Part 1
Theoretical Genealogies




introduction

The articles in this part examine Western states, societies, and governance at different
historical moments, and take us from sixteenth-century Europe to the present neo-
liberal context. Although their authors represent different theoretical standpoints,
they all interrogate the nature of the state and grapple with questions of power
and rule.

All the authors in this section interrogate the boundary between states and
societies and compel us to consider rule more broadly. They force us to think of
the state not simply as a set of government agencies and functions that are clearly
marked off from society at large. Indeed, they delineate how social relations in
institutions such as schools, churches, and families, which are normally thought to
lie on the “society” side of the state—society dichotomy, are annexed to the project
of domination and governance.

Antonio Gramsci and Louis Althusser creatively extend the classic Marxist con-
ception of the state in new directions. Rather than forwarding an instrumental vision
of the state as a tool of the capitalist class, Gramsci and Althusser expand the
theorization of the state by giving a central role to culture. They demonstrate the
critical function of civil society in both consolidating and challenging the rule of
dominant classes. Gramsci discusses the ethical-cultural state, highlighting its role in
forming and transforming individuals and groups, and in educating consent to a
particular regime of domination. At times Gramsci seems to argue that the state is the
entire apparatus (including civil society or “private” institutions and procedures)
that dominant classes must mobilize in their attempts to consolidate their hegemony.
Althusser builds on Gramsci’s theorization of culture in his examination of the role
ofideology and ideological state apparatuses. Althusser argues that social structures,
such as the media, schools, church, family, and political parties, are connected to the
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state. He illustrates the central role that such institutions, which he terms Ideological
State Apparatuses or ISAs (because they work primarily through ideology and not
repression), play in the reproduction of the relations of production. These ISAs are
also key sites for struggles against hegemonic ideologies. Like Gramsci, Althusser
both underscores the importance of cultural struggles to class politics and expands
the conventional arena of the state.

In his classic account of bureaucracy, Max Weber too questions the boundaries
of the state by discussing bureaucratization as a social phenomenon that is not
limited to the state. In Weber’s view, bureaucracy is a dehumanized system of
impersonal, rationalized procedures and rules. Weber argues that capitalist mod-
ernity entails a bureaucratic rationalization of all aspects of social life. The
extension of bureaucratic organization and procedures throughout society be-
comes a crucial and specifically “modern” way to legitimize domination and
rule, to quell protest, and to inhibit social change. The routine operation of
bureaucracies creates and maintains the socioeconomic order, social hierarchies,
and the private—public distinction.

Philip Abrams extends and critically interrogates Marxist and Weberian notions of
the state by posing anew the question, “What is the state?” He warns against reifying
the state as an ontological and material object. The state is neither a thing, nor a
political reality that stands behind the state system (government agencies and polit-
ical practices) and the state idea. He proposes that we seriously examine the idea of
the state, which has been so influential, but that we suspend beliefin the real existence
of the state as a backstage political reality. Abrams describes the state idea variously
as an ideological project that legitimates subjection, a claim to domination, a mask
that hides the institutionalization of political power in the state system, a unifying
misrepresentation of the actual disunity and incoherence of the workings of political
power and government practices, and an exercise in moral regulation. These descrip-
tors, which highlight ideological, moral, and regulatory dimensions, clearly hark
back to Gramsci. If the state is an exercise that legitimizes patently illegitimate
domination, Abrams continues, then the study of the state should involve examining
precisely how this legitimation proceeds and how it is consolidated; in other words,
analyzing how politically organized social subjection is carried out. Abrams empha-
sizes the importance of looking at coercive state institutions like prisons and the
military in ensuring legitimation. He stresses political practices and the processes
that legitimize domination in opposition to those who reify the state as an invisible
structure that shapes existing institutions. Such a focus on political practices and
legitimation exercises exceeds an exclusive concern with the institutional state system.

The project of examining the spread of practices and processes of governance to
different social realms beyond state agencies is carried forward by Michel Fou-
cault and Nikolas Rose, who also disentangle strategies of rule from state institu-
tions and relocate them elsewhere. For these scholars the state is but one modality
of government, and not the only source and seat of power. They discuss the forms,
institutions, and mechanisms of rule specific to pre-modern or monarchical
systems of power, and to liberal, welfare, and neoliberal nation-states. They also
delineate the concomitant shifts in the nature and form of the state.
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Using the concept of governmentality, Foucault explains the transition from
(repressive) sovereign power, which was concerned solely with control over terri-
tory, to a form of power and rule that is centrally concerned with the welfare of the
population. The care and security of the aggregate population, in other words,
becomes the object of government intervention. Rose focuses on the current “post-
welfare” period of advanced liberalism or neoliberalism. This era, dominated by
the market mentality and its related discourse of small government, efficiency, and
competition, has refocused attention on newly reconstituted individuals who
exercise free choice in pursuing their own well-being and advancement. Mechan-
isms of governance have now shifted to these individuals and the communities to
which they belong. Who needs a big, centralized state or “big government” to
reproduce unequal power relations when the same outcome can be achieved by
mechanisms of power and systems of rule that produce self-governing, self-
empowering, self-fulfilling individuals and communities?

The second main conversation that most of these authors engage in, which we
want to briefly highlight here, concerns knowledge, disciplines, and professional
expertise, and their connections with power and rule. Weber provides the example of
bureaucrats and the production of specialized, official knowledge; Abrams delin-
eates the role played by political sociologists and Marxists in the reification of the
state that has important implications for political struggles; Foucault and Rose
mention the role played by political economists, statisticians, sociologists, and
hygienists in the working of governmentality; Althusser highlights the role of
teachers in his discussion of schools; and Gramsci talks of the “educative” state. In
order to govern, one needs to know the object to be regulated, and trained experts
are the bearers of this knowledge. The authority and social rank of experts rests on
varied factors, including disciplinary training, claim to exclusive knowledge, special
examinations, or even political sanction. Governance and expert knowledge are
integrally enmeshed. Rule relies on a network of knowledges and experts to both
construct the object of governmental intervention in such a way as to make it
manageable, and to legitimize the exercise of authority.
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Bureaucracy

Max Weber

Characteristics of Modern
Bureaucracy

Modern officialdom functions in the follow-
ing manner:

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

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

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

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

In the sphere of the state these three elements
constitute a bureaucratic agency, in the
sphere of the private economy they constitute
a bureaucratic enterprise. Bureaucracy, thus
understood, is fully developed in political
and ecclesiastical communities only in the
modern state, and in the private economy
only in the most advanced institutions of
capitalism. . ..

1. The principles of office hierarchy and of
channels of appeal (Instanzenzug) stipulate a
clearly established system of super- and sub-
ordination in which there is a supervision of
the lower offices by the higher ones. Such a
system offers the governed the possibility of
appealing, in a precisely regulated manner,
the decision of a lower office to the corre-
sponding superior authority. With the full
development of the bureaucratic type, the
office hierarchy is monocratically organized.
The principle of hierarchical office authority
is found in all bureaucratic structures: in
state and ecclesiastical structures as well as
in large party organizations and private en-
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terprises. It does not matter for the character
of bureaucracy whether its authority is called
“private” or “public.”

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

HI. The management of the modern office
is based upon written documents (the “files”),
which are preserved in their original or draft
form, and upon a staff of subaltern officials
and scribes of all sorts. The body of officials
working in an agency along with the respect-
ive apparatus of material implements and the
files makes up a bureau (in private enterprises
often called the “counting house,” Kontor).

In principle, the modern organization of
the civil service separates the bureau from
the private domicile of the official and, in
general, segregates official activity from the
sphere of private life. Public monies and
equipment are divorced from the private
property of the official. This condition is
everywhere the product of a long develop-
ment. Nowadays, it is found in public as
well as in private enterprises; in the latter,
the principle extends even to the entrepreneur
at the top. In principle, the Kontor (office) is
separated from the household, business from
private correspondence, and business assets
from private wealth. The more consistently
the modern type of business management has
been carried through, the more are these sep-
arations the case. ...

It is the peculiarity of the modern entrepre-
neur that he conducts himself as the “first offi-
cial” of his enterprise, in the very same way in
which the ruler of a specifically modern bur-
eaucratic state [Frederick II of Prussia] 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 offices is a continental
European notion and, by way of contrast, is
totally foreign to the American way.

