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differ according to whether or not the community is
stratified by status or by classes. Above all else, they
vary according to the structure of domination within
the community. For their leaders normally deal with
the conquest of a community. They are, in the general
concept which is maintained here, not only products
of specially modern forms of domination. We shall
also designate as parties the ancient and medieval
“parties,” despite the fact that their structure differs
basically from the structure of modern parties. By
virtue of these structural differences of domination it
is impossible to say anything about the structure of
parties without discussing the structural forms of social
domination, per se. Parties, which are always struc-
tures struggling for domination, are very frequently
organized in a very strict “authoritarian” fashion . . .

Concerning “classes,” “status groups,” and “par-
ties,” it must be said in general that they necessarily
presuppose a comprehensive societalization, and
especially a political framework of communal
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I CHARACTERISTICS OF
BUREAUCRACY

Modern officialdom functions in the following
specific manner:

L. There is the principle of fixed and official juris-
dictional areas, which are generally ordered
by rules, that is, by laws or administrative
regulations.

1. The regular activities required for the pur-
poses of the bureaucratically governed
structure are distributed in a fixed way as
official, duties.

action, within which they operate. This does not
mean that parties would be confined by the frontierg
of any individual political community. On the cop.
trary, at all times it has been the order of the day tha;
the societalization (even when it aims at the use of -
military force in common) reaches beyond the‘i
frontiers of politics. This has been the case in the
solidarity of interests among the Oligarchs and -
among the democrats in Hellas, among the Guelfg
and among Ghibellines in the Middle Ages, and withip
the Calvinist party during the period of religious
struggles. It has been the case up to the solidarity of
the landlords (international congress of agrariap
landlords), and has continued among princes (holy
alliance, Karlsbad decrees), socialist workers, con-
servatives (the longing of Prussian conservatives for
Russian intervention in 1850). But their aim is not -
necessarily the establishment of new internationa]
political, i.e. territorial, dominion. In the main they
aim to influence the existing dominion.

2. The authority to give the commands re-
quired for the discharge of these duties is
distributed in a stable way and is strictly
delimited by rules concerning the coercive
means, physical, sacerdotal, or otherwise,’
which may be placed at the disposal of:
officials.

3. Methodical provision is made for th
regular and continuous fulfilment of these-
duties and for the execution of the corre
sponding rights; only persons who have the_
generally regulated qualifications to serv
are employed.



In public and lawful government these three ele-
ments constitute “bureaucratic authority.” In private
economic domination, they constitute bureaucratic
“management.” Bureaucracy, thus understood, is fully
Jeveloped in political and ecclesiastical commun-
ities only in the modern state, and, in the private
economy, only in the most advanced institutions of
capitalism. Permanent and public office authority,
with fixed jurisdiction, is not the historical rule but
rather the exception. This is so even in large politi-
cal structures such as those of the ancient Orient, the
Germanic and Mongolian empires of conquest, or of
many feudal structures of state. In all these cases, the
ruler executes the most important measures through
personal trustees, table-companions, or court-servants.
Their commissions and authority are not precisely
delimited and are temporarily called into being for
each case.

II. The principles of office hierarchy and of lev-
els of graded authority mean a firmly ordered
system of super- and subordination in which
there is a supervision of the lower offices
by the higher ones. Such a system offers the
governed the possibility of appealing the deci-
sion of a lower office to its higher authority,
in a definitely regulated manner. With the
full development of the bureaucratic type, the
office hierarchy is monocratically organized.
The principle of hierarchical office authority
is found in all bureaucratic structures: in state
and ecclesiastical structures as well as in large
party organizations and private enterprises. It
does not matter for the character of bureau-
cracy 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 simply auth-
orized to take over the business of the “lower.”
Indeed, the opposite is the rule. Once established and
having fulfilled its task, an office tends to continue
in existence and be held by another incumbent.

III. The management of the modern office is
based upon written documents (“the files”),
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which are preserved in their original or
draught form. There is, therefore, a staff
of subaltern officials and scribes of all sorts.
The body of officials actively engaged in a
“public” office, along with the respective
apparatus of material implements and the files,
make up a “bureau.” In private enterprise,
“the bureau” is often called “the office.”

In principle, the modern organization of the
civil service separates the bureau from the private
domicile of the official, and, in general, bureaucracy
segregates official activity as something distinct
from the sphere of private life. Public monies and
equipment are divorced from the private property of
the official. This condition is everywhere the product
of a long development. Nowadays, it is found in
public as well as in private enterprises; in the latter,
the principle extends even to the leading entre-
preneur. In principle, the executive office is sep-
arated from the household, business from private
correspondence, and business assets from private
fortunes. The more consistently the modern type
of business management has been carried through
the more are these separations the case. The begin-
nings of this process are to be found as early as the
Middle Ages.

It is the peculiarity of the modern entrepreneur
that he conducts himself as the “first official” of his
enterprise, in the very same way in which the ruler
of a specifically modern bureaucratic state spoke of
himself as “the first servant” of the state. The idea
that the bureau activities of the state are intrinsically
different in character from the management of pri-
vate economic offices is a continental European
notion and, by way of contrast, is totally foreign to
the American way.

IV. Office management, at least all specialized
office management—and such management
is distinctly modern—usually presupposes
thorough and expert training. This increas-
ingly holds for the modern executive and
employee of private enterprises, in the same
manner as it holds for the state official.

V. When the office is fully developed, official
activity demands the full working capacity of
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the official, irrespective of the fact that his
obligatory time in the bureau may be firmly
delimited. In the normal case, this is only the
product of a long development, in the public
as well as in the private office. Formerly,
in all cases, the normal state of affairs was
reversed: official business was discharged as
a secondary activity.

VL. 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 learning which the
officials possess. It involves jurisprudence,
or 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 public
authorities—does not entitle the bureau to regulate
the matter by commands given for each case, but
only to regulate the matter abstractly. This stands in
extreme contrast to the regulation of all relationships
through individual privileges and bestowals of favor,
which is absolutely dominant in patrimonialism, at
least in so far as such relationships are not fixed by
sacred tradition.

II THE POSITION OF THE OFFICIAL

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

I. Office holding is a “vocation.” This is shown,
first, in the requirement of a firmly prescribed
course of training, which demands the entire
capacity for work for a long period of time,
and in the generally prescribed and special
examinations which are prerequisites of
employment. Furthermore, the position of the
official is in the nature of a duty. This deter-
mines the internal structure of his relations,
in the following manner: Legally and actually,
office holding is not considered a source to be

exploited for rents or emoluments, a¢ W
normally the case during the Middle Ageg

frequently up to the threshold of recens tim
Nor is office holding considered j usy
exchange of services for equivalents, a5 is

case with free labor contracts. Entrance in
an office, including one in the private ecq
omy, is considered an acceptance of a spec
obligation of faithful management in retyry for
a secure existence. It is decisive for the spec;
nature of modern loyalty to an office that,
the pure type, it does not establish a relatip
ship to a person, like the vassal’s or disciple
faith in feudal or in patrimonial relationg of
authority. Modern loyalty is devoted to impe
sonal and functional purposes. Behind th
functional purposes, of course, “ideas "o‘f‘t
culture-values” usually stand. These are ersatz
for the earthly or supramundane personal
master: ideas such as “state,” “church,” “cop

munity,” “party,” or “enterprise” are thought
of as being realized in a community; they pro-
vide an ideological halo for the master.

The political official—at least in the fully deve
oped modern state—is not considered the personal
servant of a ruler. Today, the bishop, the priest, and
the preacher are in fact no longer, as in early‘
Christian times, holders of purely personal charisma;
The supra-mundane and sacred values which they
offer are given to everybody who seems to be wor-
thy of them and who asks for them. In former times,
such leaders acted upon the personal command of
their master; in principle, they were responsible only
to him. Nowadays, in spite of the partial survival of
the old theory, such religious leaders are officials in
the service of a functional purpose, which in the
present-day “church” has become routinized and,
in turn, ideologically hallowed.

