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Kari Palonen

EMBALMING AND
DIS-EMBALMING A CLASSIC.
THE CASE OF MAX WEBER

Imagine that Max Weber were to “rise from his grave”, to use his
own formulation on “the many old Gods” in Wissenschaft als Beruf.
Continue to imagine that someone would implore him to read the
contemporary textbooks on public administration, sociology or po-
litical science. He would note that every student in the fields ol po-
litical and social sciences knows the name Max Weber. My guess is
that the resurgent Weber would think: “Funny, the hero of all of
these textbooks has the same name as me. Obviously he has many
trivial views, but he seems to write more or less on the same topics
as [ once wrote on.”

Merely looking at the references would probably not be sulficient
for Weber to understand that he is the hero ol the textbooks tai un-
derstand that he is the writer in question. Max Weber has become a
victim of his own reputation. The original titles of Weber’s publica-
tions do not always appear in the quotations. We often find, espe-
cially in the older English translations, additions by the translators,
who — in order to explicate Weber’s point — invent new sentences or
combine formulations from different contexts (cf. some of the refer-
ences to Parsons’ translations in Kyosti Pekonen’s contribution to
this volume). The process ol canonization into a classic does not
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only elevate the significance of the author but also selectively sim-
plifies her/his views.

Weber has probably sulffered the effects of canonization more than
many other author. If only he could see the names of the original
publications attributed to him, he might begin to wonder whether
he is actually the author of those conventional views. In one of his
replies to the critics of Die protestantische Ethik, Weber quotes his
teacher in Finanzwissenschaft G.E Knapp:

Ich lese gewifS nicht gern gedruckt: ich sei ein Esel. Aber ich freue
mich auch nicht, wenn jemand glaubt, driacken lassen zu mussen:
ich sei kein Esel. (Weber, “Bemerkungen zu der voranstehenden
‘Replik™, Die Protestantische Ethik II: Kritiken und Antikritiken, Hg,
Johannes Winckelmann, Gutersloh: Siebenstern TB 1978, 52)

Weber’s case illustrates more generally the problems associated with
the construction of a “classic”. A common theological metaphor used
to characterize the process is canonization, which relates to the
paradigm of the sanctification of a person by the Catholic church.
Canonization as a process has, of course, a complicated history of its
own, and the questions of who should be canonized and when are
always subject to all kinds of politicking. The same is true of the
analogies of canonizing, for example naming streets after a person.

In the context of this essay, | am not concerned with these inter-
esting questions, but remain in the core ol a metaphor and its appli-
cations to Weber. [ also want to distinguish simple canonization from
a special version of it, namely the embalming of a classic. The situ-
ation of studies on Weberian studies can be characterized as being
in the midst of a metamorphosis from simple canonization to em-
balming.

The classic as a “forerunner”

[Lis easy to enumerate some of the grounds for misinterpreting Weber
by canonizing him. One of them is to count him as a “classic” of a
discipline which did not exist in his lifetime. The most obvious case
is that of public administration, an American discipline first created

6
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largely after World War 11. Of course, administration has been studied
since the times of the 17th-18th century Polizeiwissenschaft, but there
is neither an intellectual nor an institutional continuity between the
contemporary ‘administrative sciences’ and these studies. Webers
analyses of bureaucracy are, accordingly, more modern when viewed
through the paradigm of Polizeiwissenschaft (for a caricature of We-
ber in the administration studies cf. Hans-Ulrich Derlien and Pertti
Ahonen in this volume).

The cases of political science and sociology are not much better.
The names already existed, at least on the international level, al-
though neither of the disciplines was institutionalized in European
universities in a manner which even remotely resembles the present-
day situation. The positive and negative competition between the
content of these disciplines’ names was complex. So much so that
nobody could have predicted the modeling of both of them into the
quite unitary institutionalized traditions dominated by the Ameri-
can paradigms of the post World War 11 period. To make Weber into
a “classic” or at least “forerunner” of these disciplines is a form of
canonization that undoubtedly would have angered Weber.

It has almost been forgotten, outside the sphere of Weberologists,
that Weber was a professor ol political economy. Weber’s historical
fate in the present-day economics is really sad. The name Max We-
ber does not appear in textbooks of the discipline, and his historical
fate in contemporary economics is really one of an ‘unperson’.
Weberian economics has lost academic battles to the point of him
going unmentioned in the textbooks of past doctrines. A clever young
contemporary economist might even be able to collect ideas [rom
Webers studies on historical economics and present them as his/her
own invention.

There are at least two reasons for the misinterpretation ol both
the content and points of Weber’s studies through its disciplinary
canonization. Both are closely related to the legitimating narrative.
Weber would probably have had nothing against the evocation of
his name in the legitimization of new disciplines: he might have
been the first person to realize that everything has the possibility of
becoming an instance ol legitimization.

The point is that Weber is only considered a classic, in the sense
of being a forerunner, as opposed to a real participant in the history
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of the discipline. By the very structure of ‘evolutionary’ narrative
academic disciplines, his views are bound to be judged as ‘elemen-
tary’, 'simple’, ‘superseded’ etc. in relation to later thinkers. How-
ever, this presupposes that Weber’s views are interpreted in a man-
ner which makes them sufficiently similar to the later ‘developments’
which meet the criteria for success and, therefore, made both of
them commensurably and easily rejected as ‘old-fashioned’ or su-
perseded. However, in disputing this sort of evolutionist ‘history of
winners’ in new academic fields, Weber would have insisted that
what he did was entirely different.

Like other ‘modern classics’, the story of Weber has been revised
during the process of specialization, ‘the Weber industry’, which has
arisen since the seventies. A ‘Weberology” has been resurrected since
the decline of fashionable Marxism. This specialization has had many
fine effects which have acted as catalysts in overthrowing the canon-
ized view of Weber held by specialists, through a more historical
reading of Weber’s own texts. It has hardly reached the level of writ-
ing in the textbooks or even the more general theoretical discus-
sions in political science, sociology etc. The distinguished colleagues
who quote Max Weber do not consider the possibility that the pic-
ture of his views which they had once learned might be so entirely
erroneous, that they are forced to revise their own views on the pasts
ol their own disciplines or theoretical areas of specialty.

Canonization and embalming a classic

Still, the industrialization of Weberian studies’ and the formation ol
Weberology leave me feeling uneasy. We are now moving from the
first degree ol canonization to the second. Of course, this new
canonization has a higher level of competency and is limited to
professionals whose ambition is to know ‘everything that Weber
wrote” and relate that knowledge to his ‘contemporaries’ in various
lields.

Although this second canonization is intended to be critical, it
casily becomes more glorifying in practice. The tacit, though still
elementary formation ol technically perfect Weber-editions, crea-
tion ol Weber-societies, arrangement of Weber-conlerences, and per-

8



EMBALMING AND Dis-EMBALMING A Crassic. THE Case oF Max WEBER

haps soon also the publication of specialized Weber-journals, We-
ber-e-mail-lists, Max-Weber-homepages and, 1 hope, also Internet-
editions of Max-Weber-Gesamtausgabe, illustrates what 1 mean by
the embalming of a classic. Wanting to publish everything someone
has written necessarily means intruding into the privacy ol the per-
son in question. This would also be the case with a biography which
would contain a daily register of the doings of a classic. Imagine
what the resurgent Weber would say about the sort of hero-worship
surrounding his name. The metaphor of embalming, of course, also
secures that a resurrection would not even be thinkable.

Of course, this sort of embalming creates all kinds of valuable
effects by the very professionalization of Weberian studies. The im-
proved conditions of knowledge about all sides of Webers writings
and life are, however, easily transformed into barriers for too origi-
nal interpretations. The mastery of an enormous amount of pages is
a necessary primary criteria of seriousness, and, at least indirectly, of
the quality of Weber scholarship. If you want to be included among
first rank Weber scholars, you have to become an insider among
Weberologists.

Any one-sided interpretation would easily be criticized by nar-
rowly technical arguments concerning the textual details of the texts
or facts about Webers life, lectures, acquaintances and so on. A cer-
tain endurance is required from an outsider in defending an original
idea in the face of normalizing technical criticisms by high ranking
specialists. Criteria of quality in Weberian studies should include
the point of his writings studied from a definitive perspective. The
Weberian idea of ‘one-sided accentuation” in the formation of ideal
types should also concern Weber studies themselves, as a condition
of pluralism and competition for the ‘eternal youth’ of Weber-stud-
ies (cl. the Objektivitat-article of 1904 and Olivia Guaraldo’s contri-
bution in this volume).

However, an excellent Weber scholar need not be a ‘Weberologist’
in the narrow sense. The primary problems of Weberologists are the
scholarly editions of Webers work, studies on the details ol timing
and publication of his texts, as well as the questions of its reception.
To study Weber as a classic ol political theory presupposes a de-
tailed study of Weber’s texts and their Werkgeschichte, and also some-
times of his life. Still, the main topic of a study on Weber should be

9
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the problems he dealt with as interpreted by the writer her/himsell,
as opposed to Weber as such. To be an excellent Weber scholar, one
must do more than be a Weber scholar who merely studies Weber.

Towards dis-embalming Weber

To a certain degree, writing on Weber today presupposes both the
de-canonization and dis-embalming of his writings. Doing so requires
positioning Max Weber as an ‘old God’. In other words, the imaginary
pitting of Weber against his later interpreters is required of anyone
writing on Weber. But you are, of course, not Max Weber, and this
sort of imaginary scenario remains limited. You also know Max Weber
in a manner in which he did not even know himself, namely as an
object of canonization and embalming. The process of rendering
Weber as someone other than what he himself knew, cannot simply
be discarded.

The paradigm of dis-embalming is. of course, the removal of Sta-
lins corpse from the Lenin Mausoleum, to which the de-canonizing
acts of tearing down monuments dedicated to him, as well as the
interruption of the publication of his collected works can be seen as
a series of secondary events. Let me compare the dis-embalming of
a theorist, such as Max Weber, to this paradigm.

Above all, the dis-embalming of a theorist cannot be reached by a
Luddite act of destruction, of denunciation of the acts of canoniza-
tion and embalming. The ‘fresh® Weber, posited against the ‘em-
balmed’ one, is only partial and selective, and understanding the
point of partiality already presupposes a knowledge of the existing
editorial works, interpretations etc. As Reinhart Koselleck writes,
Umschreibung in history is possible only after Aufschreibung and Fort-
schreibung are already available (“Erfahrungwandel und Methoden-
wechsel”, in: Die historische Methode, Munchen: DTV 1988, 13-61).

There are two sorts ol innovating interpretations concerning a
classic text. One is related to the experience of confronting the pri-
mary texts with canonized views, and the realization that the re-
ceived view is entirely wrong, and you can easily play your own
interpretation against it. Thus, you can either cast attention to some
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of the faults in the received view, or to some of the neglected aspects
in the work of the classic. This sort ol experience is quite common
when one closely and attentively reads the works of a classic. In the
case of Max Weber, it is due to the specific histories of canonization
(which it is not at all difficult to dispense with the received views
and achieve a sort of de-canonization through your own interpreta-
tion).

Still, whether or not you have reached a dis-embalming of Weber
by this move is an entirely different question. It is very possible that
all you have done is move from the level of a dilettante to that of a
professional, where you continue the ongoing work of specialists to
embalm Weber. Your contribution only adds a new piece to the con-
struction of embalming. In Koselleckian terms, this is still an act of
Fortschreibung rather than Umschreibung.

If you know what is going on among the specialists, it is probably
easier to detect the weak points in the existing interpretations and
present something entirely new. However, this is the point at which
professionalization can easily be interpreted as an act of inclusion
amongst insiders. The readiness to break from ones fellow profes-
sionals, and not just participate in academic insider debates, ap-
pears as somewhat of a return to dilettantism, for a professional
Fortschreibung is always easier than Umschreibung. The point is, if
you want to present a profiled and provocative interpretation of a
classic, you must not fear being accused of being a dilettante amongst
insiders.

Thus, you need not be included among those already initiated in
order to present an original interpretation of a classic. Rather, you
must rhetorically persuade some insiders to accept that your reinter-
pretation is also worth being considered amongst these profession-
als. As a theoretical contribution, the creation of an Umschreibung is
sulficient, and you can leave its ‘further development’, or Fort-
schreibung, to the narrow minded specialists.
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Perspectives of dis-embalming

This book is not primarily intended for specialists on Webers work.
Max Weber is in these essays just an author we happen to be interested
in — as one of the greatest modern political theorists etc. But in a
sense, it is really a contingent matter that we deal with Weber. We
think that our papers illustrate some general problems and chances
ol reading modern classics in general. In this sense, we think that
the papers give also some links about the contemporary debates of
conceptual change, reception and historical interpretation also to
those who happen to be rather interested in other classics than We-
ber or in other concepts than just those dealt in the text or who have
met in the textbook production i.e. in the field of literary or philo-
sophical classics similar problems as we have found in the common
sense picture of Weber.

The background of the papers is a joint political science — admin-
istrative sciences doctoral course held at Virrat, Finland, in late Sep-
tember. 1996. The aim of the book is mainly pedagogical: a sort of
deconstruction of the textbook picture combined with a presenta-
tion of a plurality of alternatives approaches, perspectives and disci-
plinary backgrounds. The intellectual background of the authors
differs both regarding the academic “establishment” and the inten-
sity in the interest in Max Weber’s work. Still, it is justified to claim
that every article, in its own way, contributes to a dis-embalming the
“second hand Weber” of textbooks and introductory courses'.

The strategies of dis-embalming practised in this book can roughly
be divided into reception analyses, textual perspectives and concep-
tual approaches. The first ones, here practised by Sven Eliaeson,
Hans-Ulrich Derlien and Pertti Towo, start with the received view,
but take a distance from it with different means. They are contrasted
by approaches, who take the texts of Weber as the point ol depar-
ture, as done, by dillerent manners by Olivia Guaraldo and mysell,
in order to get closer to the argumentation of Weber. The third prac-
tice of revisiting Weber takes his practice ol reinterpreting all the
concepts used (cl. my Die Umstrittenheit der Begriffe bei Max Weber,
forthcoming in the Sonderheft Die Interdisziplinaritat der Begriffs-
geschichte, of the Archiv fur Begriffsgeschichte ). Kyosti Pekonen and
Pertti Ahonen use especially a rhetorical perspective to understand
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Webers conceptual revisionism concerning to of his well-known
concepts.

Sven Eliason is a Swedish political scientist [rom the University of
Karlstad. He has worked with Weber and especially with the recep-
tion of Weber (his dissertation from 1982 was called Bilden av Max
Weber) since the seventies. The article published here gives us an
overview on the situation of the contemporary Weber studies in both
Germany and in the Anglophone world and he problematizes the
theses of applying Weber to present-day problems and of the the-
matic inactuality of Weber in the contemporary world. Elizsons main
point for the dis-embalming is a defense of the plurality of perspec-
tives in the Weber interpretation against the un-Weberian attempts
to present a “total” interpretation, Gesamtdeutung.

Hans-Ulrich Derlien is Professor of Verwaltungslehre at the Univer-
sity of Bamberg in German. His contribution, originally published
in German in 1989, is an important illustration, how Weber’s view
has been misinterpreted in the administrative and organizational stud-
ies, not only at the textbook level but also in the research proper.
Webers views on bureaucracy have been understood anachronisti-
cally, when put into a perspective the US style administration and
organization studies. Derlien shows, among other things, how this
reading is also based on a narrow textual basis in the reading ol
Weber, especially the neglect of Weber’s political writings, in which
his critical attitude towards bureaucracy becomes obvious. Further-
more, the received view at this field also neglect in their interpreta-
tion of the Weberian concepts the historical context and Webers
specific point in reinterpreting the concepts themselves.

Pertti Totto, a sociologist from the University of Jyviskyla, ques-
tions the most common disciplinary classification of Weber, namely
his labelling as a sociologist. This questioning follows a broader trend
in the Weber studies since the eighties, but Touo discuss the prob-
lem within the discipline of sociology. He thematizes the attempts to
establish sociology chairs in early 20th century Germany as well as
the contemporary critiques of them. He then confronts Webers po-
sition with two common self-identifications of sociology, Gesetzes-
wissenschaft and Gesellschaftswissenschaft, but draws attention to the
paralellity of Webers critique ol these labels to some contemporary,
“post-modern” sociologist’s self-identification.

13
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Kari Palonen from University of Jyvaskyla, currently research pro-
fessor of the Academy of Finland, has reinterpreteted Weber’s key
role in the history of the concept of politics in his book Das Webersche
Moment (1998). In his contribution to the present volume Palonen
takes as his point of departure the simple fact that Weber was an
author who wrote a number of text of different kinds at several intel-
lectual levels and academic fields. Palonen gives a closer look at
Weber’s idiosyncratic style of concept formation. He also stresses,
with studies of textual interpretation and rhetoric. the significance
of distinguishing various dimension of textuality in reading Webers
work and proposes a preliminary classification of the types of texts
written by Weber.

Olivia Guaraldo is a political philosopher from Verona who now
prepares her dissertation in political science on Hannah Arendts
interpretation of totalitarianism at the University of Jyvaskyla. Her
contribution to the present volume is a fresh reading of Weber’s fa-
mous article on the objectivity from 1904. Using a close reading of
the text Guaraldo explicates the key concepts of Weber, such as Ver-
stchen and the ideal type, often repeated in the ‘methodology’ lec-
tures ol social and human sciences, but seldom analyzed in the con-
text of the narrative of the objectivity article itself. Guaraldo puts
Weber also to a wider historical perspective as a critic of both the
essentialist and the naturalist currents in the intellectual history of
his time.

Kyosti Pekonen is professor of political science at the University of
Helsinki. He has at various occasions problematized the central but
much misused Weberian concept of charisma. In his contribution
here he stresses the rhetorical character of the Weberian concept of
legitimation in general and of the legitimation of the charisma in
particular. Pekonen goes, however, a step further than Weber to-
wards a rhetorical analysis ol politics by emphasizing, with Paul
Ricceur, the role of the charisma as a living metaphor, which can be
used lor a politicization ol the situation. This rhetorical approach
allows Pekonen to see charisima always as “democratic”, in the sense
of being dependent on acceptance of the followers of a leader.

Pertti Ahonen, political scientist by vocation but professor of [i-
nancial administration at the University of Tampere by profession,
discusses some historical and rhetorical dimension in Weber’s use of
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the concept Wirtschaft. Against the discourse of the professional
economists and administration scholars Ahonen insists on a close
textual and historical analysis ol Webers vocabulary. In Ahonen’
perspective Weber appears as a critical political economist, who
analyzes dissolves the total figure of “the economy” into economic
actions. He further discusses especially the unanticipated conse-
quences of economics in a political perspective of a struggle by eco-
nomic means. In this perspective both the discourse of “economic
rationality” and the heroic figure of the entrepreneur, as a parallel Lo
the politician, look entirely dilferent as in the legitimatory jargon of
the contemporary economists and their apologets.

Note

1 At the technical level this collection does not always correspond to the
criteria of first rank Weber scholarship. The quotations are partly made
from originals, partly from English translations of different quality. A
systematic coordination ol translations, editions or the English use of
the Weberian concepts has not been made, partly due to insurmountable
problems of translating, especially of the concept of Herrschaft: 1t is well-
known that domination is a poor translation, but the alternatives, such as
rule, ruling or authority, are not universally applicable either, and for
example Hans-Ulrich Derlien has in certain cases preferred to use
domination.



Sven Eliceson

A PRESENT-DAY CLASSIC?
INTERPRETING MAX WEBER’

On creative, ultimate and eclectic interpretations

Weber in context vs Weber today

here might be reasons for a certain pessimism concerning the

prospects of clarifying the elusive image of Weber. We have stud-
ied some prominent failures (Elizson 1995). From competing “crea-
tive interpretations” of Webers contribution to the scientific enter-
prise we have moved towards less selective and more all inclusive
attempts at a Gesamtdeutung. “Ultimate” interpretations claiming to
have found the true meaning of Weber are themselves ambitions
which fall back on pre-Weberian essentialism. German Weber schol-
ars especially seem to be haunted by a strong inclination to achieve
coherence. This flight from ambiguity might generate more profound
interpretations. However, it will erroneously fail to catch the tacit
key to Weber’s work as a whole. There is no such key.'!

This, however, does not diminish Weber as a key figure in the
history of social science doctrine, rather the reverse. To read Webers
methodological texts involves an encounter with his context.

" This essay is a polished version of a chapter in my book Max Weber’s
Methodologies, forthcoming with Polity Press in Cambridge, UK.
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Even if no single approach in modern social science could be
successlully and reliably singled out as the true Weberian approach,
the general notion of scientific value relativism is after all a retro-
spective creation by Arnold Brecht (1959). Although it is certainly
less vulnerable to refutations than the attempts at what might be
characterized as “substantial methodological” paradigms.

The wishful search for a thematic unity in a [ragmented ceuvie has —
selectively assimilated — the positive effect of generating an ever more
profound level of awareness of the complexity of the evaluation of
Webers roots, as well as historical significance. The proper balance
between retrospective, contextual and immanent approach to Weber
as an object in intellectual history is not easily accomplished. Most
endeavours in intellectual history are methodological mixtures.

The immanent reading of Weber, as a contrast, shows that he shares
the shortcomings, limitations and restricted horizons of his own day
with the difference that he has the sensibility to alfect the course of
social science. As the co-founder of a new discipline he has the op-
portunity to start anew, a “Stunde Null”. The stalemate of Methoden-
streit provides Weber an attentive audience, the receptivity of which,
however, depends upon Webers sensibility to dress in the guise of
his recipients, sharing their language, preconceptions —and anguish.
Weber — as a dutiful citizen in the spiritual republic of German his-
toricist scholars — responded adequately to the dilficulties his gen-
eration of scholars had to face, which, because ol Carl Mengers (in
effect, Gustav Schmoller, as we recall, started the quarrel, the fa-
mous controversy over method, Methodenstreit between history and
theory) Herausforderung (challenge), happened to be mainly meth-
odological.

Weber as a diplomat adjusting his message for optimal resonance
is of course a bold suggestion, touching the heart of the methodo-
logical problem of intellectual history.

There is little point in treating Weber’s texts as canonical, as a
matter of exegesis when what is needed is adjustment and correc-
tion. Treating the authority of the texts as hewn in stone leads to the
further danger that we suggest that the author has himsell misun-
derstood his own canonical text.’