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

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

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

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

The Position of the Official Within
and Outside of Bureaucracy

All this results in the following for the in-
ternal and external position of the official:
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Office Holding As A Vocation

That the office is a “vocation” (Beruf) finds
expression, first, in the requirement of a pre-
scribed course of training, which demands
the entire working capacity for a long period
of time, and in generally prescribed special
examinations as prerequisites of employ-
ment. Furthermore, it finds expression in
that the position of the official is in the nature
of a “duty” (Pflicht). This determines the
character of his relations in the following
manner: Legally and actually, office holding
is not considered ownership of a source of
income, to be exploited for rents or emolu-
ments in exchange for the rendering of certain
services, as was normally the case during the
Middle Ages and frequently up to the thresh-
old of recent times, nor is office holding con-
sidered a common exchange of services, as in
the case of free employment contracts. Ra-
ther, entrance into an office, including one
in the private economy, is considered an ac-
ceptance of a specific duty of fealty to the
purpose of the office (Amtstreue) in return
for the grant of a secure existence. It is de-
cisive for the modern loyalty to an office that,
in the pure type, it does not establish a rela-
tionship to a person, like the vassal’s or dis-
ciple’s faith under feudal or patrimonial
authority, but rather is devoted to impersonal
and functional purposes. These purposes, of
course, frequently gain an ideological halo
from cultural values, such as state, church,
community, party or enterprise, which ap-
pear as a surrogate for a this-worldly or
other-worldly personal master and which
are embodied by a given group.

The political official — at least in the fully
developed modern state — is not considered
the personal servant of a ruler. Likewise, the
bishop, the priest and the preacher are in
fact no longer, as in early Christian times,
carriers of a purely personal charisma,
which offers other-worldly sacred values
under the personal mandate of a master, and
in principle responsible only to him, to every-
body who appears worthy of them and asks

for them. In spite of the partial survival of the
old theory, they have become officials in the
service of a functional purpose, a purpose
which in the present-day “church” appears
at once impersonalized and ideologically
sanctified.

The Social Position of the Official

Social Esteem and Status Convention
Whether he is in a private office or a public
bureau, the modern official, too, always
strives for and usually attains a distinctly ele-
vated social esteem vis-d-vis the governed.
His social position is protected by prescrip-
tion about rank order and, for the political
official, by special prohibitions of the crim-
inal code against “insults to the office” and
“contempt” of state and church authorities.

The social position of the official is nor-
mally highest where, as in old civilized coun-
tries, the following conditions prevail: a
strong demand for administration by trained
experts; a strong and stable social differenti-
ation, where the official predominantly comes
from socially and economically privileged
strata because of the social distribution of
power or the costliness of the required train-
ing and of status conventions. The possession
of educational certificates or patents — dis-
cussed below — is usually linked with qualifi-
cation for office; naturally, this enhances the
“status element” in the social position of the
official. Sometimes the status factor is expli-
citly acknowledged; for example, in the pre-
scription that the acceptance of an aspirant to
an office career depends upon the consent
(“election”) by the members of the official
body. This is the case in the officer corps of
the German army. Similar phenomena, which
promote a guild-like closure of officialdom,
are typically found in the patrimonial and,
particularly, in prebendal officialdom of the
past. The desire to resurrect such policies in
changed forms is by no means infrequent
among modern bureaucrats. . ..

Usually the social esteem of the officials is
especially low where the demand for expert
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administration and the hold of status conven-
tions are weak. This is often the case in new
settlements by virtue of the great economic
opportunities and the great instability of their
social stratification: witness the United States.

Appointment Versus Election:
Consequences for Expertise

Typically, the bureaucratic official is
appointed by a superior authority. An official
elected by the governed is no longer a purely
bureaucratic figure. Of course, a formal elec-
tion may hide an appointment — in politics
especially by party bosses. ...

In all circumstances, the designation of of-
ficials by means of an election modifies the
rigidity of hierarchical subordination. In
principle, an official who is elected has an
autonomous position vis-a-vis his superiors,
for he does not derive his position “from
above” but “from below,” or at least not
from a superior authority of the official hier-
archy but from powerful party men
(“bosses”), who also determine his further
career. The career of the elected official is
not primarily dependent upon his chief in
the administration. The official who is not
elected, but appointed by a master, normally
functions, from a technical point of view,
more accurately because it is more likely
that purely functional points of consideration
and qualities will determine his selection and
career. As laymen, the governed can evalute
the expert qualifications of a candidate for
office only in terms of experience, and hence
only after his service. Moreover, if political
parties are involved in any sort of selection of
officials by election, they quite naturally tend
to give decisive weight not to technical com-
petence but to the services a follower renders
to the party boss. ...

Where the demand for administration by
trained experts is considerable, and the party
faithful have to take into account an intellec-
tually developed, educated, and free “public
opinion,” the use of unqualified officials re-
dounds upon the party in power at the next
election. Naturally, this is more likely to hap-
pen when the officials are appointed by the

chief. The demand for a trained administra-
tion now exists in the United States, but wher-
ever, as in the large cities, immigrant votes are
“corralled,” there is, of course, no effective
public opinion. Therefore, popular election
not only of the administrative chief but also
of his subordinate officials usually endangers,
at least in very large administrative bodies
which are difficult to supervise, the expert
qualification of the officials as well as the
precise functioning of the bureaucratic mech-
anism, besides weakening the dependence of
the officials upon the hierarchy. The superior
qualification and integrity of Federal judges
appointed by the president, as over and
against elected judges, in the United States is
well known, although both types of officials
are selected primarily in terms of party con-
siderations. The great changes in American
metropolitan administrations demanded by
reformers have been effected essentially by
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 domination, the effi-
ciency 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 im-
pediments. Such “rule of the personal
genius,” however, stands in conflict with the
formally “democratic” principle of a gener-
ally elected officialdom.

Tenure and the inverse relationship
between judicial independence and
social prestige

Normally, the position of the official is held
for life, at least in public bureaucracies; and
this is increasingly the case for all similar
structures. As a factual rule, tenure for life is
presupposed even where notice can be given
or periodic reappointment occurs. In a
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rivate enterprise, the fact of such tenure nor-
mally differentiates the official from the
worker. Such legal or actual life-tenure, how-
ever, is not viewed as a proprietary right of
the official to the possession of office as was
the case in many structures of authority of the
past. Wherever legal guarantees against dis-
cretionary dismissal or transfer are develo-
ped...they merely serve the purpose of
guaranteeing a strictly impersonal discharge
of specific office duties.

Within the bureaucracy, therefore, the meas-
are of “independence” legally guaranteed in
this manner by tenure is not always a source
of increased status for the official whose pos-
ition is thus secured. Indeed, often the reverse
holds, especially in communities with an old
culture and a high degree of differentiation.
For the subordination under the arbitrary rule
of the master also guarantees the maintenance
of the conventional seigneurial style of living
for the official, and it does this the better, the
stricter it is. Therefore the conventional esteem
for the official may rise precisely because of the
absence of such legal guarantees.... In Ger-
many, the military officer or the administrative
official can be removed from office at any time,
or at least far more readily than the “independ-
ent” judge, who never pays with loss of his
office for even the grossest offense against the
“code of honor” or against the conventions of
the salon. For this very reason the judge is, if
other things are equal, considered less socially
acceptable by “high society” than are officers
and administrative officials whose greater
dependence on the master is a better guarantee
for the conformity of their life style with status
conventions. Of course, the average official
strives for a civil-service law which in addition
to materially securing his old age would also
provide increased guarantees against his arbi-
trary removal from office. This striving, how-
ever, has its limits. A very strong development
of the “right to the office” naturally makes it
more difficult to staff offices with an eye to
technical efficiency and decreases the career
opportunities of ambitious candidates. This,
as well as the preference of officials to be

dependent upon their equals rather than upon -

the socially inferior governed strata, makes for
the fact that officialdom on the whole does not
“suffer” much under its dependency from the
“higher-up.”...

Rank as the basis of regular salary

The official as a rule receives a monetary
compensation in the form of a salary, nor-
mally fixed, and the old age security provided
by a pension. The salary is not measured like
a wage in terms of work done, but according
to “status,” that is, according to the kind of
function (the “rank”) and, possibly, accord-
ing 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 oppor-
tunities for colonial profits. In such countries,
this situation permits relatively low salaries
for officials.

