
V iii. Jjureaucracy

I : Characteristics of Bureaucracy

Modern officialdom functions in the following specific niannerj

I. There is the principle of fixed and official jurisdictional areas^-

^iihiciu^e generally ordered by rules, that is, bylaws or admimsfrative

regulations.

1. The regular activities required for the purposes of the bureau-

cratically governed structure are distributed in a fixed way as official

duties.

2. The authority to give the commands required 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 the regular and continuous fulfil-

ment of these duties and for the execution of the corresponding rights;

only persons who have the generally regulated qualifications to serve

are employed.

In public and lawful governmentthese three elern£n.ts constiLiite

^bureaucfaiic authority.' In private economicJomination, they constitute

bureaucratic njanagemeiTtr"Bureaucracy. thus understood, is fully de-

veloped in political and ecclesiastical communities 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 jurisdic-

tion, is not the historical rule but rather the exception.. This is so even

in large political structures such as those of the ancient Orient, the Ger-

manic 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

Wirtschaft itnd Gesellschajt, part in, chap. 6, pp. 650-78.
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commissions and authority are not precisely delimited and are tempo-

rarily called into being for each case.

II. The principles of office ^hierarchy \and of levels of graded authority

mean a firrnly ordered system of super- and subordination in which

there is a supervision of the lower offices by the higher ones. Such a sys-*

tern offers the governed the possibility of appealing the decisiori~6f 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 princj^leo/hierarchical pffice authority

is found in all bureaucratic structures : in state and ecclesiasticaTstructures •

as well as in large party organizations and private enterprises. It does

not matter for the character of bureaucracy whether its authority is

called 'private' or 'public'

When the principle of jurisdictional 'competency' is fully carried

through, hierarchical subordination—at least in public office—does not

mean that the 'higher' authority is simply authorized to take over the

business of the 'lower.' Indeed, the opposite is the rule. Qnce_established

and having fulfilled its task, an office tends to continue in existence and

be heId"5^IinQther incumbent.
^~

III. The management of the modern office is based upon written

documents X^the files')^ which are ^preserved in their original or draught

form . There is, therefore, a staff of sub^ern 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

ofEge.' "

In principle, the modern organization of the civil service separates the

bureau from the private domicile of the official, and, in genera l, bureau-

cracy segregates official activity as something distinct from the sphere

oF^private life. Public momes 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

entrepreneur. In prinsiple, the executive office is separated from the

household, business from private correspondence, and business assets

from private fortunes. The more consistently the modern type of busi-

ness management has been carried through the more are these separa-

tions the case. The beginnings of this process are to be found as early

as the Middle Ages.
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It is the peculiarity of tlie modern entrepreneur that he conducts him-

self 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

private 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

—

usuiHIyTpresupposes thor-

ough and expert training. ^This increasingly holds for the modern execu-

tive and employee of private enterprises, in the same manner as it holds

for the state official.

V _.W1^^" ^^^ nfFire is fully__j.eveloped, official^actiyity demands the

full working capacity of the official, irrespective of the fact tKat his oblig-

atory time inrtRe_bureauTjnay be firmly deUmited. InTlKe 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.

VI. The management of the office follows general rules, which are

more" or less stable, rnore or less exhaustive, and wKictrTaTr~bc-icarned.

Knowledge of these rules represents a special technical learning which

the officials possess. It involves jurisprudence, or administrative or busi-

ness management.
' The reduetioHr of ^?aodern-office' management to rules is deeply ein-

_

.bedded .inits very nature. The theory of modern public administration,

for instance, assumes that the authority to order certain matters by de-

cree—which has been legally granted to public authorities—does not en-

title the bureau tojxgulate- the matter by commands given for each case,

buL-XMily.-to regulate. the matter abstractly. This stands in extreme con-

trast 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.

2: The Position of the Official

All this results in the following for the internal, and external position

of tjie.,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
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capacity for work for a long period of time, and in the generally pre-

scribed and special examinations which are prerequisites of employment. ^ TE^"^

Furthermore, the position of the ogicial is in the nature of a duty. This |- e^- '^^

determines the internal structure of his relations, in the following man-

ner: Legally and actually, office holding is not considered a source to be

exploited for rents or emoluments, as was normally the case during the

Middle Ages and frequently up to the threshold of recent times. Nor is

office holding considered a usual exchange of services for equivalents, -^c;^

as is the case with free labor contracts.

(

Entrance into an office, includm^\ ^ Vr

one in the^riyate economy, is considered an acceptance of a specific obli- L- V^
gation of faithful management in return for a secure existenceJit is de- J "v-V^''

cisive Tor the specific nature of modern loyalty to an office that, in the :
,j-^'

pure type, it does not establish a relationship to a person, like the vassal's

or disciple's faith in feudal or in patrimonial relations of authority

/

Mod-_

ern loyaltyjs devoted t^qjmpersonal_andfun^^^ Behind the,. -^

functional purposes, of course,, 'ideas of culture-values' usually stanJ. }

These are ersatz for the earthly or supra-mundane personal master:

ideas such as 'state,' 'church,' 'community,' 'party,' or 'enterprise' are

thought of as being realized in a community; they provide an ideological

halo for the master.

The political official—at least in the fully developed 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 worthy

of them and who asks for them. In former times, such leaders acted

upon the personal command of their master; in principle, they were re-

sponsible only to him. Nowadays, in spite of the partial survival of the

old theory, such religious leaders are officials in the service of a func-

tional purpose, which in the [present-day 'church' has become routinized

and, in turn, ideologically hallowed..

II. The personal position of the official is patterned in the following^

way^

I. Whether he is in a private office or a public bureau, the modern

official always strives and usually enjoys a distinct social esteem as com- .-''

pared with the governed. His social position is guaranteed by the pre-

scriptive rules_^of rank order and, for the political official, by special

deHmUions of the criminal code against 'insults of officials' and 'con-

tempt' of state and church authorities.
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The actual social position of the official is normallyvhighest ^here, as

in old civilized countries, the following conditions prevail: a strong de-

mand for administration by trained experts; a strong and stable social dif-

ferentiation, w^here the official predominantly 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 certiEcates—to be dis-

cussed 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 offi-

cial 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 official-

doms of the past. The desire to resurrect such phenomena in changed

forms is by no means infrequent among modern bureaucrats. For in-

stance, they have played a role among the demands of the quite prole-

tarian and expert officials (the tretyj element) during the Russian revo-

lution.

Usually the social esteem of the officials as such is especially(low where

the demand for expert administration and the dominance oj^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 instabiHty of their social stratification.

2. The giure^tj^e of bureaucratic official is a^^ointed by a superior au-

thority. An official elected by the governed is not a purely bureaucratic

figure. Of course, the formal existence of an election does not by itself

mean that no appointment hides behind the election—in the state, espe-

cially, 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 candidate designated

by the party chief. As a rule, however, a formally free election is turned

into a fi^tj conducted^ according "to^defrriite TuTesTfor votes in favor of

one of two designated candidates.

In all circumstances, the designation of officials by means of an ei^-

tiori among the governed modifies the strictness of hierarchical sub-
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ordinatiort In principle, an official who is so elected has an autonomous'

position opposite the superordinate official. I^he elected officiaF does not

derive his position 'from above' but 'from below/yor at least not from a

superior authority of the official hierarchy but from powerful party men
('bosses'), who also determine his further career. The career of the

elected official is not, or a^ least not primarily, dependent upon his

chief in the administration. (The official who is not elected but appointed

by a chief normally functions more exactlyJfrom a technical point of

view, because, all other circumstances being equal, it is more likely

that purely functional points of consideration and qualities will deter-

mine 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 considerations 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 appointment 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.

.Where the demand for administration by trained experts is consider-

able, and the party followings have to recognize an intellectually de-

veloped, educated, and freely moving 'public opinion,' the use of un-

qualified officials falls back upon the party in power at the next elec-

tion. Naturally, this is more likely to happen when the officials are ap-

pointed by the chief. The demand for a trained administration now ex-

ists 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 metropoli-
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tan 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 with-

out regard to tradition or to any other considerations. This 'rule of the

personal genius,' however, stands in contradiction to the formally 'demo-

cratic' principle of a universally elected officialdom.

3. Normally, the position of the official is held for life, at least in pub-

lic bureaucracies; and this is increasingly the case for all similar struc-

tures. As a factual rule, tenure for life is presupposed, even where the

giving of notice or periodic reappointment occurs. In contrast to the

worker in a private enterprise, the official normally holds tenure. Legal

or actual life-tenure, however, is not recognized as the official's right

to the possession of office, as was the case with many structures of"aiP

thority in the past. Where legal guarantees against arbitrary dismissal or

transfer are developed, they merely serve to guarantee a strictly objec-

tive discharge of specific office duties free from all personal considerations.