There are, however, so many scholars working with Weber’s legacy
that it is hardly possible any longer to annex his scholarship and to
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claim it for obscure purposes. Ideally intellectual history in its initial
phase contributes to cumulative cognitive science.

Looking at the post-paradigmatic world of Weber studies we can
note the divergence between a German Weberology that is con-
textualist and an Anglo-Saxon tradition that is presentist. This di-
vergence is itsell a product of a dilferential seminar practice.

Accordingly recent German Weberology has increased the knowl-
edge of various aspects of Webers scholarship. In part this is driven
by the elusive goal of discovering the thematic unity within Weber’s
ceuvre (Schluchter, Hennis, Tenbruck).” In part, as in the Mommsen
& Osterhammel-reader Max Weber and his Contemporaries (1987), it
displays an ideographic mastery in covering the most varied aspects
of Webers scholarship and tends towards a restoration of a German
Kultur-orientation. This is not all wrong, for instance Weber’s stress
on cultural values as points of view (ultimate or “top” values) has
very deep roots. The contextual time horizon should preferably tran-
scend the proximite neo-Kantian influences and be brought back at
least to Enlightenment in its German guise. However, the Germans
are prone to overlook the new elements Weber contributes to the
German setting, with its traditional historicist hegemony and Hegelian
idealist legacy. Many learned discussions about “Weber and...” ap-
pear as in a strange way lacking in perspective, almost appearing as
a l'art pour I'art-contextualism. Reducing Weber to his roots and
context appears as exaggerated. After all Weber was not fully assimi-
lated in his own days and transcends the very time-horizon which
the retrospectivists (or “presentists”) tend to overlook.

The Anglo-Saxons by contrast have enormous blind spots due to
their lack of knowledge of the German language and history; in many
cases rather unaware, moreover, of the intellectual setting [or We-
bers intellectual performance. This promotes a bold textualist or
retrospective (presentist) approach, rather than a contextualist or
historicist one. There is a strong tendency to pass verdicts on Weber
or to apply him from modern vantage points.*

While the Anglo-Saxons in general are more retrospectively in-
clined and motivated by utility, the Germans — as a general judge-
ment — tend to be too contextual, unable to transcend the original
German context, risking to neglect Weber’s role as a link between
past and present.
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It appears sensible to me to place Weber in a context [rom the
retrospective interest of the pursuit of social science. Making We-
ber’s methodology an object for the history of ideas, social science
doctrines, might appear as an almost paradoxical approach. In the
case of Weber this is the most appropriate way to catch his signili-
cance. His role as a dutiful and receptive commentator on his con-
temporaries makes for that. I have pleaded that the wtility of the
classics rests not so much with their immediate applicability, as with
their role for our sense of identity. The role of the classics is limited
- but indispensable. It is for the historian of social doctrines a sort of
self-destruction to deny the applicability of the classics, a sacrifice
in the name of science, “walking out on a limb” in reducing the
relevance and scope of ones own undertaking.

Webers lack of relevance today

Weber had no notion of a modern welfare state and would probably
have been astonished by today’s egalitarian mass-democracies, as
Edward Shils reminds us (1987: pp. 554 and 565). He had a sceptic
attitude to modern mass democracy, yet pioneered the transformation
in Germany from a Machtstaat to a Volksstaat. Although Webers elitism
is cognitively adequate (compare Robert Dahls “polyarchy”-concept),
it still today appears as exaggerated considering the immense change
in the distribution system brought about by modern mass democracy.
Voters are certainly still manipulated — in big nations by competing
elites — but the shift of emphasis in taxation [rom consumption goods
to income as well as the more and more (in a longer time-span, |
overlook the debate on the most recent development) egalitarian
allocation of material values in Western societies could hardly be
explained otherwise than with the breakthrough of mass-democracy
and elfective government. A certain grey mediocrity is the price we
pay for this peaceful transformation, when the passions over basic
political issues gradually are replaced by practical considerations of
amore routinized character. In modern Sweden, as the most extreme
case, the whole constitution is totally changed alter decades of
parliamentary committees, almost without public debate, while
elections focus on details of social reforms, like VAT-rates and the
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“fair” taxation of retired people — although passions might still arise
over environmental issues Weber could not possibly have foreseen.
Weber was focusing on more burning fundamental matters of nation-
building.

Nor did Weber foresee the options for mass-manipulation inher-
ent in modern techniques of mass communication. He died before
Goebbels’s theatrical mass rallies and FDR:s fireside chats. The Carl
Schmitt dimension is significant albeit the infrastructure for
plebiscitary practice by means of mass communication is on an-
other magnitude than Weber could foresee.

Weber must be reconsidered, adjusted and mended in order to
become useful in modern applications, even if some of his general
considerations about participation vs efficiency, as well as his dark
vision of ever growing institutionalization and routinization — only
interrupted by occasional charismatic eruptions — still appear as ba-
sically viable as a diagnosis of Western civilization. One might say
that Weber is outdated in many respects, although less refuted than
Marx. Recent events in Eastern and continental Europe could even
be seen as a confirmation of Weber’s basic notion of bureaucratic
socialism as damaging to the viable innovative and productive forces
in society.

Weber does not write anything about the “Third World”. For in-
stance in his wide-ranging studies on the Indian religions he hardly
even find the British colonization worth mentioning. Weber’s con-
cept of imperialism focused on the impact of imperialism in Ger-
man domestic politics and its effects on the relations between the
dominating European world powers. The hegemony of European
civilization is something Weber had few incitements to question.

Yet, as an outmoded character (a label applied to him by his brother
Alfred) Weber is surprisingly alive.

Webers concepts are rarely of immediate applicability. Further-
more, the classics are maybe not needed to provide guidance in or-
der to explain phenomena in modern society. Curiosity and scien-
tific criteria are more urgent. Ccrluinly, however, the classics have at
least an indispensable mediating role to fill in the cumulative proc-
ess of science. Institutionalization of a research tradition allows for a
more intense focusing, simply more powerful, than any single intel-
lectual hero could manage. The role ol the hero, the myth, is to serve
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as a cohesive factor in such a process. Weber has been a more popu-
lar victim for this retrospective penetration than any other classic,
except for Marx.”

Webers relevance today — after all

Historically Weber has had several applications.® Considering all the
lacunas in Weber’s work his prevailing and astonishing relevance to
present-day European alfairs is surprising, even if the peculiar German
background - delayed nation-building as well as modernization of
the governmental system — is ever present in Weber. Part of the
explanation is that 1989 (dic Wende) meant a return to the situation
before 1914 and even back to 1848; the peculiarities of German
history being at the core of various European scenarios.

We have noted the vivid Japanese engagement with Weberian schol-
arship. Weber is, moreover, also now being translated to Chinese,
although the study of Weber in China now experiences a backlash
because of repression, Weber being labelled an Unrubhstifter (subver-
sive character) by the ruling elite (according to personal conversation
with Mrs Wang, Webers Chinese translator, in Munich in 1989).

Even in developmental research Weber attracts interest. His con-
cept of Western rationality is naturally intriguing to nations in a
position to avoid mistakes made by the most advanced Western so-
cieties. Weber could thus because of the contribution ol his com-
parative studies to the enlightenment ol Occidental uniqueness gain
arelevance today as a point of reference to the ongoing nation-build-
ing in Africa and Latin America. Weber’s concept of legitimacy is
here in focus, as well as the dichotomy traditional vs modern, and
the Tonnies-distinction between Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft. Also
Weber’s East of Elbe-studies have a general signilicance for nation-
building, with regard to conllicts between national values and eco-
nomic self-interest of the ruling class.

Still, any attempt to utilize Weber in order to build a “good gov-
ernment” is un-Weberian, at odds with Webers dark vision ol a
routinized and bureaucratized modern world, without any attrac-
tive alternatives — but pre-Enlightenment Romanticism, reactions in
vain. Weber is not a prophet.
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There is a tendency that German alfairs — intellectually as well as
politically — almost automatically touch upon the world as a whole.
German universities were models for many institutions, in the New
World especially, when the “1848rs” escaped over the ocean, fol-
lowed by the 1919 and 1933 and 1938 waves. The peculiarities of
Germany has a wide bearing on universal scholarly life, as an almost
tacit dimension. In the case of the University of Chicago these con-
tacts are frequent and the Verein fir Sozialpolitik (social policy asso-
ciation) contributed to a more “state-friendly” attitude than natu-
rally tuned in with the general American creed, of Spencerian So-
cial-Darwinism.

German state inspired nation-building with its strong patrimonial
elements might be a better (more realistic one) paradigm than the
more alien ones of liberal utilitarianism. In his East of Elbe-studies,
on the rural labour force and its composition, Weber studies the
elfects on a national economy of foreign competition, as well as the
tensions between class structure and national common interest, in a
way that actually could guide normative political action. In the East
the German so called Sonderweg in fact might provide a viable model.

The paradoxical and wide interest in Weber is not quite as sur-
prising as one at first glance would be inclined to believe, although
any interpretation of Weber neglecting the importance of deutscher
Sonderweg to the proper interpretation of Weber’s authentic thought
is adventurous, again obscuring the genuine image of Weber. Just as
merely utilizing the classics somehow make them superfluous, merely
interpreting Weber’s texts exegetically simply won't sulfice either.
The contextual approach is basic for a genuine understanding of
what the classic tried to articulate. It helps us to avoid mixing up the
genuine positions of the classics with the mended and modernized
versions in trade. Application interest is quite legitimate but might
cause a deformation of the classic authors, when we try to extend
them beyond their own scope or tell them what they ought to have
meant .

It seems that Weber has something to say to everyone. Just like
his exclusive focus on Western uniqueness, only approaching the
rest of the world for the sake of historical comparison and negative
supportive evidence, in the vein of John Stuart Mill (the canons ol
induction) paradoxically might attract present day “Third world”-
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research, his focus on the long trend secularization process also para-
doxically implies the “other side of the coin”, emphasizing the im-
mense importance of religion in the human history and placing Weber
within a Judaic-Christian tradition.

Webers scepticism to Marxian claims likewise could be conceived
as an incorporation of the Marxists in the scientific cumulative proc-
ess.

Weber and modernity

Webers substantial studies focus upon the most significant and
puzzling phenomenon in world history. How could tiny and frag-
mented Europe, a mosquito on the nose of the Asiatic giant, in such
a short period of time rise to total world dominance? Considering
the recurrent European civil and religious wars as well as repeated
invasions from East and South this is truly puzzling. The growth of
calculability and a rationalized order in ever more spheres promotes
the breakthrough of modern capitalism. Weber’s answer in ascribing
the peculiar and unintended innerworldly rationality of the Protestant
ethic a central role is no final answer. Behind the Protestant attitude
similar dedications to systematic ways of life, treating in elfect time
as a scarce product, had occurred already in Ancient Judaism.

Any attempt at scrutinizing the nature and causes of moderniza-
tion calls for Weber. The unintentional innerworldly effects of the
Protestants otherworldly rationality could cause some pessimism
concerning the possibilities to plan any breakthrough to a society of
alfluent mass consumption and mass production, while on the other
hand, again, Prussia-dominated Germany a century ago in fact was
in a situation not without clear parallels with some so called NIC-
countries (or would be NIC-countries) today, the state having a role
in promoting development “from above”, in drawing on previous
experiences (this is not only a theme among the German national
economists in Webers days, already Friedrich List had pioneered
this approach, long before the public sector research among the “so-
cialists of the chair” in Verein). Russia today might profit from a com-
parative Weberian analysis, comparing it with the breakthrough situ-
ations in Western countries.
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An interesting counterfactual hypothesis is what would have hap-
pened in case China had by bureaucratic initiative managed to pio-
neer capitalism. In such a case Weber would have been forced to
relormulate his problem.

Without getting lost in this vast debate we might note that unde-
veloped young nations might have good and varied reasons for an
interest in Weber’s thought, maybe even only to avoid some sinister
elfects — like lost sense of community (Gemeinschaft), etc. — of West-
ern utilitarianism and market society.

[t is by no means necessary to be tuned in with Weber’s dark
visions in order to find his intellectual craftsmanship elucidating
and challenging, paradoxically demonstrated by Marcuse’s love-ha-
tred syndrome towards Weber in Heidelberg 1964 (see Stammer
ed.).

Weber responded to external stimuli in the way he proceeded
with his work. This is one main reason why he is not a genuine
classic with an ceuvre the structure of which could be easily sub-
sumed under one principle. However, the “Zwischenbetrachtung”
essay is enlightening with regard to his comparative studies of the
great world religions and the “Objectivity” essay illuminates his meth-
odological creed, as does of course also his public lecture “Science
as a calling” from 1917. The persisting interest in the interpretation
of Webers thought is due to his relevance for the diagnosis of Mo-
dernity, disenchanted science [ailing to replace religion as the source
of meaning and throwing us into the dilemma of (moral) choice or
the lethargy of nihilism. Jaspers has written that “After Nietzsche,
man had found, at any rate up to now, his last and definite personi-
fication in Max Weber” (Jaspers, 2nd ed 1958: p. 88, here quoted
alter Mommsen 1989: p. 170). On a very general level one might
agree with Hennis’s thesis — as well as Parsons’s (see lor instance
Schluchters eulogy at the funeral of Parsons 1979) — that the con-
cern with the human predicament is Webers central concern. This,
however, does not sulficiently clarify Weber’s role for social science
doctrine and is thus misleading for any scientific evaluation of We-
bers paradigmatic contribution.

Webers “value-aspect-choice-methodology” reflects the general
philosophical predicament of Modernity. Method can also be put
into context and studied as an object in the history of ideas. This is
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to be understood as an attempt to find orientation and understand —
and relativize — the predicament of the discipline or rather tradition
within which one’s work is to be pursued and assimilated, as a chain
in the explanatory endeavour as a whole. That the social sciences
today tend to lose their “hard core” (Lakatos’s term) and to be canni-
balized by their empirical pendants (specialities) or economics
(Udéhn 1996) is probably a symptom of premature closure in the
name of hypothetical-deductive method as the one and only correct
method. In actuality the options are obviously more mixed, as al-
ready noted by Weber. There is no reason to denounce unity of sci-
ence and the possibility in principle of standard positions in the
philosophy of social science, but it would be an illusion to mistake
this eventual option for actual reality, which is certainly more scat-
tered, due to a lack of interrelated and integrated discourse.”

Behind the various reactions to Weber we encounter, again, dil-
ferent conceptions of Enlightenment. Modernity is conceived in dil-
ferent ways depending on how one evaluates Enlightenment. The
transformation in Occidental mind brought about by Enlightenment
appears as a genuine Weichenstellung, switch-point, in the history of
ideas, although the process is a gradual one. Humans replace God as
the masters of their destiny, as Jell. Alexander expressed it (1989: p.
74). For primitive Man God was ever present in everyday life, while
the Medieval Man tried to find out his intentions and directives.
“Once God directed man, now man chooses his Gods” (Alexander,
Op. cit.: p. 79). Today’s innerworldly mastery of a secular society
might rather bring us in conflict with natural environment than with
God.

The problem of theodicy and meaning remains an issue despite
the optimism about scientific progress reflected in the mixed ideo-
logical and cognitive scientific claims ol liberals as well as Marxists.

As reflected in for instance Jurgen Kocka and Detlel Peukert (1991)
there is a more humanistic idealistic conception of modern post-
Enlightenment, carrying on Condorcets idea of progress into new
applications, like in the case of Habermass normative consensus
through communicative competence. This cultural idealist progres-
sivism has, in common with American neo-Straussians, like Robert
Eden (1984), the hope of a successful discourse in ethics, as a way
to come to grips with the nihilist dilemma. As Horst Baier (1987)
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notes, the Europeans are more apt to assimilate Nietzschean
(Weberian) Modernity, in accepting the tragic stalemate between
ultimate values as an inescapable tragedy of all attempts at political
ethics.” Weber’s Freiburger Antrittsrede could be read as a Nietzschean
argument for political modernization and “education”, something
pre-Enlightenment neo-Straussians, neo-Aristotelians (MacIntyre,
Bloom), as well as (value) philosophical Weberians ought to be able
to agree upon, albeit with very different verdicts. “Philosophical
Weberianism”, i.e. neo- Kantianism, is methodologically refining the
existentialist dilemma of choice and responsibility, what Horst Baier
refers to as “the long shadow of the dead God™ (1982) or “der Schatten
Nietzsches tiber Webers Wissenschaltslehre” (1987: p. 433). In the
modern nihilist tradition (Axel Hagerstrom and various modes of
legal realism) one cannot possibly ascribe any (eventual) cognitive
value to “moral force”, “good” or “bad”. Weber’s scientific value-rela-
tivism, as a more radical non-cognitive form of value-ontology than
Kelsen’s legal positivism (parallel to the Finnish anthropologist
Westermarck and Hagerstrom) is not an enchanting position — it is
simply difficult to escape. Value-positions seem to rely on self-evi-
dence, an act of faith, not shared by modern social science, a realiza-
tion that in its infancy caused Weber and his colleagues much ago-
nizing.”

When underpinning my own “value-nihilist” interpretation of
Weber as a “Nietzschean” methodologist it is thus neither as decline
or progress, rather it is conceived of as a phase in a process of de-
mystification, secularization, the meaning of which we have to come
to terms with ourselves.

Weber and secularization

In“Vorbemerkung”, “Einleitung”, as well as in “Zwischenbetrachtung”
we find supportive evidence of Weber as a manifestation of a long
trend of secularization, of which his value-aspect-methodology is
an expression in a strategic sector of societal development. Weber
carries straws to the same stack as Machiavelli, Samuel Pufendorf,
Bentham and Gunnar Myrdal, just to mention a few important
scholars. In Machiavellis instrumental manual for statecralt we see
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the rational economic actor emerging as a paradigm. Pufendor(s main
effort is to bring about a mode of analyzing civil society in a way that
accommodates various religious denominations, in the wake ol the
30 Years War. Bentham characterizes natural law thinking as “non-
sense on stilts”. Myrdal pleads for “significant” but explicit value
points of departure.

The above mentioned key-texts from Webers sociology of reli-
gion, frequently referred to in the modern Gesamtdeutungs-debate,
are written “on the level of wisdom”, i.e. Weber on a meta-level
reflecting upon the context in which his comparative sociology of
religion, his substantial main work, is to be understood.

In “Vorbemerkung” Weber explicitly refers to Machiavelli, in con-
templating why Occidental rationalism takes a more fatal course
than for instance Indian, evidently with Kautilya and his Artashastra
in mind. It is noteworthy that Weber immediately mentions rational
concept formation as a central instance of uniqueness, in this root-
centred context referring to Aristotelian systematics.

The theodicy-problem is discussed at length in “Einleitung”. Re-
ferring to Nietzsche Weber develops an almost “functional” view on
religion and society, in scrutinizing material and ideal interests in
terms of religious rationalism and its relation to rationalization of
practical life. Confucianism, for instance, appears just as anti meta-
physical and utilitarian as even Bentham’ system, nevertheless dis-
tinctly different. When religious sublimation takes the form of me-
thodical application of practical rationality, calculating the appro-
priate means for instrumental action, the Take-off to Occidental
Modernity results. "

As long as asceticism and contemplation merely remains in the
realm of methodical abstraction without practical application it has
no such innerwordly consequences, as compared with when the as-
cetic Protestant started to make the world the object for his accumu-
lation of salvation — and mundane — “credentials”.

The alfinity between Webers methodological enterprise and his
meta-reflections about his own work is strong, even striking. His
methodology certainly has a role in the societal change he studies.
Weber is thus in a way part ol his own object, secularization and
world-mastery, through systematic rationality systematic, methodische
Lebensfihrung and Zweckrationalitat."”
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In discussing the gradual secularization of meaning Weber notes
that empirical research, even natural science, is less a threat to religi-
osity than philosophy, especially to the ascetic Protestant. However,
as soon as the rational process of cognitive science brings about the
full secularization and demystification of the world, so transforming
it more to a causal mechanism rather than an arena of wonders,
miracles, revelations, the tension between the mundane and secular
autitude, on the one hand, and the religious ethics of the world as a
rule of God, on the other hand, becomes apparent. Calculating cog-
nitive science as such is not promoting a meaning-oriented mode of
thought. Religion is more and more identified with the diminishing
sphere of the irrational and supernatural (GARS I: p. 564, in
“Zwischenbetrachtung”™).

This is hardly the place to scrutinize closely the Stufen von Welt-
ablehnung and predestination as the link between innerworldly and
otherworldly rationality. But the open-ended nature of Weber’s value-
aspect-choice methodology (the “norm-sender problem”, as Bruun
writes, 1972: p. 93 et passim) needs to be noted and is only partly
answered by Weber in his “Zwischenbetrachtung”, and its concluding
subsections on the changing attitudes to death and culture. The mean-
inglessness of death in modern time-conscious fully secularized soci-
ety is in sharp contrast to the natural sense of fullilment of Abraham,
or any other primitive farmer with a strong sense of belonging to the
cycle of nature. Death is natural recycling, il it does not occur acci-
dentally or prematurely, while to the Kulturmensch it is rather accentu-
ated meaninglessness, as a reflection of the increased problem of mean-
ing ol life itself, questions with no answers, in anti-meta-physical
Modernity. We are stuck with the anguish ol the existentialist,
“Nietzschean” or “Kierkegaardian”, dilemma on which ever refined
methods of instrumental science have no bearing,

Understanding Weber

It takes time to assimilate Weber, as a — on the methodological level
— non-paradigmatic (or multi-paradigmatic) classic. As Collins
observes (1974: p.147), in important respects we have not yet gone
beyond the classics, rather similar to the Renaissance-scholar
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rediscovering the Greeks. The basic alternatives ol history vs theory
are at least in effect not reconciliated with each other. We are thus to
quite an extent continuing an old debate between the alternatives ol
Leopold von Ranke vs Auguste Comte, or Gustav von Schmoller vs
Carl Menger. Extreme caution of interpretation is required, however,
in order to re-establish lost links, instead ol extending the classics
way ahead of their possible scope.

That we should avoid Scylla as well as Charybdis might appear as
a very feeble and anaemic conclusion. But the serious Weber discus-
sion is better served by nuancing than launching intriguing sugges-
tions, simplifying our image of Weber. Cleaning up in the chaos of
paradigmatically flawed conceptions is merely a first step in the di-
rection of a full and diversilied reception of Weber. Realizing when
interpretations become extensions marks another step.

