genuine class struggles and
not struggles between status groups—were
initially carried on by peasants and perhaps
also artisans threatened by debt bondage and
struggling against urban creditors. For debt
bondage is the normal result of the differen-
tiation of wealth in commercial cities, espe-
cially in seaport cities. A similar situation has
existed among cattle breeders. Debt relation-
ships as such produced class action up to the
days of Catilina. Along with this, and with an
increase in provision of grain for the city by
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transporting it from the outside, the struggle
over the means of sustenance emerged. It cen-
tered in the first place around the provision of
bread and determination of the price of bread.
It lasted throughout Antiquity and the entire
Middle Ages. The propertyless flocked
together against those who actually and sup-
posedly were interested in the dearth of
bread. This fight spread until it involved all
those commodities essential to the way of life
and to handicraft production. There were only
incipient discussions of wage disputes in
Antiquity and in the Middle Ages. But they
have been slowly increasing up into modern
times. In the earlier periods they were com-
pletely secondary to slave rebellions as well as
to conflicts in the commodity market.

The propertyless of Antiquity and of the Mid-
dle Ages protested against monopolies, pre-
emption, forestalling, and the withholding of
goods from the market in order to raise prices.
Today the central issue is the determination of
the price of labor. The transition is represented
by the fight for access to the market and for the
determination of the price of products. Such
fights went on between merchants and workers
in the putting-out system of domestic handicraft
during the transition to modern times. Since it is
quite a general phenomenon we must mention
here that the class antagonisms that are condi-
tioned through the market situations are usually
most bitter between those who actually and
directly participate as opponents in price wars.
It is not the rentier, the sharcholder, and the
banker who suffer the ill will of the worker, but
almost exclusively the manufacturer and the
business executives who are the direct oppo-
nents of workers in wage conflicts. This is so in
spite of the fact that it is precisely the cash boxes
of the rentier, the shareholder, and the banker
into which the more or less unearned gains flow,
rather than into the pockets of the manufactur-
ers or of the business executives. This simple
state of affairs has very frequently been decisive
for the role the class situation has played in the

formation of political parties. For example, it has
made possible the varieties of patriarchal social-
ism and the frequent attempts—formerly, at
least—of threatened status groups to form
alliances with the proletariat against the bour-
geoisie.

E. Status Honor.  In contrast to classes, Stinde
(status groups) are normally groups. They are,
however, often of an amorphous kind. In con-
trast to the purely economically determined
“class situation,” we wish to designate as status
situation every typical component of the life of
men that is determined by a specific, positive or
negative, social estimation of honor. This honor
may be connected with any quality shared by a
plurality, and, of course, it can be knit to a class
situation: class distinctions are linked in the
most varied ways with status distinctions. Prop-
erty as such is not always recognized as a status
qualification, but in the long run it is, and with
extraordinary regularity. In the subsistence
economy of neighborhood associations, it is
often simply the richest who is the “chieftain.”
However, this often is only an honorific prefer-
ence. For example, in the so-called pure modern
democracy, that is, one devoid of any expressly
ordered status privileges for individuals, it may
be that only the families coming under approx-
imately the same tax class dance with one
another. This example is reported of certain
smaller Swiss cities. But status honor need not
necessarily be linked with a class situation. On
the contrary, it normally stands in sharp oppo-
sition to the pretensions of sheer property.
Both propertied and propertyless people can
belong to the same status group, and frequently
they do with very tangible consequences. This
equality of social esteem may, however, in the
long run become quite precarious. The equality
of status’ among American gentlemen, for
instance, is expressed by the fact that outside
the subordination determined by the different
functions of business, it would be considered
strictly repugnant—wherever the old tradition



still prevails—if even the richest boss, while
playing billiards or cards in his club would not
treat his clerk as in every sense fully his equal
in birthright, but would bestow upon him the
condescending status-conscious “benevolence”
which the German boss can never dissever from
his attitude. This is one of the most important
reasons why in America the German clubs have
never been able to attain the attraction that the
American clubs have.