II. The personal position of the official is pat-
terned in the following way:

1. Whether he is in a private office or a public
bureau, the modern official always strives
and usually enjoys a distinct social esteem
as compared with the governed. His social
position is guaranteed by the prescriptive



rules of rank order and, for the political
official, by special definitions of the crimi-
nal code against “insults of officials” and
“contempt” of state and church authorities.

The actual social position of the official is nor-
mally 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 official pre-
dominantly derives from socially and economically
privileged strata because of the social distribution
of power; or where the costliness of the required
training and status conventions are binding upon
him. The possession of educational certificates—
to be discussed elsewhere——are usually linked with
qualification for office. Naturally, such certificates
or patents enhance the “status element” in the social
position of the official. For the rest this status factor
in individual cases is explicitly and impassively
acknowledged; for example, in the prescription that
the acceptance or rejection of an aspirant to an
official career depends upon the consent (“election’)
of the members of the official body. This is the case
in the German army with the officer corps. Similar
phenomena, which promote this guild-like closure of
officialdom, are typically found in patrimonial and,
particularly, in prebendal officialdoms of the past.
The desire to resurrect such phenomena in changed
forms is by no means infrequent among modermn
bureaucrats. For instance, they have played a role
among the demands of the quite proletarian and
expert officials (the tretyj element) during the
Russian revolution. ,

Usually the social esteem of the officials as
such is especially low where the demand for expert
administration and the dominance of status con-
ventions are weak. This is especially the case in the
United States; it is often the case in new settlements
by virtue of their wide fields for profit-making and
the great instability of their social stratification.

2. The pure type of bureaucratic official is
appointed by a superior authority. An official
elected by the governed is not a purely bureau-
cratic figure. Of course, the formal existence
of an election does not by itself mean that no
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appointment hides behind the election—in the
state, especially, appointment by party chiefs.
Whether or not this is the case does not depend
upon legal statutes but upon the way in which
the party mechanism functions. Once firmly
organized, the parties can turn a formally free
election into the mere acclamation of a candi-
date designated by the party chief. As a rule,
however, a formally free election is turned
into a fight, conducted according to definite
rules, for votes in favor of one of two design-
ated candidates.

In all circumstances, the designation of officials
by means of an election among the governed
modifies the strictness of hierarchical subordination.
In principle an official who is so elected has an
autonomous position opposite the superordinate
official. The elected official does not derive his posi-
tion “from above” but “from below,” or at least not
from a superior authority of the official hierarchy but
from powerful party men (“bosses”), who also deter-
mine his further career. The career of the elected
official is not, or at least not primarily, dependent
upon his chief in the administration. The official who
is not elected but appointed by a chief normally
functions more exactly, from a technical point of view,
because, all other circumstances being equal, it is more
likely that purely functional points of consideration
and qualities will determine his selection and career.
As laymen, the governed can become acquainted
with the extent to which a candidate is expertly
qualified for office only in terms of experience, and
hence only after his service. Moreover, in every sort
of selection of officials by election, parties quite
naturally give decisive weight not to expert conside-
rations but to the services a follower renders to the
party boss. This holds for all kinds of procurement of
officials by elections, for the designation of formally
free, elected officials by party bosses when they
determine the slate of candidates, or the free appoint-
ment by a chief who has himself been elected. The
contrast, however, is relative: substantially similar
conditions hold where legitimate monarchs and
their subordinates appoint officials, except that the
influence of the followings are then less controllable.
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Where the demand for administration by trained
experts is considerable, and the party followings
have to recognize an intellectually developed, edu-
cated, and freely moving “public opinion,” the use
of unqualified officials falls back upon the party in
power at the next election. Naturally, this is more
likely to happen when the officials are appointed by
the chief. The demand for a trained administration
now exists in the United States, but in the large
cities, where Immigrant votes are “corraled,” there
is, of course, no educated public opinion. Therefore,
popular elections of the administrative chief and
also of his subordinate officials usually endanger the
expert qualification of the official as well as the
precise functioning of the bureaucratic mechanism.
It also weakens the dependence of the officials
upon the hierarchy. This holds at least for the large
administrative bodies that are difficult to supervise.
The superior qualification and integrity of federal
judges, appointed by the President, as over against
elected judges in the United States is well known,
although both types of officials have been selected
primarily in terms of party considerations. The great
changes in American metropolitan administrations
demanded by reformers have proceeded essentially
from elected mayors working with an apparatus
of officials who were appointed by them. These
reforms have thus come about in a “Caesarist”
fashion. Viewed technically, as an organized form
of authority, the efficiency of “Caesarism,” which
often grows out of democracy, rests in general upon
the position of the “Caesar” as a free trustee of the
masses (of the army or of the citizenry), who is
unfettered by tradition. The “Caesar” is thus the
unrestrained master of a body of highly qualified
military officers and officials whom he selects freely
and personally without regard to tradition or to any
other considerations. This “rule of the personal
genius,” however, stands in contradiction to the for-
mally “democratic” principle of a universally elected
officialdom.

3. Normally, the position of the official is held
for life, at least in public bureaucracies; and
this is increasingly the case for all similar
structures. As a factual rule, renure Sor life is

presupposed, even where the giving of Notice
or periodic reappointment occurs. In Contragy
to the worker in a private enterprise, the officia]
normally holds tenure. Legal or actual life.
tenure, however, is not recognized as tyq
official’s right to the possession of office, as
was the case with many structures of authomy
in the past. Where legal guarantees againgt
arbitrary dismissal or transfer are deveIOped,*

from all personal considerations. In Germangy
this is the case for all juridical and, increas.
ingly, for all administrative officials.

Within the bureaucracy, therefore, the measure g
“independence,” legally guaranteed by tenure, is not_
always a source of increased status for the officia]
whose position is thus secured. Indeed, often th
reverse holds, especially in old cultures and com
munities that are highly differentiated. In such com-
munities, the stricter the subordination under the

absence of these legal guarantees of tenure, the con-
ventional esteem for the official may rise in the same
way as, during the Middle Ages the esteem of the
nobility of office rose at the expense of esteem for
the freemen, and as the king’s judge surpassed that
of the people’s Judge. In Germany, the military
officer or the administrative official can be removed
from office at any time, or at least far more readily
than the “independent Judge,” who never pays with
loss of his office for even the grossest offense
against the “code of honor” or against social con-
ventions of the salon. For this very reason, if other:
things are equal, in the eyes of the master stratum the
Jjudge is considered less qualified for social inter-
course than are officers and administrative officials, -
whose greater dependence on the master is a greater -
guarantee of their conformity with status conven
tions. Of course, the average official strives for a
civil-service law, which would materially secure his
old age and provide increased guarantees against -
his arbitrary removal from office. This striving




however, has its limits. A very strong development
of the “right to the office” naturally makes it more
difficult to staff them with regard to technical effici-
ency, for such a development decreases the career-
Opportunities of ambitious candidates for office.
This makes for the fact that officials, on the whole,
do not feel their dependency upon those at the
" top. This lack of a feeling of dependency, however,

rests primarily upon the inclination to depend upon
one’s equals rather than upon the socially inferior
and governed strata. The present conservative move-
ment among the Badenia clergy, occasioned by the
anxiety of a presumably threatening separation of
church and state, has been expressly determined
' by the desire not to be turned “from a master into a
servant of the parish.”

4. The official receives the regular pecuniary
compensation of a normally fixed salary 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, in addition, 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 colonial
profits. In such countries, this situation permits
relatively low salaries for officials.

5. The official is set for a “career” within the
hierarchical order of the public service. He
moves from the lower, less important, and
lower paid to the higher positions. The aver-
age 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 conditions fixed in terms of
“seniority,” or possibly according to grades
achieved in a developed system of expert
examinations. Here and there, such examin-
ations actually form a character indelebilis of
the official and have lifelong effects on his
career. To this is joined the desire to qualify
the right to office and the increasing tendency
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toward status group closure and economic
security. All of this makes for a tendency to
consider the offices as “prebends” of those
who are qualified by educational certificates.
The necessity of taking general personal and
intellectual qualifications into consideration,
irrespective of the often subaltern character
of the educational certificate, has led to a con-
dition in which the highest political offices,
especially the positions of “ministers,” are
principally filled without reference to such
certificates.

