For charisma to be transformed into an everyday phenomenon, it is
necessary that its anti- economic character should be altered. It must be
adapted to some form of fiscal organization to provide for the needs of the
group and hence to the economic conditions necessary for raising taxes and
contributions. When a charismatic movement develops in the direction of
prebendal provision, the “laity” becomes differentiated from the “clergy”—
derived from kAn—pos, meaning a ‘“share”—, that is, the participating
members of the charismatic administrative staff which has now become
routinized. These are the priests of the developing “church.” Correspondingly,
in a developing political body—the “state” in the rational case—vassals,
benefice-holders, officials or appointed party officials (instead of voluntary
party workers and functionaries) are differentiated from the “tax payers.”. . .

It follows that, in the course of routinization, the charismatically ruled
organization is largely transformed into one of the everyday authorities, the
patrimonial form, especially in its estate-type or bureaucratic variant. Its
original peculiarities are apt to be retained in the charismatic status honor
acquired by heredity or office- holding. This applies to all who participate in
the appropriation, the chief himself and the members of his staff. It is thus a
matter of the type of prestige enjoyed by ruling groups. A hereditary monarch
by “divine right” is not a simple patrimonial chief, patriarch, or sheik; a vassal
is not a mere household retainer or official. Further details must be deferred to
the analysis of status groups.

As a rule, routinization is not free of conflict. In the early stages personal
claims on the charisma of the chief are not easily forgotten and the conflict
between the charisma of the office or of hereditary status with personal
charisma is a typical process in many historical situations.

SOURCE: Excerpts from Max Weber’s Economy and Society, 2 vols. Translated and edited by Guenther
Roth and Claus Wittich. Copyright © 1978 the Regents of the University of California. Published by the
University of California Press.

Introduction to “Bureaucracy”

In this essay, Weber defines the “ideal type” of bureaucracy, outlining its
unique and most significant combination of features. The salience of Weber’s
description lies in the fact that bureaucracies have become the dominant form
of social organization in modern society. Indeed, bureaucracies are
indispensable to modern life. Without them, a multitude of necessary tasks
could not be performed with the degree of efficiency required for serving
large numbers of individuals. For instance, strong and effective armies could



not be maintained, the mass production of goods and their sale would slow to
a trickle, the thousands of miles of public roadways could not be paved,
hospitals could not treat the millions of patients in need of care, and
establishing a university capable of educating 20,000 students would be
impossible. Of course, all of these tasks and countless others are themselves
dependent on a bureaucratic organization capable of collecting tax dollars
from millions of people.

Scott Appelrouth; used with permission
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Despite whatever failings particular bureaucracies may exhibit, the form of
organization is as essential to modern life as the air we breathe. In accounting
for the ascendancy of bureaucracies, Weber is clear:

The decisive reason for the advance of bureaucratic organization has also been its purely technical

superiority over any other form of organization. . . . Precision, speed, unambiguity, knowledge of

the files, continuity, discretion, unity, strict subordination, reduction of friction and of material and
personal costs—these are raised to the optimum point in the strictly bureaucratic

administration. . . . As compared with all [other] forms of administration, trained bureaucracy is
superior on all these points. (Weber 1925d/1978:973, emphasis in the original)

A number of features ensure the technical superiority of bureaucracies.
First, authority is hierarchically structured, making for a clear chain of
command. Second, selection of personnel is competitive and based on
demonstrated merit. This reduces the likelihood of incompetence that can
result from appointing officials through nepotism or by virtue of tradition.
Third, a specialized division of labor allows for the more efficient completion
of assigned tasks. Fourth, bureaucracies are governed by formal, impersonal
rules that regulate all facets of the organization. As a result, predictability of



action and the strategic planning that it makes possible are better guaranteed.