Fixed career lines and status rigidity

The official is set for a “career” within the
hierarchical order of the public service. He
expects to move from the lower, less import-
ant and less well paid, to the higher positions.
The average official naturally desires a mech-
anical 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 system of examin-
ations. Here and there, such grades actually
form a character indelebilis of the official and
have lifelong effects on his career. To this is
joined the desire to reinforce the right to of-
fice and to increase status group closure and
economic security. All of this makes for a
tendency to consider the offices as “preb-
ends” of those qualified by educational cer-
tificates. The necessity of weighing general
personal and intellectual qualifications with-
out concern for the often subaltern character
of such patents of specialized education, has
brought it about that the highest political
offices, especially the “ministerial” positions,
are as a rule filled without reference to such
certificates.
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Monetary and Financial
Presuppositions of Bureaucracy

The development of the money economy is a
presupposition of a‘modern bureaucracy in-
sofar as the compensation of officials today
takes the form of money salaries. The money
economy 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 relatively clearly
developed and quantitatively large bureau-
cracies are: (a) Egypt, during the period of
the New Kingdom, although with strong
patrimonial elements; (b) the later Roman
Principate, and especially the Diocletian
monarchy and the Byzantine polity which
developed out of it; these, too, contained
strong feudal and patrimonial admixtures;
(c¢) the Roman Catholic Church, increasingly
so since the end of the thirteenth century; (d)
China, from the time of Shi Hwangti until the
present, but with strong patrimonial and
prebendal elements; (e) in ever purer forms,
the modern European states and, increas-
ingly, all public bodies since the time of
princely absolutism; (f) the large modern cap-
italist enterprise, proportional to its size and
complexity.

To a very great extent or predominantly,
cases (a) to (d) rested upon compensation of
the officials in kind. They nevertheless dis-
played many of the traits and effects charac-
teristic of bureaucracy. The historical model
of all later bureaucracies ~ the New Kingdom
in Egypt — is at the same time one of the most
grandiose examples of an organized natural
economy. This coincidence of bureaucracy
and natural economy is understandable only
in view of the quite unique conditions that
existed in Egypt, for the reservations — they
are quite considerable — which one must make
in classifying these structures as bureaucracies
are based precisely on the prevalence of
a natural economy. A certain measure of a
developed money economy is the normal
precondition at least for the unchanged

survival, if not for the establishment, of pure
bureaucratic administrations.

According to historical experience, with-
out a money economy the bureaucratic struc-
ture can hardly avoid undergoing substantial
internal changes, or indeed transformation
into another structure. The allocation of
fixed income in kind from the magazines of
the lord or from his current intake. .. easily
means a first step toward appropriation of
the sources of taxation by the official and
their exploitation as private property. Income
in kind has protected the official against the
often sharp fluctuations in the purchasing
power of money. But whenever the lord’s
power subsides, payments in kind, which are
based on taxes in kind, tend to become ir-
regular. In this case, the official will have
direct recourse to the tributaries of his baili-
wick, whether or not he is authorized. The
idea of protecting the official against such
oscillations by mortgaging or transferring
the levies and therewith the power to tax, or
by transferring the use of profitable lands of
the lord to the official, is close at hand, and
every central authority which is not tightly
organized is tempted to take this course, ei-
ther voluntarily or because the officials com-
pel it to do so. The official may satisfy himself
with the use of these resources up to the level
of his salary claim and then hand over the
surplus. But this solution contains strong
temptations and therefore usually yields re-
sults unsatisfactory to the lord. Hence the
alternative process involves fixing the offi-
cial’s monetary obligations...: the official
hands over a stipulated amount and retains
the surplus.

[...]

Office purchase, prebendal and
feudal administration

The purely economic conception of the office
as a private source of income for the official
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
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current income but money capital — for in-
stance, for warfare or for debt payments. The
purchase of office as a regular institution has
existed especially in modern states — in the
Papal State as well as in France and England,
in the cases of sinecures as well as of more
important offices (for example, officers’ com-
missions) well into the nineteenth century. In
individual cases, the economic meaning of
such a purchase of office can be altered so
that the purchasing sum is partly or wholly in
the nature of bail deposited to assure faithful
service, but this has not been the rule.

Every sort of assignment of usufructs, trib-
utes and services claimed by the lord to the
official for personal exploitation always
means an abandonment of typical bureau-
cratic organization. The official in such posi-
tions has a property right to 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 of the 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, pol-
itical, or ecclesiastical character.

We shall speak of prebends and of a preb-
endal organization of offices in all cases of
life-long assignment to officials of rent pay-
ments deriving from material goods, or of the
essentially economic usufruct of land or other
sources of rent, in compensation for the ful-
fillment of real or fictitious duties of office,
for the economic support of which the goods
in question have been permanently allocated
by the lord.

The transition [from such prebendal organ-
ization of office] to salaried officialdom is
quite fluid. ...

When not only economic but also lordly
[political] rights are bestowed [upon the offi-
cial] to exercise on his own, and when this is
associated with the stipulation of personal
services to the lord to be rendered in return,
a further step away from salaried bureau-
cracy has been taken. The nature of the pre-
rogatives conferred can vary; for instance, in
the case of a political official they may tend

more toward seigneurial or more toward of-
fice authority. In both instances, but most
definitely in the latter case, the specific nature
of bureaucratic organization is completely
destroyed and we enter into the realm of
feudal organization of domination.

All assignments of services and usufructs in
kind as endowments for officials tend to
loosen the bureaucratic mechanism, and es-
pecially to weaken hierarchic subordination,
which is most strictly developed in the discip-
line of modern officialdom. A precision simi-
lar to that of the contractually employed
official of the modern Occident can only be
attained — under very energetic leadership —
where the subjection of the officials to the
lord is also personally absolute, i.e., where
slaves or employees treated like slaves are
used for administration.

[...]

Summary

Even though the full development of a money
economy is thus not an indispensable precon-
dition for bureaucratization, bureaucracy as a
permanent structure is knit to the one presup-
position of the availability of continuous rev-
enues to maintain it. Where such income
cannot be derived from private profits, as it
is in the bureaucratic organization of modern
enterprises, or from land rents, as in the
manor, a stable system of taxation is the
precondition for the permanent existence of
bureaucratic administration. For well-known
general reasons only a fully developed money
economy offers a secure basis for such a
taxation system. Hence the degree of admin-
istrative bureaucratization has in urban
communities with fully developed money
economies not infrequently been relatively
greater than in the contemporaneous and
much larger territorial states. As soon, how-
ever, as these states have been able to develop
orderly systems of taxation, bureaucracy has
there developed far more comprehensively
than in the city states where, whenever their
size remained confined to moderate limits, the
tendency for a plutocratic and collegial
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administration by notables has corresponded
most adequately to the requirements. For the
basis of bureaucratization has always been a
certain development of administrative tasks,
both quantitative and qualitative.

[...]

Qualitative Changes of
Administrative Tasks: The Impact
of Cultural, Economic and
Technological Developments

Bureaucratization is  stimulated more
strongly, however, by intensive and qualita-
tive expansion of the administrative tasks
than by their extensive and quantitative in-
crease. But the direction bureaucratization
takes, and the reasons that occasion it, can
vary widely. In Egypt, the oldest country of
bureaucratic state administration, it was the
technical necessity of a public regulation of
the water economy for the whole country and
from the top which created the apparatus of
scribes and officials; very early it found its
second realm of operation in the extraordin-
ary, militarily organized construction activ-
ities. In most cases, as mentioned before, the
bureaucratic tendency has been promoted by
needs arising from the creation of standing
armies, determined by power politics, and
from the related development of public fi-
nances. But in the modern state, the increas-
ing demands for administration also rest on
the increasing complexity of civilization.
Great power expansions, especially over-
seas, have, of course, been managed by states
ruled by notables (Rome, England, Venice).
Yet the “intensity” of the administration, that
is, the assumption of as many tasks as pos-
sible by the state apparatus for continuous
management and discharge in its own estab-
lishment was only slightly developed in the
great states ruled by notables, especially in
Rome and England, by comparison with the
bureaucratic polities; this will become evi-
dent in the appropriate context. To be sure,
the structure of state power has influenced

culture very strongly both in England and in
Rome. But it has done so to a very small
extent in the form of management and con-
trol by the state. This holds from justice 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 consumption
goods, and of an increasingly sophisticated
technique of fashioning external life ~ a tech-
nique which corresponds to the opportunities
provided by such wealth. This reacts upon the
standard of living and makes for an increas-
ing subjective indispensability of public,
interlocal, and thus bureaucratic, provision
for the most varied wants which previously
were either unknown or were satisfied locally
or by the private economy.