III THE PRESUPPOSITIONS AND
CAUSES OF BUREAUCRACY

The social and economic presuppositions of the
modern structure of the office are as follows:

The development of the money economy, in so far
as a pecuniary compensation of the officials is con-
cerned, is a presupposition of bureaucracy. Today it
not only prevails but is predominant. This fact is of
very great importance for the whole bearing of
bureaucracy, yet by itself it is by no means decisive
for the existence of bureaucracy.

Historical examples of rather distinctly developed
and quantitatively large bureaucracies are: (a) Egypt,
during the period of the new Empire which, how-
ever, contained strong patrimonial elements; (b) the
later Roman Principate, and especially the
Diocletian monarchy and the Byzantine polity which
developed out of it and yet retained strong feudal
and patrimonial elements; (c) the Roman Catholic
Church, increasingly so since the end of the thirteenth
century; (d) China, from the time of Shi Hwangti
until the present, but with strong patrimonial and
prebendal elements; (e) in ever purer forms, the
modern European states and, increasingly, all public
corporations since the time of princely absolutism;
(f) the large modern capitalist enterprise, the more
so as it becomes greater and more complicated.

To a very great extent, partly even predomi-
nantly, cases (a) to (d) have rested upon compensa-
tion of the officials in kind. Yet they have displayed
many other traits and effects characteristic of
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bureaucracy. The historical model of all later
bureaucracies—the new Empire of Egypt—is at the
same time one of the most grandiose examples of
an organized subsistence economy. Yet this coinci-
dence of bureaucracy and subsistence economy is
understandable in view of the quite unique con-
ditions that existed in Egypt. And the reservations—
and they are quite considerable—which one must
make in classifying this Egyptian structure as a
bureaucracy are conditioned by the subsistence
economy. A certain measure of a developed money
economy is the normal precondition for the
unchanged and continued existence, if not for the
establishment, of pure bureaucratic administrations.

According to historical experience, without a
money economy the bureaucratic structure can
hardly avoid undergoing substantial internal
changes, or indeed, turning into another type of
structure. The allocation of fixed income in kind,
from the magazines of the lord or from his current
intake, to the officials easily means a first step
toward appropriation of the sources of taxation and
their exploitation as private property. This kind of
allocation has been the rule in Egypt and China for
thousands of years and played an important part
in the later Roman monarchy as well as elsewhere.
The income in kind has protected the official against
the often sharp fluctuations in the purchasing power
of money. Whenever the lord’s prerogatives have
relaxed, the taxes in kind, as a rule, have been irregu-
lar. In this case, the official has direct recourse to
the tributaries of his bailiwick, whether or not he is
authorized. Close at hand is the idea of securing the
official against such oscillations by mortgaging or
transferring the levies and therewith the power to
tax, or by leasing profitable lands of the lord to the
official for his own use. Every central authority
which is not strictly organized is tempted to take this
course either voluntarily or because the officials
compel it to do so. The official may satisfy himself
with the use of these levies or loans up to the level of
his salary claim and then hand over the surplus. This
implies strong temptation and therefore yields
results chiefly unsatisfactory to the lord. Another
process involves fixing the official’s salary: This
often occurred in the early history of German

officialdom; and it happened on the largest scale ip
all Eastern Satrap administrations: the official hangg
over a stipulated amount and retains the surplus, .
In such cases the official is economically in 5
position rather similar to that of the entrepreneuria] . -
tax-farmer. Indeed, office-farming including even the
leasing of offices to the highest bidder is regularly
found. On the soil of a private economy, the trans-
formation of the statutes of villenage into tenancy
relations is one of the most important among numer.
ous examples. By tenancy arrangements the lorg
can transfer the trouble of changing his income.
in-kind into money-income to the office tenant or
to the official who is to be given a fixed sum. This
was plainly the case with some Oriental regents in
Antiquity. And above all, the farming out of public
collection of taxes in lieu of the lord’s own manage-
ment of taxgathering served this purpose. From this
procedure there develops the possibility for the lord |
to progress in the ordering of his finances into a
systematic budget. This is a very important advance, -
for it means that a fixed estimate of the income, and
correspondingly of the expenses, can take the place .
of a hand-to-mouth living from incalculable incomes
in kind, a condition typical of all the early states of
public households. On the other hand, in systematiz-
ing his budget in this way, the lord renounces the -
control and full exploitation of his capacity to tax for
his own use. According to the measure of freedom
left to the official, to the office, or to the tax-farmer,
the lasting capacity to pay taxes is endangered by
inconsiderate exploitation. For, unlike the political
overlord, the capitalist is not in the same way per-
manently interested in the subject’s ability to pay.
The lord seeks to safeguard himself against
this loss of control by regulations. The mode of tax-
farming or the transfer of taxes can thus vary widely,
according to the distribution of power between the
lord and the tenant. Either the tenant’s interest in
the free exploitation of capacity to pay taxes or the
lord’s interest in the permanence of this capacity
prevails. The nature of the tax-farming system rests
essentially upon the joint or the opposing influence - |
of these motives: the elimination of oscillations in ]
the yields, the possibility of a budget, the safeguard-
ing of the subjects’ capacity to pay by protecting




them against uneconomical exploitation, and a
state control of the tax-farmer’s yields for the sake
of appropriating the maximum possible. In the
ptolemaic empire, as in Hellas and in Rome, the tax-
farmer was still a private capitalist. The raising of
taxes, however, was bureaucratically executed and
controlled by the Ptolemaic state. The tenant’s profit
consisted in only a share of the respective surplus
over and above the tax-farmer’s fee, which was, in
fact, only a guarantee. The tax-farmer’s risk con-
sisted in the possibility of yields that were lower
than this sum.

The purely economic conception of the office
as a source of the official’s private income can also
lead to the direct purchase of offices. This occurs
when the lord finds himself in a position in which
he requires not only a current income but money
capital—for instance, for warfare or for debt payments.
The purchase of office as a regular institution has
existed in modern states, in the church state as well
as in that of France and England; it has existed in the
cases of sinecures as well as of very serious offices;
and, in the case of officers’ commissions, it lagged
over until the early nineteenth century. In individual
cases, the economic meaning of such a purchase of
office can be altered so that the purchasing sum 1s
partly or wholly in the nature of bail deposited for
faithful service, but this has not been the rule.

Every sort of assignment of usufructs, tributes
and services which are due to the lord himself or to
the official for personal exploitation, always means a
surrender of the pure type of bureaucratic organiza-
tion. The official in such positions has a personal
right to the possession of his office. This is the case
to a still higher degree when official duty and com-
pensation are interrelated in such a way that the
official does not transfer to the lord any yields
gained from the objects left to him, but handles these
objects for his private ends and in rurm renders to the
lord services of a personal or a military, political, or
ecclesiastical character.

We wish to speak of “prebends” and of a
“prebendal” organization of office, wherever the
lord assigns to the official rent payments for life,
payments which are somehow fixed to objects or
which are essentially economic usufruct from lands

“Bureaucracy” 225

or other sources. They must be compensations for
the fulfilment of actual or fictitious office duties;
they are goods permanently set aside for the econ-
omic assurance of the office.

The transition from such prebendal organization
of office to salaried officialdom is quite fluid. Very
often the economic endowment of priesthoods has
been “prebendal,” as in Antiquity and the Middle

~Ages, and even up to the modern period. But in

almost all periods the same form has been found in
other areas. In Chinese sacerdotal law, the prebendal
character of all offices forced the mourning official
to resign his office. For during the ritual mourning
period for the father or other household authorities
abstention from the enjoyment of possessions was
prescribed. Originally this prescription was aimed at
avoiding the ill-will of the deceased master of the
house, for the house belonged to this master and the
office was considered purely as a prebend, a source
for rent.