As the epitome of the process of rationalization, however, Weber by no
means embraced unequivocally the administrative benefits provided by
bureaucracies. Although in important respects bureaucracies are dependent on
the development of mass democracy for their fullest expression, they
nevertheless create new elite groups of experts and technocrats. Moreover, he
contended that their formal rules and procedures led to the loss of individual
freedom.! For those working in bureaucracies (and countless do), Weber saw
the individual “chained to his activity in his entire economic and ideological
existence” (Weber 1925d/1978:988). The bureaucrat adopts as his own the
detached, objective attitudes on which the efficiency and predictability of
bureaucracies depend. Operating “‘without regard for
persons . . . bureaucracy develops the more perfectly, the more it is
‘dehumanized,” the more completely it succeeds in eliminating from official
business love, hatred, and all purely personal, irrational, and emotional
elements which escape calculation” (ibid.:975). Whether as an employee or as
a client, who among us has not been confronted with the faceless
impersonality of a bureaucracy immune to the “special circumstances” that,
after all, make up the very essence of our individuality?

From “Bureaucracy” (1925)

Max Weber

CHARACTERISTICS OF MODERN BUREAUCRACY

Modern officialdom functions in the following manner:

I. There is the principle of official jurisdictional areas, which are generally
ordered by rules, that is, by laws or administrative regulations. This means:

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

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

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

In the sphere of the state these three 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. Permanent
agencies, with fixed jurisdiction, are not the historical rule but rather the
exception. This is even true of large political structures such as those of the
ancient Orient, the Germanic and Mongolian empires of conquest, and of
many feudal states. In all these cases, the ruler executes the most important
measures through personal trustees, table-companions, or court-servants.
Their commissions and powers are not precisely delimited and are
temporarily called into being for each case.

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

When the principle of jurisdictional “competency” is fully carried through,
hierarchical subordination—at least in public office—does not mean that the
“higher” authority is authorized 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.

II1. 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 respective apparatus of material
implements and the files makes up a bureau (in private enterprises often
called the “counting house,” Kontor).

In principle, the modern organization of the civil service separates the
bureau from the 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 development. 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 separations the
case. The beginnings of this process are to be found as early as the Middle
Ages.

It is the peculiarity of the modern entrepreneur that he conducts himself as
the “first official” of his enterprise, in the very same way in which the ruler of
a specifically modern bureaucratic state [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.

I'V. Office management, at least all specialized office management—and
such management 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.

V1. The management of the office follows general rules, which are more or
less stable, more or less exhaustive, and which can be learned. Knowledge of
these rules represents a special technical expertise which the officials possess.
It involves jurisprudence, administrative or business management.

The reduction of modern office management to rules is deeply embedded in
its very nature. The theory of modern public administration, for instance,
assumes that the authority to order certain matters by decree—which has been
legally granted to an agency—does not entitle the agency to regulate the
matter by individual commands given for each case, but only to regulate the
matter abstractly. This stands in extreme contrast 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 OrriciAL WITHIN AND OUTSIDE OF BUREAUCRACY

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



I. Office Holding as a Vocation

That the office is a “vocation” (Beruf) finds expression, first, in the
requirement of a prescribed course of training, which demands the entire
working capacity for a long period of time, and in generally prescribed special
examinations as prerequisites of employment. 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 emoluments in exchange for the
rendering of certain services, as was normally the case during the Middle
Ages and frequently up to the threshold of recent times, nor is office holding
considered a common exchange of services, as in the case of free employment
contracts. Rather, entrance into an office, including one in the private
economy, is considered an acceptance of a specific duty of fealty to the
purpose of the office (Amtstreue) in return for the grant of a secure existence.
It is decisive for the modern loyalty to an office that, in the pure type, it does
not establish a relationship to a person, like the vassal’s or disciple’s faith
under feudal or patrimonial authority, but rather is devoted to impersonal and
functional purposes. These purposes, of course, frequently gain an ideological
halo from cultural values, such as state, church, community, party or
enterprise, which appear as surrogates for a this-worldly or other-worldly
personal master and which are embodied by a given group.