Weber connects past and present. As a social and methodological
thinker at the polemical cross-roads he has many predecessors as
well as followers. The creative interpretations as well as the ultimate
interpretations both are erroneous. The tensions Weber had to react
on still prevails and Weber’ role was to promote the debate between
history and theory to a higher level of scientific rigour, without find-
ing the final solution — which does not exist, in the infinite process
of learning. The basic paradigmatic divides in pre-paradigmatic so-
cial science are pretty much the same today as two hundred years
ago.

Weber, moreover, also connects, in effect, the Anglo-Saxon and
German intellectual worlds. The role of neo-Kantianism to quite some
extent is to adapt Baconian and Humean notions to historicist Ger-
many. It appears as erroneous that Weber performs this mediating
function without being much of a philosophic mind and probably
with a limited acquaintance with Hume5 texts. As world champions
in history writing the Germans are no great pioneers in theory and
calculating reason. These elements of Enlightenment — embryonic
already in the Renaissance — are only slowly integrated into the ide-
alist and romantic realm of German scholarship. In doing this medi-
ating elfort, Weber naturally speaks his mothers tongue, in order to
(or so it works, anyway) be understood by his fellow countrymen.
This, however, is only one aspect of Weber’s work. Regarding Weber
as a crude Germanization of Anglo-Saxon innovations would of
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course leave us with a very partial understanding of his work. The
German development followed its own course and the process of
secularization was delayed, owing to the strong romantic creed that
went with nation-building, delayed because ol the 30-years war.
However, England, as a related country with a different history, ap-
peared as an interesting model to relate to, although with a certain
ambiguity. This is also rellected in Webers response to the Methoden-
streit.

Weber is more to be understood with Kant and Nietzsche than
Marx in mind. Although Weber is by no means cut off from Marxian
currents in the way he seemingly is without links to Durkheim it is
nevertheless a cul-de-sac to dwell in the Weber-Marx-juxtaposition
industry, as | call it (Elizeson 1986). Marx, no matter his theoretical
contributions to the understanding of the development of capital-
ism, belonged to a pre-neo-Kantian generation with all the Hegelian
ballast prevailing in his epistemological luggage, precisely those
impediments Weber jettisoned. Marx, moreover, only wrote a dozen
of pages on methodology, in “Einleitung zur Kritik der politischen
Okonomie”, a tiny basis for the endless dogmatic exegesis to follow
among later disciples. Marx simply appears as old fashioned in com-
parison, with an obsolete view on concept formation. For political
ideological reasons Marx’s theoretical accomplishments were only
slowly assimilated within the body of scientific knowledge, espe-
cially slow in social Darwinist America. Mostly Marx has been mar-
keted as a “package-deal”, while Weber is utilized more eclectically.
Dahrendorf (1987: p. 574) is probably right in suggesting that the
eclectic use of Weber has proved more successful than dogmatic and
totalizing ones (speaking about the modern Weberians as “happy
epigones”).

Weber as a “conjectural” and “middle-range” analyst of political
lite, modified or not, is doomed to become increasingly irrelevant,
although — in contrast — his emphasis on routinization and bureau-
cratization will have a general relevance ol persisting character.
Moreover, the persistence of old forces in history will make Weber’s
analyses fertile for a considerable time.

We cannot foresee the future of Weber’s methodology. Weber’s
multidimensionality is not hard to relativize historically — put into
context —as we have tried, but it would be an inappropriate form of
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neo-Hegelianism to believe that Webers incomplete and in some
respects already transcended rational teleological “pluralistic” — or
“perspectivist” — methodology would not become antiquated. It was
a compromise already in its day, a synthesis bringing about a modus
vivendi, between history vs theory — or anti-positivism vs positivism.
However, just like Machiavelli and Hobbes, Weber would still be
one of the most central characters in the history ol social science,
moreover a few basic features certainly still viable, like Zweck-
rationalitdt, ever refined but basically the same notion of calculabil-
ity, instead of magic or mere contemplation as the way to master
reality.

In Machiavellis world of virtue and fortuna scientific explanation
was most embryonic — but — the stress on calculability renders his
statecraft a new dimension as a useful manual for the power game of
politics. To Hobbes the world as a whole was a proper realm for
deductive unilied science, thus leaving God with an essential func-
tion only in context of justification, a marginal honorary position,
suitable for the balance of powers between faith and knowledge in
early Enlightenment."

The main reason for Webers prevalence is that he fought a battle
which has to be continuously re-fought. Uncompromising search
for scientific — anti metaphysical, secular — truth is constantly under
siege by extramural interests, and moreover the Barbarians are al-
ready inside the walls, as Bloom might put it. Webers persistent
scientific creed, as we meet it already at the turn of the century and
later in several essays until the peripeti in the late twin-lectures, is
the hard kernel in his contribution to posterity. Webers break with
historicism is very tender and unostentatious, rather offering his hand
to those lagging behind, not “slamming the door”. Weber did, how-
ever, as we recall, once slam the door, at the legendary Werturteils-
diskussion in the Verein fir Sozialpolitik. As an illustration to what
was close (o his heart. Although a passionate man Weber was other-
wise able to control himsell [rom such outbursts.
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Notes

I The various attempts to find some sort of unilying principle in Weber’s
work are, moreover, chimeras. Even if we were fairly convinced about
which extrascientific ultimate intentions Weber had, in terms of Lebens-
fihrung, Erziehung, or whatever “secret love” we might find, it would still
only — in contrast to Henniss alleged aspirations — serve as a sort of
fallible vehicle for extrapolation, in rendering his work more coherent
and wholesome than Weber did himself.

Mommsen, again, incarnates the agony of the German debate on
Weber, on the one hand acknowledging the evolutionary character of
Webers work, reflecting changing positions over time, and still continuing
to build, on the other hand, models for two dimensions of social chance
in Webers universal historical sociological conception. He thus remains
a participant in the Gesamtdeutungs-debate we ought to transcend.

In the case of Tenbruck the same predicament is reflected. Even if
Tenbruck has triggered off the major recent debates on Webers
methodology since 1959, incidentally the year of also Mommsen’s re-
evaluation of Weber [rom a good liberal to an instrumental nationalist,
he was haunted by a search for the lost foundations - or lost continuity -
ol German cultural science. In line with the spiritual manifestations of
deutscher Sonderweg Tenbruck is apt to stress the historicist elements in
Weber, who is not regarded as a sociologist. Obsolete as it might be, it
still is evidently well tuned in with a deep and viable streak in German
social thought, since this basic historicist revival of sort is something he
shares with his domestic intellectual opponents, otherwise confronting
each other.

Both Wagner & Zipprian (1985) as well as Hennis (1985) want to
save the historicist element. Wagner & Zipprian in criticizing Tenbruck
stll regard historicism as a secular current, understood more as a part of
than reaction against the Enlightenment, as its self-reflection.

It is a recurring observation that we find something in common to
all diverse German receptions of Weber, basically to characterize as a
spiritual reflection of deutscher Sonderweg, in a sense imprinted by pre-
Weberian positions. This is reflected in Wagner & Zipprian, Tenbruck,
Hennis and Mommsen.

Hennis as a “Straussian” i1s not really prone to see the problem of
Enlightenment demystilication shifting the burden and responsibility of
choice from God to man, the polytheistic dilemma of which also Webers
nco-Kantian methodology could be seen as a reflection, a methodology
which Hennis prefers to ignore, in favour of a unitarian refoundation of
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a firm human meaning. | cannot refute Henniss interpretation, merely
countervail it from the presuppositions of post-Enlightenment concern
for the scientific endeavour, no matter how primitive that might be in
the realm of social science. Hennis might cast light upon Webers
extrascientific concerns but abstains from dealing with the methodological
consequences of Weber’s “nihilism”, as Strauss would put it; in this respect
he represents a reaction to Modernity.

All these voices in the debate contribute to clarifications and
expansion of Weber-scholarship. Tenbruck has once and for all brought
about a shift of emphasis from WuG to GARS. Wagner & Zipprian have
revealed Webers shortcomings — or more specifically Rickert’s short-
comings as a mentor to Weber — in the light of modern epistemology.
Hennis —as well as Scall — has brought our attentions to for long neglected
manuscripts in Webers intellectual quarry, on “Weber als Erzieher”, the
title of a lecture originally delivered by Hennis at Wissenschaftskolleg in
Berlin in 1988. To anticipate misunderstandings, Tenbruck does not
defend the posthumous constructions of GAW and WuG, as well as GARS.
As a non member of the MWG-crew he was the “alligator in the pond™.
However, Riesebrodt (1980) has published some critical remarks on
crucial matters of dating Webers contributions, with some bearing upon
the Tenbruckian “idealist” interpretation, in effect paradoxically close to
Lukécss, according to Riesebrodt (1980: p. 123). It is erroneous if modern
German Weberology should be persistently lingering in pre-Weberian
and pre-neo-Kantian modes of metaphysics, still in the shadows of delayed
Enlightenment and delayed nation-building, focusing on the concept of
culture in an almost nostalgic manner.

2 Which [ have, again, demonstrated in a few prominent cases, like Parsons
and Schutz.

3 The revival of a New German Weberology has generated several fascinating
studies on various aspects of Webers scholarship, to the benefit of the
whole scientific community. These studies are, however, continuing the
tradition ol a scattered Weber-image, but now rather in the form of
competing final conceptions of Weber’s unilying basic meaning, than in
the form of methodological paradigms. From an erroneous and really
outdated ambition they still contribute to the promotion of Weberology,
increasing our knowledge of various aspects of Webers scholarship,
although in search for the ever elusive thematic unity. Weber can no
longer be hijacked by paradigmatic “imperialists”, thanks to the develop-
ment of German scholarship on most aspects of Webers work.

One might say that the image of Weber is simply gradually diversified,
in the ever ongoing Weber-renaissance, although — with few exceptions
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—reliable handbooks tend to be hard to accomplish. The new Weberology
is flawed by its pre-Weberian Drang nach Wertung, frantic chase for finally
finding the firm Archimedian point, so in contrast to the infinite regress
ol the scientific endeavour which Weber envisages and which is also valid
for the study of social science doctrines. “Moving horizons” might give
us new insights about also the intrinsic aspect of the classic, which is
part of the explanation to why we have a changing market for the classics,
Marx sometimes being “in”, de Tocqueville later becoming a la mode,
ete. Thisis a very risky predicament, creating the danger of the classic as
being captured as helmet man for various ornamental purposes.

Instead of being motivated by their own urge for an authority to
build on, after all its being more and more clear that Weber no matter his
greatness does not match or endorse their accomplishments, modern
Weber scholars are now for various reasons haunted by the strong in-
clination to achieve coherence. This flight from ambiguity might generate
more and more profound interpretations, although erroneous in so far
they reach for something which is hardly ever to be caught, the tacit key
to reveal the whole of Weber's work. As all true classics — and Weber’s
work not being a genuine paradigmatic, innovative, classic is paradoxically
part of his status as a classic, reflecting the immarure but maybe slowly
maturing social science — Weber remains an enigmatic and elusive figure.

4 This goes especially for Runciman and the “Californians”. For those having
the starting-point in substantial sociology this is not necessarily a doomed
approach. Classics might be interpreted (reinterpreted) for various
purposes. Problems arise in the case of conllicting interpretations of what
they actually meant. I have merely tried to imply the problems in Webers
Vienna-lecture “On Socialism”; so vehemently attacked by Marcuse in
Heidelberg in 1964. Weber as a non-Utopian prophet gains in credibility
when Eastern economies go into bankruptey; his writings on Russia in
carly century again becoming “hot stuff”(published in MWG in 1989).

5 This cohesive role of the classics is a main point in Alexander (1987).

6 We have studied his role as a basic classic — authentic or not — of Parsons'’s
structural functionalism, Lazarsfelds & Oberschalls survey techniques
and Schutzs phenomenology. We have further mentioned his role as a
modern mentor, in recent years even an inspiration for Habermass
communication theory (Habermas 1984).

Weber has, moreover, been the starting point for Giddenss class
analysis and he has exercized a decisive influence on Morgenthau’s power
realism, Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge, Norbert Elias’s cultural
evolutionism, as well as Edward Shilss studies on institutionalization,
not to forget H U Wehlers history of the second Reich or Bellah's studies

34



A PReSENT-DAY CLAsSIC? INTERPRETING MAX WEBER

on Japanese religious norms, Merton’s “middle range theorizing” or Do-
nald Levines studies on Ethiopian rationality (the Amhara people). These
are still merely only further examples of Webers influence, in addition to
being the path-breaker for the dominating scientific value relativism as
developed by Arnold Brecht. Some of these efforts are indeed made as a
supplement to, rather than merely application, of Weber. He had no really
elaborated , manifest, notion of either nation or society, concepts he takes
for granted in his construction of ever more complex societal structures
from the basic unit of social action.

7 Viewing social science as merely a “language-game” in the vein of Donald
Davidson (1980) would not be helpful to the advancement of cumulative
discourse from this juvenile predicament, rather it would have the
character of pouring petrol instead of water over a threatening fire. Both
the proponents of instrumental applied science — what Weber would call
Zweckrationalitat and 1 have called normative empirical theory, an in itself
perfectly legitimate undertaking — in the name of “social interest”, etc., as
well as the proponents of methodological anarchy and unreflected
pluralism are therefore in a way threats to the balanced process of the
pursuit of learning and growth of instrumental well-tested knowledge,
in which basic research and reflection on fundamentals still appear seminal
to more conjectural applications.

8 We could speak of Robert Eden (1984) vs the Germans, including the
normative liberal Mommsen. Nietzsche has bad ideological connotations
which is almost disastrous to his image in the USA, with the natural law
inclination still prevalent there. See Baier’s comments on this topic (1982,
1985 and 1987). American neo-Straussians typically are ascribing the
Nietzschean elements in Weber an inappropriate moral dimension, since
the very a -moral and nihilist character of post-Enlightenment polytheism
is exactly the predicament we have to learn to accept and to live with.

9 To me it has been a striking experience that so many criticize Weber’s
alleged “nihilism”, or try to dismantle these tenets in his body of ideas.
Instead, I like to defend the nihilist interpretation as the only truly viable,
from a scientilic aspect, taking it seriously and accepting it as the
predicament we have to live with, as the typical condition of post-
Enlightenment Modernity. See also Aron (1957), in his comments upon
Strausss views on Weber. Further, see also the Sadri-brothers’ contribution
in IJPCS (1988).

The example of Axel Hagerstrom’s reception in Sweden ol course
demonstrates some seamy sides of philosophical nihilism, top-heavy state
and welfare bureaucracy thriving from a sort of empty state mysticism,
almost an antipode to American extreme individualism, although nothing
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prevents a combination of philosophical nihilism, understood as negative
value-ontology, and subjective natural law, as a deliberately chosen
standpoint, in matters of individual property rights, etc. The seamy side
ol empty state-utility (or collective utility) replacing objective norms based
in natural law does not follow from Hagerstrom’s nihilism as such. It was
merely one alternative to fill the vacuum, that appeared as natural to
some of his followers, like the law-scholar W, Lundstedt, whose ideas
provide the basis for the so called “functional socialism” of the Swedish
social democrats. Metaphysics return “over the transom”. See Geiger
(1946). Even if it might hurt the consensus-building within the political
community, a privileged position for bourgeois natural law as a basis for
natural rights is simply no longer philosophically tenable and credible,
after Enlightenment — and the modern combination of utilitarianism and
natural law never ceases to astonish me, since historically utilitarian
calculus eroded natural law (Hobbes). Value-nihilism might — just as
well = promote a healthy sceptical tolerance, due to an awareness of the
undemonstrability of ultimate values. The Inquisition belongs to the past,
totalizing any ideas appears as adventurous in the era of Nietzschean
existentialist value plurality, since all value positions are tentative, absolute
values having lost their credibility. They might, however, be replaced by
expanding civilisatory praxis, not to put us back into a pre-Leviathan
state of pure nature. Rapid de-politicization in the West luckily enough
goes hand in hand with demystification of political ideologies. Problems
in political aggregation might emerge, as the basis for the political parties
increasingly appear as anachronistic. On the other hand the fundamental
social tensions in the process of naton-building and political integration,
“mass democratization”, are basically resolved. Ethnic tensions and minor
technicalities of welfare-distribution have taken the place of the more
fatal issues in the destiny of the nation and its constitutional order.

10 With Machiavelli as midwife in our scholarly field. See also Harvey C.
Manslield jr (1979) who evidently shares the interpretation of Machia-
vellias the pioneer of Modernity, although from a “Straussian” perspective.

I'1 The “Calvinist” project, with its rational awareness of “time-management”.

12 Webers letter to Tonnies of 19 February 1909 (in MWG 11/6: p. 63 ¢t
passim) is very explicit on how Weber combines a searching attitude in
matters of personal convictions and the scientific and anti-metaphysical
creed. Weber here makes a very clear demarcation between faith and
science, yet indicates that on the personal level he is neither anti-religious,
nor a-religious, even if he is religiously unmusical (Op. cit.: p. 65).
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MAX WEBER AS A TEXT

o my surprise, | found that | had given this paper a title “Max
Weber as a text”. | cannot exactly remember why I did so. But let
me start to think about it with some demarcations related to the
Weber studies, with some difficulties and experiences in the Weber
interpretations by classilying the arts of textuality. Then I will say a
few words on Weber as a classic in political theory. In the Addendum
[ will illustrate the textual genres with examples from Webers work.
By dealing with Max Weber as a text, I do not mean that Max-
Weber-the-person did not exist. I am by no means a structuralist or
a discourse analyst who denies the existence of the individual.
There is obviously a kind of textbook-Max-Weber. He is a “Ger-
man sociologist, 1864-1920" or a legend present in the innumer-
able memorial narratives from that time (cl. esp. the special Weber
volume of Kalner Zeitschrift fir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie of
1963). Surely Max Weber was a fascinating personality, and this is
part of his reputation as a classic. My point is that this kind ol pre-
liminary view on Webers “lile and work”, whether a raw textbook
variant or a richer and more anecdotic biographical variant, rather
prevents than promotes a close and attentive reading of the texts
written by him. In a problematizing reading of his text we more or
less need to forget our received view on Max-Weber-the-figure in
order to find there something dilferent.
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Closely related to the previous point is that the earlier readings of
Max Weber’s texts not only contribute to the figure of Weber but
also to the construction of the texts themselves. So different the forms
of Weber-reception are, as demonstrated by Sven Eliazson (1982 and
further publications) and others, that 1 think their common effect is
rather to simplify than to diversily the horizons of reading Weber.
Not only the figure of Weber but also the texts themselves have
being canonized in a rather questionable manner.

The next step outside the Weber-of-the-reception is the Weber-
of-the-context. An important move in the Weber scholarship in the
eighties and nineties is to remove Max Weber from the received con-
text of the 20th century Anglo-American academic sociology and to
put him back to his “contemporary contexts”, in plural, of course —
otherwise he would not have been Max Weber (cf. esp. Mommsen
& Osterhammel [eds] 1986). So important this contextualization is
that it seems 1o lose its heuristic value, when comparisons are mul-
tiplied and Weber again appears as only one of the turn-of-the-cen-
tury “German mandarins”. This sort of contextualization comes sur-
prisingly close to the view on Weber held by his contemporaries,
who, according to my opinion, hardly had the patience to read his
texts in detail. They found it difficult to understand that he perhaps
was not only one of them but also something else. A new move
towards contextualization can, in the worst cases, lead to a reading
of Weber, in which his footnotes and allusions to the persons or
formulas of the contemporaries appear as the main point.

By this I do not deny that a contextualizing reading of Weber has
also obvious advantages besides removing something of the ex-post-
wisdoms in the reception literature. This presupposes that the con-
texts thematized and the aspects of Weber-the-text as well as of Weber-
the-person are specilied 1o be sufficiently one-sided or perspectivistic,
in the sense of the Nietzschean-Weberian theory of knowledge. For
example | am waiting with great interest for my friend Woll-Dieter
Narrs yet unpublished writings on “Max Weber und der Wilhelm-
inismus”, trying to understand the both sides in the title with the
other. There surely are typically Wilhelminian traits in the ligure
and even in the thought of Max Weber and the typical phenomena
of the era can be well understood through analyzing its presence in
such an untypical ligure as Max Weber. But the question in which
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respect Weber, exactly, was a Wilhelminian, remains to be discussed
through, above all, close and perspectivistic readings of his text.

The key point in my claim to cast a fresh look to Weber’s texts can
be formulated in the thesis that he is deceiving simple readers, by
intention or not. His texts often are both seemingly familiar and
seemingly modest in relation to the contemporaries — a paradigm is
the introductory paragraph of Soziologische Grundbegriffe (WuG, 1).
Both contemporary and present-day readers of Weber tend to clas-
sify Webers writings too easily in an anachronistic manner, with
categories which would not have been acceptable to Weber himself.
Paradigmatic examples ol obviously misleading readings of Weber
are especially mediated by translations, which appear to be, or at
least have been until the very last ones, systematically erroneous
(Breiner 1996, xv, for example has made translations of his own).
However, the German concepts often have also connotations, which
make the reader link them to some familiar views, although Weber’s
interpretations ol them have an entirely different point.

One of the obvious case is Auslese, which was read by numerous
Weber-scholars as a sign that he was a Social Darwinist. It is only
recently that, due to the work of Wilhelm Hennis (1987), Catherine
Colliot-Thélene (1990) and others, the Freiburg inaugural lecture
Der Nationalstaat und die Volkswirtschaftspolitik (1895) has been
distanciated from this connection. The point is that in order to char-
acterize some of the aspects of the chances of becoming, for exam-
ple, professional politicians, Max Weber borrows a term made popular
by the contemporary Darwinists, but in the context of his anti-natu-
ralistic thinking the concept gains a different significance. How dil-
ferent it was and how important the difference was, remains, of
course, an open question to be answered by detailed studies. The
Weberian figure of unintended consequences does not only concern
the reception but also the chances and their limits in this sort of
borrowing,.