Incontent, statushonorisnormally expressed
by the fact that above all else a specific style of
life is expected from all those who wish to
belong to the circle. Linked with this expecta-
tion are restrictions on social intercourse (that
is, intercourse which is not subservient to eco-
nomic or any other purposes). These restric-
tions may confine normal marriages to within
the status circle and may lead to complete
endogamous closure. Whenever this is not a
mere individual and socially irrelevant imita-
tion of another style of life, but consensual
action of this closing character, the status
development is under way.

In its characteristic form, stratification by
status groups on the basis of conventional
styles of life evolves at the present time in the
United States out of the traditional democracy.
For example, only the resident of a certain street
(“the Street”) is considered as belonging to
“society,” is qualified for social intercourse, and
is visited and invited. Above all, this differenti-
ation evolves in such a way as to make for strict
submission to the fashion that is dominant at a
given time in society. This submission to fash-
ion also exists among men in America to a
degree unknown in Germany; it appears as an
indication of the fact that a given man puts for-
ward a claim to qualify as a gentleman. This
submission decides, at least prima facie, that he
will be treated as such. And this recognition
becomes just as important for his employment
chances in swank establishments, and above
all, for social intercourse and marriage with
“esteemed” families, as the qualification for
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dueling among Germans. As for the rest, status
honor is usurped by certain families resident
for a long time, and, of course, correspondingly
wealthy (e.g. FEEV,, the First Families of Vir-
ginia), or by the actual or alleged descendants
of the “Indian Princess” Pocahontas, of the Pil-
grim fathers, or of the Knickerbockers, the
members of almost inaccessible sects and all
sorts of circles setting themselves apart by
means of any other characteristics and badges.
In this case stratification is purely conventional
and rests largely on usurpation (as does almost
all status honor in its beginning). But the road
to legal privilege, positive or negative, is easily
traveled as soon as a certain stratification of the
social order has in fact been “lived in” and has
achieved stability by virtue of a stable distribu-
tion of economic power.

F. Ethnic Segregation and Caste. ~ Where the
consequences have been realized to their full
extent, the status group evolves into a closed
caste. Status distinctions are then guaranteed
not merely by conventions and laws, but also
by religious sanctions. This occurs in such a
way that every physical contact with a member
of any caste that is considered to be lower by
the members of a higher caste is considered as
making for a ritualistic impurity and a stigma
which must be expiated by a religious act. In
addition, individual castes develop quite dis-
tinct cults and gods.

In general, however, the status structure
reaches such extreme consequences only where
there are underlying differences which are held
to be “ethnic.” The caste is, indeed, the normal
form in which ethnic communities that believe
in blood relationship and exclude exogamous
marriage and social intercourse usually associ-
ate with one another. As mentioned before, such
a caste situation is part of the phenomenon of
pariah peoples and is found all over the world.
These people form communities, acquire spe-
cific occupational traditions of handicrafts or of
other arts, and cultivate a belief in their ethnic
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community. They live in a diaspora strictly seg-
regated from all personal intercourse, except
that of an unavoidable sort, and their situation
is legally precarious. Yet, by virtue of their eco-
nomic indispensability, they are tolerated,
indeed frequently privileged, and they live
interspersed in the political communities. The
Jews are the most impressive historical example.

A status segregation grown into a caste dif-
fers in its structure from a mere ethnic segrega-
tion: the caste structure transforms the hori-
zontal and unconnected coexistences of
ethnically segregated groups into a vertical
social systemn of super- and subordination. Cor-
rectly formulated: a comprehensive association
integrates the ethnically divided communities
into one political unit. They differ precisely in
this way: ethnic coexistence, based on mutual
repulsion and disdain, allows each ethnic com-
munity to consider its own honor as the high-
est one; the caste structure brings about a social
subordination and an acknowledgment of
“more honor” in favor of the privileged caste
and status groups. This is due to the fact that in
the caste structure ethnic distinctions as such
have become “functional” distinctions within
the political association (warriors, priests, arti-
sans that are politically important for war and
for building, and so on). But even pariah peo-
ples who are most despised (for example, the
Jews) are usually apt to continue cultivating
the belief in their own specific “honor,” a belief
that is equally peculiar to ethnic and to status
groups.