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

II. The Social Position of the Official

A. Social esteem and status convention. Whether he is in a private office or a
public bureau, the modern official, too, always strives for and usually attains a
distinctly elevated social esteem vis-a-vis the governed. His social position is
protected by prescription about rank order and, for the political official, by
special prohibitions of the criminal code against “insults to the office” and
“contempt” of state and church authorities.

The social position of the official is normally highest where, as in old



civilized countries, the following conditions prevail: a strong demand for
administration by trained experts; a strong and stable social differentiation,
where the official predominantly comes from socially and economically
privileged strata because of the social distribution of power or the costliness
of the required training and of status conventions. The possession of
educational certificates or patents . . . is usually linked with qualification for
office; naturally, this enhances the “status element” in the social position of
the official. Sometimes the status factor is explicitly acknowledged; for
example, in the prescription that the acceptance of an aspirant to an office
career depends upon the consent (“election”) by the members of the official
body. . ..

Usually the social esteem of the officials is especially low where the
demand for expert administration and the hold of status conventions 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.

B. 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
election may hide an appointment—in politics especially by party bosses.
This does not depend upon legal statutes, but upon the way in which the party
mechanism functions. Once firmly organized, the parties can turn a formally
free election into the mere acclamation of a candidate designated by the party
chief, or at least into a contest, conducted according to certain rules, for the
election of one of two designated candidates.

In all circumstances, the designation of officials 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 hierarchy 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 evaluate 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 competence but to the services a follower renders to



the party boss. This holds for the designation of otherwise freely elected
officials by party bosses when they determine the slate of candidates as well
as for the free appointment of officials by a chief who has himself been
elected. The contrast, however, is relative: substantially similar conditions
hold where legitimate monarchs and their subordinates appoint officials,
except that partisan influences are then less controllable.

Where the demand for administration by trained experts is considerable,
and the party faithful have to take into account an intellectually developed,
educated, and free “public opinion,” the use of unqualified officials redounds
upon the party in power at the next election. Naturally, this is more likely to
happen when the officials are appointed by the chief. The demand for a
trained administration now exists in the United States, but wherever, 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 mechanism, 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 considerations. 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 efficiency of
“caesarism,” which often grows out of democracy, rests in general upon the
position of the “caesar” as a free trustee of the masses (of the army or of the
citizenry), who is unfettered by tradition. The “caesar” is thus the unrestrained
master of a body of highly qualified military officers and officials whom he
selects freely and personally without regard to tradition or to any other
impediments. Such “rule of the personal genius,” however, stands in conflict
with the formally “democratic” principle of a generally elected officialdom.

C. 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 private enterprise, the fact
of such tenure normally differentiates the official from the worker. Such legal
or actual life-tenure, however, 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 discretionary
dismissal or transfer are developed, as in Germany for all judicial and
increasingly also for administrative officials, they merely serve the purpose of
guaranteeing a strictly impersonal discharge of specific office duties. . . .

D. Rank as the basis of regular salary. The official as a rule receives a
monetary compensation in the form of a salary, normally fixed, and the old
age security provided by a pension. The salary is not measured like a wage in
terms of work done, but according to “status,” that is, according to the kind of
function (the “rank”) and, possibly, according to the length of service. The
relatively great security of the official’s income, as well as the rewards of
social esteem, make the office a sought-after position, especially in countries
which no longer provide opportunities for colonial profits. In such countries,
this situation permits relatively low salaries for officials.

E. 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 important and less well paid, to the higher positions. The
average official naturally desires a mechanical fixing of the conditions of
promotion: if not of the offices, at least of the salary levels. He wants these
conditions fixed in terms of “seniority,” or possibly according to grades
achieved in a system of examinations. Here and there, such grades actually
form a character indelebilis of the official and have lifelong effects on his
career. To this is joined the desire to reinforce the right to office and to
increase status group closure and economic security. All of this makes for a
tendency to consider the offices as “prebends” of those qualified by
educational certificates. The necessity of weighing general personal and
intellectual qualifications without 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. . . .