Another example is the formula on the first page of Politik als
Beruf: “Was verstehen wir unter Politik” (MWS Edition, 35). My
point here is not his answer to it but the formulation of the question.
Who are the “we” in Weber’s formula? Is it the actual audience, the
contemporary German politicians, journalists and academic schol-
ars writing on politics or who? In the text, Weber shortly refers to
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some common usages, makes a demarcation concerning them and
then starts to reinterpret the concept. Through the singularity of the
interpretation he moves himsell gradually from an inclusive to an
exclusive “we” (cf. Wilson 1990) and finally it becomes clear that
Weber is using pluralis majestatis: “We, Max Weber...”.

Max Weber had an highly individual style of thinking. Both the
creation or modification of new verbal forms and the reinterpreta-
tion of the meanings of the concepts used by others and borrowed
by Weber himself are distinctive features of his writing. If you have
learnt both the present-day and Weber’s day’s conventional mean-
ings of some concepts, you cannot be sure that you understand
Webers usage of the same concepts, even il there appear to be noth-
ing specific in them. The more important a concept was for Weber,
the more you can be sure that he reinterpreted it for his own pur-
poses and in order to make it suit to his own linguistic profile.

This is not due to some stylistic brilliance. It becomes obvious
when one of Webers central philosophical commitments is taken
into account. Max Weber was, above all, a nominalist, who, so to say,
wanted to purge the whole language of his contemporaries. Ideal-
ists, naturalists, empiricists etc., all of them appeared to Weber to
have in common a tacit assumption that the “things really are” so or
so, even il their interpretations were opposed to each other. Weber’s
whole world-view is opposed to this sort of naive realism or essen-
tialism concerning the concepts and their usage. This did not only
or even mainly mean a Kantian critique of das Ding an sich, although
he sometimes quotes Rickert’s Neo-Kantian views and understands
Wirklichkeit as an analytical borderline concept, to which he refers
not as something knowable but, on the contrary, as something inex-
haustible by any sort of conceptualizations (cl. esp. Roscher und Knies,
15, 35).

More important is the Nietzschean consequence that Weber draws
from this situation. Instead ol imagining that it is possible 1o “ap-
proach the reality” or to detect to it some analogous but coherent
descriptions, or resigning to the skeptical idea of the unknowability
of Wirklichkeit, Weber adopts, following Nietzsche, a perspectivistic
view on the conceptualizations. They are partial, one-sided and tem-
poral constructions concerning some aspects ol Wirklichkeit. The
constructions are formed in order to be replaced by others one day
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or another, and they are all the time competing with each other
without a common measure or a given criterion. The first thing to
understand about concepts is that they cannot be taken “from the
reality” but that they are constructions of the interpreters, who make
use ol them according to their heuristic value. (For the problematic
cl. esp. Objektivitat).

Itis from this viewpoint of a constructionist nominalism that Weber
always wants to start alresh, while at the same time making use ol
the vocabularies created by others. He probably underestimated the
situation, bearing in mind how radically he reinterprets the con-
cepts by the very move of borrowing them and recontextualizing
them into his own thinking. This holds, for example, some Marxian
concepts which he uses as ideal-typical constructions and takes away
e.g. their links to evolutionistic philosophy of history. Still, already
in the Freiburger Antrittsrede Weber denied that there could be some-
thing like “economic Weltanschauung™ and sees himself more or less
in opposition to the whole cralt, most often turning the same argu-
ments against the opposed parties in a controversy.

To speak of Max-Webcr-as-text refers to an assumption that he
had formed an inimitable profile of both thinking and writing, which
takes him outside all the academic and other sorts of parties. He
experienced the world in which he lived as radically contingent,
both foundationless and without salvation. His whole political, aca-
demic and philosophical project is linked to this Entzauberung der
Welt in the wider meaning of the concept (to be found especially in
Wissenschaft als Beruf). This does not mean any resignation or pessi-
mism but serves as a starting point both for action and for the analy-
sis of those religious and quasi-religious projects in which the ad-
herents believed to some foundations or solutions. He was not wor-
ried about the lack of order but about the tendencies to return to the
kind of monolithic orders which he had encountered in ancient cul-
tures (cl. Agrarverhaltnisse).

This is, according to my perspectivistic interpretation, also a rea-
son for treating Webers writings, to a certain extent, as a single text.
This reading emphasizes the opposition of Weber to his contempo-
raries, predecessors and later thinkers. The single Max-Weber-the-
text was, however, continuously moving into different and unex-
pected directions and it had all the time unintended consequences,
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which put limits to its coherence. Max-Weber-the-text has a history
of its own. We could even use an anachronistic metaphor and speak
ol Max-Weber-the-hypertext. This also corresponds to the fragmen-
tary character ol his writings and actualizes the problems of edition
of his both published and unpublished writings, which are promi-
nent in controversies between Weberologists.

Dimensions of textuality

I will not go into the details of the euvre of Max Weber and its
history. The constructive part of this essay, rather, consists in the use
of some elementary categories borrowed from linguistic and literary
theory. The point of using them is to make Max-Weber-the-text more
readable and to demonstrate some specific dilficulties in reading
Weber.

I assume that everyone has heard two slogans, context and
intertextuality. I will bring them into a simple but more systematic
schema of references, either explicit or implicit, which could be used
in reading any text, at least any hypertext like Max-Weber-the-text.

I want to distinguish between four dimensions of textuality:

intratextuality
intertextuality
cotextuality
contextuality

Intratextuality concerns single texts, like Politik als Beruf, and
emphasizes both the internal links and the internal oppositions between
its parts or different narrative levels. Max Weber was not an author
who tried to solve one problem at a time and then move to next ones.
On the contrary, he was involved all the time in several controversies
and problematics seemingly unconnected to each other. My impression
is that any major texts were used by him as an occasion to treat at least
one problematic from a new angle and to put it in relation to others
and to the controversies around them. In this sense, Weber’ writings
remain in most cases difficult to read: the readers are not told when he
moves from one level or one problematic to other.
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For example, Parlament und Regierung im neugeordneten Deutschland
is at the same time a pamphlet on German politics at the final phase
ol World War 1 and a treatise on political theory in the age of an
overwhelming tendency towards bureaucratization. Weber certainly
used both the fragmentary theorizing as a means to his interpreta-
tion of the German situation and the German situation as a test case
tor the fate of modern politics in general. He, however, never expli-
cated how he moved between these levels of interest. A look at the
original newspaper articles in comparison to the book refers to an
increase of theoretical reflections. Maybe Weber himself realized that
he was doing something more than a war-time pamphlet when he
published the articles in the book form.

So, I have shifted the discussion to the problems of intertextuality,
aconcept | am using here in a narrow sense ol a relation between the
different Weberian texts. A problem of Weber-the-text is thus the
internal reference to his own earlier writings. The title Politik als
Beruf does not only refer to his colleague and fellow-editor of the
Archiv fir Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik Werner Sombart (1907)
and his in-married-uncle and early mentor in politics, Hermann
Baumgarten (1866). The lact that both of them used the formula
was doubtlessly known by Weber. Above all, the title refers to his
famous own treatment, in Die protestantische Ethik, of Luther’s dupli-
cation ol the concept ol Beruf (NWB Edition, 34-51), visible in the
title of the translation of Lassmann and Speirs: The Profession and
Vocation of Politics.

I have also found some astonishing similarities in the formula-
tions concerning the puritan in the Antikritiken and the politician in
Politik als Beruf (ct. Palonen 1995). Still, here we have to note not
only the similarities but also to reflect upon the differences both in
the formulation and in the meaning of the slogans. The above men-
tioned problems of both the internal coherence and the historical
character ol Max-Weber-the-text are problems of intertextuality
within the hypertext.

Textum means in Latin a tissue which has been knit together. Cotext
and context refer to that what has been knit together with the text
but which, in a sense, are not in the text but around it. I said once,
in Tekstista politiikkaan, that context is the implicit part of the text
(Palonen 1988). Now | want to distinguish, partly following Dietrich
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Busse’s Textinterpretation (1991), between cotext and context as two
different dimensions implied by the text. In this sense neither cotext
nor context refers to the ‘social background of the author’, nor there
are some given conventions about which cotext and context should
be discussed. What is a cotext and a context is determined by if and
how they are used in the text. The author decides which references
and allusions s/he makes in the text, which s/he leaves implicit and
which s/he disregards, even il they are judged by others as obliga-
tory.

By cotext | speak of the references to other texts, whether explicit
quotations or implicit allusions known to the insiders. “Texts” here
can also be mere slogans, like Wahlverwandtschaft, the title of a novel
by Goethe used by Weber in Die protestantische Ethik, but also longer
narratives paraphrased and reinterpreted by Weber or the contem-
porary works against which Weber polemizes. Allusions to Goethe,
the Bible etc. were obvious to the Bildungsburgertum of early 20th
century Germany, but they are no longer obligatory readings to po-
litical theorists of the late 20th century. A problem which I mysell,
reading intensely Max-Weber-the-text, have faced, how far I also
have to read the co-texts to which he refers explicitly or implicitly.
Until now I have not experienced a greater need to read Gustav
Schmoller, Rudoll Stammler or even Goethe or the Bible to under-
stand Weber, but well to read Nietzsche, to some extent Heinrich
Rickert, and maybe I should still start reading authors such as J.S.Mill
or James Bryce as co-texts to Weber.

By contexts I refer here to the problematics of the time or of a
long-term debate which are thematized in the text. These prob-
lematics were those of the contemporaries, but more or less radi-
cally revised by Weber. Max Webers Fragestellungen, to borrow a lor-
mula of Wilhelm Hennis but, unlike him, to put it into plural, are
modifications of the questions which serve to him as contexts. To
ignore the problematics of the contemporaries is to miss the con-
texts of Webers questions, to ignore his problem shifts in relation to
them is to miss the text. Webers Antikritiken (published in the vol-
ume Die protestantische Ethik IT), by which he answered the polemics
against Die protestantische Ethik are perhaps the best manilestation of
how astonished Weber was over the fact that the readers could not
go into his singularized problematics but read his texts as if he would
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have spoken of the Protestant ethic “in the normal sense of the word”,
as demanded by a critic (Antikritisches..., PE 11, 176). In addition,
Webers numerous polemics against thinkers such as Eduard Meyer,
Stammler, Lujo Brentano (in GAW) are less answers to their specilic
problems than media to Weber himself and his audience to link
them to Webers own problematics and to give a new nuance to them.

Il we start reading an example of Max-Weber-the-text, we should
thus relate it to the lour levels of textuality presented here. Their
internal relations depend, of course, on the actual research prob-
lems. When our concern is understanding a historical point, like
Weber’s problem shilt, the contextual level may be the best starting
point, in analyzing the relations to the contemporaries the cotext is
perhaps the most important, in studies of the whole Weberian ccuvre
and its history, intertextuality becomes a main problem, while the
explicitation of a single text requires a keen attention to intratextuality.

If the problem is taken as given, this classification helps to expli-
cate the primary types of reading. Especially in writing academic
theses, you can also adapt the problematic to the question which
kind of work you are willing, interested and competent to do.
Intratextuality is something for those interested in a close reading
needed in studying poetry and philosophy, intertextuality cannot
dispense with an interest in textual biography and problems of edi-
tion, cotextuality is more closely related to the intellectual history of
the period and country, while contextuality presupposes a compe-
tence of dealing with the interpretations and assessments of the ‘even-
tual history of the period and the culture in question and with the
ways in which the events were conceptualized. If you want to be a
specialist on Weber, you have to be more or less an expert on all of
the fields, and the real problem often is how not to leave Max-We-
ber-the-text in the shadow ol your newly-created specialization in
the fields presupposed in order to read Weber properly.

With a Weberian perspectivistic view of knowledge, it is also easy
to say that you can have a ‘true and complete interpretation’ of his
work — it is better not even try to give a ‘total view’. To some extent,
you can say that some interpretations are erroneous: you can dem-
onstrate this by criticizing the translation used by the author, by
showing some only recently published letters of Weber or by cor-
recting some errors in dating Webers work. Expressed in the
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Koselleckian (1988) terms: corrections are possible at the level of
Fortschreibung, but when you move to the Umschreibung of history, it
is your own imagination in sketching the perspective, in finding a
strategy of reading or interpreting a single passage in a Weber-text,
which gives a new profile. Despite the huge “Weber industry” — or
perhaps because of it —anyone studying Weber has still good chances
of saying something new about his work. My experience has been
that to do so is not even especially difficult, il you do not worry
about the other commentators but start to read Weber with your
own ideas.

Max Weber as a classic

Max Weber serves here as an example of a classical political theorist,
whose work [ happen to be familiar with. To a great extent all I have
said, especially concerning the degrees ol textuality, suits to any
classical thinker, especially to the European ones in the 19th and
20th century. In certain respects the case ol Max Weber is however,
a special one, which makes a knowledge ol his work both more
difficult and perhaps more important than that of others, say Carl
Schmitt or Karl Mannheim.

I just want to stress two points here. The first point is that he was
a kind of “decathlonist of human sciences”, not to be understood by
the classifications of a later and more specialized university systems
and, above all, a figure of a past time who cannot be imitated any
more. Do not strive for becoming a Max Weber of the 21st century!
Read him as a person who had a range and prolile of readings, inter-
ests and experiences no longer available to anyone.

The second point is, once again, Webers militant nominalism,
which made it difficult if not impossible to rely on the conceptual
categories of others. Whether this aspect ol his work can be fol-
lowed and even radicalized or not , is an open question. I mysell try
to do so in certain respects, especially in trying to dispense with
such misleading collective concepts as die Gesellschaft (CI. Palonen
1998). Perhaps the most important Weber-inspired research pro-
gramme of today is to be seen in the work of Quentin Skinner — not
recognised among the Weberologists, of course — who has been able
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to combine the Weberian approach with some aspect of the Austinian
speech act theory and classical rhetoric. (c[. Palonen 1997)

My main point here is, however, that when reading Weber, you
cannot overestimate the significance of his nominalism. Even in oc-
casional writings, in which the commitment to the vocabulary of the
contemporaries is a rhetorical strategy to persuade some special au-
dience, you can detect some nuances which make clear how Weber
distanciated himsell from the customary meanings. Denaturaliza-
tion, desubstantialization, decollectivization as purilying moves as
well as the temporalization of concepts into horizons of action, ex-
pressible by opposite ideal typical alternatives, are some ol the main
strategies in Max-Weber-the-text. They are all related historically to
a shift towards both an appraisal and a conceptualization of contin-
gency in terms of Chancen. This historical singularity 1 have called
the Weberian moment in the history of political thought (cf. Palonen
1998).

Addendum: A classification of Weber-texts

With this list I want to distinguish between different sorts of texts
written by Max Weber. The point of the list is to relativize the content
of the text to the specilic rhetorical audiences and stylistic demands
ol each sort of text. The problem in Weber scholarship has sometimes
been the non-distinction between different sorts of texts, at other
times they have been distinguished too neatly, as if Max Weber himself
would have had a tull command a linguistic theory of Textsorten. In
this sense, my classification serves rather pragmatic purposes of
Weber scholars than an attempt to contribute to the theory ol
Textsorten.

As a decathlonist of human sciences who also was more or less
involved in the political lile of his time, Weber wrote all kinds of
texts. The classilication here takes into consideration at first, the
distinction between publications and private texts, and, secondly,
the degree of theoretical ambitions. With these categories in mind, 1
arrive to following classifications of Weber’s work:
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1) Monographs

According to a legend, Weber wrote alter his dissertation (Zur Ge-
schichte der Handelsgesellschaften im Mittelalter, 1889, contained in
GASW), the habilitation thesis (Die ramische Agrargeschichte, 1891,
published in MWG and MWS 1/2) and the monumental Die Lage
der Landarbeiter im ostelbischen Deutschland (now in MWG 1/3) no
monographs. Even if this is more or less true in the sense of a separate
publication, writings like Die protestantische Ethik (c{. the dilferences
between the original and revised version of this study see the NWB-
Edition), Die Stadt (included in WuG), Das antike Judentum (=GARS
I11) etc., can well be read as separate monographs, maybe even Die
Rechtssoziologie (included in WuG)

2) Programmatic writings

To this category belong the Freiburg inaugural lecture Der National-
staat... (besides GPS now also in MWGE1/4), the methodological
articles Die ‘Objektivitat’ and Der Sinn der ‘Wertfreiheit’... (included in
GAW) as well as Wissenschaft als Beruf and Politik als Beruf (now
together in MWG and MWS 1/17).

3) Lexical writings

The lexical form is visible in real lexical articles, although the most
important of them, the third edition of Agrarverhaltnisse im Altertum,
rather seems like a monograph (published in GASW). The lexical
character is also obvious in the style of the most parts of Wirtschaft
und Gesellschaft, although the older parts are rather like background
research to this volume

4) Polemical ‘journalism’

Weber characterized himself his two huge articles on Russia 1906,
Zur Lage der birgerlichen Demokratie and RufSlands tubergang zum
Scheinkonstitutionalismus (now included in MWG and MWS 1/10) as
journalism, although they contain important pieces ol his political
theory. Even more importantly, his journalism contains the war-time
writings, although the most important of them, Wahlrecht und Demo-
kratie as well as (the book version of) Parlament und Regierung are
also explicitly related to political theory (both included now in MWG
and MWS 1/15).
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5) Methodological polemics

Most ol the essays published in Wissenschaftslehre consist of methodo-
logical polemics against earlier or contemporary authors, such as
Meyer, Stammler or Brentano. Weber’s style was that he usually
sketched his own thinking better through polemic than through
declarations of principles, although this does not make it easy to
discern his own points in the texts.

6) Popularizing writings

Especially in the 1890’s Weber held public lectures and wrote popular
articles, ol which Dic Borse (included GASS) is probably the most
important — it was based on a series, published in Zeitschrift fur das
gesamte Handelsrecht, of huge comments on the work of a committee
intending to reform the German stock market. They are rather
technical and the political point comes up in the two popular articles.

7) Research project plans

As a professor, Weber was a kind of project leader to studies on the
East Elbian peasants, later he took a more active role in the sketching
ol the project Die Psychophysik der industricllen Arbeit (now published
in MWG 1/12) as well as in planning an enquéte on the German
press (published by Wilhelm Hennis in Jahrbuch Politisches Denken
1995/1996).

8) ‘Opinion statements’

Some of Webers most controversial formulations are due to his state-
ments in Verein fir Sozialpolitik and Deutsche Gesellschaft fYr Soziologie
(included in GASS). To this or to journalism we can also include his
polemics on the Lehrfreiheit in the universities around 1908-1912
(published so far only in English in Minerva 1973)

9) Reviews

As the editor of the Archiv fir Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik
Weber occasionally wrote reviews to his own journal, which are
sometimes interesting, as well as some prefaces, as the one to Blank’s
article on Social Democracy in 1905 (now published in MWG 1/8).
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10) Lectures

Of Webers lectures not much has been published. Only a Grundrif$
for the Heidelberg lectures on Allgemeine (theoretische) National-
okonomie in 1898, as the posthumous edition of Wirtschaftsgeschichte,
based on the student notes.

11) Letters

Earlier only a collection of Jugendbriefe, edited by Marianne Weber
during the NS-period, in 1936, a few Politische Briefe, included in
the first but not in later editions of Gesammelte politische Schriften as
well as some fragments of letters published by Eduard Baumgarten
in his Max Weber. Werk und Person (1964) have been available. Now
three letter volumes of Max-Weber-Gesamtausgabe, concerning the
years 1906-1912, have been published (MWG 11/5,6,7).

12) Academic statements

An important source hardly known until now could be Webers state-
ments on dissertations, professorial Gutachten as well as remarks to
faculty, plans for new academic institutions etc. Some of them have
been published in the letters from 1907 and 1908 (MWF 11/5).
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Hans-Ulrich Derlien

ON THE SELECTIVE INTERPRETATION
OF MAX WEBER'S CONCEPT OF BUREAU-
CRACY IN ORGANIZATION THEORY
AND ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCE!

Introduction

M;lx Weber is undoubtedly one of the last, if not the last German
author, who can claim to represent intellectually, with his
economical and sociological writings including the sociology of law,
the unity of the old Staatswissenschaften. This unity had organi-
zationally already broken down at his time. The breadth of his
writings has contributed to a great variety of disciplines, not at least
to organization theory and the study ol public administration, who
claim Weber for themselves. In the following, I will speak of two
misinterpretations, to which Weber’s theory of bureaucracy was
exposed in these disciplines and their neighboring field. In order to
be briel, I shall not deal with the causes of these misinterpretations
as sociology of knowledge would do: the specific route of Weber’s
post-war reception, which, as is well known, swept over from the
USA, where a comprehensive translation of Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft
was published only in 1968. The ensuing misinterpretations are
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—first, the selective and ahistorical interpretation of the Weberian
ideal type of bureaucracy and

- second, the noteworthy misinterpretation of the so-called
efficiency thesis, which allegedly claims that bureaucratic
organization is superior to other forms of formal organization;

— third, I shall point out an implication of this misunderstanding
for future research: The theoretical gap created by this reduced
view of bureaucracy could be precisely the place where that specilic
form of efficiency could be found which is missed by the popular
critique of Weber’s theory of bureaucracy: voluntary organizations
as anti-bureaucratic organizations that, however, lead a “Cinderella
life” in mainstream organization theory.

Before elaborating these three theses, I would like to characterize shortly
the picture of Max Webers treatise, as it is painted by organization
theory and the administrative sciences: The characteristics by which
Max Weber defines bureaucracy as a type are usually, albeit not
comprehensively, taken as features ol formal organizations. Con-
sequently, a parallel is constructed between Weber and the classical
organization theorists, especially with Taylor and his machine model
of organization, and the Weberian presentation is seen as an analogous
command model (Befehlsmodell) of organization®.

In addition, due to the misinterpretation of the methodological
status of the ideal type, Max Weber is supposed to have presented a
prescriptive model as the classics ol organization theory typically
did. In other words, the ideal type is interpreted as a model ol how
a formal organization should be structured’. Consequently, much ol
empirical sociology of organization claimed “falsification” of this
model of organization by referring to “dysfunctions”, thus suppos-
edly refuting the Weberian efliciency thesis.