Among purely political factors, the increas-
ing demand of a society accustomed to abso-
lute pacification for order and protection
(“police”) in all fields exerts an especially
persevering influence in the direction of bur-
eaucratization. A direct road leads from mere
modifications of the blood feud, sacerdotally
or by means of arbitration, to the present
position of the policeman as the “representa-
tive of God on earth.” The former means still
placed the guarantees for the individual’s
rights and security squarely upon the mem-
bers of his sib who were obligated to assist
him with oath and vengeance. Other factors
operating in the direction of bureaucratiza-
tion are the manifold tasks of social welfare
policies which are either saddled upon the
modern state by interest groups or which the
state usurps for reasons of power or for ideo-
logical 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 bureau-
cratization. In part, public roads and water-
ways, railroads, the telegraph, etc., can only
be administered publicly; in part, such ad-
ministration is technically expedient. In this
respect, the contemporary means of commu-
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nication frequently play a role similar to that
of the canals of Mesopotamia and the regu-
lation of the Nile in the ancient Orient. A
certain degree of development of the means
of communication in turn is one of the most
important prerequisites for the possibility of
bureaucratic administration, though it alone
is not decisive. Certainly in Egypt bureau-
cratic centralization could, against the back-
drop of an almost purely “natural” economy,
never have reached the degree of perfection
which it did without the natural route of the
Nile. In order to promote bureaucratic cen-
tralization in modern Persia, the telegraph
officials were officially commissioned with
reporting to the Shah, over the heads of the
local authorities, all occurrences in the prov-
inces; 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. (These
means of communication, in turn, are intim-
ately connected with the development of an
inter-local traffic of mass goods, which there-
fore is one of the causal factors in the forma-
tion of the modern state. As we have already
seen, this does not hold unconditionally for
the past.)

The Technical Superiority of
Bureaucratic Organization over
Administration by Notables

The decisive reason for the advance of bureau-
cratic organization has always been its purely
technical superiority over any other form of
organization. The fully developed bureaucratic
apparatus compares with other organizations
exactly as does the machine with the non-
mechanical modes of production. Precision,
speed, unambiguity, knowledge of the files,
continuity, discretion, unity, strict subordin-
ation, reduction of friction and of material
and personal costs — these are raised to the
optimum point in the strictly bureaucratic ad-
ministration, and especially in its monocratic

form. As compared with all collegiate, honor-
ific, and avocational forms of administration,
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 formally unremunerated
honorific service.

Honorific arrangements make administra-
tive work a subsidiary activity: an avocation
and, for this reason alone, honorific service
normally functions more slowly. Being less
bound to schemata and more formless, it is
less precise and less unified than bureaucratic
administration, also because it is less depen-
dent upon superiors. Because the establish-
ment and exploitation of the apparatus of
subordinate officials and clerical services are
almost unavoidably less economical, honor-
ific service is less continuous than bureau-
cratic 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 com-
parison with administration by notables, usu-
ally increases — but also of the frequent
economic losses of the governed caused by
delays and lack of precision. Permanent ad-
ministration by notables is normally feasible
only where official business can be satisfac-
torily transacted as an avocation. With the
qualitative increase of tasks the administra-
tion has to face, administration by notables
reaches its limits. ... Work organized by col-
legiate bodies, on the other hand, causes fric-
tion 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. ...

Today, it is primarily the capitalist market
economy which demands that the official
business of public administration be dis-
charged precisely, unambiguously, continu-
ously, and with as much speed as possible.
Normally, the very large modern capitalist
enterprises are themselves unequalled models
of strict bureaucratic organization. Business
management throughout rests on increasing
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precision, steadiness, and, above all, speed of
operations. This, in turn, is determined by the
peculiar nature of the modern means of com-
munication, including, among other things, the
news service of the press. The extraordinary
increase in the speed by which public an-
nouncements, as well as economic and polit-
ical 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 reac-
tion time is normally attained only by a strictly
bureaucratic organization. (The fact that the
bureaucratic apparatus also can, and indeed
does, create certain definite impediments for
the discharge of business in a manner best
adapted to the individuality of each case does
not belong in the present context.)

Bureaucratization offers above all the
optimum possibility for carrying through
the principle of specializing administrative
functions according to purely objective con-
siderations. Individual performances are allo-
cated to functionaries who have specialized
training and who by constant practice in-
crease their expertise. “Objective” discharge
of business primarily means a discharge of
business according to calculable rules and
“without regard for persons.”

“Without regard for persons,” however, is
also the watchword of the market and, in
general, of all pursuits of naked economic
interests. Consistent bureaucratic domin-
ation 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 dom-
ination has not set in everywhere propor-
tional to the extent of bureaucratization is
due to the differences between possible prin-
ciples by which polities may supply their re-
quirements. However, the second element
mentioned, calculable rules, is the most im-
portant one for modern bureaucracy. The pe-
culiarity of modern culture, and specifically
of its technical and economic basis, demands
this very “calculability” of results. When fully
"developed, bureaucracy also stands, in a spe-

cific sense, under the principle of sine ira ac
studio. Bureaucracy develops the more per-
fectly, the more it is “dehumanized,” the more
completely it succeeds in eliminating from
official business love, hatred, and all purely
personal, irrational, and emotional elements
which escape calculation. This is appraised as
its special virtue by capitalism.

The more complicated and specialized
modern culture becomes, the more its exter-
nal supporting apparatus demands the per-
sonally detached and strictly objective
expert, in lieu of the lord of older social struc-
tures who was moved by personal sympathy
and favor, by grace and gratitude. Bureau-
cracy offers the attitudes demanded by the
external apparatus of modern culture in the
most favorable combination. In particular,
only bureaucracy has established the founda-
tion for the administration of a rational law
conceptually systematized on the basis of
“statutes.”|[...]

Bureaucratic objectivity, raison
d’etat and popular will

It is perfectly true that “matter-of-factness”
and “expertness” are not 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. The
idea of a “law without gaps” is, of course,
under vigorous attack. The conception of the
modern judge as an automaton into which
legal documents and fees are stuffed at the
top 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 be-
cause a certain approximation to this type
would precisely be implied by a consistent
bureaucratization of justice. Thus even in the
field of law-finding there are areas in which
the bureaucratic judge is directly held to “in-
dividualizing” 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 has become accustomed to
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claims for the freedom and the paramountcy of
individual circumstances. General norms are
held to play primarily a negative role, as bar-
riers to the official’s positive and “creative”
activity which should never be regulated. The
bearing of this thesis may be disregarded here.
Decisive is that this “freely” creative adminis-
tration (and possibly judicature) would not
constitute a realm of free, arbitrary action
and discretion, of personally motivated favor
and valuation, such as we shall find to be the
case among prebureaucratic forms. The rule
and the rational pursuit of “objective” pur-
poses, as well as devotion to these, would al-
ways constitute the norm of conduct. Precisely
those views which most strongly glorify the
«creative” discretion of the official accept, as
the ultimate and highest lodestar for his behav-
ior in public administration, the specifically
modern and strictly “objective” idea of raison
d’état. Of course, the sure instincts of the bur-
eaucracy for the conditions of maintaining its
own power in the home state (and through it,
in opposition to other states) are inseparably
fused with this canonization of the abstract
and “objective” idea of “reasons of state.”
Most of the time, only the power interests of
the bureaucracy give a concretely exploitable
content to this by no means unambiguous
ideal; in dubious cases, it is always these inter-
ests which tip the balance. . . . The only decisive
point for us is that in principle a system of
rationally debatable “reasons” stands behind
every act of bureaucratic administration,
namely, either subsumption under norms, or
a weighing of ends and means.