However, with the negatively privileged sta-
tus groups the sense of dignity takes a specific
deviation. A sense of dignity is the precipitation
in individuals of social honor and of conven-
tional demands which a positively privileged
status group raises for the deportment of its
members. The sense of dignity that character-
izes positively privileged status groups is nat-
urally related to their “being” which does not
transcend itself, that is, it is related to their
“beauty and excellence” (xohoxdyodia). Their

kingdom is “of this world.” They live for the
present and by exploiting their great past. The
sense of dignity of the negatively privileged
strata naturally refers to a future lying beyond
the present, whether it is of this life or of
another. In other words, it must be nurtured by
the belief in a providential mission and by a
belief in a specific honor before God. The cho-
sen people’s dignity is nurtured by a belief
either that in the beyond “the last will be the
first,” or that in this life a Messiah will appear
to bring forth into the light of the world which
has cast them out the hidden honor of the
pariah people. This simple state of affairs, and
not the resentment which is so strongly empha-
sized in Nietzsche’s much-admired construc-
tion in the Genealogy of Morals, is the source of
the religiosity cultivated by pariah status
groups moreover, resentment applies only to a
limited extent; for one of Nietzsche’s main
examples, Buddhism, it is not at all applicable.

For the rest, the development of status
groups from ethnic segregations is by no
means the normal phenomenon. On the con-
trary. Since objective “racial differences” are
by no means behind every subjective sentiment
of an ethnic community, the question of an ulti-
mately racial foundation of status structure is
rightly a question of the concrete individual
case. Very frequently a status group is instru-
mental in the production of a thoroughbred
anthropological type. Certainly status groups
are to a high degree effective in producing
extreme types, for they select personally qual-
ified individuals (e.g. the knighthood selects
those who are fit for warfare, physically and
psychically). But individual selection is far
from being the only, or the predominant, way
in which status groups are formed: political
membership or class situation has at all times
been at least as frequently decisive. And today
the class situation is by far the predominant
factor. After all, the possibility of a style of life
expected for members of a status group is usu-
ally conditioned economically.



G. Status Privileges.  For all practical pur-
poses, stratification by status goes hand in hand
with a monopolization of ideal and material
goods or opportunities, in a manner we have
come to know as typical. Besides the specific sta-
tus honor, which always rests upon distance
and exclusiveness, honorific preferences may
consist of the privilege of wearing special cos-
tumes, of eating special dishes taboo to others,
of carrying arms—which is most obvious in its
consequences—the right to be a dilettante, for
example, to play certain musical instruments.
However, material monopolies provide the
most effective motives for the exclusivenessof a
status group; although, in themselves, they are
rarely sufficient, almost always they come into
play to some extent. Within a status circle there
is the question of intermarriage: the interest of
the families in the monopolization of potential
bridegroom:s is at least of equal importance and
is parallel to the interest in the monopolization
of daughters. The daughters of the members
must be provided for. With an increased closure
of the status group, the conventional preferen-
tial opportunities for special employment grow
into a legal monopoly of special offices for the
members. Certain goods become objects for
monopolization by status groups, typically,
entailed estates, and frequently also the posses-
sion of serfs or bondsmen and, finally, special
trades. This monopolization occurs positively
when the status group is exclusively entitled to
own and to manage them; and negatively when,
in order to maintain its specific way of life, the
status group must nof own and manage them.
For the decisive role of a style of life in status
honor means that status groups are the specific
bearers of all conventions. In whatever way it
may be manifest, all stylization of life either
originates in status groups or is at least con-
served by them. Even if the principles of status
convenlions differ greatly, they reveal certain
typical traits, especially among the most privi-
leged strata. Quite generally, among privileged
status groups there is a status disqualification
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that operates against the performance of com-
mon physical labor. This disqualification is now
“setting in” in America against the old tradition
of esteem for labor. Very frequently every
rational economic pursuit, and especially entre-
preneurial activity, is looked upon as a disqual-
ification of status. Artistic and literary activity is
also considered degrading work as soon as it is
exploited for income, or at least when it is con-
nected with hard physical exertion. An example
is the sculptor working like a mason in his dusty
smock as over against the painter in his salon-
like studio and those forms of musical practice
that are acceptable to the status group.