The ideal type of bureaucracy in historical and
systematic perspectives
This very short outline should be justification enough to reconstruct

the entire Weberian ideal type of bureaucracy in the historical context
which Max Weber had in mind. Against this background 1 want,
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secondly, to discuss the so called efficiency thesis in the context of
the sociology of domination (Herrschaft), where, as might be known,
Weber deals with bureaucracy. In other words: [ would like to direct
the attention to the theoretical context from which Weber’s theory ol
bureaucracy originated and which is, in a characteristic manner, left
unnoticed by organization theory, as others* have already shown.

Completing the list of bureaucratic characteristics

Structuralist organization theory” usually presents only the following
characteristics by which Max Weber characterizes bureaucracy:

— division of labour and specialization,

— formalization of the organizational structure and procedures in
the form of written rules,

— hierarchy in the patterns of decision-making, communication
and control,

— employment and advancement of personnel based on
performance,

— impersonal mode of interaction with the public®,

—and occasionally mentioned: written communication and record
keeping (Aktenkundigkeit).

These characteristics can, of course, be applied to a broad range of
formal organizations in modern societies, organizations extending
from private economy to public agencies. However, most of the
organizations, which are empirically analyzed, do not belong to the
class of public agencies. This could even be justified as Max Weber
repeatedly emphasized that bureaucratization can be observed not
only in administration, but also in industry and — in agreement with
Robert Michels” — in political parties, too. What tends to be over-
looked, though, is the fact that Max Weber had in mind the phe-
nomenon of political domination (Herrschaft) as the theoretical
context of his discussion of bureaucracy; consequently. he focused
primarily on public organizations. If the above mentioned charac-
teristics are compared to those which Max Weber himself had used
to characterize the ideal type bureaucracy in Wirtschaft und Gesell-
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schaft®, we easily notice that the list of characteristics used by
organization theorists must be complemented by the following ones:

— full-time status of the personnel,

— monetary reward,

— professional education,

— discipline and ethos ol vocation,

—separation between household and enterprise, private and public
possession of the means ol production.

Most of these characteristics refer to the bureaucratic personnel and
are overlooked by systematic organization theory, probably because
these characteristics are nowadays self-evident and ubiquitous in
modern private economic and public organizations; they do no longer
constitute empirical differences between types or organizations. They
are obviously no longer significant for the contemporary, primarily
system-theoretical organization theorist” for understanding and ex-
plaining the internal functioning of formal organizations.

Historical significance of the characteristics of bureaucracy

Precisely these mostly overlooked characteristics are essential for
the relationship between the concept of bureaucracy and Weber’s
sociology of domination (Herrschaftssoziologie); Max Weber con-
sidered them significant in historical and comparative perspective.
Let me explicate this historical core of the characteristics, which
Max Weber had in mind: When Weber emphasized the hierarchy
and especially the monocratic office management as a characteristic
of bureaucracy, he did this on the background of the collegial “system
of chambers” (Kammersystem), which was practiced in Prussia till
1806; it was then replaced by the hierarchical system ol decision-
making, the so called bureau system.

What is nowadays simply called division of labour and speciali-
zation in organization theory includes, according to Weber, the re-
placement of territorial departments for individual provinces by a
[unctional system ol administrative offices (Ressortsystem) covering
the entire state. Part of the Weberian concept of division of labour is
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furthermore the division of governmental powers and their func-
tionally restricted spheres of jurisdiction.

Decision-making according to fixed rules (Regelbundenheit) is re-
flecting the emerging Rechts- und Gesetzesstaat during the 19th cen-
tury. This makes political domination, to use Max Weber’s words,
calculable for both the rulers and the ruled as well. Unnecessary to
mention that rule orientation is a central element in Weber’s funda-
mental thesis of increasing rationalization; it presupposes uni-
versalistic norms, which replaced the provincially fragmented, his-
torically grown law penetrated by all kinds of privileges (for ex-
ample tax-privileges). This rule-conformity favours the standardi-
zation, schematization and the typical impersonality in official-cli-
ent interaction.

The written nature of internal and external communication of
public administration, which is today self-evident, is historically by
no means insignificant. For it requires from the public at least the
ability to read and write and, consequently, the introduction of gen-
eral compulsory education. The law, once positivized in codifica-
tions, could be read in intelligentsia and governmental journals
(Intelligenz- und Regierungsblatter).

Professional education as a characteristic of bureaucracy reminds
of the establishment of the cameral and policy sciences (Kameral-
und Polizeywissenschaft), later of jurisprudence, basic academic train-
ing at least of the higher civil service personnel in the 18th and 19th
centuries'’.

Crown prerogative of hierarchic appointment became to replace
election to public office and inheritance of or even office sales alter
the absolutist state had created with the military a standing and with
the expanding administration a “sitting” army, to quote Hans Rosen-
bergs word play'".

When full-time service in this apparatus is emphasized, it is jux-
taposed to the leudal system, in which public office was only an
annex to fiefdoms'”.

The full-time-status of officials corresponds to monetary rewards
ol bureaucrats, who tended to be recruited from non-propertied so-
cial strata. Their number became simply too huge to be supported,
nurtured and to live in the household of the ruler; they could no
longer be provided with natural goods for securing their own and
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their families’ reproduction. Naturally, the monetary reward system
required, at the macro-economical level, a well-functioning and trust-
worthy system of tax collection and thus a monetary economy.

Discipline and vocational ethos, too, had first to develop histori-
cally. In materialist perspective, a connection with the feudal system
of secondary offices (Nebenamt) and widespread corruption can be
supposed; a rather idealist perspective would emphasize the rela-
tionship with what Max Weber called a methodical conduct of life
(methodische Lebensfihrung)'; it emerged from domestication in
monasteries, in the military service and finally in the factory™. 1
refer here to the dissertation by Fritz"”, who has shown in great de-
tail how the officials, during the 18th century, had to get accus-
tomed step by step to systematic work in the bureaus: After having
coped with the problem of inducing officials to go to their office at
all, the next task was making them do so every day; finally (and still
today), one had to make them actually work in their bureaus.

Last but not least, the separation between household and olffice,
between private and public means, also has historical bearing, which
is left unnoticed by organization theory and which is not easily rec-
ognizable today. This separation not only means the spatial separa-
tion of the bureaus from the princely court, but also the expropria-
tion of the personnel from the ownership of the means of produc-
tion, as Weber formulated it consciously alluding to Karl Marx'®.
Today, no scientist owns the expensive equipment of laboratories
with which he works, and while in previous times it was not unu-
sual for a cavalryman to equip himself, for us it is entirely unthink-
able that his historical follower, the “tank-scout”, would still be in
possession ol this means of production.

Bureaucracy’s place in Webers sociology of domination

It is precisely the combination of these characteristics and their
historical contents that prove that the type of bureaucratic organi-
zation is not presented by Weber from the point of view ol organi-
zation theory, but has its place in the framework of Weber’s sociology
of political domination'”. Weber puts the legal-rational type of ruling
by means of a bureaucratic stalt of administration in opposition to
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the other types of legitimate domination, traditional and charismatic
rule. This — to say it shortly — bureaucratic rule is a product of the
historical rationalization in the political subsystem of society. As each
of the individual characteristics already expresses the increase of
rationality: for instance rule-conformity or professional training, so
does the combined effect of these characteristics; it gives the type of
rational-legal rule a higher level of rationality than both of the other
forms of political rule can claim for themselves'

— From the point of view of the citizen (Biirger) it secures a
historically unique amount of predictability on the basis of the
state as a Rechts- und Gesetzesstaat.

— From the perspective of the ruler — whoever that may be — a
maximum of predictability as well, for the officials can hardly
emancipate themselves from the political leadership or become
politically independent because they are existentially dependent
on him, as a consequence of the system ol monetary rewards and
the appropriation of the means of the office by the ruler.

Traditional rule, for example, is, on the contrary, dependent on the
allocation of fief[dom, which, in turn, provided the basis for political
independence and centrifugal tendencies in the medieval empire.
Charismatic rule is economically based on gilts, trophies and alms
and therefore on an unreliable flow of resources and on unstable
followers (Gefolgschaft).

Reformulating the so-called efficiency thesis

I can now begin to discharge the second task and o0 restate and
specily the so-called elficiency thesis.

Dysfunctions of bureaucratic organization
I shall discuss the customary critique of bureaucracy asit is presented
in the organization theory' only with a broad brush. Rule-orientation

was criticized by Robert Merton® for its potential for goal displace-
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ment; in this case the rules are applied even when their aims have
obviously become obsolete. Furthermore, Crozier’' observed the
rigidity-circle; organizations can enter a vicious circle of increasing
ossification because ever new rules are produced for preventing
deviant behaviour; finally the system collapses in crisis.

The popular conservatism thesis of bureaucracy, scarcely asserted
as it is in organization theory, contains a grain of empirically estab-
lished evidence of structural conservatism. Structural conservatism
can be explained by recalling the existential interests of officials in
maintaining their positions and status. Weber himself, by the way,
had observed this tendency long ago and inferred from it (and bu-
reaucracy’s functional indispensability for modern society) the the-
sis of indestructibility of the bureaucratic apparatus.

Of course, there are also pathologies typical for characteristics of
the decision-making process in bureaucracies, among them selec-
tive perception within departmental jurisdiction and, subsequently,
sub-optimal decisions with a tendency to externalize the costs of
planning decisions to other sectors. Furthermore, it is a well-known
fact that the hierarchy in organizations functions as a filter in intra-
organizational decision-making processes ultimately producing flic-
tions and leading to a loss of reality at the top of organizations.

Finally, especially German administrative science has emphasized
the problematic lack of citizen orientation (Birgerndhe)* of bureau-
cratic organization, more precisely the concern is about the social
distance between officials and clients especially in providing per-
sonal social services. | emphasize this critique as | shall return to it
in the next chapter.

Formal versus substantial rationality

Max Weber would never have contested these dysfunctions and inefli-
ciencies. As might be well known, in his political writings he was
one ol the most ardent critics of bureaucracy as a social phenomenon.
In so far we need not deal with the discussion about the interpretation
of the concept of the ideal type*’ and its methodological status; it
tends to be misunderstood in organization theory as a prescriptive
model of organizing. Webers personal political critique of bureau-
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cracy is though not found in Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, a work which
he considered as scientilic and free from value judgements; there we
find the formulation of the so-called efficiency-thesis (on page 128
in the 1976-edition, 5th printing).

First of all, we should note that Weber does not use the term
“elliciency” but speaks of the formally most rational mode — not of
organization in general but — of exercising political domination, es-
pecially when compared to traditional and charismatic rule with their
well-known instabilities. That he is addressing formal rationality can
be inlerred from the criteria he enumerates: precision, continuity,
rapidity, discipline, predictability, intensity and extensity of serv-
ices, universal applicability to every task, and the technically most
perfectionable form of rule*.

Weber does not speak, in this context, about conservatism or about
the bureaucracy’ hostility towards innovations, nor about lacking
responsiveness to citizens’ needs (Anliegensgerechtigkeit) or social (or
geographical) distance to citizens (Biirgerndhe). The claim of the high-
est degree of formal rationality arises, on the one hand, from his
historical perspective by juxtaposition with the historically older types
ol traditional and charismatic rule. On the other hand, his proposi-
tion contains a systematic point, the comparison with voluntary or-
ganizations and their “dilettante” administration or the contrast to
cumbersome collective decision-making bodies. The theoretical per-
spective on formal rationality thus is derived from the functional
requirements of political domination, not from the material
accomplishment of policy goals, services to society, participatory
needs of employees or responsiveness to citizen needs — criteria we
would apply today in assessing organizational efficiency”. The se-
lection ol criteria like these is necessarily normative or unwittingly
dependent on special interests quite like pointing out dysfunctions
is, in the last instance, oriented towards the normative expectations
ol the researcher or a clientele.

Judgements on inelliciency or dyslunctions like these, however,
come close to Weber’s concept of substantial rationality, which he
occasionally presents as a counterpoint to his emphasis of formal
rationality, for example when he does not deal with the mode of
production but with the distribution of public goods. The popular
paradox of formal rationality and simultaneous substantial irration-
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ality draws on the evidence of societal consequences of administra-
tive actions. To assert substantive irrationalities presupposes value
judgements like those which are clearly articulated in Webers po-
litical critique of bureaucracy: the ultimately aristocratic model of
life and personality of the “Kulturmensch™®, whom he saw endan-
gered by the rise ol the specialist and diploma man (Fach- und
Diplommenschen) generated and needed by bureaucracy. Webers sub-
stantial reservation against formal rationality as the only yardstick
can still be recognized even in Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft where he
adds to the superiority-thesis of bureaucracy: “in so far as the high-
est value is seen in the production of mass-goods” (Massengiiter).

Voluntary organizations and substantial rationality —
a synthesis

When Weber emphasized the merely formal rationality of bureau-
cratic rule, he did so on the basis of abstaining from value judgement
(Werturteilsfreiheit). 1 would like to put lorward as my third thesis
that a part of the popular critique of bureaucracy, especially the
critique of social distance in personal social services, for example, in
public hospitals and in the social service administration, is first of
all a critique of their lack of substantial rationality. I would like to
add the disputable thesis that the ahistorical and systematic reduction
of the concept of bureaucracy in organization theory also prevents
us from bringing into view that very class of organizations that are
most likely to respond to the implicit criteria of substantial rationality
in cases like these: the type ol voluntary organizations, amateurish
“dilettante administrations” (Dilettantenverwaltungen) as Weber pre-
[erred to name them in the original Roman sense of these terms.

Voluntary organizations and the reduction of social distance

My scope is not to complain about the regrettable reduction of the
concept of formal organization, which has made research on voluntary
organizations a special field ol study?. But I find it noteworthy to
point out that when the criteria “full-time employment of officials” ,
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“monetary reward” and “professional training” are eliminated from
the concept of bureaucracy one runs danger of overlooking the type
ol organization like self-help-groups; some theorists do not content
themselves with solving the problem of responsiveness and social
distance of bureaucratic organization but want to replace bureaucracy
in this field altogether or at least suggest to combine voluntary and
bureaucratic organizations. As the excesses of “apparatus-medicine”
are to be fought with lay medicine and self-medication, the self-help
groups are supposed to generate the amount of humanity and
“warmth™* which is missed in the impersonally operating social
service administration®.

We can easily agree that the opposition between two models of
administration cannot be considered a mutually exclusive one. One
may complain about the juridification and monetarization of social
policy quite like about the technicalization of medicine, but for the
basic supply of mass goods (Massengiiter) — to use Webers phrasing
— reliance on the bureaucratic apparatus is indispensable. However,
this does not exclude voluntary organizations based on unpaid serv-
ices from playing a complementary role. Furthermore, this cannot
mean abolishing the historical achievement of impersonal adminis-
trative practice — this meaning in the last instance: deciding without
considering personal attributes like social origin or privileges; it only
means complementing it, in some sectors of service administration,
with an element which the bureaucratic organization as an appara-
tus of political domination (and an apparatus for the mass produc-
tion of goods — not only, but also — by public enterprises) is typically
not designed for. For, the formal rationality of bureaucratic organi-
zation is today as indispensable as ever; therefore, reforms concern-
ing the lack in responsiveness to citizens’ needs and of substantial
rationality will encounter structural barriers. In my opinion, the tran-
scendence of impersonality and social distance can best be achieved
by complementary voluntary associations, the very class of the dil-
ettante administration eliminated by definition from current organi-
zation theories. However, one will have to consider in empirical stud-
ies that self-help organizations, in turn, can gradually become bureau-
cratized to varying degrees depending on their legal construction,
the amount of resources needed and their way of procuring resources.
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Webers song of praise for
the dilettante administration

Perhaps you are surprised, when 1 finally tell you that this line of
reasoning can already be found in Max Webers own writings.
However, not in his scientilic work, in which he merely dealt with
the historical-systematic analysis of the functioning of political rule.
We find the clue in Max Weber little known report on his activity
as a commander of reserve hospitals near Heidelberg during the first
world war®. As he wrote, he had to organize “dilettante adminis-
trations” and he saw himsell as a part of them. He praises there the
“gifts from the citizenry abundantly donated and the flows of helpful
warmth, without detours through the Red Cross™ — obviously an
organization that was perceived as rather bureaucratic. Weber
continued:

“These gift administrations (Lichesgabenverwaltungen) achieved for
the hospitals something totally irreplaceable, something that could
never have been provided by the official administration owing to
the nature of its other tasks. On the one hand, in purely human
terms, through personal encouragement, through the procurement
of books to read, through private job placement of the wounded
... on the other hand, through collecting means for needs which
could not, partly all together, partly not in this quality and quantity,
be provided by the hospital administration.”

Furthermore, in this report we also find the final song of praise for
the voluntary nurses whom Weber so-called “dilettante-nurses™

“That personalities like them were capable of working without
interruption during this war time of five quarters of a year could
not be expected. After overcoming initial difficulties, their
performance reached at least the same level as that of a particularly
well-trained professional nurse; it even surpassed the average
performance ol a professional nurse by being for the most part
less schematic, more empathizing in treating patients, thus
satistying not only their hygicnic and physical needs but also their
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purely human interests, without loosing the necessary social
distance.”

Despite all his appreciation of these voluntary, not professionally
trained nor monetary rewarded nurses, Weber in this report as a
practitioner never ran danger of overlooking the formal rationality
ol professional nurses and full-time hospital administration for the
continuity and predictability of operations.
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MAX WEBER - A SOCIOLOGIST?

Nearly all contemporary textbooks on the history of sociology
take it for granted that Weber was a sociologist. Many writers
describe him as one of the greatest sociologists, and for some, he is
the greatest of all sociologists. But was Weber actually a sociologist
or not? Put in this way, the question is, of course, rather naive. “Who
cares?” would probably be the most appropriate answer.

A somewhat more polite reply would be to note that it all depends
on your concept of sociology. If we take the contemporary meaning
of the word, Weber can be classified as sociologist simply because
almost everything is sociology today — from the most detailed analysis
of pauses in a conversation between a doctor and a patient to the
wildest speculations concerning postmodernity, the time of the tribes,
and so on. It is questionable, however, il Weber himsell would have
been very happy about being a classic ol such an intellectual
“discipline”.

Even if we specily our concept of sociology, there are several senses
in which Weber can be treated as sociologist. For Simon Clarke, for
instance, Weber was not a sociologist but the sociologist. In his Marx,
Marginalism and Modern Sociology, Clarke (1982, 192) writes: “It is
in this sense that we can see Weber as the true founder of modern
sociology ..." Weber’s position is determined, as if by definition. The
classical political economics pretended to be a scientific theory of
the modern society as a whole. The early sociologists tried to criticize
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its achievements, but failed in shaking its foundations as an adequate
self-understanding of the bourgeois society. Only after the marginalists
reformed economics and made it an abstract theory of rational
economic behaviour without history or any notions of social structure,
there appeared space for sociology. “Once it is recognised that
economics is an abstract discipline, not one that claims a monopoly
ol knowledge of society, sociology can emerge as the discipline that
studies the consequences of non-rational action oriented to other
than economic goals, the discipline that takes account of the norm-
ative orientation of action ..."(Clarke 1982, 17). From these premises,
the conclusion is more than obvious: “The task of developing such a
sociology fell to Max Weber ..."

My own presentation of Weber in my Sosiologia teoriana modernis-
ta yhteiskunnasta, Sociology as (a) Theory of the Modern Society was
analogous: Sociology developed as a paradigm trying to conceptualize
the shilt from Gemeinschaft o Gesellschaft. The latter form of social
relations can also be conceived of as modern capitalism, and it was
undoubtedly Weber who gave the best account of the conditions
under which the type of man that inhabited the “iron gage” of modern
capitalism was born. Again, il we accept the premises, then the
conclusion that Weber was one of the founding fathers of the
sociological paradigm is sound.

This much for the contemporary notions of sociology. If we, on
the other hand, consider the meaning of the word sociology in Weber's
own times, the answer to our naive question seems to be a
straightforward no. Weber was a lawyer by training, an economist
by profession, and his empirical (or substantial)work could be
classified as history — both in the sense of Weber’s and of our times.
From this perspective, the book Max Weber, der Historiker (Kocka
1986) has been given an adequate title.

Historically things were not, however, as simple as that. In con-
sequence of the Methodenstreit, it was not so clear any more what
was history and what was economics. Some contemporaries noticed,
accordingly, that the German historical Nationalokonomie could
actually be called sociology, as well. In 1922, Heinrich Herkner wrote
in his article Gustav Schmoller als Soziologe that the German economics
is distinguished from the economics of the “other great nations” by
its “ungemeinenge Verbindung mit der Soziologie”, extremely close
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relation to sociology. “Ja bei manchen Volkswirten (Max Weber,
Sombart, v. Wiese, Michels) ist es fraglich geworden, ob sie sich
selbst noch als Nationalokonomen angesehen haben oder ansehen”
(Herkner 1922, 3). According to Herkner, it was Schmoller who
was responsible for this development. Primarily, he was not a
Wirtschaftshistoriker, as Menger inadequately supposed, but a socio-
logist. “Man kommt wahrscheinlich der Wahrheit am nachsten”,
Herkner (1922, 3) wrote, “wenn man sagt, Schmoller war einerder
grofSten Soziologen, die es gibt”.

These were the times when the word sociology first began to obtain
some more positive connotations in Germany. However, the old
debate concerning Soziologie als Lehrfach (von Below 1919) still
continued, books and articles were published with titles like Die
Krisis der Soziologie (Singer 1921), Kritik der Soziologie (Landshut
1929) etc., and as Herkner (1922, 4) also pointed out, habilitation
in sociology was not formally possible in Germany: “Der Soziologe
kann die venia legendi nur als Philosoph, Nationalokonom, Jurist
oder Historiker erwerben.” But sociology was, nevertheless, coming.

Weber’s attitude towards sociology changed together with the
general trend. As Karl Jaspers (1988, 91) remembers, Weber opposed
systematically every attempt to establish any chairs of sociology. On
the other hand, with his own contribution he tried to improve the
scientific status of a field that mainly consisted of “dem allgemeinen
Gerede und den billigen Selbstverstandlichkeiten und spekulativen
Torheiten” (Jaspers 1988, 51). In his booklet, Jaspers quotes three
times the statement Weber made in his farewell speech in Heidel-
berg: “Das Meiste, was unter dem Namen Soziologie geht, ist
Schwindel.” Gradually Weber seems to have toned town his
expressions. In 1909, he become one of the founders of the German
Sociological Association, and by the year 1913 he began to use the
term Soziologie of the intellectual effort in which he was engaged
(Mommsen 1974, 221) — a fact that gave occasion to the common
belief that Weber experienced a “transition from history to sociology”
(Elizson 1995, 24). And when he was appointed prolessor in
economics in Munich, he became a sociologist by profession because
the teaching ol sociology was officially included in his duties.