In Germany, this is the case for all juridical and, increasingly, for all

administrative officials.

Within the bureaucracy, therefore, the measure of 'independence,'

legally guaranteed by tenure, is not always a source of increased status

for the official whose position is thus secured. Indeed, often the reverse

holds, especially in old cultures and communities that are highly differ-

entiated. In such communities, the stricter the subordination under the

arbitrary rule of the master, the more it guarantees the maintenance of

the conventional seigneurial style of living for the official. Because of

the very absence of these legal guarantees of tenure, the conventional

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 conven-
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tions of the salon. For this very reason, if other things are equal, in the

eyes of the master stratum the judge is considered less qualified for

social intercourse than are officers and administrative officials, whose

greater dependence on the master is a greater guarantee of their con-

formity with status conventions. ' 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 stafiE them with

regard to technical efficiency, 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

movement 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 nor-

mally 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 accord-

ing 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 average official naturally desires a mechani-

cal 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 examinations actually form a char-

acter 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 toward status group closure and economic security. All of this

makes for a tendency to consider the offices as 'prebends' of those who are
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qualified by educational certificates. The necessity o£ taking general per-

sonal 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.

3: 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 com-

pensation of the officials is concerned, 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, however, 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, in-

creasingly 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 predominantly, cases (a) to (d)

have rested upon compensation of the officials in kind. Yet they have

displayed many other traits and effects characteristic of 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 coincidence 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 struc-

ture as a bureaucracy are conditioned by the subsistence economy. A cer-

tain measure of a developed money economy is the normal precondition
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for the unchanged and continued existence, if not for the estabUshment,

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 appropria-

tion of the sources of taxation and their exploitation as private property.

This kind of allocation has been the rule in Egypt and China for thou-

sands of years and played an important part in the later Roman mon-

archy 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 irregular. 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 im-

pHes 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 in all Eastern Satrap administrations: the official hands

over a stipulated amount and retains the surplus.

In such cases the official is economically in a position rather similar

to that of the entrepreneurial 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 transformation of the statutes of

villeftiage into tenancy relations is one of the most important among

numerous examples. By tenancy arrangements the lord 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 man-

agement of taxgathering served this purpose. From this procedure there

develops the possibility for the lord to progress in the ordering of his
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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, c^yi taice 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 systematizing his budget in this w^ay,

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 en-

dangered by inconsiderate exploitation. For, unlike the political overlord,

the capitalist is not in the same way permanently interested in the sub-

ject'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 ca-

pacity 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 elimina-

tion of oscillations in the yields, the possibility of a budget, the safeguard-

ing of the subjects' capacity to pay by protecting them against uneco-

nomical 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 consisted 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 is
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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 organization. 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

compensation 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 turn 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 I

economic usufruct from lands or other sources. They must be compensa- I

tions for the fulfilment of actual or fictitious office duties; they are goods f

permanently set aside for the economic assurance of the office.

The transition from such prebendal organization of office to salaried

officialdom is quite fluid. Very often the economic endowment of priest-

hoods 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 ecpnomic rights but also lordly prerogatives are leased

for personal execution with the stipulation of personal services to the

lord, a further 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 bureau-

cratic organization is completely destroyed and we enter the organiza-

tional 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 subordina-
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tion. This subordination is most strictly developed in the discipline of

modern officialdom. A precision similar to the precision of the con-

tractually 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 the possibility

of subjecting them to torture. In China, similar results have been sought

by the prodigial 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 rela-

tive optimum for the success and maintenance of a strict mechanization

of the bureaucratic apparatus is offered by a secured money salary con-

nected with the opportunity of a career that is not dependent upon mere

accident and arbitrariness. Strict discipline and -control, which at the same

time has consideration for the official's sense of honor, and the develop-

ment 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 functionaries. A strong status sentiment among

officials not only agrees with the official's readiness to subordinate him-

self 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 subordination,

for internally they balance the official's self-feeling. The purely imper-

sonal character of office work, with its principled separation of the private

sphere of the official from that of the office, facilitates the official's inte-

gration into the given functional 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 perma-

nent structure 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 precondition for the permanent existence of bureau-

cratic administration. For well-known and general reasons, only a fully

developed money economy offers a secure basis for such a taxation sys-
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tern. The degree of administrative bureaucratization in urban communi-

ties 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 develop orderly systems

of tribute, bureaucracy has developed more comprehensively than in

city states. Whenever the size of the city states has remained confined

to moderate limits, the tendency for a plutocratic and collegial adminis-

tration by notables has corresponded most adequately to their structure.

4: The Quantitative Development of AnMiNisTRATunE Tasks

The proper soil for the bureaucratization of an administration has al-

ways been the specific developments of administrative tasks. We shall

first discuss the quantitative extension of such tasks. In the field of

politics, the great state and the mass party are the classic soil for bureau-

cratization.

This does not mean that every historically known and genuine forma-

tion of great states has brought about a bureaucratic administration. The
permanence of a once-existing great state, or the homogeneity of a culture

borne by such a state, has not always been attached to a bureaucratic

structure of state. However, both of these features have held to a great ex-

tent, for instance, in the Chinese empire. The numerous great Negro em-

pires, and similar formations, have had only an ephemerital existence

primarily because they have lacked an apparatus of officials. And the

unity of the Carolingian empire disintegrated when its organization of

officials disintegrated. This organization, however, was predominantly

patrimonial rather than bureaucratic in nature. From a purely temporal

view, however, the empire of the Caliphs and its predecessors on Asiatic

soil have lasted for considerable periods of time, and their organization

of office was essentially patrimonial and prebendal. Also, the Holy Roman

Empire lasted for a long time in spite of the almost complete absence

of bureaucracy. All these realms have represented a cultural unity of at

least approximately the same strength as is usually created by bureau-

cratic polities.

The ancient Roman Empire disintegrated internally in spite of in-

creasing bureaucratization and even during its very execution. This was

because of the way the tax burdens were distributed by the bureaucratic

state, which favored the subsistence economy. Viewed with regard to the

intensity of their purely political unities, the temporal existences of the
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empires o£ the Caliphs, CaroHngian and other medieval emperors were

essentially unstable, nominal, and cohesive conglomerates. On the whole,

the capacity for political action steadily diminished, and the relatively

great unity of culture flowed from ecclesiastic structures that were in part

strictly unified and, in the Occidental Middle Ages, increasingly bureau-

cratic in character. The unity of their cultures resulted partly from the

far-going homogeneity of their social structures, which in turn was the

aftermath and transformation of their former political unity. Both are

phenomena of the traditional stereotyping of culture, which favors an

unstable equilibrium. Both of these factors proved so strong a foundation

that even grandiose attempts at expansion, such as the Crusades, could be

undertaken in spite of the lack of intensive poUtical unity; they were,

one might say, performed as 'private undertakings.' The failure of the

Crusades and their often irrational political course, however, is associated

with the absence of a unified and intensive state power to back them up.

And there is no doubt that the nuclei of intensive 'modern' states in

the Middle Ages developed concomitantly with bureaucratic structures.

Furthermore, in the end these quite bureaucratic political structures

undoubtedly shattered the social conglomerates, which rested essentially

upon unstable equilibriums.

The disintegration of the Roman Empire was partly conditioned by

the very bureaucratization of its army and official apparatus. This bu-

reaucratization could only be realized by carrying through at the same

time a method of taxation which by its distribution of burdens was

bound to lead to relative increase in the importance of a subsistence

economy. Individual factors of this sort always enter the picture. Also

the 'intensity' of the external and the internal state activities play their

part. Quite apart from the relation between the state influence upon cul-

ture and the degree of bureaucratization, it may be said that 'normally'

—

though not without exception—the vigor to expand is directly related to

the degree of bureaucratization. For two of the most expansive polities,

the Roman Empire and the British world empire, during their most ex-

pansive periods, rested upon bureaucratic foundations only to a small

extent. The Norman state in England carried through a strict organiza-

tion on the basis of a feudal hierarchy. To a large extent, it received its

unity and its push through the bureaucratization of the royal exchequer,

which, in comparison to other political structures of the feudal period,

was extremely strict. Later on, the English state did not share in the

continental development towards bureaucratization, but remained an
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administration of notables. Just as in the republican administration of

Rome, this English rule by notables was a result of the relative absence

of a continental character, as well as of absolutely unique preconditions,

which at the present time are disappearing. The dispensability of the

large standing armies, which a continental state with equally expansive

tendencies requires for its land frontiers, is among these special pre-

conditions. In Rome, bureaucratization advanced with the transition

from a coastal to a continental ring of frontiers. For the rest, in the

domination structure of Rome, the strictly military character of the

magistrate authorities—in the Roman manner unknown to any other

people—made up for the lack of a bureaucratic apparatus with its tech-

nical efficiency,^ its precision and unity of administrative functions,

especially outside the city limits. The continuity of administration was

safeguarded by the unique position of the Senate. In Rome, as in Eng-

land, one presupposition for this dispensability of bureaucracy which

should not be forgotten was that the state authorities increasingly 'mini-

mized' the scope of their functions at home. They restricted their func-

tions to what was absolutely demanded for direct 'reasons of state.'