THE TEcHNICAL SUPERIORITY OF BUREAUCRATIC ORGANIZATION OVER
ADMINISTRATION BY NOTABLES

The decisive reason for the advance of bureaucratic organization has always
been its purely technical superiority over any other form of organization. The
fully developed bureaucratic 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 subordination, reduction of friction and of material and personal
costs—these are raised to the optimum point in the strictly bureaucratic
administration, and especially in its monocratic form. As compared with all



collegiate, honorific, and avocational forms of administration, trained
bureaucracy is superior on all these points. And as far as complicated tasks
are concerned, paid bureaucratic work is not only more precise but, in the last
analysis, it is often cheaper than even formally unremunerated honorific
service. . . .

Today, it is primarily the capitalist market economy which demands that the
official business of public administration be discharged precisely,
unambiguously, continuously, and with as much speed as possible. Normally,
the very large modern capitalist enterprises are themselves unequalled models
of strict bureaucratic organization. Business management throughout rests on
increasing precision, steadiness, and, above all, speed of operations. This, in
turn, is determined by the peculiar nature of the modern means of
communication, including, among other things, the news service of the press.
The extraordinary increase in the speed by which public announcements, as
well as economic and political facts, are transmitted exerts a steady and sharp
pressure in the direction of speeding up the tempo of administrative reaction
towards various situations. The optimum of such reaction time is normally
attained only by a strictly bureaucratic organization. (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 considerations. Individual performances are allocated to
functionaries who have specialized training and who by constant practice
increase 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 domination means the leveling of “status honor.” Hence, if the
principle of the free market is not at the same time restricted, it means the
universal domination of the “class situation.” That this consequence of
bureaucratic domination has not set in everywhere proportional to the extent
of bureaucratization is due to the differences between possible principles by
which polities may supply their requirements. However, the second element
mentioned, calculable rules, is the most important one for modern
bureaucracy. The peculiarity of modern culture, and specifically of its
technical and economic basis, demands this very “calculability” of results.
When fully developed, bureaucracy also stands, in a specific sense, under the



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

The more complicated and specialized modern culture becomes, the more
its external supporting apparatus demands the personally detached and strictly
objective expert, in lieu of the lord of older social structures who was moved
by personal sympathy and favor, by grace and gratitude. Bureaucracy offers
the attitudes demanded by the external apparatus of modern culture in the
most favorable combination. In particular, only bureaucracy has established
the foundation for the administration of a rational law conceptually
systematized on the basis of “statutes,” such as the later Roman Empire first
created with a high degree of technical perfection. During the Middle Ages,
the reception of this [Roman] law coincided with the bureaucratization of
legal administration: The advance of the rationally trained expert displaced
the old trial procedure which was bound to tradition or to irrational
presuppositions. . . .

THe LEVELING OF SociAL DIFFERENCES

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

A. Administrative Democratization

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

Bureaucracy inevitably accompanies modern mass democracy, in contrast
to the democratic self-government of small homogeneous units. This results
from its characteristic principle: the abstract regularity of the exercise of
authority, which is a result of the demand for “equality before the law” in the
personal and functional sense—hence, of the horror of “privilege,” and the
principled rejection of doing business “from case to case.” Such regularity
also follows from the social pre-conditions 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 compensation for the assumption of
administrative functions.