When not only economic rights but also lordly
prerogatives are leased for personal execution with
the stipulation of personal services to the lord, a fur-
ther step away from salaried bureaucracy is taken.
These leased prerogatives vary; for instance, with
the political official, they may be in the nature of
landlordism or in the nature of office authority. In
both instances, and certainly in the latter, the specific
nature of bureaucratic organization is completely
destroyed and we enter the organizational realm
of feudal dominion. All kinds of assignments of
services and usufructs in kind as endowments for
officials tend to loosen the bureaucratic mechanism,
and especially to weaken hierarchic subordination.
This subordination is most strictly developed in the
discipline of modern officialdom. A precision simi-
lar to the precision of the contractually employed
official of the modern Occident can only be
attained—-at least under very energetic leadership—
where the subjection of the officials to the lord is
personally absolute, where slaves, or employees
treated like slaves, are used for administration.

The Egyptian officials were slaves of the
Pharaoh, if not legally, at least in fact. The Roman
latifundia owners liked to commission slaves with
the direct management of money matters, because of
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the possibility of subjecting them to torture. In
China, similar results have been sought by the prodi-
gial use of the bamboo as a disciplinary instrument.
The chances, however, for such direct means of
coercion to function with steadiness are extremely
unfavorable. According to experience, the relative
optimum for the success and maintenance of a strict
mechanization of the bureaucratic apparatus is
offered by a secured money salary connected with
the opportunity of a career that is not dependent
upon mere accident and arbitrariness. Strict dis-
cipline and control, which at the same time has
consideration for the official’s sense of honor, and
the development of prestige sentiments of the status
group, as well as the possibility of public criticism,
work in the direction of strict mechanization. With
all this, the bureaucratic apparatus functions more
assuredly than does any legal enslavement of func-
tionaries. A strong status sentiment among officials
not only agrees with the official’s readiness to sub-
ordinate himself to the chief without any will of his
own, but—just as is the case with the officer—status
sentiments are the consequence of such subordi-
nation for internally they balance the official’s self-
feeling. The purely impersonal character of office
work, with its principled separation of the private
sphere of the official from that of the office, facili-
tates the official’s integration into the given func-
tional conditions of a fixed mechanism based upon
discipline.

Even though the full development of a money
economy is not an indispensable precondition for
bureaucratization, bureaucracy as a permanent struc-
ture is knit to the one presupposition of a constant
income for maintaining it. Where such an Income
cannot be derived from private profits, as is the case
with the bureaucratic organization of large modern
enterprises, or from fixed land rents, as with the
manor, a stable system of taxation is the precon-
dition for the permanent existence of bureaucratic
administration. For well-known and general reasons,
only a fully developed money economy offers a
secure basis for such a taxation system. The degree
of administrative bureaucratization in urban com-
munities with fully developed money economies
has not infrequently been relatively greater in the

contemporary far larger states of plains. Yet as
soon as these plain states have been able to developv
orderly systems of tribute, bureaucracy has devel. -
oped more comprehensively than in City stateg, |
Whenever the size of the city states has TeMmaineg
confined to moderate limits, the tendency for a pluto.
cratic and collegial administration by notables phqg
corresponded most adequately to their structure,

V' QUALITATIVE CHANGES OF
ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS

Bureaucratization is occasioned more by intensive "
and qualitative enlargement and internal deploymept
of the scope of administrative tasks than by thejr
extensive and quantitative increase. But the directio
bureaucratization takes and the reasons that occasion
it vary widely. »

In Egypt, the oldest country of bureaucratic state
administration, the public and collective regulation
of waterways for the whole country and from the top
could not be avoided because of technical economic
factors. This regulation created the mechanism of
scribes and officials. Once established, this mechan-
ism, even in early times, found its second realm of 4
business in the extraordinary construction activities
which were organized militarily. As mentioned
before, the bureaucratic tendency has chiefly been
influenced by needs arising from the creation of
standing armies as determined by power politics |
and by the development of public finance connected
with the military establishment. I the modern state,
the increasing demands for administration rest on the
increasing complexity of civilization and push * 3
towards bureaucratization.

Very considerable expansions, especially overseas,
have, of course, been managed by states ruled by -
notables (Rome, England, Venice), as will become
evident in the appropriate context. Yet the “inten
sity” of the administration, that is, the transfer of as 3
many tasks as possible to the organization of the state
proper for continuous management and discharge,
has been only slightly developed among the great 4




states ruled by notables, especially Rome and England,
if we compare them with bureaucratic politics.

Both in notable and bureaucratic administrations
the structure of state power has influenced culture
yery strongly. But it has done so relatively slightly in
the form of management and control by the state.
This holds from justice down to education. The
growing demands on culture, in turn, are deter-
mined, though to a varying extent, by the growing
wealth of the most influential strata in the state. To
this extent increasing bureaucratization is a function
of the increasing possession of goods used for con-
sumption, and of an increasingly sophisticated tech-
nique of fashioning external life—a technique which
corresponds to the opportunities provided by such
wealth. This reacts upon the standard of living and
makes for an increasing subjective indispensability
of organized, collective, inter-local, and thus bureau-
cratic, provision for the most varied wants, which
previously were either unknown, or were satisfied
locally or by a private economy.

Among purely political factors, the increasing
demand of a society, accustomed to absolute
pacification, for order and protection (“police”) in all
fields exerts an especially persevering influence in
the direction of bureaucratization. A steady road
leads from modifications of the blood feud, sacer-
dotally, or by means of arbitration, to the present
position of the policeman as the “representative of God
on earth.” The former means placed the guarantees
for the individual’s rights and security squarely upon
the members of his sib, who are obligated, to assist
him with oath and vengeance. Among other factors,
primarily the manifold tasks of the so-called “policy
of social welfare” operate in the direction of bureau-
cratization, for these tasks are, in part, saddled upon
the state by interest groups and, in part, the state
usurps them, either for reasons of power policy or
for ideological motives. Of course, these tasks are to
a large extent economically determined.

Among essentially technical factors, the specifi-
cally modern means of communication enter the pic-
ture as pacemakers of bureaucratization. Public land
and water-ways, railroads, the telegraph, et cetera—
they must, in part, necessarily be administered in a
public and collective way; in part, such administration
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is technically expedient. In this respect, the contem-
porary means of communication frequently play a
role similar to that of the canals of Mesopotamia
and the regulation of the Nile in the ancient Orient.
The degree to which the means of communication
have been developed is a condition of decisive
importance for the possibility of bureaucratic admin-
istration, although it is not the only decisive con-
dition. Certainly in Egypt, bureaucratic centralization,
on the basis of an almost pure subsistence economy,
could never have reached the actual degree which
it did without the natural trade route of the Nile.
In order to promote bureaucratic centralization in
modern Persia, the telegraph officials were officially
commissioned with reporting all occurrences in the
provinces to the Shah, over the heads of the local
authorities. In addition, everyone received the right
to remonstrate directly by telegraph. The modern
Occidental state can be administered the way it actu-
ally is only because the state controls the telegraph
network and has the mails and railroads at its disposal.

Railroads, in turn, are intimately connected with
the development of an inter-local traffic of mass
goods. This traffic is among the causal factors in the
formation of the modern state. As we have already
seen, this does not hold unconditionally for the past.

V1 TECHNICAL ADVANTAGES OF
BUREAUCRATIC ORGANIZATION

The decisive reason for the advance of bureaucratic
organization has always been its purely technical
superiority over any other form of organization. The
fully developed bureaucratic mechanism compares
with other organizations exactly as does the machine
with the nonmechanical modes of production.
Precision, speed, unambiguity, knowledge of the
files, continuity, discretion, unity, strict subordi-
nation, reduction 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 complicated tasks are
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concerned, paid bureaucratic work is not only more
precise but, in the last analysis, it is often cheaper
than even formally unremunerated honorific service.

Honorific arrangements make administrative
work an avocation and, for this reason alone,
honorific service normally functions more slowly;
being less bound to schemata and being more
formless. Hence it is less precise and less unified
than bureaucratic work because it is less dependent
upon superiors and because the establishment and
exploitation of the apparatus of subordinate officials
and filing services are almost unavoidably less econ-
omical. Honorific service is less continuous than
bureaucratic and frequently quite expensive. This
is especially the case if one thinks not only of the
money costs to the public treasury—costs which
bureaucratic administration, in comparison with
administration by notables, usually substantially
increases—but also of the frequent economic losses
of the governed caused by delays and lack of pre-
cision. The possibility of administration by notables
normally and permanently exists only where official
management can be satisfactorily discharged as
an avocation. With the qualitative increase of tasks
the administration has to face, administration by
notables reaches its limits—today, even in England.
Work organized by collegiate bodies causes friction
and delay and requires compromises between
colliding interests and views. The administration,
therefore, runs less precisely and is more indepen-
dent of superiors; hence, it is less unified and slower,
All advances of the Prussian administrative organ-
ization have been and will in the future be advances
of the bureaucratic, and especially of the monocratic,
principle.