At the beginning of the modern period, all the prerogatives of the

continental states accumulated in the hands of those princes who most

relentlessly took the course of administrative bureaucratization. It is obvi-

ous that technically the great modern state is absolutely dependent upon

a bureaucratic basis. The larger the state, and the more it is or the more

it becomes a great power state, the more unconditionally is this the case.

The United States still bears the character of a polity which, at least

in the technical sense, is not fully bureaucratized. But the greater the

zones of friction with the outside and the more urgent the needs for

administrative unity at home become, the more this character is inevita-

bly and gradually giving way formally to the bureaucratic structure.

Moreover, the partly unbureaucratic form of the state structure of the

United States is materially balanced by the more strictly bureaucratic

structures of those formations which, in truth, dominate politically,

namely, the parties under the leadership of professionals or experts in

organization and election tactics. The increasingly bureaucratic organi-

zation of all genuine mass parties offers the most striking example of

the role of sheer quantity as a leverage for the bureaucratization of a
"

social structure. In Germany, above all, the Social Democratic party, and

abroad both of the 'historical' American parties are bureaucratic in the

greatest possible degree.
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5: Qualitative Changes of Administrative Tasks

Bureaucratization is occasioned more by intensive and qualitative

enlargement and internal deployment of the scope of administrative

! tasks than by their extensive and quantitative increase. But the direction

\[ 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 mechanism, even in early times, found its second

realm of 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 pub-

lic finance connected with the military establishment. In the modern

state, the increasing demands for administration rest on the increasing

complexity of civilization and push 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 .'.inteJlsity' of the

administration, that is, the transfer of as many tasks as possible to the

organization of the state proper for continuous management and dis-

charge, has been only slightly developed among the great states ruled

, by notables, especially Rome and England, if we compare them with

!jj^ bureaucratic polities.

Both in notable and bureaucratic administrations the structure of state

''ti
power has influenced culture very 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 determined, 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 consumption, and of an increasingly sophisticated technique of fash-

ioning 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, collec-

tive, inter-local, and thus bureaucratic, provision for the most varied

*''^lrf^.f^
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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, sacerdotally, or by means of arbitration, to the present position of

the poHceman 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. Amon^ other factors, primarily the manifold tasks of the

so-called 'policy of social welfare', operate in the direction of bureaucrati-*"""*

zation, 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 specifically modern means of

communication enter the picture 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 is technically expedient. In this respect, the

contemporary 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 pos-

sibihty of bureaucratic administration, although it is not the only decisive

condition. 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 occur-

rences in the provinces to the Shah, over the heads of the local authori-

ties. In addition, everyone received the right to remonstrate directly by

telegraph. The modern Occidental state can be administered the way it

actually 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 fac-
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tors in the formation of the modern state. As we have already seen, this

does not hold unconditionally for the past.

6: Technical Advantages of Bureaucratic Organization

k The decisive reason for the advance of bureaucratic organization has

/ i always been its purely technical superiority over any other form of

r I'lOrganization. The fully developed bureaucratic mechamsSTTompares

with other organizations exactly as does the machine with the non-

mechanical modes of production.

Precision, speed, unambiguity, knowledge of the files, continuity, dis-

cretion, unity, strict subordination, reduction of friction and of material

and personal costs—these are raised to the optimum point in the stric^

bureaucratic administration, and especially in its monocratic form. As

compared with all collegiate, honorific, and avocational forms of admin-

istration, trained bureaucracy is superior on all these points. And as far

as complicated tasks are concerned, paid bureaucratic work is not only

more precise but, in the last analysis, it is often cheaper than even for-

mally unrernunerated 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 depend-

ent upon superiors and because the establishment and exploitation of

the apparatus of subordinate officials and filing services are almost un-

avoidably less economical. 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 precision.

"^—r 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

I

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 independent of

superiors; hence, it is less unified and slower. All advances of the Prus-
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sian administrative organization have been and will in the future be

advances of the bureaucratic, and especially of the monocratic, principle.

1 Today, it is primarily the capitalist market economy which demands ^,

that the official business of the administration be discharged precisely,

unambiguously, continuously, and with as much speed as possible, Nor-

mally, the very"Targe,"modem capitalist enterprises are themselves un-

equalled models of strict bureaucratic organization. Business manage-

ment throughout rests on increasing precision, steadiness, and, above all,

the speed of operations. This, in turn, is determined by the peculiar

nature of the modern means of communication, 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

situations. The optimum of such reaction time is normally attained only

by a strictly bureaucratic organization.*

Bureaucratization offers above all the optimum possibility for carrying

through the principle of specializing administrative functions according

to purely objective considerations. Individual performances are allocated

to functionaries who have specialized training and who by constant

practice learn more and more. The_ 'objective' discharge of business^ri-

marily means a discharge of business according to calculable rules and

*witTiout regard tor persons.'

'Without regard for persons' is also the watchword 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 every-

where, parallel to the extent of bureaucratization, is due to the differences

among possible principles by which polities may meet their demands.

The second element mentioned, 'cakulable rules,' also is of paramount ^

importance for modern bureaucracy. The peculiarity of modern culture, *|'.

and specifically of its technical and economic basis, demands this very|ij

'calculability' of results. When fully developed, bureaucracy also stands,

in a specific sense, under the principle of sine ira ac studio. Its specific

* Here we cannot discuss in detail how the bureaucratic apparatus may, and actually

does, produce definite obstacles to the discharge of business in a manner suitable for the

single case.
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nature, which is welcomed by capitaHsm, develops the more perfectly

the more the bureaucracy is 'dehumanized,' the more completely it^ suc-

ceeds in eliminating from official business love, hatred, and all purely

personal, irrational, and emotional 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 struc-

tures, 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

i
rule, only bureaucracy has established the foundation for the adminis-

j

tration of a rational law conceptually systematized on the basis of such

' enactments as the latter Roman imperial period first created with a high

degree of technical perfection. During the Middle Ages, this law wa«

received along with the bureaucratization of legal administration, that

is to say, with the displacement of the old trial procedure which was

bound to tradition or to irrational presuppositions, by the rationally

trained and specialized expert.

7: Bureaucracy and Law

The 'rational' interpretation of law on the basis of strictly formal con-

ceptions stands opposite the kind of adjudication that is primarily bound

to sacred traditions. The single case that cannot be unambiguously de-

cided by tradition is either settled by concrete 'revelation' (oracle, pro-

phetic dicta, or ordeal—that is, by 'charismatic' justice) or—and only

these cases interest us here—fby 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 judgments are rendered,

though not by subsumption under rational concepts, but by drawing on

'analogies' and by depending upon and interpreting concrete 'prece-

dents.' This is 'empirical justicej'

Kadi-justice knows no reasoned judgment whatever. Nor docs em-

pirical 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
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rion-bureaucratic forms of domination display a peculiar coexistence: on/

the one hand, there is a sphere of strict traditionalism, and, on the other,;

a sphere of free arbitrariness and lordly grace. Therefore, combinationsll

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 actually Kadi-justice to an extent that is hardly

conceivable on the Continent. The justice of German juries which pre-

clude a statement of the reasons for their verdict often functions in prac-

tice in the same way as this EngUsh justice. In general, one has to be-

ware pf^beHeving^ 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 adjudication 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 rationalization 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

empirical 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 consid-

erable 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 position of the lawyers, who emerged victori-

ously from this struggle, was conditioned by political centralization. In

Germany, primarily for political reasons, a socially powerful estate of

notables was lacking. There was no estate which, like the English law-

yers, could have been the carriers of a national administration of law,

which could have raised national law to the level of a technology with

regulated apprenticeship, and which could have offered resistance to the

intrusion of the technically superior traming of jurists in Roman law.