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

B. 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 personal
esteem. Such personal structures still persist among many old conservative as
well as old liberal parties, but democratic mass parties are bureaucratically
organized under the leadership of party officials, professional party and trade
union secretaries, etc. In Germany, for instance, this has happened in the
Social Democratic party and in the agrarian mass-movement; in England
earliest in the caucus democracy of Gladstone and Chamberlain which spread
from Birmingham in the 1870’s. In the United States, both parties since
Jackson’s administration have developed bureaucratically. In France,
however, attempts to organize disciplined political parties on the basis of an
election system that would compel bureaucratic organization have repeatedly
failed. The resistance of local circles of notables against the otherwise
unavoidable bureaucratization of the parties, which would encompass the
entire country and break their influence, could not be overcome. Every
advance of simple election techniques based on numbers alone as, for
instance, the system of proportional representation, means a strict and inter-
local bureaucratic organization of the parties and therewith an increasing
domination of party bureaucracy and discipline, as well as the 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 associations,
but rather is governed. What changes is only the way in which the executive
leaders are selected and the measure of influence which the demos, or better,
which social circles from its midst are able to exert upon the content and the
direction of administrative activities by means of “public opinion.”
“Democratization,” in the sense here intended, does not necessarily mean an
increasingly active share of the subjects in government. This may be a result
of democratization, but it is not necessarily the case.

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

THE OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE BAses oF BUREAUCRATIC PERPETUITY

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

The individual bureaucrat cannot squirm out of the apparatus into which he
has been harnessed. In contrast to the “notable” performing administrative
tasks as a honorific duty or as a subsidiary occupation (avocation), 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 official is entrusted with specialized tasks, and normally
the mechanism cannot be put into motion or arrested by him, but only from
the very top. The individual bureaucrat is, above all, forged to the common
interest of all the functionaries in the perpetuation of the apparatus and the
persistence of its rationally organized domination.

The ruled, for their part, cannot dispense with or replace the bureaucratic
apparatus once it exists, for it rests upon expert training, a functional
specialization of work, and an attitude set on habitual virtuosity in the mastery
of single yet methodically integrated functions. If the apparatus stops
working, or if its work is interrupted by force, chaos results, which it is
difficult to master by improvised replacements from among the governed.
This holds for public administration as well as for private economic
management. Increasingly the material fate of the masses depends upon the
continuous and correct functioning of the ever more bureaucratic
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 important in practice the files are. The naive
idea of Bakuninism of destroying the basis of “acquired rights” together with
“domination” by destroying the public documents overlooks that the settled
orientation of man for observing the accustomed rules and regulations will
survive independently of the documents. Every reorganization of defeated or
scattered army units, as well as every restoration of an administrative order
destroyed by revolts, panics, or other catastrophes, is effected by an appeal to
this conditioned orientation, bred both in the officials and in the subjects, of
obedient adjustment to such [social and political] orders. If the appeal is
successful it brings, as it were, the disturbed mechanism to “snap into gear”
again.

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



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

Such an apparatus makes “revolution,” in the sense of the forceful creation
of entirely new formations of authority, more and more impossible—
technically, because of its control over the modern means of communication
(telegraph etc.), and also because of its increasingly 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 transformations there have been of this nature. . . .

SOURCE: Excerpts from Max Weber’s Economy and Society, 2 vols. Translated and edited by Guenther
Roth and Claus Wittich. Copyright © 1978 the Regents of the University of California. Published by the
University of California Press.

1. Explain Weber’s concept of “rationalization” and the “disenchantment
of the world.” How might Weber explain the continued existence of
religion in contemporary society, both in terms of institutions (e.g.,
churches) and individuals’ sense of spirituality? What evidence of
rationalization/secularization do you find today? Do you think the
popularity of secular activities such as extreme sports and yoga
reflects attempts to “re-enchant” the world? Why not or how so?

2. What are some of the essential differences between Weber’s view of
religion and Durkheim’s? Which view better explains the role of
religion in contemporary life?

3. In developing his ideal type of bureaucracy, Weber highlights the
rational aspects of this organizational form. In what ways might
bureaucracies exhibit “irrational” or inefficient features? How have
bureaucracies “dehumanized” social life, transforming modernity into
an iron cage?

4. Discuss the specific characteristics of modern bureaucracy, using your
university as a concrete example.