In this context, too, the attitude of all
“democratic” currents, in the sense of currents
that would minimize “domination,” is neces-
sarily ambiguous. “Equality before the law”
and the demand for legal guarantees against
arbitrariness demand a formal and rational
“objectivity” of administration, as opposed
to the personal discretion flowing from the
“grace” of the old patrimonial domination.
If, however, an “ethos” — not to speak of
other impulses — takes hold of the masses
on some individual question, its postulates
of substantive justice, oriented toward

some concrete instance and person, will un-
avoidably collide with the formalism and the
rule-bound and cool “matter-of-factness” of
bureaucratic administration. Emotions must
in that case reject what reason demands.

The propertyless masses especially are not
served by the formal “equality before the
law” and the “calculable” adjudication and
administration demanded by bourgeois inter-
ests. Naturally, in their eyes justice and ad-
ministration should serve to equalize their
economic and social life-opportunities in the
face of the propertied classes. Justice and ad-
ministration can fulfill this function only if
they assume a character that is informal be-
cause “ethical” with respect to substantive
content (Kadi-justice). Not only any sort of
“popular justice” — which usually does not
ask for reasons and norms - but also any
intensive influence on the administration by
so-called “public opinion” - that is, concerted
action born of irrational “sentiments” and
usually staged or directed by party bosses or
the press — thwarts the rational course of
justice. . ..

The Concentration of the Means
of Administration

The bureaucratic structure goes hand in hand
with the concentration of the material means
of management in the hands of the master.
This concentration occurs, for instance, in a
well-known and typical fashion in the devel-
opment of big capitalist enterprises, which
find their essential characteristics in this
process. A corresponding process occurs in
public organizations.

The bureaucratization of the army
by the state and by private
capitalism

... War in our time is a war of machines, and
this makes centralized provisioning technic-
ally necessary, just as the dominance of
the machine in industry promotes the
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concentration of the means of production and
management. In the main, however, the bur-
eaucratic armies of the past, equipped and
provisioned by the lord, came into being
when social and economic development had
diminished, absolutely or relatively, the stra-
tum of citizens who were economically able
to equip themselves, so that their number was
no longer sufficient for putting the required
armies in the field. ... Only the bureaucratic
army structure allows for the development of
the professional standing armies which are
necessary for the constant pacification of
large territories as well as for warfare against
distant enemies, especially enemies overseas.
Further, military discipline and technical mili-
tary training can normally be fully developed,
at least to its modern high level, only in the
bureaucratic army. [...]

[...]

The concentration of resources
in other spheres, including
the university

In this same way as with army organizations,
the bureaucratization of administration in
other spheres goes hand in hand with the
concentration of resources. . . .

In the field of scientific research and in-
struction, the bureaucratization of the inevit-
able research institutes of the universities is
also a function of the increasing demand for
material means of operation. ... Through the
concentration of such means in the hands of
the privileged head of the institute the mass of
researchers and instructors are separated
from their “means of production,” in the
same way as the workers are separated from
theirs by the capitalist enterprises.

The Leveling of Social Differences

In spite of its indubitable technical superior-
ity, bureaucracy has everywhere been a
relatively late development. A number of
obstacles have contributed to this, and only

under certain social and political conditions
have they definitely receded into the back-
ground.

Administrative democratization

Bureaucratic organization has usually come
into power on the basis of a leveling of eco-
nomic and social differences. This leveling
has been at least relative, and has concerned
the significance of social and economic differ-
ences for the assumption of administrative
functions.

Bureaucracy inevitably accompanies mod-
ern mass democracy, in contrast to the demo-
cratic self-government of small homogeneous
units. This results from its characteristic prin-
ciple: the abstract regularity of the exercise of
authority, which is a result of the demand for
“equality before the law” in the personal and
functional sense — hence, of the horror of
“privilege,” and the principled rejection of
doing business “from case to case.” Such re-
gularity also follows from the social precon-
ditions of its origin. Any non-bureaucratic
administration of a large social structure
rests in some way upon the fact that existing
social, material, or honorific preferences and
ranks are connected with administrative
functions and duties. This usually means
that an economic or a social exploitation of
position, which every sort of administrative
activity provides to its bearers, is the compen-
sation for the assumption of administrative
functions.

Bureaucratization and democratization
within the administration of the state there-
fore signify an increase of the cash expend-
itures of the public treasury, in spite of the
fact that bureaucratic administration is usu-
ally more “economical” in character than
other forms....Mass democracy which
makes a clean sweep of the feudal, patrimo-
nial, and - at least in intent — the plutocratic
privileges in administration unavoidably has
to put paid professional labor in place of the
historically inherited “avocational” adminis-
tration by notables.
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Mass parties and the bureaucratic
consequences of democratization

This applies not only to the state. For it is no
accident that in their own organizations the
democratic ‘mass parties have completely
broken with traditional rule by notables
based upon personal relationships and per-
sonal esteem. Such personal structures still
persist among many old conservative as well
as old liberal parties, but democratic mass par-
ties are bureaucratically organized under the
leadership of party officials, professional party
and trade union secretaries, etc.. .. Every ad-
vance of simple election techniques based on
aumbers alone as, for instance, the system of
proportional representation, means a strict
and inter-local bureaucratic organization of
the parties and therewith an increasing domin-
ation of party bureaucracy and discipline, as
well as the elimination of the local circles of
notables — at least this holds for large states.

The progress of bureaucratization within the
state administration itself is a phenomenon
paralleling the development of democracy, as
is quite obvious in France, North America, and
now in England. Of course, one must always
remember that the term “democratization” can
be misleading. The demos itself, in the sense of
a shapeless mass, never “governs” larger asso-
ciations, but rather is governed. What changes
is only the way in which the executive leaders
are selected and the measure of influence
which the demos, or better, which social circles
from its midst are able to exert upon the con-
tent and the direction of administrative
activities by means of “public opinion.” “Dem-
ocratization,” in the sense here intended, does
not necessarily mean an increasingly active
share of the subjects in government. 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, in-
cludes these further postulates: (1) prevention
of the development of a closed status group of
officials in the interest of a universal accessi-

bility of office, and (2) minimization of the
authority of officialdom in the interest of
expanding the sphere of influence of “public
opinion” as far as practicable. Hence, wher-
ever possible, political democracy strives to
shorten the term of office through election
and recall, and to be relieved from a limita-
tion to candidates with special expert qualifi-
cations. Thereby democracy inevitably comes
into conflict with the bureaucratic tendencies
which have been produced by its very fight
against the notables. The loose term “democ-
ratization” cannot be used here, in so far as it
is understood to mean the minimization of
the civil servants’ power in favor of the great-
est possible “direct” rule of the demos, which
in practice means the respective party leaders
of the demos. The decisive aspect here — in-
deed it is rather exclusively so —is the leveling
of the governed in face of the governing and
bureaucratically articulated group, which in
its turn may occupy a quite autocratic pos-
ition, both in fact and in form.

[...]

Economic and political motives
behind passive democratization

It is obvious that almost always economic
conditions of some sort play their part in
such “democratizing” developments. Very fre-
quently we find at the base of the development
an economically determined origin of new
classes, whether plutocratic, petty-bourgeois,
or proletarian in character. Such classes may
call on the aid of, or they may call to life or
recall to life, a political power of legitimate or
of caesarist stamp in order to attain economic
or social advantages through its political as-
sistance. On the other hand, there are equally
possible — and historically documented — cases
in which the initiative came “from on high”
and was of a purely political nature, drawing
advantages from political constellations, espe-
cially in foreign affairs. Here such leadership
exploited economic and social antagonisms as
well as class interests merely as a means for its
own purposes, throwing the antagonistic
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classes out of their almost always unstable
equilibrium and calling their latent interest
conflicts into battle. It seems hardly possible
to give a general statement of this.

[...]

The advance of the bureaucratic structure
rests upon “technical” superiority. In conse-
quence — as always in the area of “techniques”
— we find that the advance proceeded most
slowly wherever older structural forms were
in their own way technically highly developed
and functionally particularly well adapted to
the requirements at hand. This was the case,
for instance, in the administration of notables
in England, and hence England was the slow-
est of all countries to succumb to bureaucrat-
ization or, indeed, is still only partly in the
process of doing so. ...