\ That fact that Roman law was substantively better adjusted to the

> needs of emerging capitalism did not decide its victory on the Continent.
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All legal institutions specific for modern capitalism are alien to Roman

law and are medieval in origin. What was decisive was the rational

form of Roman law and, above all, the technical necessity to place the

trial procedure in the hands of rationally trained experts, which meant

men trained in the universities and learned in Roman law. This training

was necessary because the increasing complexity of practical legal cases

' and the increasingly ^Rationalized economy demanded^ a rational proce-

_^ tclure of evidence*rather than the ascertainment of true facts by concrete

revelation or sacerdotal guarantee, which, of course, are the ubiquitous

and primeval means of proof. This legal situation was also determined

to a large extent by structural changes in the economy. This factor, how-

ever, was efficacious everywhere, including England, where the royal

power introduced the rational procedure of evidence for the sake of the

merchants. The predominant reasons for the differences, which still

exist, in the development of substantive law in England and Germany

do not rest upon this economicJactor. As is already obvious, these differ-

ences have sprung from the lawfully autonomous development of the

respective structures of domination.

In England centralized justice and notable rule have been associated;

in Germany, at the same time, there is bureaucratization and an absence

of political centralization. England, which in modern times was the first

and most highly developed capitalist country, thereby retained a less

rational and less bureaucratic judicature. Capitalism in England, how-

ever, could quite easily come to terms with this, especially because the

nature of the court constitution and of the trial procedure up to the mod-

ern period amounted in effect to a far-going denial of justice to the eco-

nomically weak group?. This fact exerted a profound influence upon the

distribution of landholdings in England by favoring the accumulation

and immobilization of landed wealth. The length and expense of real

estate transfers, determined by the economic interests of the lawyers, also

worked in the same direction.

During the time of the Republic, Roman law represented a unique

mixture of rational and empirical elements, and even of elements of

Kadi-justice. The appointment of a jury as such, and the praetor's

actiones in factum, which at first undoubtedly occurred 'from one given

case to another,' contained an element of Kadi-justice. The baihng system

of Roman justice and all that grew out of it, including even a part of the

classic jurists' practice of responses, bore an 'empirical' character. The
decisive turn of juridical thought toward rational thinking was first pre-
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pared by the technical nature of the instruction for trial procedure at

the hands of the praetorian edict's formula, which were geared to legal

conceptions. Today, under the dominance of the principle of substantia-

tion, the presentation of facts is decisive, no matter from what legal point

of view they may make the complaint seem justified. A similar compul-

sion to bring out the scope of the concepts unambiguously and formally

is now lacking; but such a compulsion was produced by the technical

culture of Roman law at its very height. Technical factors of trial pro-

cedure thus played their part in the development of rational law, factors

which resulted only indirectly from the structure of the state. The ration-

alization_of_Rom^ri law into a closed system of concepts to be scientifi-

cally handled was brought to perfection only during the period when

the polity itself underwent bureaucratization. This rational and system-

atic quality sets off Roman law sharply from all law produced by tKe'^

Orient or by Hellenic Greece.

The rabbinic responses of the Talmud is a typical example of empir-

ical justice that is not rational but 'rationalist,' and at the same time

strictly fettered by tradition. Every prophetic verdict is in the end pure

Kadi-justice, unfettered by tradition, and follows the schema: 'It is writ-

ten . . . but I say unto you.' The more strongly the religious nature of

the Kadi's (or a similar judge's) position is emphasized, the more freely

the judgment of the single case prevails and the less it is encumbered by

rules within that sphere of its operation which is not fettered by sacred

tradition. For a generation after the occupation of Tunisia by the French,

for instance, a very tangible handicap for capitalism remained in that the

ecclesiastic court (the Chard) decided over land holdings by 'free discre-

tion,' as the Europeans put it. We shall become acquainted with the

sociological foundation of these older types of justice when we discuss

the structures of domination in another context.

It is perfectly true that 'matter-of-factness' and 'expertness' are sot

necessarily identical with the rule of general and abstract norms. Indeed,

this does not even hold in the case of the modern administration of

justice. In principle, the idea of *a law without gaps' is, of course, vig-

orously disputed. The conception of the modern judge as an automaton

into which the files and the costs are thrown in order that it may spill

forth the verdict at the bottom along with the reasons, read mechanically

from codified paragraphs—this conception is angrily rejected, perhaps

because a certain approximation to this type is implied by a consistent

bureaucratization of justice. In the field of court procedure there are
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areas in which the bureaucratic judge is directly held to 'individuaHzing'

procedures by the legislator.

For the field of administrative activity proper, that is, for all state

activities that fall outside the field of law creation and court procedure,

one is accustomed to claiming the freedom and paramountcy of indi-

vidual circumstances. General norms are held to play primarily a nega-

tive role as barriers to the official's positive and 'creative' activity, which

should never be regulated. The bearing of this thesis may be disregarded

here. Yet the point that this 'freely' creative administration (and possibly

judicature) does not constitute a realm of free, arbitrary action, of mercy,

and of personally motivated favor and valuation, as we shall find to be

the case among pre-bureaucratic forms, is a very decisive point. The

rule and the rational estimation of 'objective' purposes, as well as devo-

tion to them, always exist as a norm of conduct. In the field of executive

administration, especially where the 'cre.Ttive' arbitrariness of the official

is most strongly built up, the specifically modern and strictly 'objective'

i idea of 'reasons of state' is upheld as the supreme and ultimate guiding

star of the official's behavior.

ut course, and above all, the sure instincts of the bureaucracy for the

conditions of maintaining its power in its own state (and through

it, in opposition to other states) are inseparably fused with the canoniza-

tion of the abstract and 'objective' idea of 'reasons of state.' In the last

analysis, the power interests of the bureaucracy only give a concretely

exploitable content to this by no means unambiguous ideal; and, in du-

bious cases, power interests tip the balance. We cannot discuss this further

here. The only decisive point for us is that in £rinciple_a _system of

rationally debatable 'reasons' stands behind every act of bureaucratic

,
administration, that is, either subsumption under norms or a weighing

of ends and means. "

The position of all 'democratic' currents, in the sense of currents that

would minimize 'authority,' is necessarily ambiguous. 'Equality before

,
the law' and the demand for legal guarantees against arbitrariness de-

mand a formal and rational 'objectivity' of administration, as opposed to

the personally free discretion flowing from the 'grace' of the old patri-

monial domination. If, however, an 'ethos'—not to speak of instincts

—

takes hold of the masses on some individual question, it postulates sub-

stantive justice oriented toward some concrete instance and person; and

such an 'ethos' will unavoidably collide with the formalism and the rule-
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bound and cool 'matter-o£-factness' of bureaucratic administration. For

this reason, the ethos must emotionally reject what reason demands.

The propertyless masses especially are not served by a formal 'equality

before the law' and a 'calculable' adjudication and administration, as

demanded by 'bourgeois' interests. Naturally, in their eyes justice and

administration should serve to compensate for their economic and social

life-opportunities in the face of the propertied classes. Justice and admin-

istration can fulfil this function only if they assume an informal char-

acter to a far-reaching extent. It must be informal because it is substan-

tively 'ethical' ('Kadi-justice'). Every sort of 'popular justice'—which "^

usually does not ask for reasons and norms—as well as every sort of

intensive influence on the administration by so-called public opinion,

crosses the rational course of justice and administration just as strongly,

and under certain conditions far more so, as the 'star chamber' proceed-

ings of an 'absolute' ruler has been able to do. In this connection, that is,

under the conditions of mass democracy, public opinion is communal

conduct born of irrational 'sentiments.' Normally it is staged or directed

by party leaders and the press.

8: The Concentration of the Means of Administration

, TheJjureaucratic structure goes hand in hand with the concentration
I'i

of the material means of managemenT m the hands of the master. This!"

concentration occurs, for instance, in a well-known and typical fashion,

in the development of big capitalist enterprises, which find their essential

characteristics in this process. A corresponding process occurs in public

organizations.

The bureaucratically led army of the Pharaohs, the army during the

later period of the Roman republic and the principate, and, above all,

the army of the modern military state are characterized by the fact that

their equipment and provisions are supplied from the magazines of

the war lord. This is in contrast to the folk armies of agricultural tribes,

the armed citizenry of ancient cities, the militias of early medieval cities,

and all feudal armies; for these, the self-equipment and the self-pro-

visioning of those obliged to fight was normal.

War in our time is a war of machines. And this makes magazines

technically necessary, just as the dominance of the machine in industry

promotes the concentration of the means of production and manage-

ment. In the main, however, the bureaucratic armies of the past, equipped
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and provisioned by the lord, have risen when social and economic devel-

opment has absolutely or relatively diminished the stratum of citizens

M^ho were economically able to equip themselves, so that their number

was no longer sufficient for putting the required armies in the field.