Today, it is primarily the capitalist market
cconomy which demands that the official business
of the administration be discharged precisely, unam-
biguously, continuously, and with as much speed as
possible. Normally, the very large, modern capitalist
enterprises are themselves unequalled models of strict
bureaucratic organization. Business management
throughout rests on increasing precision, steadiness,
and, above all, the speed of operations. This, in turn,
is determined by the peculiar nature of the modemn
means of communication, including, among other

things, the news service of the press. The CXtraordip,.
ary increase in the speed by which public annoupge.
ments, as well as economic and political facts, are
transmitted exerts a steady and sharp pressure ip the
direction of speeding up the tempo of administratiye
reaction towards various situations, The optimum of
such reaction time is normally attained only by a
strictly bureaucratic organization. !
Bureaucratization offers above all the optimyp,
possibility for carrying through the principle of i
specializing administrative functions according g
purely objective considerations. Individual perfoy. -
mances are allocated to functionaries who have spe;:
cialized training and who by constant practice learn
more and more, The “objective” discharge of businegs *
primarily means a discharge of business according to”
calculable rules and “without regard for persons.”
“Without regard for persons” is also the watch.
word of the “market” and, in general, of all pursuits
of naked economic interests. A consistent execution
of 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 domination of the “class situation.”
That this consequence of bureaucratic domination
has not set in everywhere, parallel to the extent of
bureaucratization, is due to the differences among
possible principles by which polities may meet their ;
demands. 1
The second element mentioned, “calculable
rules,” also is of paramount importance for modern |
bureaucracy. The peculiarity of modemn 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 irg gc studio. Its -
specific nature, which is welcomed by capitalism, |
develops the more perfectly the more the bureau-
cracy is “dehumanized,” the more completely it .
succeeds in eliminating from official business love, -
hatred, and all purely personal, irrational, and emo-
tional elements which escape calculation. This is the
specific nature of bureaucracy and it is appraised as
its special virtue.
The more complicated and specialized modern
culture becomes, the more its external supporting




apparatus demands the personally detached and
strictly “objective” expert, in lieu of the master 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 modern culture in the most
favorable combination. As a rule, only bureaucracy
has established the foundation for the administration
of a rational law conceptually systematized on the
pasis of such enactments as the latter Roman impe-
rial period first created with a high degree of tech-
nical perfection. During the Middle Ages, this law
was received along with the bureaucratization of
legal administration, that is to say, with the displace-
ment of the old trial procedure which was bound
to tradition or to irrational presuppositions, by the
rationally trained and specialized expert.

VII BUREAUCRACY AND LAW

The “rational” interpretation of law on the basis of
strictly formal conceptions stands opposite the kind
of adjudication that is primarily bound to sacred
traditions. The single case that cannot be unambigu-
ously decided by tradition is either settled by
concrete “revelation” (oracle, prophetic dicta, or
ordeal—that is, by “charismatic” justice) or—and
only these cases interest us here—by informal
judgments rendered in terms of concrete ethical or
other practical valuations. This is “Kadi-justice,” as
R. Schmidt has fittingly called it. Or, formal judg-
ments are rendered, though not by subsumption
under rational concepts, but by drawing on “analogies”
and by depending upon and interpreting concrete
“precedents.” This is “empirical justice.”
Kadi-justice knows no reasoned judgment
whatever. Nor does empirical justice of the pure type
give any reasons which in our sense could be called
rational. The concrete valuational character of
Kadi-justice can advance to a prophetic break with
all tradition. Empirical justice, on the other hand, can
be sublimated and rationalized into a “technology.”
All non-bureaucratic forms of domination display
a peculiar coexistence: on the one hand, there is a
sphere of strict traditionalism, and, on the other, a
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sphere of free arbitrariness and lordly grace. There-
fore, combinations and transitional forms between
these two principles are very frequent; they will be
discussed in another context.

Even today in England, as Mendelssohn has
demonstrated, a broad substratum of justice is actu-
ally Kadi-justice to an extent that is hardly conceiv-
able on the Continent. The justice of German juries
which preclude a statement of the reasons for their
verdict often functions in practice in the same way as
this English justice. In general, one has to beware of
believing that “democratic” principles of justice are
identical with “rational” adjudication (in the sense of
formal rationality). Indeed, the contrary holds, as
will be shown in another context. The English and
American adjudication of the highest courts is still to
a great extent empirical; and especially is it adjudi-
cation by precedents. In England, the reason for the
failure of all efforts at a rational codification of law,
as well as the failure to borrow Roman law, was due
to the successful resistance against such rationaliza-
tion offered by the great and centrally organized
lawyers’ guilds. These guilds formed a monopolistic
stratum of notables from whose midst the judges of
the high courts of the realm were recruited. They
retained in their hands juristic training as an empiri-
cal and highly developed technology, and they
successfully fought all moves towards rational law
that threatened their social and material position.
Such moves came especially from the ecclesiastical
courts and, for a time, also from the universities.

The fight of the common law advocates against
the Roman and ecclesiastical law and the power of
the church in general was to a considerable degree
economically caused by the lawyer’s interest in fees;
this is distinctly evidenced by the way in which the
king intervened in this struggle. But the power posi-
tion of the lawyers, who emerged victoriously from
this struggle, was conditioned by political central-
ization. In Germany, primarily for political reasons,
a socially powerful estate of notables was lacking.
There was no estate which, like the English lawyers,
could have been the carriers of a national adminis-
tration of law, which could have raised national law
to the level of a technology with regulated appren-
ticeship, and which could have offered resistance to
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the intrusion of the technically superior training of
Jurists in Roman law.

That fact that Roman law was substantively bet-
ter adjusted to the needs of emerging capitalism did
not decide its victory on the Continent. e

X THE PERMANENT CHARACTER
OF THE BUREAUCRATIC MACHINE

Once it is fully established, bureaucracy is among
those social structures which are the hardest to
destroy. Bureaucracy is the means of carrying “com-
munity action” over into rationally ordered “societal
action.” Therefore, as an instrument for “societaliz-
ing” relations of power, bureaucracy has been and is
a power instrument of the first order—for the one
who controls the bureaucratic apparatus.

Under otherwise equal conditions, a “societal
action,” which is methodically ordered and led, is
superior to every resistance of “mass” or even of
“communal action.” And where the bureaucratiza-
tion of administration has been completely carried
through, a form of power relation is established that
is practically unshatterable.

The individual bureaucrat cannot squirm out of
the apparatus in which he is harnessed. In contrast
to the honorific or avocational “notable,” the pro-
fessional bureaucrat is chained to his activity by his
entire material and ideal existence, In the great
majority of cases, he is only a single cog in an ever-
moving mechanism which prescribes to him an
essentially fixed route of march. The official is
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 thus forged to the community of all the
functionaries who are integrated into the mechan-
ism. They have a common interest in seeing that
the mechanism continues its functions and that the
societally exercised authority carries on.

The ruled, for their part, cannot dispense with
or replace the bureaucratic apparatus of authority
once it exists. For this bureaucracy rests upon expert

training, a functional specialization of Work, ang
an attitude set for habitual and virtuoso-like Mastep;
of single yet methodically integrated functiong, I
the official stops working, or if his work is fOTCCfully.
interrupted, chaos results, and it is difficult to i :

as for private €conomje
management. More and more the material fate of

izations of private capitalism. The idea of eliminag.
ing these organizations becomes more and more;{
utopian.