The Objective and Subjective
Bases of Bureaucratic Perpetuity

Once fully established, bureaucracy is among
those social structures which are the hardest to
destroy. Bureaucracy is the means of trans-
forming social action into rationally organiz-
ing action. Therefore, as an instrument of
rationally organizing authority relations, bur-
eaucracy was and is a power instrument of the
first order for one who controls the bureau-
cratic apparatus. Under otherwise equal con-
ditions, rationally organized and directed
action (Gesellschaftshandeln) is superior to
every kind of collective behavior (Massenhan-
deln) and also social action (Gemeinschaft-
shandeln) opposing it. “Where administration
has been completely bureaucratized, the result-
ing system of domination is practically indes-
tructible.”

The individual bureaucrat cannot squirm
out of the apparatus into which he has been
harnessed. In contrast to the “notable” per-
forming administrative tasks as a honorific
duty or as a subsidiary occupation (avoca-
tion), the professional bureaucrat is chained
to his activity in his entire economic and
ideological existence. In the great majority
of cases he is only a small cog in a ceaselessly

moving mechanism which prescribes to him
an essentially fixed route of march. The offi-
cial is entrusted with specialized tasks, and
normally the mechanism cannot be put into
motion or arrested by him, but only from the
very top. The individual bureaucrat is, above
all, forged to the common interest of all the
functionaries in the perpetuation of the ap-
paratus and the persistence of its rationally
organized domination.

The ruled, for their part, cannot dispense
with or replace the bureaucratic apparatus
once it exists, for it rests upon expert training,
a functional specialization of work, and an
attitude set on habitual virtuosity in the mas-
tery of single yet methodically integrated
functions. If the apparatus stops working, or
if its work is interrupted by force, chaos re-
sults, which it is difficult to master by impro-
vised replacements from among the
governed. This holds for public administra-
tion as well as for private economic manage-
ment. Increasingly the material fate of the
masses depends upon the continuous and cor-
rect functioning of the ever more bureau-
cratic organizations of private capitalism,
and the idea of eliminating them becomes
more and more utopian.

Increasingly, all order in public and private
organizations is dependent on the system of
files and the discipline of officialdom, that
means, its habit of painstaking obedience
within its wonted sphere of action. The latter
is the more decisive element, however import-
ant in practice the files are. The naive idea of
Bakuninism of destroying the basis of “ac-
quired rights” together with “domination”
by destroying the public documents over-
looks that the settled orientation of man for
observing the accustomed rules and regula-
tions will survive independently of the docu-
ments. Every reorganization of defeated or
scattered army units, as well as every restor-
ation of an administrative order destroyed by
revolts, panics, or other catastrophes, is
effected by an appeal to this conditioned
orientation, bred both in the officials and in
the subjects, of cbedient adjustment to such
[social and political] orders. If the appeal is
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successful it brings, as it were, the disturbed
mechanism to “snap into gear” again.

The objective indispensability of the once-
existing apparatus, in connection with its pe-
culiarly “impersonal” character, means that
the mechanism — in contrast to the feudal
order based upon personal loyalty — is casily
made to work for anybody who knows how to
gain control over it. A rationally ordered offi-
cialdom continues to function smoothly after
the enemy has occupied the territory; he
merely needs to change the top officials. It
continues to operate because it is to the vital
interest of everyone concerned, including
above all the enemy. After Bismarck had, dur-
ing the long course of his years in power,
brought his ministerial colleagues into uncon-
ditional bureaucratic dependence by eliminat-
ing all independent statesmen, he saw to his
surprise that upon his resignation they con-
tinued to administer their offices unconcern-
edly and undismayedly, as if it had not been
the ingenious lord and very creator of these
tools who had left, but merely some individ-
ual figure in the bureaucratic machine which
had been exchanged for some other figure. . ..

Such an apparatus makes “revolution,” in
the sense of the forceful creation of entirely
new formations of authority, more and more
impossible — technically, because of its control
over the modern means of communication
(telegraph etc.), and also because of its increas-
ingly rationalized inner structure. The place of
“revolutions” is under this process taken by
coups d’état, as again France demonstrates in
the classical manner since all successful trans-
formations there have been of this nature.

[...]

The Power Position of the
Bureaucracy

The political irrelevance of
functional indispensability

The democratization of society in its totality,
and in the modern sense of the term, whether
actual or perhaps merely formal, is an

especially favorable basis of bureaucratiza-
tion, but by no means the only possible one.
After all, bureaucracy has merely the [lim-
ited] striving to level those powers that
stand in its way in those concrete areas that,
in the individual case, it seeks to occupy. We
must remember the fact which we have
encountered several times and which we
shall have to discuss repeatedly: that “democ-
racy” as such is opposed to the “rule” of
bureaucracy, in spite and perhaps because of
its unavoidable yet unintended promotion of
bureaucratization. Under certain conditions,
democracy creates palpable breaks in the bur-
eaucratic pattern and impediments to bureau-
cratic organization. Hence, one must in every
individual historical case analyze in which of
the special directions bureaucratization has
there developed.

For this reason, it must also remain an
open question whether the power of bureau-
cracy is increasing in the modern states in
which it is spreading. The fact that bureau-
cratic organization is technically the most
highly developed power instrument in the
hands of its controller does not determine
the weight that bureaucracy as such is cap-
able of procuring for its own opinions in a
particular social structure. The ever-increas-
ing “indispensability” of the officialdom,
swollen to the millions, is no more decisive
on this point than is the economic indispens-
ability of the proletarians for the strength of
the social and political power position of that
class (a view which some representatives of
the proletarian movement hold.* If “indis-
pensability” were decisive, the equally “indis-
pensable” slaves ought to have held this
position of power in any economy where
slave labor prevailed and consequently free-
men, as is the rule, shunned work as degrad-
ing. Whether the power of bureaucracy as
such increases cannot be decided a priori
from such reasons....In general, only the
following can be said here:

The power position of a fully developed
bureaucracy is always great, under normal
conditions overtowering. The political “mas-
ter” always finds himself, vis-d-vis the trained
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official, in the position of a dilettante facing
the expert. This holds whether the “master,”
whom the bureaucracy serves, is the “people”
equipped with the weapons of legislative ini-
tiative, referendum, and the right to remove
officials; or a parliament elected on a more
aristocratic or more democratic basis and
equipped with the right or the de facto
power to vote a lack of confidence; or an
aristocratic collegiate body, legally or actu-
ally based on self-recruitment; or a popularly
elected president or an “absolute” or “consti-
tutional” hereditary monarch.

Administrative secrecy

This superiority of the professional insider
every bureaucracy seeks further to increase
through the means of keeping secret its know-
ledge and intentions. Bureaucratic adminis-
tration always tends to exclude the public,
to hide its knowledge and action from criti-
cism as well as it can....This tendency to-
ward secrecy is in certain administrative
fields a consequence of their objective nature:
namely, wherever power interests of the given
structure of domination toward the outside
are at stake, whether this be the case of eco-
nomic competitors of a private enterprise or
that of potentially hostile foreign polities in
the public field. If it is to be successful, the
management of diplomacy can be publicly
supervised only to a very limited extent. The
military administration must insist on the
concealment of its most important measures
with the increasing significance of purely
technical aspects....Every fighting posture
of a social structure toward the outside
tends in itself to have the effect of buttressing
the position of the group in power.
However, the pure power interests of
bureaucracy exert their effects far beyond
these areas of functionally motivated secrecy.
The concept of the “office secret” is the spe-
cific invention of bureaucracy, and few things
it defends so fanatically as this attitude
which, outside of the specific areas men-

tioned, cannot be justified with purely
functional arguments. In facing a parliament,
the bureaucracy fights, out of a sure power
instinct, every one of that institution’s at-
tempts to gain through its own means (as,
e.g., through the so-called “right of parlia-
mentary investigation”)® expert knowledge
from the interested parties. Bureaucracy nat-
urally prefers a poorly informed, and hence
powerless, parliament — at least insofar as this
ignorance is compatible with the bureau-
cracy’s own interests.

The ruler’s dependence on the
bureaucracy

The absolute monarch, too, is powerless in
face of the superior knowledge of the bureau-
cratic expert — in a certain sense more so than
any other political head. All the irate decrees
of Frederick the Great concerning the “aboli-
tion of serfdom” were derailed in the course
of their realization because the official mech-
anism simply ignored them as the occasional
ideas of a dilettante. A constitutional king,
whenever he is in agreement with a socially
important part of the governed, very fre-
quently exerts a greater influence upon the
course of administration than does the abso-
lute monarch since he can control the experts
better because of the at least relatively public
character of criticism, whereas the absolute
monarch is dependent for information solely
upon the bureaucracy. ...