They were reduced at least relatively, that is, in relation to the range of

power claimed for the polity. Only the bureaucratic army structure

allowed for the development of the professional standing armies which

are necessary for the constant pacification ot large states or the plains,

as well as for warfare against far-distant enemies, especially enemies

fl overseas. Specifically, miHtary discipline and technical training_c^iT_ be

f^'^^f normally and fully developed, at least to Itslnodern high level, only in

"J the bureaucratic army.

* Historically, the bureaucratization of the army has everywhere been

realized along with the transfer of army service from the propertied to

the propertyless. Until this transfer occurs, military service is an honorific

privilege of propertied men. Such a transfer was made to the native-

born unpropertied, for instance, in the armies of the generals of the late

Roman republic and the empire, as well as in modern armies up to the

nineteenth century. The burden of service has also been transferred to

strangers, as in the mercenary armies of all ages. This process typically

goes hand in hand with the general increase in material and intellectual

culture. The following reason has also played its part everywhere: the

increasing density of population, and therewith the intensity and strain

of economic work, makes for an increasing 'indispensability' of the

acquisitive strata ^ for purposes of war. Leaving aside periods of strong

ideological fervor, the propertied strata of sophisticated and especially of

urban culture as a rule are little fitted and also little inclined to do the

coarse war work of the common soldier. Other circumstances being

equal, the propertied strata of the open country are at least usually better

qualified and more strongly inclined to become professional officers.

This difference between the urban and the rural propertied is balanced

only where the increasing possibiUty of mechanized warfare requires

the leaders to qualify as 'technicians.'

The bureaucratization of organized warfare may be carried through

in the form of private capitalist enterprise, just like any other business.

Indeed, the procurement of armies and their administration by private

capitalists has been the rule in mercenary armies, especially those of the

Occident up to the turn of the eighteenth century. During the Thirty

Years' War, in Brandenburg the soldier was still the predominant owner
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of the material implements of his business. He owned his weapons,

horses, and dress, although the state, in the role, as it were, of the mer-

chant of the 'putting-out system,' did supply him to some extent. Later

on, in the standing army of Prussia, the chief of the company owned

the material means of warfare, and only since the peace of Tilsit has the

concentration of the means of warfare in the hands of the state definitely

come about. Only with this concentration was the introduction of

uniforms generally carried through. Before then, the introduction of

uniforms had been left to a great extent to the arbitrary discretion of the

regimental officer, with the exception of individual categories of troops

to whom the king had 'bestowed' certain uniforms, first, in 1620, to the

royal bodyguard, then, under Frederick II, repeatedly.

Such terms as 'regiment' and 'battalion' usually had quite different

meanings in the eighteenth century from the meanings they have today.

Only the battalion was a tactical unit (today both are); the 'regiment'

was then a managerial unit of an economic organization established by

the colonel's position as an 'entrepreneur.' 'Official' maritime ventures

(like the Genoese maonae) and army procurement belong to private

capitalism's first giant enterprises of far-going bureaucratic character.

In this respect, the 'nationalization' of these enterprises by the state has

its modern parallel in the nationalization of the railroads, which have ;_

been controlled by the state from their beginnings. -^

In the same way as with army organizations, the bureaucratization of

administration goes hand in hand with the concentration of the means

of organization in other spheres. The old administration by satraps and

regents, as well as administration by farmers of office, purchasers of

office, and, most of all, administration by feudal vassals, decentralize

the material means of administration. The local demand of the province

and the cost of the army and of subaltern officials are regularly paid for

in advance from local income, and only the surplus reaches the central

treasure. The enfeoffed official administers entirely by payment out of
^

his own pocket. The bureaucratic state, however, puts its whole admin-,

L

istrative expense on the budget and equips the lower authorities with the i

current means of expenditure, the use of which the state regulates and -^

controls. This has the same meaning for the 'economics' of the adminis-
|

tration as for the large centralized capitalist enterprise. '^

/ In the field of scientific research and instruction, the bureaucratization

of the always existing research institutes of the universities is a function

of the increasing demand for material means of management.^Liebig's
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laboratory at Giessen University was the first example of big enterprise

in this field. Through the concentration of such means in the hands of

the privileged head of the institute, the mass of researchers and docents

are separated from their 'means of production,' in the same way as

capitalist enterprise has separated the workers from theirs.

In spite of its indubitable technical superiority, bureaucracy has every-

where been a relatively late development. A number of obstacles have

contributed to this, and only under certain social and political conditions

have they definitely receded into the background.

9: The Leveling of Social Differences

'''
Bureaucratic organization has usually come into power on the basis_

of a leveling of economic and social differences. This leveling has been

at least relative, and has concerned the significance of social and eco-

nomic differences for the assumption of administrative functions.

V Bureaucracy inevitably accompanies modern mass democracy in con-

^ trast to the democratic self-government of small homogeneous units.

5X/'^ ' This results from the characteristic principle of bureaucracy: the abstract

-^ regularity of the execution of authority, which is a result of the demarjd

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 precon-

ditions of the origin of bureaucracies. The non-bureaucratic administra-

tion of any 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 a

direct or indirect economic exploitation or a 'social' exploitation of posi-

tion, which every sort of administrative activity gives to its bearers, is

equivalent to the assumption of administrative functions.

Bureaucratization and democratization within the administration of

^ the state therefore signify and increase the cash expenditures of -the

public treasury. And this is the case in spite of the fact that buireau-

cratic administration is usually more 'economical' in character than other

forms of administration. Until recent times—at least from the point of

view of the treasury—the cheapest way of satisfying the need for admin-

istration was to leave almost the entire local administration and lower

judicature to the landlords of Eastern Prussia. The same fact applies to

the administration of sheriffs in England. Mass democracy makes a
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clean sweep of the feudal, patrimonial, and—at least in intent—the pluto-

cratic privileges in administration. Unavoidably it puts paid professional

labor in place of the historically inherited avocational administration by i|' >fe:.c^

notables.

This not only applies to structures of the state. For it is no accident

that in their own organizations, the democratic mass parties have com-

pletely broken with traditional notable rule based upon personal rela-

tionships and personal esteem. Yet such personal structures frequently

continue among the old conservative as well as the old liberal parties. /
'-

Democratic mass parties are bureaucratically organized under the lead-

ership of party officials, professional party and trade union secretaries,

et cetera. In Germany, for instance, this has happened in the Social

Democratic party and in the agrarian mass-movement; and in England,

for the first time, in the caucus democracy of Gladstone-Chamberlain,

which was originally organized in Birmingham and since the 1870's has

spread. In the United States, both parties since Jackson's administration

have developed bureaucratically. In France, however, attempts to organ-

ize disciplined political parties on the basis of an election system that

would compel bureaucratic organization have repeatedly failed. The

resistance of local circles of notables against the ultimately unavoidable

bureaucratization of the parties, which would encompass the entire coun-

try and break their influence, could not be overcome. Every advance of

the simple election techniques, for instance the system of proportional elec-

tions, which calculates with figures, means a strict and inter-local bureau-

cratic organization of the parties and therewith an increasing domina-

tion of party bureaucracy and discipline, as well as the elimination of

the local circles of notables—at least this holds for great states.

The progress of bureaucratization in the state administration itself is |[
"]

a parallel phemmienorrioF^^'^^^^^^y' '^^ ^^ quite obvious in France,

North America, and now in England. Of course one must always re-

member that the term 'democratization' can be misleadmg. Ihe demos

itself, in the sense of an inarticulate mass, never 'governs' larger associa-i

tions; rather, it is governed, and its existence only changes the way ini

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 supplementing what is called 'public opin ion.' 'Democratization,' in

the sense here intended, does not necessarily mean an increasingly active
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share of the governed in the authority o£ the social structure. This may

be a result of democratization, 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 postulates: (i) prevention of the development of a closed status

group of officials 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 practi-

cable. Hence, wherever possible, political democracy strives to shorten the

term of office by election and recall and by not binding the candidate to

a special expertness. Thereby democracy inevitably comes into conflict

with the bureaucratic tendencies which, by its fight against notable rule,

democracy has produced. The generally loose term 'democratization'

cannot be used here, in so far as it is understood to mean the minimiza-

tion of the civil servants' ruling power in favor of the greatest possible

'direct' rule of the demos, which in practice means the respective party

V leaders of the demos. The most decisive thing here—indeed it is rather

exclusively so—is the leveling of the governed in opposition to the ruling

and bureaucratically articulated group, which in its turn may occupy a

quite autocratic position, both in fact and in form.