The discipline of officialdom refers to the attitug
set of the official for precise obedience within hi
habitual activity, in public as well as in Private

the basis of all order, however great the practicg]’
importance of administration on the basis of the filed”
documents may be. The naive idea of Bakuninism
of destroying the basis of “acquired rights” an
“domination” by destroying public documents over
looks the settled orientation of man for keeping t
the habitual rules and regulations that conting
to exist independently of the documents. Every re.
organization of beaten or dissolved troops, as well 2
as the restoration of administrative orders destroyed 4
by revolt, panic, or other Catastrophes, is realized 3
by appealing to the trained orientation of obedient
compliance to such orders. Such compliance has
been conditioned into the officials, on the one hand,
and, on the other hand, into the governed. If such an
appeal is successful it brings, as it were, the dis-
turbed mechanism into gear again.

The objective indispensability of the once-
existing apparatus, with its peculiar, “impersonal”
character, means that the mechanism—in contrast to
feudal orders based upon personal piety—is easily
made to work for anybody who knows how to gain
control over it. A rationally ordered system of officials
continues to function smoothly after the enemy has
occupied the area; he merely needs to change the top
officials. This body of officials continues to operate
because it is to the vita] interest of everyone ;
concerned, including above all the enemy, :



puring the course of his long years in power,
Bismarck brought his ministerial colleagues into
unconditional bureaucratic dependence by eliminat-
ing all independent statesmen. Upon his retirement,
he saw to his surprise that they continued to manage
their offices unconcerned and undismayed, as if he
had not been the master mind and creator of these
creatures, but rather as if some single figure had been
exchanged for some other figure in the bureaucratic
machine. With all the changes of masters in France
since the time of the First Empire, the power
machine has remained essentially the same. Such
a2 machine makes “revolution,” in the sense of the
forceful creation of entirely new formations of
authority, technically more and more impossible,
especially when the apparatus controls the modem
means of communication (telegraph, et cetera) and
also by virtue of its internal rationalized structure. In
classic fashion, France has demonstrated how this
process has substituted coups d’état for “revol-
ations”™: all successful transformations in France
have amounted to coups d’état.

XI ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL
CONSEQUENCES OF BUREAUCRACY

It is clear that the bureaucratic organization of a
social structure, and especially of a political one,
can and regularly does have far-reaching economic
consequences. But what sort of consequences? Of
course in any individual case it depends upon the
distribution of economic and social power, and
especially upon the sphere that is occupied by the
emerging bureaucratic mechanism. The conse-
quences of bureaucracy depend therefore upon the
direction which the powers using the apparatus
give to it. And very frequently a crypto-plutocratic
distribution of power has been the result.

In England, but especially in the United States,
party donors regularly stand behind the bureaucratic
party organizations. They have financed these
parties and have been able to influence them to a
large extent. The breweries in England, the so-called
“heavy industry,” and in Germany the Hansa League
with their voting funds are well enough known as
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political donors to parties. In modern times bureau-
cratization and social leveling within political, and
particularly within state organizations in connection
with the destruction of feudal and local privileges,
have very frequently benefited the interests of capi-
talism. Often bureaucratization has been carried out
in direct alliance with capitalist interests, for exam-
ple, the great historical alliance of the power of the
absolute prince with capitalist interests. In general, a
legal leveling and destruction of firmly established
local structures ruled by notables has usually made
for a wider range of capitalist activity. Yet one may
expect as an effect of bureaucratization, a policy
that meets the petty bourgeois interest in a secured
traditional “subsistence,” or even a state socialist
policy that strangles opportunities for private profit.
This has occurred in several cases of historical and
far-reaching importance, specifically during antiquity;
it is undoubtedly to be expected as a future develop-
ment. Perhaps it will occur in Germany.

The very different effects of political organiza-
tions which were, at least in principle, quite similar
—in Egypt under the Pharaohs and in Hellenic and
Roman times—show the very different economic
significances of bureaucratization which are possible
according to the direction of other factors. The mere
fact of bureaucratic organization does not unam-
biguously tell us about the concrete direction of its
economic effects, which are always in some manner
present. At least it does not tell us as much as can be
told about its relatively leveling effect socially. In
this respect, one has to remember that bureaucracy
as such is a precision instrument which can put
itself at the disposal of quite varied—purely political
as well as purely economic, or any other sort—of
interests in domination. Therefore, the measure of its
parallelism with democratization must not be exag-
gerated, however typical it may be. Under certain
conditions, strata of feudal lords have also put
bureaucracy into their service. There is also the
possibility——and often it has become a fact, for
instance, in the Roman principate and in some forms
of absolutist state structures—that a bureaucratiz-
ation of administration is deliberately connected with
the formation of estates, or is entangled with them by
the force of the existing groupings of social power.
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The express reservation of offices for certain status
groups is very frequent, and actual reservations are
even more frequent. The democratization of society
in its totality, and in the modern sense of the term,
whether actual or perhaps merely formal, is an espe-
cially favorable basis of bureaucratization, but by no
means the only possible one. After all, bureaucracy
strives merely to level those powers that stand in its
way and in those areas that, in the individua] case,
it seeks to occupy. We must remember this fact—
which we have encountered several times and which
we shall have to discuss repeatedly: that “democ-
racy” as such is opposed to the rule of bureaucracy,
in spite and perhaps because of its unavoidable yet
unintended promotion of bureaucratization. Under
certain conditions, democracy creates obvious rup-
tures and blockages to bureaucratic organization.
Hence, in every individual historical case, one must
observe in what special direction bureaucratization
has developed.

XII THE POWER POSITION OF
BUREAUCRACY

Everywhere the modern state is undergoing bureau-
cratization. But whether the power of bureaucracy
within the polity is universally increasing must here
remain an open question.

The fact that bureaucratic organization is tech-
nically the most highly developed means of power in’
the hands of the man who controls it does not deter-
mine the weight that bureaucracy as such is capable
of having in a particular social structure. The ever-
increasing “Indispensability” of the officialdom,
swollen to millions, is no more decisive for this
question than is the view of some representatives of
the proletarian movement that the economic indis-
pensability of the proletarians is decisive for the
measure of their social and political power position.
If “indispensability” were decisive, then where slave
labor prevailed and where freemen usually abhor
work as a dishonor, the “indispensable” slaves ought
to have held the positions of power, for they were at
least as indispensable as officials and proletarians
are today. Whether the power of bureaucracy as such

increases cannot be decided a priori from - ;
reasons. The drawing in of economic interest groupg:
or other non-official experts, or the drawing iy of
non-expert lay representatives, the establishmenté
of local, inter-local, or central parliamentary or Other™
representative bodies, or of occupational associatig
—these seem to run directly against the bureaucratic
tendency. How far this appearance is the truth myg
be discussed in another chapter rather than ip thi
purely formal and typological discussion. In genera
only the following can be said here:

Under normal conditions, the power position of
fully developed bureaucracy is always overtowering
The “political master” finds himself i the positiop -
of the “dilettante” who stands opposite the “expen,’
facing the trained official who stands within the
management of administration. This holds whether
the “master” whom the bureaucracy serves is a
“people,” equipped with the weapons of “legislative
initiative,” the “referendum,” and the right to
remove officials, or a parliament, elected on a more
aristocratic or more “democratic” basis and equipped
with the right to vote a lack of confidence, or with
the actual authority to vote it. It holds whether the
master is an aristocratic, collegiate body, legally or
actually based on self-recruitment, or whether he
is a popularly elected president, a hereditary and
“absolute™ or a “constitutional” monarch.

Every bureaucracy seeks to increase the superior-
ity of the professionally informed by keeping their
knowledge and intentions secret. Bureaucratic
administration always tends to be an administra-
tion of “secret sessions” in so far as it can, it hides
its knowledge and action from criticism. Prussian
church authorities now threaten to use disciplinary
measures against pastors who make reprimands or
other admonitory measures in any way accessible
to third parties. They do this because the pastor, in
making such criticism available, is “guilty” of facili- 3
tating a possible criticism of the church authorities
The treasury officials of the Persjan shah have made
a secret doctrine of their budgetary art and even
use secret script. The official statistics of Prussia, in

general, make public only what cannot do any harm
to the intentions of the power-wielding bureaucracy.
The tendency toward secrecy in certain administrative




fields follows their material nature: everywhere
that the power interests of the domination structure
roward the outside are at stake, whether it 1s an
eConomic'competitor of a private enterprise, or a
foreign, potentially hostile polity, we find secrecy. If
it is to be successful, the management of diplomacy
can only be publicly controlled to a very limited
extent. The military administration must insist on the
concealment of its most important measures; with
the increasing significance of purely technical
aspects, this is all the more the case. Political parties
do not proceed differently, in spite of all the osten-
sible publicity of Catholic congresses and party
conventions. With the increasing bureaucratization
of party organizations, this secrecy will prevail even
more. Commercial policy, in Germany for instance,
brings about a concealment of production statistics.
Every fighting posture of a social structure toward
the outside tends to buttress the position of the group
in power.