The concentration of the power of the
central bureaucracy in a single pair of hands
is inevitable with every transition to constitu-
tional government. Officialdom is placed
under a monocratic head, the prime minister,
through whose hands everything has to go
before it gets to the monarch. This puts the
latter to a large extent under the tutelage of
the chief of the bureaucracy. . . . Under the rule
of expert knowledge, the influence of the
monarch can attain steadiness only through
continuous communication with the bureau-
cratic chiefs which is methodically planned

BUREAUCRACY 65

and directed by the central head of the
bureaucracy. At the same time, constitution-
alism binds the bureaucracy and the ruler
into a community of interests against the
power-seeking of the party chiefs in the par-
liamentary bodies. But against the bureau-
cracy the ruler remains powerless for this
very reason, unless he finds support in parlia-
ment. . . . the power position of a monarch is
on the whole far stronger vis-a-vis bureau-
cratic officials than it was in any feudal or
in a “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 recruit-
ment of officials from among propertyless
strata increases the power of the rulers.
Only officials who belong to a socially influ-
ential stratum which the monarch believes to
have to take into account as support of his
person, like the so-called Kanalrebellen in
Prussia, can permanently and completely
paralyze the substance of his will.?

Only the expert knowledge of private eco-
nomic interest groups in the field of “busi-
ness” is superior to the expert knowledge of
the bureaucracy. This is so because the exact
knowledge of facts in their field is of direct
significance for economic survival. Errors in
official statistics do not have direct economic
consequences for the responsible official, but
miscalculations in a capitalist enterprise are
paid for by losses, perhaps by its existence.
Moreover, the “secret,” as a means of power,
is more safely hidden in the books of an en-
terprise than it is in the files of public author-
ities. For this reason alone authorities are
held within narrow boundaries when they
seek to influence economic life in the capital-
ist epoch, and very frequently their measures
take an unforeseen and unintended course or
are made illusory by the superior expert
knowledge of the interested groups.

Excursus on Collegiate Bodies and
Interest Groups

Since the specialized knowledge of the expert
became more and more the foundation for
the power of the officeholder, an early con-
cern of the ruler was how to exploit the spe-
cial knowledge of experts without having to
abdicate in their favor. With the qualitative
extension of administrative tasks and there-
with the indispensability of expert know-
ledge, it typically happens that the lord no
longer is satisfied by occasional consultation
with proven confidants or even with an as-
sembly of such men called together intermit-
tently and in difficult situations. He begins to
surround himself with collegiate bodies
which deliberate and resolve in continuous
session. . ..

The position of such collegiate bodies nat-
urally varies according to whether they them-
selves become the highest administrative
authority, or whether a central and mono-
cratic authority, or several such authorities,
stand at their side. In addition, a great deal
depends upon their procedure. When the type
is fully developed, such bodies meet — either
actually or as a fiction — with the lord in the
chair, and all important matters are resolved,
after elucidation by the formal position pa-
pers of the responsible experts and the rea-
soned vota of other members, by a decision
which the lord will sanction or reject by an
edict. This kind of collegiate body thus is the
typical form in which the ruler, who increas-
ingly turns into a “dilettante,” at the same
time exploits expert knowledge and —~ what
frequently remains unnoticed — seeks to fend
off the threatening dominance of the experts.
He keeps one expert in check by others, and
by such cumbersome procedures seeks per-
sonally to gain a comprehensive picture as
well as the certainty that nobody prompts
him into arbitrary decisions. ...

By the collegiate principle the ruler further-
more tries to fashion a sort of synthesis of
specialized experts into a collective unit. His
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success in doing this cannot be ascertained in
general. The phenomenon itself, however, is
common to'very different forms of state, from
the patrimonial and feudal to the early bureau-
cratic, 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 ad-
ministration. It also made it possible to counsel
with socially influential private persons and
thus to combine in some measure the authority
of notables and the practical knowledge of pri-
vate enterprisers with the specialized expert-
ness of professional bureaucrats. The
collegiate bodies were one of the first institu-
tions to allow the development of the modern
concept of “public authorities,” in the sense of
enduring structures independent of the person.

As long as an expert knowledge of admin-
istrative affairs was the exclusive product of a
long empirical practice, and administrative
norms were not regulations but elements of
tradition, the council of elders — often with
priests, “elder statesmen,” and notables par-
ticipating — was the adequate form for colle-
glate authorities, which in the beginning
merely gave counsel to the ruler. But since
such bodies, in contrast to the changing
rulers, were perennial formations, they often
usurped actual power. The Roman Senate
and the Venetian Council, as well as the
Athenian Areopagus until its downfall and
replacement by the rule of the demagogos,
acted in this manner. We must, of course,
sharply distinguish 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 advis-
ory 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 distin-
guished sociologically from the collegiate
supervisory “board of directors™ (Aufsichts-
rat) found in the bureaucratic structures of

the modern private economy (joint stock cor-
poration)....

With great regularity the bureaucratic col-
legiate principle was transferred from the cen-
tral authority to the most varied lower
authorities. Within locally closed, and espe-
cially within urban units, collegiate adminis-
tration is the original form of the rule of
notables. ... Originally it worked through
elected, later on, usually, or at least in part,
through co-opted councilors, colleges of ma-
gistrates, decuriones and scabini. Such bodies
are a normal element of organized “self-gov-
ernment,” that is, the management of admin-
istrative 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 Senate represent transfers of the rule
of notables, normally rooted in local political
associations, to great overseas empires. In the
bureaucratic state, collegiate administration
disappears again once progress in the means
of communication and the increasing tech-
nical demands upon the administration neces-
sitate quick and unambiguous decisions and
the other motives for full bureaucratization
and monocracy, ... push themselves domin-
antly to the fore. Collegiate administration
disappears when, from the point of view of
the ruler’s interests, a strictly unified adminis-
trative leadership appears to be more import-
ant than thoroughness in the preparation of
administrative decisions. 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 thor-
oughly rationalized system of specialized min-
isters and [territorial] prefects, as in France,
offers significant opportunities for pushing
the old forms everywhere into the back-
ground, probably supplemented by the inter-
est groups, normally in the form of advisory
bodies recruited from among the economic-
ally and socially most influential strata. . ..

This latter development, which seeks to put
the concrete experience of the interest groups
into the service of a rational administration
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by trained specialized officials, will certainly
be important in the future and further in-
crease the power of bureaucracy. ...

Only with the bureaucratization of the
state and of law in general can one see a
definite possibility of a sharp conceptual sep-
aration of an “objective” legal order from the
«subjective” rights of the individual which it
guarantees, as well as that of the further dis-
tinction between “public” law, which regu-
lates the relationships of the public agencies
among each other and with the subjects, and
“private” law which regulates the relation-
ships of the governed individuals among
themselves. These distinctions presuppose
the conceptual separation of the “state,” as
an abstract bearer of sovereign prerogatives
and the creator of legal norms, from all per-
sonal authority of individuals. These concep-
tual distinctions are necessarily remote from
the nature of pre-bureaucratic, especially
from patrimonial and feudal, structures of
authority. They were first conceived and real-
ized in urban communities; for as soon as
their officeholders were appointed by peri-
odic 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 bur-
eaucracy and the rational systematization of
law to realize the separation of the public and
the private sphere fully and in principle.

Bureaucracy and Education

Educational Specialization, Degree
Hunting and Status Seeking

We cannot here analyze the far-reaching and
general cultural effects that the advance of
the rational bureaucratic structure of domin-
ation develops quite independently of the
areas in which it takes hold. Naturally, bur-
eaucracy promotes a “rationalist” way of life,
but the concept of rationalism allows for
widely differing contents. Quite generally,

one can only say that the bureaucratization
of all domination very strongly furthers the
development of “rational matter-of-factness”
and the personality type of the professional
expert. This has far-reaching ramifications,
but only one important element of the process
can be briefly indicated here: its effect upon
the nature of education and personal culture
(Erziehung und Bildung).

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

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

“Democracy” takes an ambivalent attitude
also towards the system of examinations for
expertise, as it does towards all the phenom-
ena of the bureaucratization which, neverthe-
less, it promotes. On the one hand, the system
of examinations means, or at least appears to
mean, selection of the qualified from all so-
cial strata in place of the rule by notables. But
on the other, democracy fears that examin-
ations and patents of education will create a
privileged “caste,” and for that reason op-
poses such a system.