In Russia, the destruction of the position of the old landed nobility

through the regulation of the Mjeshtshitelstvo (rank order) and the

permeation of the old nobility by an office nobility were characteristic

transitional phenomena in the development of bureaucracy. In China,

the estimation of rank and the qualification for office according to the

number of examinations passed mean something similar, but they have

had consequences which, in theory at least, are still sharper. In France,

the Revolution and still more Bonapartism have made the bureaucracy

all-powerful. In the Catholic Church, first the feudal and then all inde-

pendent local intermediary powers were eliminated. This was begun

by Gregory VII and continued through the Council of Trent, the Vatican

Council, and it was completed by the edicts of Pius X. The transforma-

tion of these local powers into pure functionaries of the central authority

were connected with the constant increase in the factual significance of

the formally quite dependent chaplains, a process which above all was

based on the political party organization of Catholicism. Hence this

..'process meant an advance of bureaucracy and at the same time of

'passive democratization,' as it were, that is, the leveling of the gov-

erned. The substitution of the bureaucratic army for the self-equipped
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army of notables is everywhere a process of 'passive' democratization, in

the sense in which every establishment of an absolute military monarchy

in the place of a feudal state or of a republic of notables is. This has

held, in principle, even for the development of the state in Egypt in

spite of all the peculiarities involved. Under the Roman principate the

bureaucratization of the provincial administration in the field of tax

collection, for instance, went hand in hand with the elimination of the

plutocracy of a capitalist class, which, under the Republic, had been

all-powerful. Ancient capitaHsm itself was finally eliminated with this

stroke.

It is obvious that almost always economic conditions of some sort

play their part in such 'democratizing' developments. Very frequently

we meet with the influence of an economically determined origin of

new classes, whether plutocratic, petty bourgeois, or proletarian in char-

acter. Such classes may call-£)n the aid of, or they may only call to life or

recall to life, a political power, no matter whether it is of legitimate or

of Caesarist stamp. They may do so in order to attain economic or social

advantages by political assistance. On the other hand, there are equally

possible and historically documented cases in which initiative came

'from on high' and was of a purely political nature and drew advan-

tages from political constellations, especially in foreign affairs. Such

leadership exploited economic and social antagonisms as well as class

interests merely as a means for their own purpose of gaining purely

political power. [For this reason, political authority has thrown the antag-

onistic classes out of their almost always unstable equilibrium and called

their latent interest conflicts into battle. It seems hardly possible to give

a general statement of this.

The extent and direction of the course along which economic influ-

ences have moved, as well as the nature in which political power relations

exert influence, vary widely. In Hellenic Antiquity, the transition to

disciplined combat by Hoplites, and in Athens, the increasing impor-

tance of the navy laid the foundation for the conquest of political power

by the strata on whose shoulders the military burden rested. In Rome,

however, the same development shook the rule of the office nobility

only temporarily and seemingly. Although the modern mass army has

everywhere been a means of breaking the power of notables, by itself it

has in no way served as a leverage for active, but rather for merely

passive, democratization. One contributing factor, however, has been the

fact that the ancient citizen army rested economically upon self-equip-
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ment, whereas the modern army rests upon the bureaucratic procure-

ment of requirements.

The advance of the bureaucratic structure rests upon 'technical' superi-

' ority. This fact leads here, as in the whole field of technique, to the

following: the advance has been realized most slowly where older struc-

tural forms have been technically well developed and functionally ad-

justed to the requirements at hand. This was the case, for instance, in

the administration of notables in England and hence England was the

slowest of all countries to succumb to bureaucratization or, indeed, is

still only partly in the process of doing so. The same general phenom-

enon exists when highly developed systems of gaslight or of steam rail-

roads with large and fixed capital offer stronger obstacles to electrifi-

cation than in completely new areas which are opened up for electrifi-

cation.

10 : The Permanent Character of the Bureaucratic Machine

t
' ]>^ Once it is fully estabHshed, bureaucracy is among those social struc-

tures which are the hardest to destroy. Bureaucracy is the means of carry-

\ ing 'community action' over into rationally ordered 'societal action.'

Therefore, as an instrument for 'societalizing' relations of power, bu-

reaucracy 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 method-

ically ordered and led, is superior to every resistance of 'mass' or even

of 'communal action.' And where the bureaucratization of administra-

tion 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 'nota-

ble,' the professional 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 bureau-

- crat is thus forged to the community of all the functionaries who are

integrated into the mechanism. They have a common interest in seeing
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that the mechanism continues its functions and that the societally exer-

cised authority carries on.

The ruled, for their part, cannot dispense with or replace the bureau-

cratic apparatus of authority once it exists. For this bureaucracy rests

upon expert training, a functional specialization of work, and an attitude

set for habitual and virtuoso-like mastery of single yet methodically

integrated functions. If the official stops working, or if his work is force-

fully interrupted, chaos results, and it is difficult to improvise replace-

ments from among the governed who are fit to master such chaos. This

holds for public administration as well as for private economic manage-

ment./More and more the material fate of the masses depends upon the

steady and correct functioning of the increasingly bureaucratic organiza-

tions of private capitalism. The idea of eliminating these organizations

becomes more and more Utopian.

The discipHne of officialdom refers to the attitude-set of the official

for precise obedience within his habitual activity, in public as well as in

private organizations. This discipline increasingly becomes the basis of

all order, however great the practical importance of administration on

the basis of the filed documents may be. The naive idea of Bakuninism

of destroying the basis of 'acquired rights' and 'domination' by destroy-

ing public documents overlooks the settled orientation of man for keep-

ing to the habitual rules and regulations that continue to exist independ-

ently of the documents. Every reorganization of beaten or dissolved

troops, as well as the restoration of administrative orders destroyed by

revolt, panic, or other catastrophes, is realized 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 disturbed 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 upofi 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 vital interest of every-

one concerned, including above all the enemy.

During the course of his long years in power, Bismarck brought his

ministerial colleagues into unconditional bureaucratic dependence by
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eliminating 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 Fircf Empire, the power machine

has remained essentially the same. Such a machine makes 'revolution,'

in the sense of the forceful creation of entirely new formations of author-

ity, technically more and more impossible, especially when the apparatus

controls the modern means of communication (telegraph, et cetera) and

also by virtue of its internal rationaHzed structure. In classic fashion,

France has demonstrated how this process has substituted coups d'etat

for 'revolutions': all successful transformations in France have amounted

to coups d'etat.

11: Economic and Social (J^onsequences 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 eco-

nomic 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 consequences of bureauaracydepend there-

fore upon the direction which the power§_ using the appaiiitus give

to it. And very frequently a crypto-plutocratic disrrihurion 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 Ger-

many the Hansa League with their voting funds are well enough known

as pohtical donors to parties. In modern times bureaucratization and

social leveling within political, and particularly within state organiza-

tions in connection with the destruction of feudal and local privileges,

have very frequently benefited the interests of capitaHsm. Often bureauc-

ratization has been carried out in direct alliance with capitalist interests,

for example, 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
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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 an-

tiquity; it is undoubtedly to be expected as a future development. Perhaps

it will occur in Germany.

The very different effects of political organizations which were, at

least in principle, quite similar—in Egypt under the Pharaohs and in

Hellenic and Roman times—show the very different economic signifi-

cances of bureaucratization which are possible according to the direction

of other factors. The mere fact of bureaucratic organization does not

unambiguously 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 pre-

cision 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 democ-

ratization must not be exaggerated, 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, <^cA"^)r

for instance, in the Roman principate and in some forms of absolutist ^^^\.-

state structures—that a bureaucratization of administration is deliber-
^^

ately connected with the formation of estates, or is entangled with them

by the force of the existing groupings of social power. The express

reservation of offic.es 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 per- i|

haps mer-ely formal, is an especially favorable basis of bureaucratization,
'"*t

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 individual case, it seeks to occupy. We must remember this

fact—which we have encountered several times and which we shall have i

to discuss repeatedly: that 'democracy' as such is opposed to the 'rule' of | ^

bureaucracy, ' n spite and perhaps because of its unavoidable yet unin- f

tended promotion of bureaucratization. Under certain conditions, democ-

racy creates obvious ruptures and blockages to bureaucratic organization.
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Hence, in every individual historical case, one must observe in what

" special direction bureaucratization has developed.

12: The Pov^^r Position of Bureaucracy

Everywhere the modern state is undergoing bureaucratization. But

whetheFthe piC^r^of hureaucfMy'^wixhin the polity is universallyliii:,

creasing must here remain an open question.