H. Economic Conditions and Effects of Status
Stratification. The frequent disqualification
of the gainfully employed as such is a direct
result of the principle of status stratification,
and of course, of this principle’s opposition to
a distribution of power which is regulated
exclusively through the market. These two fac-
tors operate along with various individual
ones, which will be touched upon below.

We have seen above that the market and its
processes knows no personal distinctions:
“functional” interests dominate it. It knows
nothing of honor. The status order means pre-
cisely the reverse: stratification in terms of
honor and styles of life peculiar to status groups
as such. The status order would be threatened at
its very root if mere economic acquisition and
naked economic power still bearing the stigma
of its extra-status origin could bestow upon any-
one who has won them the same or even greater
honor as the vested interests claim for them-
selves. After all, given equality of status honor,
property per se represents an addition even if it
is not overtly acknowledged to be such. There-
fore all groups having interest in the status order
react with special sharpness precisely against
the pretensions of purely economic acquisition.
In most cases they react the more vigorously the
more they feel themselves threatened.
Calderon'’s respectful treatment of the peasant,
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for instance, as opposed to Shakespeare’s simul-
taneous ostensible disdain of the canaille illus-
trates the different way in which a firmly struc-
tured status order reacts as compared with a
status order that has become economically pre-
carious. This is an example of a state of affairs
that recurs everywhere. Precisely because of the
rigorous reactions against the claims of property
per se, the “parvenu” is never accepted, person-
ally and without reservation, by the privileged
status groups, no matter how completely his
style of life has been adjusted to theirs. They will
only accept his descendants who have been edu-
cated in the conventions of their status group
and who have never besmirched its honor by
their own economic labor.

As to the general effect of the status order,
only one consequence can be stated, but it is a
very important one: the hindrance of the free
developmient of the market. This occurs first for
those goods that status groups directly with-
hold from frée exchange by monopolization,
which may be effected either legally or con-
ventionally. For example, in many Hellenic
cities during the “status era” and also origi-
nally in Rome, the inherited estate (as shown by
the old formula for placing spendthrifts under
a guardian) was monopolized, as were the
estates of knights, peasants, priests, and espe-
cially the clientele of the craft and merchant
guilds. The market is restricted, and the power
of naked property per se, which gives its stamp
to class formation, is pushed into the back-
ground. The results of this process can be most
varied. Of course, they do not necessarily
weaken the contrasts in the economic situation.
Frequently they strengthen these contrasts, and
in any case, where stratification by status per-
meates a community as strongly as was the case
in all political communities of Antiquity and of
the Middle Ages, one can never speak of a gen-
uinely free market competition as we under-
stand it today. There are wider effects than this
direct exclusion of special goods from the mar-
ket. From the conflict between the status order
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and the purely economic order mentioned
above, it follows that in most instances the
notion of honor peculiar to status absolutely
abhors that which is essential to the market:
hard bargaining. Honor abhors hard bargaining
among peers and occasionally it taboos it for
the members of a status group in general.
Therefore, everywhere some status groups, and
usually the most influential, consider almost
any kind of overt participation in economic
acquisition as absolutely stigmatizing.

With some over-simplification, one might
thus say that classes are stratified according to
their relations to the production and acquisition
of goods; whereas status groups are stratified
according to the principles of their consumption
of goods as represented by special styles of life.