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

Only the modern development of full bur-
eaucratization brings the system of rational
examinations for expertise irresistibly to the
fore. The American Civil-Service Reform
movement gradually imports expert training
and specialized examinations into the United
States; the examination system also advances
into all other countries from its main (Euro-
pean) breeding ground, Germany. The in-
creasing bureaucratization of administration
enhances the importance of the specialized
examination in England. In China, the at-
tempt to replace the old semi-patrimonial
bureaucracy by a modern bureaucracy
brought the expert examination; it took the
place of the former and quite differently
structured system of examinations. The bur-
eaucratization of capitalism, with its demand
for expertly trained technicians, clerks, etc.,
carries such examinations all over the world.

This development is, above all, greatly
furthered by the social prestige of the “patent
of education” acquired through such special-
ized examinations, the more so since this
prestige can again be turned to economic ad-
vantage. The role played in former days by
the “proof of ancestry,” as prerequisite for
equality of birth, access to noble prebends
and endowments and, wherever the nobility
retained social power, for the qualification to
state offices, is nowadays taken by the patent
of education. The elaboration of the dip-
lomas from universities, business and engin-
eering colleges, and the universal clamor for
the creation of further educational certificates
in all fields serve the formation of a privileged
stratum in bureaus and in offices. Such cer-
tificates support their holders’ claims for con-
nubium with the notables (in business offices,
too, they raise hope for preferment with the
boss’s daughter), claims to be admitted into
the circles that adhere to “codes of honor,”

claims for a “status-appropriate” salary in-
stead of a wage according to performance,
claims for assured advancement and old-age
insurance, and, above all, claims to the mon-
opolization of socially and economically ad-
vantageous positions. If we hear from all
sides demands for the introduction of regu-
lated curricula culminating in specialized
examinations, the reason behind this is, of
course, not a suddenly awakened “thirst for
education,” but rather the desire to limit the
supply of candidates for these positions and
to monopolize them for the holders of educa-
tional patents. For such monopolization, the
“examination” is today the universal instru-
ment — hence its irresistible advance. As the
cuiriculum required for the acquisition of the
patent of education requires considerable ex-
penses and a long period of gestation, this
striving implies a repression of talent (of the
“charisma”) in favor of property, for the in-
tellectual costs of the educational patent are
always low and decrease, rather than in-
crease, with increasing volume. The old re-
quirement of a knightly style of life, the
prerequisite for capacity te hold a fief, is
nowadays in Germany replaced by the neces-
sity of participating in its surviving remnants,
the duelling fraternities of the universities
which grant the patents of education; in the
Anglo-Saxon countries, the athletic and so-
cial clubs fulfill the same function.

On the other hand, bureaucracy strives
everywhere for the creation of a “right to
the office” by the establishment of regular
disciplinary procedures and by the elimin-
ation of the completely arbitrary disposition
of the superior over the subordinate official.
The bureaucracy seeks to secure the official’s
position, his orderly advancement, and his
provision for old age. In this, it is supported
by the “democratic” sentiment of the gov-
erned which demands that domination be
minimized; those who hold this attitude be-
lieve themselves able to discern a weakening
of authority itself in every weakening of the
lord’s arbitrary disposition over the officials.
To this extent bureaucracy, both in business
offices and in public service, promotes the
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sise of a specific status group, just as did the
quite different officeholders of the past. We
have already pointed out that these status
characteristics are usually also exploited for,
and by their nature contribute to, the tech-
nical usefulness of bureaucracy in fulfilling its
specific tasks.

It is precisely against this unavoidable status
character of bureaucracy that “democracy” re-
acts in its striving to put the election of officials
for short terms in place of the appointment of
officials and to substitute the recall of officials
by referendum for a regulated disciplinary pro-
cedure, thus seeking to replace the arbitrary
disposition of the hierarchically superordinate
«master” by the equally arbitrary disposition
of the governed or rather, of the party bosses
dominating them.

Excursus on the ““Cultivated man”’

Social prestige based upon the advantage of
schooling and education as such is by no
means specific to bureaucracy. On the con-
trary. But educational prestige in other struc-
tures of domination rests upon substantially
different foundations with respect to content.
Expressed in slogans, the “cultivated man,”
rather than the “specialist,” was the end
sought by education and the basis of social
esteem in the feudal, theocratic, and patrimo-
nial structures of domination, in the English
administration by notables, in the old Chi-
nese patrimonial bureaucracy, as well as
under the rule of demagogues in the Greek
states during the so-called Democracy. The
term “cultivated man” is used here in a com-
pletely value-neutral sense; it is understood to
mean solely that a quality of life conduct
which was held to be “cultivated” was the
goal of education, rather than a specialized
training in some expertise. Such education
may have been aimed at a knightly or at an
ascetic type, at a literary type (as in China)
or at a gymnastic-humanist type (as in Hel-
las), or at a conventional “gentleman” type
of the Anglo-Saxon variety. A personality
“cultivated” in this sense formed the educa-
tional ideal stamped by the structure of dom-

ination and the conditions of membership in
the ruling stratum of the society in question.
The qualification of this ruling stratum rested
upon the possession of a “plus” of such cul-
tural quality (in the quite variable and value-
neutral sense of the term as used here), rather
than upon a “plus” of expert knowledge.
Military, theological and legal expertise was,
of course, intensely cultivated at the same
time. But the point of gravity in the Hellenic,
in the medieval, as well as in the Chinese
educational curriculum was formed by elem-
ents entirely different from those which were
“useful” in a technical sense.

Behind all the present discussions about the
basic questions of the educational system
there lurks decisively the struggle of the “spe-
cialist” type of man against the older type of
the “cultivated man,” a struggle conditioned
by the irresistibly expanding bureaucratiza-
tion of all public and private relations of
authority and by the ever-increasing import-
ance of experts and specialised knowledge.
This struggle affects the most intimate aspects
of personal culture.

Conclusion

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

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

The bureaucratic structure is everywhere a
late product of historical development. The
further back we trace our steps, the more
typical is the absence of bureaucracy and of
officialdom in general. Since bureaucracy has
a “rational” character, with rules, means-ends
calculus, and matter-of-factness predominat-
ing, its rise and expansion has everywhere
had “revolutionary” results, in a special
sense still to be discussed, as had the advance
of rationalism in general. The march of bur-
eaucracy accordingly destroyed structures of
domination which were not rational in this
sense of the term. Hence we may ask: What
were these structures?
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1 This is directed, among others, at Robert
Michels, to whom Weber wrote in No-
vember 1906:

Indispensability in the economic process
means nothing, absolutely nothing for the
power position and power chances of a
class. At a time when no “citizen” worked,
the slaves were ten times, nay a thousand
times as necessary as is the proletariat
today. What does that matter? The medi-
eval peasant, the Negro of the American
South, they were all absolutely “indispensa-
ble.”...The phrase contains a dangerous
illusion. ... Political democratization is the
only thing which can perhaps be achieved in
the foreseeable future, and that would be no
mean achievement. . . . [ cannot prevent you
from believing in more, but I cannot force
myself to do so.

Quoted in Wolfgang Mommsen, Max
Weber und die deutsche Politik 1890~
1920 (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1959), 97 and 121.

2 Enguéterecht. Weber assigned great sig-
nificance to this right of parliamentary
investigation, which the Reichstag was
substantially lacking.

3 When in 1899 the German Reichstag dis-
cussed a bill for the construction of the
Mittelland Kanal the conservative Junker
party fought the project. Among the con-
servative members of the parliamentary
party were a number of Junker officials
who stood up to the Kaiser when he
ordered them to vote for the bill. The
disobedient officials were dubbed Kanal-
rebellen and temporarily suspended from
office. Cf. Chancellor Biilow’s Denkwiir-
digkeiten (Berlin: Ullstein 1930), vol. I,
pp. 293ff.; H. Horn, “Der Kampf um die
Mittelland-Kanal Vorlage aus dem Jahre
1899,” in K. E. Born (ed.), Moderne
deutsche Wirtschaftsgeschichte (Kiepen-
heuer & Witsch: Cologne 1966). (G/M)