The fact that bureaucratic organization is technically the most highly

developed means of power in the hands of the man who controls itHoes

1^ not determine the weight that bureaucracy as such is capable of having

in a particular sociaT 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 indispensability of the proletarians is decisive for the

^ »!.V measure of their social and poHtical 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 bureauc-

racy as such increases cannot be decided a priori^ixom. such reasons.

The drawing in of economic interest groups or other non-official experts,

or the drawing in of non-expert lay representatives, the establishment of

local, inter-local, or central parliamentary or other representative bodies,

or of occupational associations—these seem to run directly against the

bureaucratic tendency. How far this appearance is the truth must be

discussed in another chapter rather than in this purely formal and typo-

logical discussion. In general, only the following can be said here:

Under normal conditions, the power position of a fully developed

bureaucracy is always overtowering. The 'political master' finds himself

in the position of the 'dilettante' who stands opposite the 'expert,' facing

the trained official who stands within the management of administra-

tion. This holds whether the 'master' whom the bureaucracy serves is a

'people,' equipped with the weapons of 'legislative initiative,' the 'refer-

endum,' 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
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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 superiority of the profession- \

ally informed by keeping their knowledge and intentions secret. Bureau- .'I

cratic administration always tends to be an administration of 'secret I

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 facilitating a

possible criticism of the church authorities. The treasury officials of the

Persian 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 toward the outside are at stake, whether it is

an economic competitor of a private enterprise, or a foreign, potentially

hostile polity, we find secrecy.,Tf it is to be successful, the management

of diplomacy can only be publicly controlled to a very Hmited 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 ostensible 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 invention 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
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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 wel-

"~ comes 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 con-

cerning 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 constitutional king agrees

with a socially important part of 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 crit-

/ icism, 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 depart-

ments, placed directly under him as the autocrat, represented a con-

glomerate 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 dilet-

tante, was helpless.

With the transition to constitutional government, the concentration of

the power of the central bureaucracy in one head became unavoidable.

;i 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 cormnunity of interests against the desires of party chiefs

for power in the parliamentary bodies. And if he cannot find support in
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parliament the constitutional monarch is powerless against the bureauc-

racy. The desertion of the 'Great of the Reich,' the Prussian ministers

and top officials of the Reich in November 19 18, 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 'stereotyped' patrimonial state. This is because

of the constant presence of aspirants for promotion, with whom the

monarch can easily replace inconvenient and independent officials. Other

circumstances being equal, only economically independent officials, that

is, officials who belong to the propertied 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 mon-

arch believes he must take into account as personal supporters, like

the so-called Kanalrebellen in Prussia,® can permanently and completely

paralyse the substance of his will.

/ Only the. expert knowledge of private economic interest groups in the

\ field of 'business' is 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 economic consequences for the guilty official, but errors in

the calculation of a capitaHst 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.

13: Stages in the Development of Bureaucracy
-^Y^^^

More and more the spjciaHzed knowledge of the expert became the

foundation for the power position of the officeholder. Hence an early

concern of the ruler was how to exploit the special knowledge of experts

without having to abdicate in their favor but preserve his dominant

position. With the qualitative extension of administrative tasks and

therewith the indispensability of expert knowledge, it typically happens
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that the lord no longer is satisfied by occasional consultation with indi-

vidual and proved confidants or even with an assembly of such men

called together intermittently and in difficult situations. The lord begins

to surround himself with collegiate bodies who deliberate and resolve in

continuous session.* The Rate von Hans aus^ is a characteristic transi-

tional phenomenon in this development.

The position of such collegiate bodies naturally varies according to

whether they become the highest administrative authority, or whether a

central and monocratic authority, or several such authorities stand at

their side. In addition, a great deal depends upon their procedure. When
/the collegiate type is fully developed, such bodies, in principle or in fic-

tion, meet with the lord in the chair and all important matters are

elucidated from all points of view in the papers of the respective experts

and their assistants and by the reasoned votes of the other members.

The matter is then settled by a resolution, which the lord will sanction

f/^ or reject by an edict. This kind of collegiate body is the typical form

/^tA . in which the ruler, who increasingly turns into a ^dilettante/ at the same

time exploits expert knowledge and—what frequently remains unnoticed

—seeks to fend off the overpowering weight of expert knowledge and

to maintain his dominant position in the face of experts. He keeps one

expert in check by others and by such cumbersome procedures he seeks

personally to gain a comprehensive picture as well .as the certainty that

nobody prompts him to arbitrary decisions. Often the prince expects to

assure himself a maximum of personal influence less from personally

presiding over the collegiate bodies than from having written memo-

randa submitted to him. Frederick William I of Prussia actually exerted

a very considerable influence on the administration, but he almost never

attended the coUegiately organized sessions of the cabinet ministers! He

rendered his decisions on written presentations by means of marginal

comments or edicts. These decisions were delivered to the ministers by

the Feldjaeger of the Cabinett, after consultation with those servants who

belonged to the cabinet and were personnally attached to the king.

The hatred of the bureaucratic departments turns against the cabinet

^ just as the distrust of the subjects turns against the bureaucrats in case

of failure. The cabinet in Russia, as well as in Prussia and in other

states, thus developed into a personal fortress in which the ruler, so to

* Consdl d'Etat, Privy Council, Generaldirektoritim , Cabinett, Divan, Tsung-li Yamen,

Wai-wti pti, etc.
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speak, sought refuge in the face of expert knowledge and the impersonal

and functional routinization of administration.

v^By the collegiate principle the ruler furthermore tries to fashion a sort T
of synthesis of specialized experts into a collective unit. His success in \

doing this cannot be ascertained in general. The phenomenon itself,

however, is common to very different forms of state, from the patri-

monial and feudal to the early, bureaucratic, and it is especially typical

for early princely absolutism. [The collegiate principle has proved itself

to be one of the strongest educative means for 'matter-of-factness' in

administration. It has also made possible the drawing in of socially

influential private persons and thus to combine in some measure the

authority of notables and the practical knowledge of private enterprisers

with the specialized expertness of professional bureaucrats. The collegiate

bodies were one of the first institutions to allow the development of the

modern concept of 'public authorities,' in the sense of enduring struc-

tures independent of the person.

As long as an expert knowledge of administrative affairs was the

exclusive product of a long empirical practice^ and administrative norms

were not regulations but elements of tradition, the council of elders—
in a manner typical often with priests, 'elder statesmen,' and notables

participating—was the adequate form for collegiate authorities, which

in the beginning merely gave advice to the ruler. But as such bodies

continued to exist in the face of changing rulers, they often usurped y

actual power. The Roman Senate and the Venetian Council, as well as

the Athenian Areopag until its downfall and replacement by the rule of

the demagogos acted in this manner. We must of course sharply distin-

guish such authorities from the corporate bodies under discussion here.

,. In spite of manifold transitions, collegiate bodies, as a type, emerge on

the basis of the rational specialization of functions and the rule of expert ! »

knowledge. On the other hand, they must be distinguished from ad-

visory bodies selected from among private and interested circles, which

are frequently found in the modern state and whose nucleus is not formed

of officials or of former officials. These collegiate bodies must also be

distinguished sociologically from the boards of control found in the

bureaucratic structures of the modern private economy (economic cor-

porations). This distinction must be made in spite of the fact that such

corporate bodies not infrequently complete themselves by drawing in

notables from among disinterested circles for the sake of their expert

knowledge or in order to exploit them for representation and advertis-
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ing. Normally, such bodies do not unite holders of special expert knowl-

edge but rather the decisive representatives of paramount economic inter-

est groups, especially the bank creditors of the enterprise—and such

men by no means hold merely advisory positions. They have at least a

controlling voice, and very often they occupy an actually dominant posi-

tion. They are to be compared (not without some distortion) to the

assemblies of the great independent holders of feudal fiefs and offices

and other socially powerful interest groups of patrimonial or feudal

polities. Occasionally, however, these have been the precursors of the

'councilors' who have emerged in consequence of an increased intensity

of administration. And even more frequently they have been precursors

of corporations of legally privileged estates. ^_.,»_«.