An “occupational status group,” too, is a sta-
tus group proper. For normally, it successfully
claims social honor only by virtue of the special
style of life which may be determined by it. The
differences between classes and status groups
frequently overlap. It is precisely those status
communities most strictly segregated in terms
of honor (viz. the Indian castes) who today
show, although within very rigid limits, a rela-
tively high degree of indifference to pecuniary
income. However, the Brahmins seek such
income in many different ways.

As to the general economic conditions mak-
ing for the predominance of stratification by
status, only the following can be said. When the
bases of the acquisition and distribution of
goods are relatively stable, stratification by sta-
tus is favored. Every technological repercussion
and economic transformation threatens stratifi-
cation by status and pushes the class situation
into the foreground. Epochs and countries in
which the naked class situation is of predomi-
nant significance are regularly the periods of
technical and economic transformations. And
every slowing down of the change in economic
stratification leads, in due course, to the growth
of status structures and makes for a resuscita-
tion of the important role of social honor.



I. Parties. Whereas the genuine place of
classes is within the economic order, the place of
status groups is within the social order, that is,
within the sphere of the distribution of honor.
From within these spheres, classes and status
groups influence one another and the legal
order and are in turn influenced by it. “Parties”
reside in the sphere of power. Their action is ori-
ented toward the acquisition of social power,
that is to say, toward influencing social action no
matter what its content may be. In principle,
parties may exist in a social club as well as in a
state. As over against the actions of classes and
status groups, for which this is not necessarily
the case, party- -oriented social action always
involves association. For it is always directed
toward a goal which is striven for in a planned
manner. This goal may be a cause (the party
may aim at realizing a program for ideal or
material purposes), or the goal may be personal
(sinecures, power, and from these, honor for the
leader and the followers of the party). Usually
the party aims at all these simultaneously. Par-
ties are, therefore, only possible within groups
that have an associational character, that is,
some rational order and a staff of persons avail-
able who are ready to enforce it. For parties aim
precisely at influencing this staff, and if possible,
to recruit from it party members.

In any individual case, parties may represent
interests determined through class situation or
status situation, and they may recruit their fol-
lowing respectively from one or the other. But
they need be neither purely class nor purely sta-
tus parties; in fact, they are more likely to be
mixed types, and sometimes they are neither.
They may represent ephemeral or enduring
structures. Their means of attaining power may
be quite varied, ranging from naked violence of
any sort to canvassing for votes with coarse or
subtle means: money, social influence, the force
of speech, suggestion, clumsy hoax, and so on
to the rougher or more artful tactics of obstruc-
tion in parliamentary bodies.
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The sociological structure of parties differs in
a basic way according to the kind of social action
which they struggle to influence; that means,
they differ according to whether or not the com-
munity is stratified by status or by classes.
Above all else, they vary according to the struc-
ture of domination. For their leaders normally
deal with its conquest. In our general terminol-
ogy, parties are not only products of modern
forms of domination. We shall also designate as
parties the ancient and medieval ones, despite
the fact that they differ basically from modern
parties. Since a party always struggles for polit-
ical control (Herrschaft), its organization too is
frequently strict and “authoritarian.” Because of
these variations between the forms of domina-
tion, it is impossible to say anything about the
structure of parties without discussing them
first. Therefore, we shall now turn to this central
phenomenon of all social organization.

Before we do this, we should add one more
general observation about classes, status
groups and parties: The fact that they presup-
pose a larger association, especially the frame-
work of a polity, does not mean that they are
confined to it. On the contrary, at all times it has
been the order of the day that such association
{even when it aims at the use of military force
in common) reaches beyond the state bound-
aries. This can be seen in the [interlocal] soli-
darity of interests of oligarchs and democrats in
Hellas, of Guelphs and Ghibellines in the Mid-
dle Ages, and within the Calvinist party during
the age of religious struggles; and all the way
up to the solidarity of landlords (International
Congresses of Agriculture), princes (Holy
Alliance, Karlsbad Decrees [of 1819]), socialist
workers, conservatives (the longing of Prussian
conservatives for Russian intervention in 1850).
But their aim is not necessarily the establish-
ment of a new territorial dominion. In the main
they aim to influence the existing polity.