The pure interest of the bureaucracy in power,
however, is efficacious far beyond those areas where
purely functional interests make for secrecy. The
concept of the “official secret” is the specific inven-
tion of bureaucracy, and nothing is so fanatically
defended by the bureaucracy as this attitude, which
cannot be substantially justified beyond these
specifically qualified areas. In facing a parliament,
the bureaucracy, out of a sure power instinct, fights
every attempt of the parliament to gain knowledge
by means of its own experts or from interest groups.
The so-called right of parliamentary investigation is
one of the means by which parliament seeks such
knowledge. Bureaucracy naturally welcomes a
poorly informed and hence a powerless parliament
—at least in so far as ignorance somehow agrees
with the bureaucracy’s interests.

The absolute monarch is powerless opposite the
superior knowledge of the bureaucratic expert—in a
certain sense more powerless than any other political
head. All the scornful decrees of Frederick the Great
concerning the “abolition of serfdom” were derailed,
as it were, in the course of their realization because
the official mechanism simply ignored them as the
occasional ideas of a dilettante. When a consti-
tutional king agrees with a socially important part of

"Bureaucracy” 233

the governed, he very frequently exerts a greater
influence upon the course of administration than
does the absolute monarch. The constitutional king
can control these experts better because of what is,
at least relatively, the public character of criticism,
whereas the absolute monarch is dependent for
information solely upon the bureaucracy. The
Russian czar of the old regime was seldom able
to accomplish permanently anything that displeased
his bureaucracy and hurt the power interests of the
bureaucrats. His ministerial departments, placed
directly under him as the autocrat, represented a
conglomerate of satrapies, as was correctly noted by
Leroy-Beaulieu. These satrapies constantly fought
against one another by all the means of personal
intrigue, and, especially, they bombarded one
another with voluminous “memorials,” in the face of
which, the monarch, as a dilettante, was helpless.

With the transition to constitutional government,
the concentration of the power of the central bureau-
cracy in one head became unavoidable. Officialdom
was placed under a monocratic head, the prime
minister, through whose hands everything had to go
before it got to the monarch. This put the latter, to a
large extent, under the tutelage of the chief of the
bureaucracy. Wilhelm II, in his well-known conflict
with Bismarck, fought against this principle, but
he had to withdraw his attack very soon. Under the
rule of expert knowledge, the actual influence of the
monarch can attain steadiness only by a continuous
communication with the bureaucratic chiefs; this
intercourse must be methodically planned and
directed by the head of the bureaucracy.

At the same time, constitutionalism binds the
bureaucracy and the ruler into a community of inter-
ests against the desires of party chiefs for power
in the parliamentary bodies. And if he cannot find
support in parliament the constitutional monarch is
powerless against the bureaucracy. The desertion of
the “Great of the Reich,” the Prussian ministers and
top officials of the Reich in November 1918, brought
a monarch into approximately the same situation as
existed in the feudal state in 1056. However, this is
an exception, for, on the whole, the power position
of a monarch opposite bureaucratic officials is
far stronger than it was in any feudal state or in the
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“stereotyped” patrimonial state. This is because of
the constant presence of aspirants for promotion,
with whom the monarch can easily replace incon-
venient and independent officials. Other circum-
stances being equal, only economically independent
officials, that is, officials who belong to the prop-
ertied strata, can permit themselves to risk the loss
of their offices. Today as always, the recruitment of
officials from among propertyless strata increases
the power of the rulers. Only officials who belong
to a socially influential stratum, whom the monarch
believes he must take into account as personal sup-
porters, like the so-called Kanalrebellen in Prussia,
can permanently and completely paralyse the sub-
stance of his will.

Only the expert knowledge of private economic
interest groups in the field of “business” 1S superior
to the expert knowledge of the bureaucracy. This is
so because the exact knowledge of facts in their field
is vital to the economic existence of businessmen.
Errors in official statistics do not have direct econ-
omic consequences for the guilty official, but errors
in the calculation of a capitalist enterprise are paid
for by losses, perhaps by its existence. The “secret,”
as a means of power, is, after all, more safely hidden
in the books of an enterpriser than it is in the files of
public authorities. For this reason alone authorities
are held within narrow barriers when they seek to
influence economic life in the capitalist epoch. Very
frequently the measures of the state in the field of
capitalism take unforeseen and unintended courses,
or they are made illusory by the superior expert
knowledge of interest groups.

XIV THE “RATIONALIZATION”
OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING

We cannot here analyze the far-reaching and general
cultural effects that the advance of the rational
bureaucratic structure of domination, as such, develops
quite independently of the areas in which it takes hold.
Naturally, bureaucracy promotes a “rationalist” way

of life, but the concept of rationalism allows for -
widely differing contents. Quite generally, one can
only say that the bureaucratization of al] dominatjop  :
very strongly furthers the development of “rationg]
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 training and education.

Educational institutions on the European coni.
nent, especially the institutions of higher learning
—the universities, as well as technical academies,
business colleges, gymnasiums, and other middle
schools—are dominated and influenced by the need
for the kind of “education” that produces a system of
special examinations and the trained expertness that
is increasingly indispensable for modern bureaucracy,

The “special examination,” in the present sense,
was and is found also outside of bureaucratic struc-
tures proper; thus, today it is found in the “free”
professions of medicine and law and in the guild-
organized trades. Expert examinations are neither
indispensable to nor concomitant phenomena of
bureaucratization. The French, English, and
American bureaucracies have for a long time fore-
gone such examinations entirely or to a large extent,
for training and service in party organizations have
made up for them.

“Democracy” also takes an ambivalent stand in
the face of specialized examinations, as it does in the
face of all the phenomena of bureaucracy—althoughi
democracy itself promotes these developments.
Special examinations, on the one hand, mean or
appear to mean a “selection” of those who qualify
from all social strata rather than a rule by notables.”
On the other hand, dem_ocracy fears that a merit
system and educational certificates will result in a "
privileged “caste.” Hence, democracy fights against .-
the special-examination system.

The special examination is found even in pre-
bureaucratic or semi-bureaucratic epochs. Indeed, -
the regular and earliest locus of special examinations
is among prebendally organized dominions. Expect-
ancies of prebends, first of church prebends—as in
the Islamite Orient and in the Occidental Middle




Ages-—then, as was especially the case in China,
secular prebends, are the typical prizes for which
people study and are examined. These examinations,
however, have in truth only a partially specialized
and expert character.

The modern development of full bureaucrat-
ization brings the system of rational, specialized,
and expert examinations irresistibly to the fore.
The civil-service reform gradually imports expert
training and specialized examinations into the
United States. In all other countries this system also
advances, stemming from its main breeding place,
Germany. The increasing bureaucratization of
administration enhances the importance of the spe-
cialized examination in England. In China, the
attempt to replace the semi-patrimonial and ancient
bureaucracy by a modern bureaucracy brought the
expert exarmination; it took the place of a former and
quite differently structured system of examinations.
The bureaucratization of capitalism, with its demand
for expertly trained technicians, clerks, et cetera,
carries such examinations all over the world. Above
all, the development is greatly furthered by the social
prestige of the educational certificates acquired
through such specialized examinations. This is all
the more the case as the educational patent is turned
to economic advantage. Today, the certificate of
education becomes what the test for ancestors has
been in the past, at least where the nobility has re-
mained powerful: a prerequisite for equality of birth,
a qualification for a canonship, and for state office.