With great regularity the bureaucratic collegiate principle' has been

. transferred from the central authority to the most varied lower authoji-

tie^. Within locally closed, and especially within urban units, collegiate

administration is the original form of the rule of notables, as was indi-

cated at the beginning of this discussion. Originally it worked through

elected, later on, usually, or at least in part, through co-opted 'coun-

cilors,' collegiate bodies of 'magistrates,' decuriones, and 'jurors.' Such

bodies are a normal element of organized 'self-government,' that is, the

management of administrative affairs by local interest groups under the

control of the bureaucratic authorities of the state. The above-mentioned

examples of the Venetian Council and even more so of the Roman Sen-

ate represent transfers of notable rule to great overseas empires. Normally

,such a rule of notables is rooted in local political associations. Within
if . . ....
/{the bureaucratic state, collegiate administration disappears as soon as

''I
progress in the means of communication and the increasing technical

Jj
demands of administration necessitate quick and unambiguous deci-

l| sions, and as soon as the dominant motives for full bureaucratization

iPand monocracy, which we discussed above, push to the fore. Collegiate

3 administration disappears when from the point of view of the ruler's

Jl interests a strictly unified administrative leadership appears to be more

important than thoroughness in the preparation of administrative deci-

sions. This is the case as soon as parliamentary institutions develop and

—usually at the same time—as criticism from the outside and publicity

increase.

Under these modern conditions the thoroughly rationalized system of

departmental ministers and prefects, as in France, offers significant oppor-

tunities for pushing the old forms into the background. Probably the
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system is supplemented by the calling in of interest groups as advisory

bodies recruited from among the economically and socially most influen-

tial strata. ;Trhis practice, which I have mentioned above, is increasingly

frequent and gradually may well be ordered more formally.

This latter development seeks especially to put the concrete experience

of interest groups into the service of a rational administration of experdy

trained officials. It will certainly be important in the future and it further

increases the power of bureaucracy. It is known that Bismarck sought to

realize the plan of a 'national economic council' as a means of power

against parliament. Bismarck, who would never have given the Reichstag

the right of investigation in the sense of the British Parliament, re-

proached the majority, who rejected his proposal, by stating that in the

interest of parliamentary power the majority sought to protect officialdom

from becoming 'too prudent.' Discussion of the position of organized

interest groups within the administration, which may be in the offing,

does not belong in this context.

Only with the bureaucratization of the state and of law in general

can one see a definite possibility of separating sharply and conceptually

an 'objective' legal order from the 'subjective rights' of the individual
I*

which it guarantees; of separating 'public' law from 'private' law. Public ''

law regulates the interrelationships of public authorities and their rela-

tionships with the 'subjects'; private law regulates the relationships of

the governed individuals among themselves. This conceptual separation

presupposes the conceptual separation of the 'state,' as an abstract bearer;

of sovereign prerogatives and the creator of 'legal norms,' from all per- ;

!

sonal 'authorizations' of individuals. These conceptual forms are neces-

sarily remote from the nature of pre-bureaucratic, and especially from

patrimonial and feudal, structures of authority. This conceptual separa-

tion of private and public was first conceived and realized in urban

communities; for as soon as their officeholders were secured by periodic

elections, the individual power-holder, even if he was in the highest

position, was obviously no longer identical with the man who possessed

authority 'in his own right.' Yet it was left to the complete depersonaliza-

tion of administrative management by bureaucracy and the rational

systematization of law to realize the separation of public and private

fully and in principle.
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14: The 'Rationalization' of Education and TrainIi«ig

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 con-

^rcept of rationalism allows for widely differing contents. Quite generally,

!cne 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 "pfoce5]r"can"be

: briefly indicated here: its effect upon the nature of training and edu-

,;
cation.

Educational institutions on the European continent, 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 expert-

ness that is increasingly indispensable for modern bureaucracy.

The 'special examination,' in the present sense, was and is found also

outside of bureaucratic structures 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 foregone 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

—although democracy itself promotes these developments. Special exam-

inations, on the one hand, mean or appear to mean a 'selection' of. those

who quahfy from all social strata rather than a rule by notables. On the

other hand, democracy fears that a merit system and educational certifi-

cates 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. Expectancies
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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.

"^Thejnodern development ofjull bureaucratization brings the^steng

of rational, specialized, jnd expert examinations irresistibly to the fore. ,

The civil-service reform gradually imports expert training and special-

ized 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 im-

portance of the specialized examination in England. In China, the

attempt to replace the semi-patrimonial and ancient bureaucracy by a

modern bureaucracy brought the expert examination; 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 examina-

tions. 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

remained powerful: a prerequisite for equality of birth, a qualification

for a canonship, and for state office.
Vs©dt» c>r5'»'«^**^*'*

^The development of the diploma from universities, and busiaess and

engineering colleges, and the universal clamor for the creation of educa-

tional certificates in all fields make for the formation of a privileged

stratum in bureaus and in offices. Such certificates support their holders'

claims for intermarriages with notable families (in BiTsIhess offices people

naturally hope for preferment with regafd'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 monopolize socially and economically advantageous

positions. When we hear from all sides the demand for an introduction

of regular curricula and special examinations, the reason behind It is, 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 educational certificates. Today, the 'examination' is the uni-



242 POWER

versal means of this monopolization, and therefore examinations irre-

sistibly 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 intellectual 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 rudimental 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
' -' bureaucracy, 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 completely 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 minimized. Those who hold this

attitude believe themselves able to discern a weakening of the master's

prerogatives in every weakening of the arbitrary disposition of the mas-

ter over the officials. To this extent, bureaucracy, both in business offices

and in public service, is a carriernof^^petifiL 'status' de^elopme_nt, as

have been the quite differently structured officeholders of the past. We
have already pointed out that these status characteristics are usually also

exploited, and that by their nature they contribute to the technical use-

fulness of the bureaucracy in fulfilling its specific tasks.

,
'Democracy' reacts precisely against the unavoidable 'status' character

! of bureaucracy. Democracy seeks to put the election of officials for short

I

terms In the place of appointed officials; it seeks to substitute the removal

I of officials by election for a regulated procedure of discipline. Thus,

4 democracy seeks to replace the arbitrary disposition of the hierarchically

*"

^.
superordinate 'master' by the equally arbitrary disposition of the gov-

1 erned and the party chiefs dominating them.

Social prestige based upon the advantage of special education and

training as such is by no means specific to bureaucracy. On the contrary!

But educational prestige in other structures of domination rests upon

substantially different foundations. .

i

Expressed in slogan-like fashion, the 'cultivated man,' rather than
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the 'specialist,' has been the end sought by education and has formed

the basis of social esteem in such various systems as the feudal, theo-

cratic, 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 completely value-neutral

sense; it is understood to mean solely that the goal of education con-

sists in the quality 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 member-

ship in the ruhng stratum. Such education 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 quaHfication of the ruling stratum as

such rested upon the possession of 'more' cultural quality (in the abso-

lutely changeable, value-neutral sense in which we use the term here),

rather than upon 'more' expert knowledge. Special military, theological,

and juridical abihty 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 different from what

was 'useful' in one's specialty.

Behind all the present discussions of the foundations of the educa-

tional system, the struggle of the 'specialist type of man' against the older

type of 'cultivated man' is hidden at some decisive point. This fight is

determined by the irresistibly expanding bureaucratization of all public

and private relations of authority and by the ever-increasing importance

of expert and specialized knowledge. This fight intrudes into all intimate

cultural questions.

During its advance, bureaucratic organization has had to overcome

those essentially negative obstacles that have stood in the way of the level-

ing process necessary for bureaucracy. In addition, administrative struc-

tures based on different principles intersect with bureaucratic organiza-

tions. Since these have been touched upon above, only some especially im-

portant structural fiinciples will be briefly discussed here in a very simpli-

fied schema. We would be led too far afield were we to discuss all the

actually existing types. We shall proceed by asking the following ques-

tions :

I. How far are administrative structures subject to economic determina-
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tion? Or, how far are opportunities for development created by other

circumstances, for instance, the purely political? Or, finally, how far are

developments created by an 'autonomous' logic that is solely of the tech-

nical structure as such?

2. We shall ask whether or not these structural principles^ in turn, re-

lease specific economic effects, and if so, what effects. In doing this, one

of course from the beginning has to keep his eye on the fluidity and the

overlapping transitions of all these organizational principles. 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 is everywhere a late product of development.

The further back we trace our steps, the more typical is the absence of

bureaucracy and officialdom in the stru':ture of domination. Bureaucracy

has a 'rational' character : rules, means, ends, and matter-of-factness domi-

nate its bearing. Everywhere its origin and its diffusion have therefore

had 'revolutionary' results, in a special sense, 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 ?
*

* In chapters following the present one in Wirtschajt iind Gesellschaft, Weber discusses

Patriarchialism, Patrimonialism, Feudalism, and Charismatic Authority. Chapter ix of the

present volume presents a short discussion of charismatic authority. For comments on the

other concepts, see the end of Chapter xi. For the way in which Weber analyzes a
'

specific bureaucracy in terms of intersecting structural principles, sec Chapter xvii.