What did the word sociology actually mean at the time when
Weber “changed his identity” and began to see himsell as a sociologist?
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What was the meaning of the word Soziologie Weber had in mind at
the time when he used it in a polemical sense equating it with all
kinds of intellectual swindle? What did the term designate after he
had changed his mind? Why did Weber change his mind? Or did he
actually change his mind at all?

[ don't think I'll be able to answer all these questions. Perhaps I'm
not answering any of them in a properly historical manner. What |
intend to do, instead, is to construct two — let’s say — ideal typical
concepts of sociology and reflect upon Weber’s relation to these
“sociologies”.

These two ideal types may be named as “Soziologieals Gesetzes-
wissenschalt” and “Soziologie als Gesellschaftswissenschalt”. In short,
Weber’s attitude towards these two conceptions of social science was
critical. The conceptions he criticised were parties in two different
but interrelated cultural debates that had started in the 18505. In
both debates, Weber tried to lind a mediating solution that would
lead his own way out of the prevailing confrontations. So, when he
finally renounced his reluctance to use the term sociology he needed
to specily the meaning of the word by adding the predicate verstehend
Lo 1L.

Sociology as Gesetzeswissenschaft

The first meaning ol sociology I'm referring to comes from the debate
between Historismus and Positivismus. For historism (not historicism,
a term that has a misleading Popperian connotation), the ultimate
goal of research dealing with the human world was to describe the
cultural and historical uniqueness of the subject under investigation.
For positivism, the purpose of all research, regardless of what the
subject matter might be, was to find general laws which the
explanation and prediction of singular events could be based on.
Accordingly, for the Germans of the second hall of the nineteenth
century, sociology chiefly meant positivism and especially the idea
of a “natural science of society and history”.

To be a bit more precise, in addition to positivism, there were also
two other traditions which represented the idea of a lawful history
and the formulation of laws as the ultimate task of social science, i.e.
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Hegelismus and Marxismus. Although both positivism and Marxism
were critical about the Hegelian philosophy of history because of its
lack of scientific accuracy, all three may well be classified in the
same category. Dilthey, in his Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften
(1883), for instance, discussed both under the heading “Philosophie
der Geschichte und Soziologie sind keinewirklichen Wissen-
schaften”). The task of the real science ol society and history was to
catch “das Einmalige und Singulare”, which was impossible for
sociology and philosophy of history because of their metaphysical
bias. In Dilthey’s (1933, 91) mind, Comte had “nur eine naturalist-
ische Metaphysik der Geschichtegeschaffen, welche als solche den
Tatsachen des geschichtlichen Verlaufsviel weniger angemessen war
als die von Hegel ...” The kinship between positivism, Hegelianism
and Marxism was discussed in a more positive tone in Paul Barths
book Die Philosophie der Geschichte als Soziologie (1897).

One more example deserves to be mentioned, mainly because of
a curious terminological coincidence. When 1 use the word historism
in my writing and let the word processing program check the spelling
ol my text, the program insists that 1 should replace it with
“historicism”. That reminds me ol Karl Popper who in his Poverty of
Historicism (1944) criticised just those three doctrines that in my
vocabulary represent the opposite of Historismus — Popper criticised
them of “historicism”, i.e. a [atalistic notion of “historical” laws on
which they pretended to establish a “scientific politics™. As for me,
that is precisely the original idea of sociology, the idea that neither
orthodox historists nor Weber did approve.

In his Positivism Reconsidered (1975), Christopher Bryant enu-
merated six basic tenets of Comtean positivism. According to Bryant,
these tenets hold true for the Durkheimian version of the French
positivism, as well. 1 should like to add that they also apply to the
Marxian version ol sociology. These tenets are:

(1) There is a single objective world.

(2) That which cannot be known scientilically cannot be known.
(3) The discovery of laws of historical development will enable
the past to be explained, the present understood and the future
predicted.
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(4) Moral and political choice should be establlished on a scientific
basis.

(5) Social order is the natural condition of society.

(6) Man’ subjection to the laws of nature, history and society
precludes evaluation of social forms in terms other than those of
conformity with these laws.

It is, of course, true that Comte substituted sociology for the term
“social physics”, but what is usually forgotten is the idea Comte
pursued when he established a new science. The idea was “scientific
politics” — an idea adopted from Saint-Simon. In his “Prospectus”
(1822), Comte (1973, 547) wrote that his aim was to “raise politics
into the rank of a science”. His criticism was directed against the
axioms of the freedom of consciousness, the equality of all men and
the sovereignty of the people. These tenets were “unnatural” in the
sense that when they were the guiding principles of polity no social
order could be maintained. Take the doctrine of the freedom of
consciousness for example, Comte argues, and try to apply it in
astronomy, physics or chemistry — and you will end up in an absurd
situation. What is true in those fields can not be determined with a
referendum. So why should things be any different when it comes to
politics, asked Comte. By investigating the regularities that could be
observed in the course of history one was to find out what was true/
necessary in politics. The “order in progress” could thus be achieved
by complying with the laws ol history disclosed by the new science
ol politics, later named sociology.

Durkheim, already, was aware of the doctrine of value-free science,
but he did not approve of it. “According to one particular theory”,
he wrote in the Rules of Sociological Method, “science can only bring
light into the world but it leaves our hearts into darkness” (Durkheim
1977, 69). One of the most passionate proponents of the doctrine in
question was, of course, Max Weber. His formulation of the principle
of value-freedom has olten been misunderstood and misused. Both
the student movement of the 605 and its adversaries interpreted and
used the principle as a weapon to protect science from politics. It is
true that Weber in his Wissenschaft als Beruf used the principle for
this purpose himself. Nevertheless, the original purpose of the
principle seems to have been quite opposite. Weber wanted to protect
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politics from science, i.e. he promoted the principle against Schmoller
and other “ethical economists”, who pretended to solve political
problems by means ol science. According to Weber, political decisions
are based on value commiuments, which can not be transformed
into questions of knowledge. So, if we have the original meaning of
positivism in mind nothing can be more anti-positivistic than the
Weberian principle of value-freedom.

So much for the points (4) and (6). As for the first point, one
could say that Weber almost agreed upon that tenet. For Weber, the
world was not ontologically divided into nature and spirit, as was
the case in the Geisteswissenschaft approach. Following Rickert, he
made a logical (axiological) distinction between nature and culture.
But because he did not believe in the existence of objective cultural
values as Rickert did, Weber met severe difficulties in formulating
his concept of the objectivity of social science (cl. Oakes 1988).

I skip the second point without a further comment and pick up
the tenet (3), the question of laws. I think Weber would have agreed
with Popper in his denial of the existence of historical laws. However,
both would have also admitted that there may well be laws in the
cultural world. According to Weber, human actions were, 10 a great
extent, predictable. As a matter of fact, if they were not, our everyday
life would become impossible. Hence, the program of the natural
science of society (sociology) was quite feasible. But Weber did not
think that the knowledge of laws could be of much interest, in itself.
In his early writings he very clearly denied the option that the
formulation of theoretical laws could be the aim of social science.
Social science was Wirklichkeitswissenschalt, interested in the
cultural meaning of the particular phenomenon under investigation
(the spirit of capitalism, prostitution, syphilis, are among Weber’s
examples). In this respect, Weber was a true successor of historism.
But unlike the orthodox historists he stressed that theoretical laws
and general concepts, interpreted as ideal types, were useful and
necessary as means ol understanding cultural phenomena.

As a matter ol curiosity, I should like to mention a Finnish
philosopher, Arvi Grotenfelt, who suggested quite a similar mediating
solution to the dispute between historism and — as he called the
party of the reformers — sociology. His Die Wertschdatzung in der
Geschichte was published in Leipzig in 1903, a year before Weber’s
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essay on objectivity appeared. Weber may or may not have been
familiar whit the work, its hard to say. Ernst Troeltsch at least reviewed
the book concluding that it did not offer a solution to the problem
but only a compromise. The domestic critics also blamed Grotenlelt
for eclecticism. [ venture to disagree with these contemporaries and
claim that in some respects the critique of Rickert in Grotenfelt is
more modern than in Weber (cf. Touo 1996).

As Wolfgang J. Mommsen pointed out, the constructing of ideal
types became more important in Webers later writings, perhaps an
end in itself. But the claim of Thomas Burger (1994, 81) that Weber
never changed his basic conviction about the social science as cultural/
historical science is equally plausible. According to Burger, the real
reason for Weber’s reluctance to adopt the identity of a sociologist
was his effort to reform the historical research from inside, by
introducing a mediating position between historism and positivism.
But even il we accept this view the question remains: Why did he,
after a long hesitation, nevertheless began to call himself a sociologist?
One possible answer maybe found by looking at the point (5) in
Bryants list and reflecting upon Weber’s relation to another meaning
ol sociology.

Sociology as Gesellschaftswissenschaft

Robert von Mohl published an article Gesellschafts-Wissenschasften
und Staats-Wissenschaften in 1851, announcing the existence of a
new and important phenomenon. He had “discovered” an in-
dependent sphere between the individual and the state, a sphere
which he called “die Gesellschaft”. It consisted of all kinds of
voluntary cooperative activities that people were engaged in,
regardless of the orders of the state. Von Mohls programme of a
science dealing with the independent social sphere had some
resemblance to the liberal political program.

A severe attack against this program came from Heinrich von
Treitschke. In his Die Gesellschaftswissenschaft (1859) he claimed that
it was not possible to distinguish the society from the state. Writing
from an openly political perspective of the future German nation
state, he insisted that the society is nothing else than the collective
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Volksleben of a nation integrated by the state. That being the case, it
would be impossible to treat society independently of the state or to
have a place for social science. There could be a specialized science
for each of the dilferent forms of social activities, for example for the
church, education, associations etc., but since these activities were
based on egoistic interests, every attlempt to grasp the integrative
mechanism holding these activities together would lead us to the
idea of state. So, no social science besides Staatswissenschaft.

That was the starting point of a lengthy debate concerning the
possibility and legitimacy of sociology in Germany. The idea of an
organic whole of national spirit embodied in the state, the dogma of
“der organischen Einheit aller Lebensaullerungeneines Volkes”,
became the prime obstacle to the establishment of sociology in
Germany. Especially the Zunft of the nationalist political historians
led by Georg von Below opposed the “Soziologie als Lehrfach”™. At
times, they were forced to struggle against sociology inside the field
of historical research, itself. Eberhard Gothein introduced a
provocative concept of Kulturgeschichte suggesting that the true history
was cultural, not political history because the state was only one
moment of culture. Furthermore, culture consisted ol Massener-
scheinungen, not of the deeds of national heroes. Karl Lamprecht
and Kurt Breysig radicalized these ideas combining them with openly
positivistic tenets concerning laws in history. All three were “ex-
communicated” from the craft of historians, and in the case of
Lamprecht one could even apply the term Ketzerverbrennung. There
could be no other history in Germany than national history.

According to Burger (1994), Weber took up a stand — in this
dispute between the social and the political science — by adopting
the identity ol a sociologist. “In Webers tiberzeugung von der Un-
haltbarkeit der organizistischen Auffassung liegt der Ursprung seiner
Wende zur Soziologie” (Burger 1994, 95). Weber’s definition of the
scope of sociology resembled that of von Mohl, and in some letters
to his colleagues he occasionally expressed his intention to put an
end to the organismic approaches that use collective concepts as the
prime motive in his becoming a sociologist. Although he did not
approve of Lamprecht — who, for Weber, was a dilettante in the worst
sense of the word, to an extent that Weber could refer to him as
“sociologist” in quotation marks (Weber 1988, 48) — he still had a
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close relation to Gothein and, quite obviously, his historical works
dealing with Protestantism and capitalism, and with the world
religions, were not national but universal history that had been
proclaimed impossible by the orthodox historians.

However, there is something very perplexing in this picture of
Weber as a defender ol Gesellschaftswissenschaft against Staatswissen-
schaft. Why? Simply because Weber did not use the word “society”
at all, and did not even have a concept for the thing that the
sociologists take for the subject matter of their discipline. An article
by Hartmann Tyrell (1994) has a revealing title Max Webers Soziologie
— eine Soziologie ohne ‘Gesellschaft'.

Il we think of von Mohls idea of the Gesellschaftswissenschaft, it
seems consistent with the subsequent sociology Twenty years ago,
my sociology professor started his introduction to the field by saying
something like “the society is not located in Helsinki” meaning that
the society exists independently of the state. Then we heard how
sociology is about the relations between an individual and the society,
about norms and interaction, about the dilferentiation and integration
ol the society, about the functions of the subsystems of society, about
social order, etc. There are no such things in the Weberian “sociology”.

The basic concept in Durkheim was that of a society “hanging
above the individual™ and lorcing her/him to things like suicide.
Weber did not, however, take the opposite stand. His so-called
methodological individualism did not mean that the individual would
be his corresponding category, or that he would have fought against
“society” as a Kollektivbegriff. He simply did not discuss the concept
at all. His key concept in this respect was “social action”, by which
he seems to have avoided the contrast between individual and society.
Furthermore, “society” in the sense of Tonnies, as an antithesis of
the Gemeinschaft, and in the sense of Simmel’s Wechselwirkung, is not
to be found in Weber.

According to Tyrell (1994, 392), we might say that “das soziale
Ganze ist in der Weberschen Soziologie kein Thema”. Brought up in
the Parsonsian tradition, the sociologists are perhaps far too used to
think that Weber would have had very much to say about the modern
Western society and its rationalization — we tend to forget that We-
ber did not use the term rationalization in singular. He always wrote
about many different processes of rationalization that were going on
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in different Lebensordnungen. These spheres of life, i.e. the state, law,
religion, economy, bureaucracy, science, music, etc., are the level on
which we may speak of Webers “social theory”. But we have to be
very careful, and resist every functionalist temptation to make We-
ber a theoretician of the societal subsystems and their functions.
Weber never dealt with questions of integration and disintegration
of his Lebensordnungen. The idea of differentiation was not altogether
strange to Weber. But, again, he did not see only one process at
work at the level of the society — as was the case in Spencer. Instead
he saw many processes at the level of different spheres of life.
Compared to functionalist “grand” theories, Webers “theory” was
much more — if you allow me to use one fashionable term from
contemporary sociology — “grounded”. What Weber was mainly
interested in were the religious factors promoting or prohibiting
processes in other spheres of life. Following Tyrell, we may call this
the search for “Formgleichheiten” and “Kompatibilitiaten” between
the spheres but it can also be conceived of as a theoretically motivated
historical analysis of the complex causal relations between cultural
phenomena.

If Tyrell is right in his interpretation of Weber being completely
blind to questions concerning the society as a whole, the problem of
the causes of Weber’s change of identity remains open. The ordinary
view of Weber as a historian becoming gradually a sociologist hardly
fits. I quote: “Webers Entscheidung gegen ‘Gesellschaftslehre” and
fur eine Soziologie ‘von unten’, vom Handeln her war eine explizite;
siemug§ Grunde gehabt haben. Diese Grunde, die uns der fertige
Kategorien-Aufsatz und die ‘Soziologische Grundbegriffe’ — nicht
verraten, bleiben einstweilen undeutlich; sie aufzuhellen,schiene mir
aber theoriegeschichtlich von gro§tem Interesse.”

So what?

After all, the reasons Weber might have had in mind when he decided
to become a sociologist are only of historical interest. Are there any
other perspectives besides the pure Weberologie that could make

these kind of details more interesting?
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One such perspective might be the conceptual erosion of the
conventional sociology through contemporary trends of thought
claiming that we need a new “postmodern sociology”. If we draw a
parallel to Zygmunt Bauman’s (1992) ideas about sociology giving
up such heavy concepts like “society”, “structure”, “function”, etc.,
we can easily conclude that Weber already made that kind of

sociology.
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MAX WEBER'S CONCEPT OF
CHARISMA

Introduction

he purpose of this article is to describe the nature of charisma as

a phenomenon and to argue for its relevance as a concept today.
The discussion presented here utilizes certain of Webers formulations
ol charisma in order to describe and analyze charisma from a
rhetorical point of view. My introduction to the problem of charisma
is not a “Weberologist” in the purest sense of the word. I am not
analysing the background or the social and political context of Weber’s
charisma analysis, noram | presenting a rhetorical analysis of Weber’s
concept of charisma. That is, [ am not trying to answer the question
“what Weber really meant when he spoke of charisma”. What I am
trying to do in this presentation, however, is to describe the nature
of charisma as a phenomenon by drawing on some of Weber’s
formulations, and then to present my point of view regarding which
are the most important characteristics of charisma. Next, I will explain
why charisma is still relevant for today’s society and, perhaps, will
become even more important in the future.

As a beginning point, it might be useful to provide a general deli-
nition of charisma. Charisma refers to the legitimacy given to an
exceptional person and his or her personal leadership. A charismatic
person is one who in a crisis situation appears to be capable of doing
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things that most people are not capable of doing.

When analysing Max Weber’s concept of charisma, we could start
from many different viewpoints, especially given that charisma is
not ascribed to any specific space or sector of life but, in principle,
can be created anywhere. My main argument here is that charisma is
more a situation-specific and aspect-specific phenomenon than it is
a sector-specific phenomenon. Because | am interested here in the
role of charisma in politics and administration in particular, it is
reasonable to begin with Webers basic definitions.

Three inner justifications of Herrschaft'

How did Weber describe charisma? What kind of phenomenon is
charisma? I will start from Webers definition of the state. According
to Weber “a state is that human community which (successfully)
lays claim to the monopoly of legitimate physical violence within a
certain territory” (Weber 1994: 310-311) The monopoly of physical
violence separates state from other human associations, and in a
rational case this monopoly is judged to be legitimate.

What then does this legitimacy mean? When speaking about legiti-
mate order Weber stated that “action, especially social action which
involves a social relationship, may be guided by the belief in the exist-
ence of a legitimate order. The probability that action will actually be
so governed will be called the ‘validity’ (Geltung) of the order in ques-
tion.” (Weber 1978, Vol. 1: 31) So, the belief, by virtue of which per-
sons exercising authority are lent prestige, is very important for the
legitimacy of every Herrschaft or authority? The validity of a legiti-
mate order is thus measured in terms of the degree of belief.

The basic question is then: where does this belief come from?
Upon what inner justification and upon what external means does
this Herrschaft (rule) rest? Do there exist some ideal-typical mecha-
nisms or principles upon which one can try to construct legitimate
rule? Weber’s answer was that, in principle, there indeed are three
ideal-typical inner justifications, hence, basic legitimations of rule,
via which consent and legitimacy are mainly organised. These three
types of justifications are traditional, rational-legal and charismatic.’
(Weber 1978, Vol. 1: 215)



Kyosti PEKONEN
So, we have a triangle:

Legitimacy

\ Imu'r_justilliccuiuns;
BC“Q[

traditional,
charismatic,
rational-legal

To appeal to the authority of what has always existed is to endeavor
to guarantee legitimacy through tradition. To appeal to legal rules in
order to create a beliel in legality is to endeavor to obtain rational-
legal authority; that is, it is a question of readiness to conform with
rules that are formally correct and have been imposed on by accepted
procedures. To appeal to an extraordinary personal talent is to
endeavor to obtain the authority of charisma; that is, it is a question
ol the belief in a person and in his or her exceptional abilities.

This term appeal already shows us that in inner justifications the
question is of a rhetorically created legitimacy. Depending on the
situation and context, one appeals to traditions, legal rules or excep-
tional personal abilities, as principles justifying authority to do some-
thing. It is also evident that in different situations and institutions
the justifications are not as feasible. For example, in established re-
ligious institutions, there is usually an appeal to traditions, but in
new religious movements and sects it is more usual to appeal to the
charisma of the founder of the movement.

Weber’s well-known conclusion was that today the most usual
basis of legitimacy is the beliel in legality, that is, in rational-legal
authority. (Weber 1978, Vol. 1: 37) Legitimacy that is based on le-
gality is more developed and rational than, for instance, custom,
convention, tradition or emotion. In rational-legal rule, the ground
for the validity of legitimate authority is rational when the validity is
based on the belief in the legality of normative rules. Thus, in obedi-
ence based on legal authority, the question is of the belief in the
“legally established impersonal order” (1bid: 215)
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If the beliel in legality is, according to Weber, the most usual basis
of legitimacy in the modern democratic state, is there then any role
for charisma? And il there is, what might that role be? Charisma is
not, after all, so rare or exceptional a phenomenon as one might
conclude from the definitions presented above. Weber somewhat
broadens these ideal-typical descriptions in several connections. Four
examples are presented below:

As a first example, Weber stated (1978, Vol. 1: 266-267) that
when charisma moves toward an anti-authoritarian direction “the
validity of charismatic authority rests entirely on recognition by the
ruled” .... “Instead of recognition being treated as a consequence of
legitimacy, it is treated as the basis of legitimacy: democratic legiti-
macy.” “The personally legitimated charismatic leader becomes leader
by the grace of those who follow him since the latter are formally
free to elect and even to depose him.” Through these quotations, we
come back to the triangle drama between beliel, inner justifications,
and legitimacy.

Weber paints here a picture with two possibilities: a) Recognition
of the validity of charismatic authority (by those subject to it) func-
tions as the basis ol overall legitimacy, i.e., the beliel in the abilities
of an exceptional person comes first; and b) legitimacy is first given
on the basis of belief in the validity of legal rules or tradition, and,
after that, rulers or those in power positions have the authority to
govern. As you can see there is a shift in emphasis. In some situa-
tions, persons mean more, and in other situations rules and tradi-
tions mean more.