The development of the diploma from univer-
sities, and business and engineering colleges, and the
universal clamor for the creation of educational
certificates in all fields make for the formation of a
privileged stratum in bureaus and in offices. Such
certificates support their holders’ claims for inter-
marriages with notable families (in business offices
people naturally hope for preferment with regard to
the chief’s daughter), claims to be admitted into the
circles that adhere to “codes of honor,” claims for a
“respectable” remuneration rather than remuneration
for work done, claims for assured advancement and
old-age insurance, and, above all, claims to mon-
opolize socially and economically advantageous
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positions. When we hear from all sides the demand
for an introduction of regular curricula and special
examinations, the reason behind it 1s, of course, not
a suddenly awakened “thirst for education” but the
desire for restricting the supply for these positions
and their monopolization by the owners of edu-
cational certificates. Today, the “examination” 1s the
universal means of this monopolization, and there-
fore examinations irresistibly advance. As the
education prerequisite to the acquisition of the
educational certificate requires considerable expense
and a period of waiting for full remuneration, this
striving means a setback for talent (charisma) in
favor of property. For the “intellectual” costs of
educational certificates are always low, and with the
increasing volume of such certificates, their intel-
lectual costs do not increase, but rather decrease.

The requirement of a chivalrous style of life in the
old qualification for fiefs in Germany is replaced
by the necessity of participating in its present rudi-
mental form as represented by the dueling corps of
the universities which also distribute the educational
certificates. In Anglo-Saxon countries, athletic and
social clubs fulfil the same function. The bureau-
cracy, on the other hand, strives everywhere for a
“right to the office” by the establishment of a regular
disciplinary procedure and by removal of the com-
pletely arbitrary disposition of the “chief” over the
subordinate official. The bureaucracy seeks to secure
the official position, the orderly advancement, and
the provision for old age. In this, the bureaucracy
is supported by the “democratic” sentiment of the
governed, which demands that domination be mini-
mized. Those who hold this attitude believe them-
selves able to discern a weakening of the master’s
prerogatives in every weakening of the arbitrary
disposition of the master over the officials. To this
extent, bureaucracy, both in business offices and
in public service, is a carrier of a specific “status”
development, as have been the quite differently
structured officeholders of the past. We have already
pointed out that these status characteristics are usu-
ally also exploited, and that by their nature they con-
tribute to the technical usefulness of the bureaucracy
in fulfilling its specific tasks.
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“Democracy” reacts precisely against the
unavoidable “status” character of bureaucracy.
Democracy seeks to put the election of officials
for short terms in the place of appointed officials; it
seeks to substitute the removal of officials by elec-
tion for a regulated procedure of discipline. Thus,
democracy seeks to replace the arbitrary disposition
of the hierarchically superordinate “master” by the
equally arbitrary disposition of the governed and the
party chiefs dominating them.

Social prestige based upon the advantage of spe-
cial education and training as such is by no means
specific to bureaucracy. On the contrary! But edu-
cational prestige in other structures of domination
rests upon substantially different foundations,

Expressed in slogan-like fashion, the “cultivated
man,” rather that the “specialist,” has been the end
sought by education and has formed the basis of
social esteem in such various Systems as the feudal,
theocratic, and patrimonial structures of dominion:
in the English notable administration, in the old
Chinese patrimonial bureaucracy, as well as under
the rule of demagogues in the so-called Hellenic
democracy.

The term “cultivated man” is used here in a com-
pletely value-neutral sense; it is understood to mean
solely that the goal of education consists in the qual-
ity of a man’s bearing in life which was considered
“cultivated,” rather than in a specialized training
for expertness. The “cultivated” personality formed
the educational ideal, which was stamped by the
structure of domination and by the social condition
for membership in the ruling stratum. Such edu-
cation aimed at a chivalrous or an ascetic type; or, at
a literary type, as in China; a gymnastic-humanist
type, as in Hellas; or it aimed at a conventional type,
as in the case of the Anglo-Saxon gentleman. The
qualification of the ruling stratum as such rested
upon the possession of “more” cultural quality
(in the absolutely changeable, value-neutral sense in
which we use the term here), rather than upon
“more” expert knowledge. Special military, theolog-
ical, and juridica] ability was of course intensely
practiced; but the point of gravity in Hellenic, in
medieval, as well as in Chinese education, has rested

upon educational elements that were entirely djgg,
ent from what was “useful” in one’s specialty.

This fight is determined by the irresistibly eXpandip
bureaucratization of all public and private relationg
of authority and by the ever-increasing Importane
of expert and specialized knowledge. This figh
intrudes into all intimate cultural questions,

necessary for bureaucracy. In addition, administry &
tive structures based on different principles intersect 2
with bureaucratic organizations. Since these have
been touched upon above, only some especially
important structural principles will be briefly dis-
cussed here in a very simplified schema. We would
be led too far afield were we to discuss all the acty.
ally existing types. We shall proceed by asking the
following questions:

1. How far are administrative structures subject
to economic determination? Or, how far are" :
opportunities for development created by
other circumstances, for instance, the purely
political? Or, finally, how far are develop- ]
ments created by an “autonomous” logic that
is solely of the technical structure as such? 1

2. We shall ask whether or not these structural
principles, in turn, release specific economic
effects, and if so, what effects. In doing this, X
one of course from the beginning has to keep
his eye on the fluidity and the overlapping
transitions of all thege organizational prin-
ciples. Their “pure” types, after all, are to be
considered merely as border cases which are
especially valuable and indispensable for !
analysis. Historical realities, which almost
always appear in mixed forms, have moved
and still move between such pure types.

The bureaucratic structure js everywhere a late
product of development. The further back we trace



our steps, the more typical is the absence of bureau-
cracy and officialdom in the structure of domination.
Bureaucracy has a “rational” character: rules, means,
ends, and matter-of-factness dominate its bearing.
Everywhere its origin and its diffusion have there-
fore had “revolutionary” results, in a special sense,
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which has still to be discussed. This is the same
influence which the advance of rationalism in
general has had. The march of bureaucracy has
destroyed structures of domination which had no
rational character, in the special sense of the term.
Hence, we may ask: What were these structures?

"THE SOCIOLOGY OF CHARISMATIC AUTHORITY”
1922

I THE GENERAL CHARACTER
OF CHARISMA

Bureaucratic and patriarchal structures are antagon-
istic in many ways, yet they have in common a most
important peculiarity: permanence. In this respect
they are both institutions of daily routine. Patriarchal
power especially 1s rooted in the provisioning of
recurrent and normal needs of the workaday life.
Patriarchal authority thus has its original locus in the
economy, that is, in those branches of the economy
that can be satisfied by means of normal routine. The
patriarch is the “natural leader” of the daily routine.
And in this respect, the bureaucratic structure is only
the counter-image of patriarchalism transposed 1nto
rationality. As a permanent structure with a system
of rational rules, bureaucracy is fashioned to meet
calculable and recurrent needs by means of a normal
routine.

The provisioning of all demands that go beyond
those of everyday routine has had, in principle,
an entirely heterogeneous, namely, a charismatic,
foundation; the further back we look in history, the
more we find this to be the case. This means that the
“natural” leaders—in times of psychic, physical,

economic, ethical, religious, political distress—have
been neither officeholders nor incumbents of an
“occupation” in the present sense of the word, that
is, men who have acquired expert knowledge and
who serve for remuneration. The natural leaders in
distress have been holders of specific gifts of the
body and spirit; and these gifts have been believed to
be supernatural, not accessible to everybody. The
concept of “charisma” is here used in a completely
“yalue-neutral” sense.

The capacity of the Irish culture hero, Cuchulain,
or of the Homeric Achilles for heroic frenzy is a
manic seizure, just as is that of the Arabian berserk
who bites his shield like a mad dog—biting around
until he darts off in raving bloodthirstiness. For a
long time it has been maintained that the seizure
of the berserk is artificially produced through acute
poisoning. In Byzantium, a number of “blond
beasts,” disposed to such seizures, were kept about,
just as war elephants were formerly kept. Shamanist
ecstasy is linked to constitutional epilepsy, the
possession and the testing of which represents a
charismatic qualification. Hence neither is “edify-
ing” to our minds. They are just as little edifying to
us as is the kind of “revelation,” for instance, of the