Case A:
L%mnuu v which gives the charismatic
leader the power Lo act
\\nnduu 5 according to his or her
\ vocation.
Belief Charisma

m
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Case B:
which gives -

Rulers Legitimacy of the “system” or
and those in power institution or situation
the authority to
govern according to produces

rules or tradition

Belief —————— Rational-legal rules or

in tradition

The second example concerns the coexistence of the three inner
justilications of the authority structure. Weber stated that usually
traditional, rational-legal and charismatic authorities are overlapping,
i.e., they must exist together, side-by-side, and at the same time.
Weber thought that the composition of the belief in legitimacy is
seldom altogether simple. In the case of ‘legal authority’, it is never
purely legal. The beliel in legality comes to be established and
habitual, and this means it is partly traditional. Furthermore, it has
a charismatic element, at least in the negative sense that persistent
and striking lack of success may be sufficient to ruin any government,
to undermine its prestige, and to prepare the way for charismatic
revolution. (Weber 1964a: 382)

As a third example, Weber stated also that revolutions under a
charismatic leader, directed against hereditary traditional powers or
the powers of office, are to be found in all types of corporate groups,
from states to trade unions. (Weber 1964a: 370)

And, fourth, Weber tied charisma to the early formative process
ol new movements. According to him, charisma is a phenomenon
typical of prophetic religious movements or of expansive political
movements in their early stages. (Weber 1964a: 370)

These examples taken from Weber show that the phenomenon of
charisma and the effects of charisma may be found in many circum-
stances, in different institutions, organisations, and situations, and
also in the early formative phases of new movements. The examples
also show that traditional, rational-legal and charismatic authorities
may overlap. Therefore, the secret of charisma cannot be revealed
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by trying to locate “areas” in which charisma can be found. The
secret of charisma lies in the special “function” of charisma, in its
being the vehicle of the “new” in an extraordinary situation.

The idea of charisma

Motto: “Charisma can only be ‘awakened’ and ‘tested’; it cannot
be ‘learned’ or ‘taught’.” (Talcott Parsons’s not so strict translation:
Weber 1964a: 367)

As we all know, the term charisma is used very widely nowadays; it
is used in many senses and studied from many viewpoints. This
makes the phenomenon of charisma difficult to handle in a proper
way. Since it is not possible in this brief article to analyse thoroughly
Weber’s concept of charisma, here we consider some key interesting
and important viewpoints.

A starting point [or understanding the idea of charisma is to iden-
tify the specific characteristics of the authority of charisma. We stated
before that the authority of charisma is obtained by appeal to an
extraordinary personal talent; that is, appeal to beliel in a person
based on his or her exceptional abilities. Accordingly, the following
question must be: When and in what kind of situation or institution
is it usual, necessary, important or possible to appeal to extraordi-
nary personal abilities? Weber argued that an exceptional situation
forms a real ground for the function of genuine charisma. (Weber
1978, Vol. 2: 1111-1112, 1121) Extraordinary situations are the
fruitful soil for the creation of charisma. What does this phrase “ex-
traordinary” in fact means? One way to begin considering the notion
of “extraordinary” is to start with its opposition, with normal and
ordinary. “Normal and ordinary” may simply mean ‘that which we
are accustomed to expect’. Correspondingly, “extraordinary” means
simply that the existing consensus, that which is predictable, cannot
— for whatever endogenic or exogenic reasons — continue without
change. (For this kind of argument, see Cavalli: 319-320).

The extraordinary situation might then mean a situation in which
those concerned are not themselves able to restore the balance by
the cultural means available to them (this is what a crisis situation
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means here). Fulfilling this task requires a person who has both the
vocation and the requisite capabilities. However, success in the mis-
sion requires approval from the audience, [rom those whose expec-
tations have become affected by the crisis.

Why is charisma mostly connected with extraordinary situations?
The answer is simple: In times of crisis the situation is far more open
and contingent than is usually the case. There are more opportuni-
ties for, and even much more need for, new action.

One classical dispute in the analysis of charisma has been con-
cerned with the question of whether we should study charismatic
leaders as exceptional persons, or whether we should study instead
the relationship between leaders and followers in certain exceptional
situations. The latter is the point of view taken here. Thus, the main
interest here is not in charismatic leaders as persons, or with the
kind of exceptional persons they are or have been. While these con-
cerns, of course, are not insignificant, the point of view taken here is
that in order to understand the essence of charismatic politics it is
necessary to focus on the specilic social and political situations of
the followers themselves. 1 think we can [ind reasons for this argu-
ment from Weber himsell. Weber meant by charisma (“gift of grace™
Weber 1978, Vol. 1: 216) self-appointed leaders who are followed
by those who are in distress and who follow the leader because they
believe him or her to be extraordinarily qualified. Accordingly, we
can argue that the followers, the spectators of the political drama, in
fact judge and “decide” what kind of leaders they need and whom
they judge as strong or charismatic. The last decisive decision be-
longs to the followers.

On the other hand, the followers’ judgement is aftected not only
by the leaders personality and by the substance of his or her mes-
sage, but also by the rhetoric he or she uses in telling about his or
her mission. When the audience identifies and acknowledges a per-
son as its leader for moving out of a crisis situation, this acknowl-
edgement, however, is not a passive expression of a self-identity pre-
existing in society. Rather, it is a creating of a kind of self-identity, or
active articulation. The charismatic leader creates, in his or her per-
sonality and discourse, a meeting place for a signifier and signilied
which the followers are willing to hear and see.

Charisma and charismatic leadership usually arise in times of cri-
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sis in which the basic values, institutions, and legitimacy are in ques-
tion and become challenged. In this sense, genuine charisma is the
problem of the “new”. This “new”, that is, the extraordinary nature
of the times of crisis, calls forth a charismatic authority structure so
that charisma, at least temporarily, leads to actions, movements, and
events which are extraordinary, not routine, and outside the sphere
ol everyday life. In this sense, charisma is, according to Weber, both
revolutionary and irrvational. It is revolutionary when it “repudiates the
past” and “irrational” in the sense of being foreign to all rules. (Weber
1964a: 361-362)

The decisive characteristic of charisma is its contradiction to the
everyday order and routine way of action. Charisma means tran-
scending the everyday order and this transcending creates the aura
of exceptionality. Thus, in extraordinary situations a charismatic
person, as a private person without a “past” and without any other
authority other than himself or herself, can function as an organis-
ing and mobilising force. (Bourdieu 1987: 129-130)

I mentioned before that there is no one or proper space or sector
or territory in life for charisma; rather, charisma is connected with a
particular time and moment, following the logic “now it is the right
time to do this”. Charisma is, in this kind of situation, an ability and
talent to make right decisions and to take right action at that very
moment. However, this means also that charisma is necessarily tem-
porally* and locally tied: it is a local phenomenon. (Weber 1978,
Vol. 2: 1113)

When analysing charisma and rationalisation’ {from the viewpoint
ol an exceptional situation, it is easy to see that these two concepts
necessarily must not confront each other. Charisma refers to abili-
ties to utilise the contingency ol an exceptional situation and its new
chances. Therefore, rationality and charisma may also be comple-
mentary. Charisma may mean using new occasional rationality in a
situation in which the principal rationality is not incidentally valid
enough. (Spinner 1989: 250-295)

In fact, we have here two possibilities, two dilferent viewpoints,
in understanding the role of Weberian charisma: As a first perspec-
tive or point of view, we can see charisma bringing order to chaos.
According to this viewpoint the overall rationality of charisma in a
crisis situation is to bring up a “new order”, i.e., to rationalise in a
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“new level”. One can argue that in this case the social and political
“task” of a charismatic leader is to create a new “balance”. Taking the
second point of view, charisma is understood as a vehicle of
politicisation, as a vehicle of the “new”, when charisma is irrational
in the sense that all rules are foreign to it, and revolutionary in the
sense that it repudiates the past. Politicisation means here breaking
down existing self-evidence and unanimity, describing things from a
new perspective and in a new way by using a new language. Perhaps
the second viewpoint, charisma as a vehicle of politicisation, is some-
what closer to the rhetoric of Weber and his method of argumenta-
tion.

In any case, the “new” is the major keyword of charisma. Weber’s
argument was that traditional and legal authorities are in fact patri-
archal and bureaucratic structures which aim at and represent sta-
bility and are woven into daily routines. In a way, they represent the
status quo. Transcending everyday routines requires charisma with
its extraordinary way of using language, “charismatic rhetoric”, so to
speak.

The rhetoric of charisma

Here too, we can take many viewpoints. | deal with four points which
[ believe are important and timely.

Politics is conducted by spoken and written words

First, we must recall Weber’s important starting point when he stated
that modern politics is conducted in public mainly by spoken and
written words. We cannot understand politics without taking into
account the language used in politics. Language usage in politics
does not refer only to “what is said” but also, and importantly, to
“how something is said”.

The rhetoric of charisma as “politicising language”

Second, as | have proposed in an earlier article (Pekonen 1991: 21-
33), it is possible, lollowing Weber's basic ideas, to distinguish
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between “political rhetoric” and “administrative technical rhetoric”,
I have defined a “politicising language” as an attempt to find a new
way to describe the past, present or future. In a politicising language,
we are dealing with a change in a “form of life” (Wittgenstein used
this phrase) and, accordingly, a change in language.® This kind ol
new, politicising, language can be described as breaking the silence
(unquestioned self-evidence) which the past so easily produces by
means of sedimented language and dead metaphors. In a silence,
everything goes without questioning. The function of criticism, in
the form of politicising language, is to bring the undiscussed under
discussion. There is no need for a critique or an attempt to break the
immediate fit between the subjective and the objective structures
unless there is a crisis which, through new experiences, forces us to
see how conventional concepts and symbols no longer adequately
describe these new experiences. But when something new has taken
place, one has to {ind new words for the novel situation, and these
new words and the new language name the situation and, in so doing,
tell us what the significance of all this is.

Political language can also be described by the friend-enemy meta-
phor. When the question is of a political mode of action, a political
actor usually presupposes that somewhere out there he or she has
an opponent, and understands that this opponent is, in the same
way as he or she is, in the role of a political speaker. And so, the
speaker tries, by the aid of language, to influence the opponent and
also to mobilise people behind his or her language, in other words,
to convince those people to take seriously the reality principle which
is communicated by his language. This is one important aspect of
Webers emphasis on modern politics as a contest before the public.

If the presence of politicising language is a presupposition of the
“new”, is there some special way of using language in a bureaucratic
structure which, according to Weber, aims at and represents stabil-
ity and is woven into daily routines? I have proposed that there re-
ally is a technocratic mode of action and a characteristic way ol us-
ing language that accompanies it. In a technocratic mode of action,
the opponent is reified. In a way, one loses sight of the opponent
because the aspect ol consciousness, the political nature of action,
has no directive role in this type of action. Opponents are no longer
other people with their languages, but [acts and regularities in soci-
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ety, or people as “things”. Accordingly, the political role of language
is more or less excluded — or attempts are made to exclude it — from
the domain of technocratic action. An apolitical administrative ac-
tion often tries to simulate this kind of action. Its usage of language
may be such that it tries to argue that administrative action is not
directed against anybody, but is value-free, neutral, and for the gen-
eral wellare or the common good. Administrative action and the
administrative way ol using language are in most cases realised un-
der existing power relations and their use is targeted toward main-
taining the status-quo; in contrast, the use of politicising language is
targeted toward challenging the existing power relations.

On the basis of these general remarks, we can see that, on the one
hand, charisma and politicising language “resemble” each other and,
on the other hand, traditional and rational-legal authority structures
come close to “administrative technical rhetoric”. Utilising politicis-
ing language does not, however, guarantee the aura of charisma;
creating the aura needs something more.

Charisma as living metaphor

Weber argued that genuine charismais irrational in the sense that all
rules are foreign to it, and that it is revolutionary in the sense that it
repudiates the past. Where and how can a person or a movement try
to make its charismatic appeal and try to show its charismatic nature?
There is no way other than through its rhetoric. Pierre Bourdieu
puts this in the following way: “The relationship between language
and experience never appears more clearly than in crisis situations
in which the everyday order (Alltaglichkeit) is challenged, and with
it the language of order, situations which call for an extraordinary
discourse (the Ausseralltaglichkeit which Weber presents as the
decisive characteristic of charisma) capable of giving systematic
expression to the gamut ol extra-ordinary experiences that this, so
to speak, objective epoche has provoked or made possible.” (Bourdieu
1977: 170)

In order that a charismatic representation of reality would be genu-
ine and so that it could obtain the effect of charismatic authority, it
should be both a communicable and a somehow exceptional repre-
sentation of reality. Genuine charisma should be irrational and revolu-
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tionary and the same characteristics should also hold true regarding “chai-
ismatic rhetoric”; that is, the way of using language should be somehow
irrational and revolutionary. Charisma should “re-present” reality from
a new perspective which, in turn, requires a rhetoric of transcend-
ence.

The problem here is the rhetorical strategy of charisma; that is,
how charisma is able to express that it really is charismatic. The
expression should be such that via the leader candidate’s appeal the
leader himself or hersell is in a fascinating way both a “revolution-
ary” and an “irrational” force. Living metaphor; as a type of expression
that cannot be understood literally, is a classic example of this kind of an
exceptional language usage.’

But what is metaphor? As we know, it is very difficult to find a
definition of metaphor that pleases everyone. Therefore, 1 will not
even try to define what a metaphor really is, but I will only try to
describe how a metaphor functions and how it can [ulfil the rhetori-
cal requirements that charisma as a political and social phenom-
enon imposes.

Quite often metaphor has been described through the use of con-
notative categorisation. Let’s take a simple example (from Koski 1992:
13-32): Let us imagine a situation in which my dog should be taken
out. My spouse has many rhetorical possibilities in asking me to do
that. She can say for example:

Direct categorisation: Connotative categorisation:
“The dog should be taken out.”  “Take that rat out.”

When she uses direct categorisation regarding the dog, she only states
‘the dog to be a dog’. Interpreting the second statement correctly
requires connotative categorisation: ‘the dog which is somehow like
a rat’. In the latter case, my wife’s statement does not necessarily
coincide with the extralinguistic reality. In fact, there is no rat which
I should take out. More important here is the way my spouse
interprets and wants me to interpret the situation. As we can see, it
is impossible to interpret literally a metaphorical statement with its
connotative categorisation. Rather, by using connotative catego-
risation, my wife wants to say that “of course, I know that our dog is
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not a rat but, however, I call it a rat because I want to give the
impression that the dog somehow resembles a rat or that, in this
situation, 1 regard our dog as a damned rat”. As we can see here, the
connotative categorisation brings with it the transition of meaning
and the transition of values. The dog is compared to a rat and you
know what to think about rats. It takes two ideas to make a metaphor,
and a successful metaphor reconciles these two otherwise separate
ideas.

This type of connotative categorisation is the necessary starting
point for a metaphorical statement with its metaphorical effect, but
it is not, however, enough. A living metaphor must have some other
special characteristics. One of Paul Ricoeur’s basic ideas concerning
metaphor (Ricoeur 1986) is that we can, depending on the view-
point, situate a metaphor in different places. First, there is the form
of metaphor as a word-focused [ligure of speech. Then there is the
sense of metaphor as a founding of a new semantic pertinence. Ac-
cording to Ricoeur, however, the most important aspect is the power of
a metaphorical reference to “redescribe” reality.

When the starting point of a metaphorical effect is a word, state-
ment, or a description of a reality, that cannot be understood liter-
ally, the metaphor results in many kinds of tensions. According to
Ricoeur, the tensions of a metaphorical utterance can be located on
three different levels: the tension between the terms of the state-
ment, the tension between literal interpretation and metaphorical
interpretation of the statement, and the tension in the reference be-
tween ‘is” and ‘is not” when the metaphorical ‘is” at once signifies
both ‘is not” and ‘is like’.

The problem of reference is important and interesting. By giving
‘alien names’ (as in calling the dog a rat in the example), the speaker
is not interested in any well known reference or exact correspond-
ence with extra-linguistic reality. Instead, the speaker aims at some
“new characterisation”, something which is not ordinary but which,
however, is possible. In addition to the first, familiar and primary,
signification, i.e., that which the sentence ‘states’, there is also ‘the
secondary signilication’, i.e., that which the sentence ‘suggests’. A
metaphorical statement suggests something other than what is stated.
The logical absurdity of the sentence forces the listener/reader to
move into the secondary signification. This second meaning relates
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to a referential field for which there is no direct characterisation,
and for which we consequently are unable to make identifying de-
scriptions by means of appropriate predicates.

Using metaphors has here at least two functions. On the one hand,
using metaphor means that one wants the described phenomenon
to mean something more than the mere words as such convey. On
the other hand, one can, by the help of metaphor, bring into discus-
sion something unknown, something which one cannot directly
characterise, or something that does not yet exist but is in the proc-
ess of becoming. Through metaphor, one can create images of this
“not yet known”.

Asking “what a metaphorical statement says about reality” carries
us towards the problem of the reference of the discourse. The ten-
sion between ‘is’ and ‘is not’ makes possible the poetic effect which
aliving metaphor can have. Here, “living metaphor” no longer means
using words figuratively, but the power and possibility which the
fictional reference of the metaphorical statement has in describing
the world from a new, unusual and surprising viewpoint. Ricoeur
argues that, in this kind of discourse, a metaphor becomes woven
into the verb ‘is” in two tensional ways. The metaphorical predica-
tion ‘is’ means at the same time both ‘is not’ and ‘is like’. The similar-
ity or resemblance between two things that normally are separated
is more constructed and created than really seen. Metaphor discloses
the structure of logical similarity because similarity or resemblance
(‘is like) is understood (‘is) in spite of dilference and conflict (‘is
not’). Therefore, Ricoeurs conclusion is that the truth at which the
metaphorical predication aims, cannot mean the same as ‘what is’. How-
ever; this truth, characterised by the tension between ‘what is” and ‘what
is possible’, can be very penetrating as a multi-dimensional description. A
metaphor also bears information because it ‘redescribes’ reality.

Ricoeur tries in his idea of metaphor to unite the basic aims of
rhetoric and poetry. Ricoeurs argument is that rhetoric means using
language persuasively, with the aim of persuasion being ‘seeing as’.
The aim of poetic discourse is ‘feeling as’. So, living metaphor should
be the result of both seeing and feeling. Living metaphor should have
one structure but two functions, persuasion and feeling, both of which
should be “embodied” in representation. (Ricoeur 1986: 212-213)

According to Wittgensteins well-known delinition, poetic language
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is that language game in which the aim of words is to arouse images.
We have already noticed that ‘seeing as’ and ‘is like’ require produc-
tive imagination. ‘Seeing as’ is the sensible aspect of poetic language.
Hall thought, half experienced, ‘seeing as’ is the intuitive relation-
ship that holds sense and image together. In metaphor, the non-
verbal and the verbal are firmly united at the core of the image-ing
function of language. In living metaphor, it should be possible to unite
that which is discursively created and the interpreters own experi-
ence. This is the viewpoint according to which one can argue poetic
reference to put the interpreter in the position of subject. ‘Seeing as’
is the product of an active process the interpreter must go through.
AL its best, this process may include the joy of discovering. (Ricoeur
1986: 210)

Whether metaphor functions the way the speaker wishes it to
function depends on whether the statement can make active within
the listener’s mind dilferent areas, schemes and patterns of knowl-
edge, and whether the listener is “ready” to follow the path of mean-
ings and signification the speaker wants to show. For the listener to
be ready to follow this path, the speaker and the listener must have
enough common knowledge and experiences. In spite of these com-
mon characteristics between the speaker and the listener, a meta-
phorical statement does not, however, introduce the listener to any
ready and right interpretation but, rather, allows the listener to make
many connotatively different conclusions. When one right interpre-
tation is missing and, consequently, many meanings and significations
are present, this calls forth in the metaphorical statement different
mental pictures.

In sum, transcending everyday routines requires charisma with
its extraordinary way of using language, “charismatic rhetoric” so to
speak. “Living metaphor” seems, on the one hand, to be the suitable
rhetorical means which charisma tries to use, because in living meta-
phor the non-verbal and the verbal are firmly united at the core of
the “image-ing” function of language. On the other hand, the image
and aura of charisma seem to function in the same way as living
metaphor does. Charisma is metaphorical in the sense that it is ex-
citing and captivates imagination. The aura of the rhetoric of cha-
risma arises, in particular, in its opposition to the everyday and rou-
tine in particular. Living metaphor as a linguistic strategy that at
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least transiently transcends everyday life, challenges traditional be-
liefs and gets imagination into motion. Routinization, on the con-
trary, means the death of the power of imagination.

How to distinguish between authoritarian and
anti-authoritarian charisma

Irrational and revolutionary characteristics ol charismatic rhetoric,
and the use of living metaphor as its language form, make charisma
an even more fascinating but, at the same time, a paradoxical and
dangerous phenomenon. There is always something paradoxical and
even dangerous in the phenomenon of charisma and in the rhetoric
of charisma in particular. In order to somehow handle the “danger”
hiding in charisma, it has been quite usual to speak of authoritarian
and anti-authoritarian charisma. Weber himsell spoke of anti-
authoritarian charisma, but, on the other hand, many scholars have
heavily criticised Weber for underestimating in his methodology the
possibility of an authoritarian destructive charisma. Wollgang Momm-
sen (1974: 91), for instance, states this criticism in the following
way: “Many scholars have been puzzled by the fact Webers ideal-
typical theory of ‘charisma’ does not allow any distinction between
the genuine charisma of responsible democratic leaders, as for
instance, Gladstone or Roosevelt, and the pernicious charisma of
personalities like Kurt Eisner or Adolf Hitler. Where then is the
borderline between a type ol charismatic rule which guarantees
freedom within a democratic social order, and that which may result
in the emergence of a totalitarian or quasitotalitarian regime? Weber’s
political sociology is so designed that this question must be left
unanswered.” And Mommsen continues: “The essential weakness in
Weber’s concept of ‘charismatic leadership’ is not so much the
irrational quality of charisma, although this is certainly of no small
importance, but rather the notion that charisma not only qualifies a
personality as leader, but that it simultaneously legitimises his
authority, thus, at least indirectly, entitling him to unrestricted
obedience from his followers.” (Ibid: 92-93)

I would argue that the paradox of charisma lies in the fact that, in
a way, charisma is always “democratic”, even in the case ol an au-
thoritarian charisma. Charisma always resembles “democracy”™ be-
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cause the acknowledgement of charisma depends on the followers.
They are in a position ol giving someone the authority o charisma.
Il someone is given the authority of charisma and charismatic lead-
ership, the lollowers follow the leader freely and on their own will.
This explains partly why the following in a charismatic movement
can be so spontaneous and whole hearted, even in the case of an
authoritarian charisma.

The other problem mentioned by Mommsen concerns tae possibil-
ity that charisma cannot only qualiliy a personality as leacer, but that
it can simultaneously legitimise his authority. I am not so sure that
Mommsen’ critique is justified in every respect. That is, if our starting
point for analysing charisma is not an individual as an exceptional
personality, but rather an extraordinary situation which makes possi-
ble new solutions and new personal leadership, and if we also accept
that the authority of charisma is dependent on the acknowledgement
ol the followers, then we should conclude that it cannot be merely a
personality that legitimises a charisma’s authority. There must be some-
thing else involved. When we take this kind of viewpoint and apply it
to Webers analysis of charisma, we can then argue that Weber only
described the phenomenon of charisma and its characteristics, but
that it is not possible in advance to determine the criteria of good and
bad charisma. | think that Weber, after all, was well aware that an
authoritarian charisma would always be possible. However, it was not
in his power, in advance and abstractly, to decide what is good and
bad in each situation. It is the citizens’ duty to decide what kind ol
charisma they wish for and are ready to follow.

[ have elsewhere (Pekonen 1991: 56-58) tried to bring into the
discussion of charisma some points that might be helpful in solving
the problem concerning the criteria ol authoritarian and anti-au-
thoritarian charisma. These points emphasise the role cf discourse
in the process of creating a charismatic authority structure. On the
basis ol certain criteria, we should be able 1o make reasonable judge-
ments about the true nature of charisma, and what charisma actu-
ally represents. Thus, by using such criteria, the audience of a char-
ismatic appeal should be able to judge and make conclusions on the
basis of charismas discourse, whether the question is of an anti-
authoritarian or authoritarian charisma.

One possibility for developing criteria of authoritarian and anti-
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authoritarian charisma might be the discourse represented in char-
ismatic politics. Such discourse might be useful since the principles
of authority of charisma are in fact defined within it.

Max Weber already, in fact, debated this problem. In his famous
essay, Politik als Beruf, he argued that an inner vocation, as a condi-
tion for a person’s inner strength and action, requires the existence
of a cause for action and subsequently servicing this cause. How-
ever, this servicing must be “secularised”. Charismatic politics must
take a secular moral responsibility for its actions. Passionate devo-
tion to the cause must be relativized by a schooling in the realities of
life. Such realism directs one toward “secular ascetism” rather than
toward individuation as “cosmology”. The advantage of individuation
is gained in the ability to meet these realities of life and to measure
them internally.

The problem concerns what kind of secularised charismatic dis-
course devoted to the service of a cause this might be. What criteria
are required in order to render it charismatic and modernist in such
a way as to inhibit its degeneration into authoritarian, traditional or
merely populist charismatic politics?

One further way to analyse the essence of charismatic authority is
to analyse the language used in charismatic discourse, especially the
language of legitimacy. Jean-Francois Lyotard (1989) has proposed
such a viewpoint and he attempts to separate the different languages
of legitimisation and ways of discourse, starting with the pragmatics
of language and speech. From the pragmatic point of view it is em-
phasised that distinguishing between the speaker, audience, and ref-
erent is absolutely necessary for a deeper understanding of language
and speech. According to Lyotard, the specific ways of legitimating
languages and discourses are determined according to how the
speaker, audience, and referent are interpreted in a legitimating nar-
rative. This means that the dillerences between legitimating discourses
culminate in the different kinds of authority principles produced in
discourses. The most important of these principles is “who author-
ises the authority and how”.

Lyotard in his article is especially interested in two ways of gov-
erning: the despotic and the republican. These are characterised by
two different types of attempts at legitimisation (two legitimisation
discourses): the mythical narrative and the republican authority dis-
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courses. [ think that we can utilise these also in analysing the prin-
ciples of charisma.

Lyotard sees despotic government as a typical example of a mythical
narrative and its normative way of legitimisation. A government is
despotic when authority does not exist in any genuine sense and it is
not constructed according to modern (republican) rules. The neces-
sary division between law (norm) making and execution do not ex-
ist. In a mythical authority discourse, legitimacy as persuasion, the
giving ol information, and confirmation, hide behind the argued
homogenous, necessary and unavoidable nature of things. The or-
ganic and totalitarian character of the narrative does not favour analy-
sis, deliberation and discussion.

Republican authority discourse, Lyotard argues, takes into account
the necessary contingency of things, values, and language. Only these
really enable and legitimise deliberation and dialogical discussion.
Republican authority discourse and politics aim not at providing
reasons for beliel, but at providing reasons for deliberation and pro-
viding the ability to judge. The goal of republican authority dis-
course is the situation described by Lyotard (p. 174) as: “It (politics)
wills itsell.” Because this will must be characterised by necessary
(modernist) uncertainty with respect to the future and goals, repub-
licanism emphasises freedom more than security.

Emphasising the role of discourse in the creation of a charismatic
authority structure illuminates charisma as a representative process
in which the followers too have to bear their responsibility.

The relevance of charisma today:
The tendency towards the personification of
politics and administration

| hope 1t has already become clear that Max Webers concept of
charisma is still interesting and topical, despite the difficulties and
contradictions hiding in the concept of charisma. Finally, | would
like present a few more examples which, to my mind, clearly
demonstrate that we cannot, even if we would like to, escape the
phenomenon of charisma.
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(1) A few decades ago, it was a standard argument that the authority
principle of Max Weber’s pure charisma better described premodern
and traditional societies than modern society. Rationalisation, for its
part, was defined as a phenomenon which described modernisation.

Today the relationship between Weberian charisma and rationali-
sation is seen as a more complicated one. Wolfgang Mommsen (1987:
46-51), for instance, emphasises the view that Weber never under-
stood charisma as a phenomenon characteristic only of past tradi-
tional societies. We have also presented examples above to show
that Weber understood charisma as overlapping with other author-
Ily structures, that charisma and rationalisation are not neccssurily
contradictory phenomena in every situation, and to show that cha-
risma effects can easily be found in modern society, too. Mommsen
also emphasises that Webers intention was to study charisma and
rationalisation as contrasting phenomena. This opposition may be
described in the following way: Charisma involves creative action
which obtains its appeal from untypical and extraordinary personal
ideals. Rationalisation, on the other hand, involves adaptation to
existing ideals, material interests or institutional conditions. Accord-
ingly, Mommsen summarises Max Webers concept of charisma as
personal leadership. Can the idea or claim of personal leadership be
judged primarily as premodern or traditional? I do not think so. It
may even be that the contrary holds true.

(I1) According to Wolfgang Mommsen’ interpretation (1987: 49),
anti-authoritarian charisma was for Weber almost the only still-
existing potential means of providing democratic government which
does not lead to routine modes of action or to inefficiency as a result
of the shortage of leadership. By this anti-authoritarian nature of
charisma, Weber meant that the legitimacy of a charismatic leader
should depend on the consent of the voters; and, ol course, this
consent should be realised within the constitutional system and
constitutional political situation. Consequently, Weber described the
political arena of charismatic politics as leadership based on plebiscite.

Weber also thought that the situation in which political leaders
are recruited through struggle and rivalry may in itself realise the
essence of modern politics. “The essence of politics... is struggle, the
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recruitment of allies and ol a voluntary following...” (Weber 1968:
1414) One cannot be schooled to this within the administration but
the best place for schooling is “the parliament and the party contests
before the general public...” (Ibid) Accordingly, the legitimacy of the
political struggle cannot be legality, as in the case of administration
it would have to be, but the force of the ability to convince; politics
is necessarily persuasion.

We could say that in his concept of plebiscitary democracy Weber
in a way anticipates the strengthening of plebiscitary tendencies as a
struggle about the democratisation of democracy. This struggle con-
cerns the people’s right, possibility, and ability in reality, to elect
their own leaders. Weber’s argument is that until now, party oligar-
chies have in fact continued to decide about such elections.

At a general level we may cite many factors which are presently
emphasising plebiscitary tendencies in Europe. Factors such as the
following have been mentioned quite often: the secularisation of the
ideological Weltanschauung parties (the best example of this has been
the crisis found in communist parties all over Europe); the change
in the basis of the class struggle (the expansion of the middle class
and the strengthening role of individualist world views); the weak-
ening of traditional ideologies; and, the strengthening role of the
mass media. (Cavalli 1987: 332-333) There has also been quite a lot
discussion concerning the new type of parties which new social move-
ments have created. It has been argued that the new social move-
ment parties have not been organised as mass or cadre parties like
the old parties but that they follow new principles of networks and
personal leadeiship. All of these phenomena strengthen the tendency
toward the personification of politics, and prepare the soil for char-
ismatic eflects in politics.

(I11) Weber thought that the modern state in particular is the
“territory” of the rational-legal rule. Today, we can ask, what happens
to the bureaucratic rational-legal state when we are, as the slogan
goes, moving from the wellare state to the competition state. Does
not the shift from the bureaucratic state to management and
leadership in public organisations mean, there too, the personification
of leadership and administration?
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(IV) Finally, 1 would like to offer a cautionary example concerning
inflammatory ways of using Weberian charisma analysis. Weber’s
observation that the charismatic dimension is more or less present
in every leadership has led, I think, to curious and unhappy dead-
end conclusions in the so-called neo-Weberian organisation theories.
By “dead-end” conclusions, I mean the notion, as proposed within
some leadership theories, that organisations should all the time,
continually, be looking for ever more elficient charismatic leaders
who are able, via some type of “magical” tricks, to get followers
(employees) to do ever more miraculous works and deeds for the
organisation. This kind of future does not sound very promising for
the members of any organisation, since people as a rule cannot stand
revolution every days; it is too stressful. One should not underestimate
the ease that routines bring to everyday life. I think that Weber
thought this way, too.

Notes

1 Weber defined Herrschaft in the following way (1978, Vol. 1: 53): “Herr-
schaft (‘rule’) is the probability that a command with a given specilic
content will be obeyed by a given group of persons.”

2 There has been and still is a wide debate concerning whether belief alone
is enough, a proper criterion, to guarantee legitimacy. Well known, in
this respect, is Jurgen Habermas' eritique of Weber: “Max Webers concept
of legitimate authority directs our attention to the connection between
belief in the legitimacy of orders (Ordnungen) and their potential for
justification, on the one hand, and to their actual validity on the other.”
(Habermas 1975: 95) “What is controversial is the relation of legitimation
to truth.” (Ibid: 97) Habermas thinks that if “the truth-dependency of
belief in legitimacy™ is missing, the principles of the legitimacy of authority
are merely psychological. Then the organisation of legitimacy also would
be merely the organisation of belief where mere passivie belief would be
enough for the interpretation of consent.

I am not so sure if Habermas’ critique after all hits the target. Perhaps,
Weber did not discuss much about the nature of the belief but, as far as
I know, neither did he argue that belief was merely psychological. I think
that even the opposite may be true, or, at least, we should discuss more
thoroughly what is meant by “psychological”.
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David Beetham (1991: 3-25) wants on his part to pay attention to
the misconception according to which the belief in legitimacy is sometimes
identified with the results of opinion surveys. According to Beetham,
belief is more complicated because legitimacy is both constructed and
evaluated in many arenas. According to Beetham (p. 16), power can be
said to be legitimate to the extent that: “(i) it conforms to established
rules; (i) the rules can be justified by reference to beliefs shared by both
dominant and subordinate; and, (i) there is evidence of consent by the
subordinate to the particular power relation.”

The other debate, of course, concerns how, where and by whom the
beliel in legitimacy is in fact created or constructed.

3 Here we can see one of the limitations of Weber’s analysis. Weber could
not, for example, forecast the Wellare State and its opportunities to “buy”
legitimacy by its services. The other dimension that might be of some
importance in this connection, and one to which Weber did not give
much attention, is the role of disciplinary power. According to disciplinary
power, the individual himself or hersell is both the subject and object of
his or her “taming” to discipline. Accordingly, the “source” of legitimacy
does not necessarily lie “outside” the individual but the individual may
himsell or hersell function as the subject That is, he or she may “freely
and on the basis of his or her own will” be obedient to the everyday
order.

4 Charisma is temporal also in the sense that it becomes sooner or later
routinized. (Weber 1978, Vol. 1: 246-254, Vol. 2: 1121-1123.)

5 Weber meant by rationalization, among other things, the process in which
explicit, abstract, and calculable rules and procedures are increasingly
substituted for sentiment, tradition, and rule-of-thumb in all spheres of
activity. Accordingly, rationalization demystifies and instrumentalizes life
and makes it more and more predictable. “It means that .... there are no
mysterious incalculable forces that come into play, but rather that one
can, in principle, master all things by calculation. This means that the
world is disenchanted.” (Talcott Parsonss free translation: Weber 1964a;
139)

6 New forms of life kill old forms of life. Language is the vehicle of this
death struggle. (For more on this, see Rorty 1989: 19).

7 When metaphors are successful they “die” and become “dead or sleeping
metaphors”: in other words, they become part of our ordinary language
in such a way that the mcanings of the words and statements become
“frozen” and, accordingly, they can usually be understood literally.
Accordingly, this means that they are no more metaphors in the genuine
sense of metaphor: “dead metaphors” do not produce metaphorical poetic
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effects. Synonyms and dead metaphors do not bring into imagination
new areas of knowledge, they do not put listener into the position in
which he or she must start thinking what all this means, that he or she
can make more than one interpretation and conclusion.
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THE CONCEPT OF OBJECTIVITY
IN MAX WEBER

n this briel essay I will refer exclusively to Max Webers essay “Die
Objektivitat sozialwissenschaftlicher und sozialpolitischer Er-
kenntnis” in Max Weber, Gesammelte Aufsdtze zur Wissenschaftslehre
and the English quotations are my own translations from the original
German text.

The importance of Webers essay on objectivity goes lar beyond
its being a petitio principii for the epistemological status of the social
sciences. Its significance is not only a clear and limiting statement of
what science can achieve. Nor does it deal merely with the differ-
ence between natural science and cultural science (Kulturwissen-
schaften).

I find it interesting to analyze the specific nature of the Weberian
Verstehen in the context of its possible use in understanding contem-
porary cultural phenomena, and also in dealing with questions re-
lated to the problem of partial perspective, which are closely related
to the identity debate in contemporary feminist philosophy.

Die Kulturwissenschaften

In the first part of the essay Weber chiefly confronts the problem olf
defining the sciences of culture, as such. What are the limits of their
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domain? What are their goals?

First, Weber states what is excluded from the Erfahrungswissen-
schaften (the sciences of experience), namely, the intention to pro-
duce Norms and Ideals which would then provide useful recipes for
practical living: “Wir sind der Meinung dal$ niemals Aufgabe einer
Erfahrungswissenschaft sein kann, bindende Normen und Ideale zu
ermitteln, um daraus [ur die Praxis Rezepte ableiten zu konnen.” (p.
149) In this context, Weber repudiates the general economic influ-
ence on the social sciences during that period. The economic laws,
which were supposed to have general and universal validity, were
also believed to possess the inevitability of natural laws, the laws of
the natural sciences. Weber is strongly opposed to this attitude, as it
belongs to the positivist tradition which held that society possessed
its own inevitable and natural laws.

The positivistic scientists believed in the universal founding of
society through the laws which they believed would eternally rule
iL. Society was conceived as a static figure which was subsumable to
universal laws. In accordance with this epistemic faith in sociology
(as the new science founded by Auguste Comte was called), the
general attitude of social scientists was to predict various develop-
ments, thereby proposing various organizational societal models.
Weber is far removed from this limited perspective of social science,
primarily because he does not believe that such a thing as universal
law exists within the realm of human experience. The main domain
to which the science of culture applies is that of cultural institutions
and cultural facts @ “...unsere Wissenschalt, deren Objekt Kultur-
institutionen und Kulturvorgange sind...” (p.148).

The perspective from which the Kulturwissenschaften approach such
objects is not necessarily economic, as economy is merely one spe-
cific viewpoint within the world of human experience. I will clarify
this point later. At this point it is crucial to understand how Weber
builds his own point by limiting the possibilities of a science as
such. If a cultural science deals with human relations, behaviors,
contexts — in a word, experience — it must necessarily also deal with
actions. Actions as such must be judged from an ends-means per-
spective in order to understand what means are appropriate to which
ends, and by applying this criterion an action can be judged as ei-
ther meaningful or meaningless (sinnvoll-sinnlos).
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At this point, I think it is necessary to go back a step. In order to
define a human science it is important to keep in mind that what it
strives for is understanding (Verstehen). This is the starting point of
Weber’s perspective, in the sense that he presupposes that a scien-
tific approach to experience primarily means a human understand-
ing of it.

It is interesting Lo sce how this presupposition is now only a lim-
iting statement, and how it later becomes precious to the delinition
of the importance of the social and cultural sciences. It is limiting in
the sense that by delining the range of the sciences he is dealing
with, Weber also gives an important account of the perspective. The
perspective ol a scientific approach to human conduct cannot be
defined objectively in the sense of the exact sciences. Neither hu-
man experience nor its study, can yield a perfectly objective result as
it is intended in the natural sciences, i.e. a law, a normative aspect.
This is because the approach to the human sciences is always hu-
man, and as such it invariably begins from its own positioning within
the human context. This is because the approach to the human sci-
ences is always a human approach and as such it is always starting
(ausgehen) from its own positioning within the human context. A
human approach it is always immanent, nevertheless it can still strive
for objectivity.

Ideen und Werten

As 1 noted above, Verstehen is crucial to understand Webers per-
spective. Verstchenhas to do with ideas and values (Ideen und Werten).
According to Weber, they exist in each of our backgrounds and are
the starting points of all of our actions: “... alles Handeln, und
nattrlich auch (...) das Nichthandeln in seinen Konsequenzen eine
Parteinahme zugunsten bestimmter Werte bedeutet, und damit (...)
regelmalSig gegen andere.” (p. 150) Acting always contains a certain
value by which it is directed. The operative meaning of values is
very important in order to understand Webers conception of human
actions and therefore also the sciences connected to them.

As we move within a cultural horizon, that is, a horizon which is
colored by certain values, our actions are always determined by these
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values. Moreover, our comprehension of them will always be di-
rected by such values. There is no objectivity outside the cultural
framework in which we act, speak and think.

This cultural horizon plays a determinant role in the way in which
we approach history. In order to judge an action from the perspec-
tive of the ends-means criterion, we have to take into account such
values and ideas. This is why understanding not only deals with the
causal relationship between the means and the end, but is mainly
concerned with the intellectual understanding of such ideas: “Denn
es ist selbstverstandlich eine der wesentlichsten Aufgabe einer jeden
Wissenschalt vom menschlichen Kulturleben, diese Ideen, (...) dem
geistigen Verstandnis zu erschliefSen.” (p.150)

What does Weber mean by this intellectual understanding? First
and foremost, a cultural science must seck the complete cultural
meaning and significance of actions, events and situations. As it is
cultural, this understanding must take into account the values of a
specitic cultural context. Returning to the ends-means criterion, it is
important to note that the understanding of actions, as determined
by such ideas and values, is not analytical in the sense that we do
not want to understand actions as causally determined by ideas. Nor
do we intend to deduce them from the ideas. This is an important
aspect of understanding Weber’s interesting perspective. The world
of human actions and human relations can be neither totally nor
even partially determined by general laws. This obviously applies to
ideas and values. They do not determine human conduct in the causal
sense, rather they are guiding principles ol actions. By no means can
their leitende (guiding) nature be confused with radical determin-
ism.

Human relations and actions are quite unpredictable, and the task
of a science which is involved in its understanding can only be to
follow this unpredictability through ever-changing means of inter-
pretation. It cannot provide laws of durable validity.

The main task is nevertheless understanding, which also implies
critique: “(...) die wissenschaltliche Behandlung der Werturteile
mochte nun weiter die gewollten Zwecke und die lhnen zugrunde
liegenden Ideale nicht nur verstehen und nacherleben lassen, sondern
vor allem auch kritisch beurteilen lehren.” (p. 151) In order to un-
derstand what this Kritik means it is necessary to reiterate Weber’s
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intention, namely, the definition of the limits of the social sciences
without diminishing their scientilic character. Ideas and values are
decisive factors in the understanding of cultural phenomena, and
we cannot neglect them.

A scientific approach to cultural phenomena cannot, on the one
hand, be a value judgment in itsell. In other words, sciences that
deal with culture and human relations take a cultural approach, i.e.,
their analysis will always be determined by a value. On the other
hand, we can neither judge nor question these values from within
our cultural horizon. All we can do is criticize them from a dialecti-
cal point of view, namely, from the point of view of their logical
consistency: “Diese Kritik (...) kann nur dialektischen Charakter
haben (...), sie kann nur eine formal-logischen Beurteilung des in
den geschichtlich gegebenen Werturteilen und Ideen vorliegende
Materials, eine Prafung der Idealen an dem Postulat der inneren
Widerspruchslosigkeit des Gewollten sein.” (p. 151)

Das Gewollte is the subjective starting point of the acting indi-
vidual. Investigating the ethical and moral implications of such val-
ues is not a scientific matter, mainly because it is not the task of a
social science to teach how one must act, but rather how one can act
or what one wants: “Empirische Wissenschalt vermag niemand zu
lehren, was er soll, sondern nur was er kann und — unter Umstanden
—was er will.”

There is a clear distinction among values, their importance for the
cultural perspective in social sciences, and the task of such sciences
in dealing with these values. Values must somehow be taken into
account, mainly from an epistemic point ol view — they must play a
role within the analysis of human phenomena. On the other hand,
they cannot be judged from the viewpoint of their moral validity.
Only their logical, dialectical validity can be investigated.

Values and Weltanschauungen

A Weltanschauung — the cultural background that constitutes our vi-
sion of the world - is always determined by certain values, and this
means that our cultural identity is also determined by these values.
Moreover, it means that the cultural background determines the

113



OLivia GUARALDO

scientific approach we may have, but not in the sense of a cultural
relativism. It determines it from the viewpoint of the choices we
make in approaching reality, it is our guiding principle, the coloring
of our research work. However, it can by no means interfere with
the validity of the research as such, in the sense that its objectivity
does not rely upon the values.

Weltanschauungen deal with the meaning (Bedeutung) of the world
which they determine through certain values. They are somehow
interpretative frameworks that satisfy the human existential need
for meaning. However, this has nothing to do with the task of a
social science, in that a social science can neither change nor deduce
this meaning through an empirical analysis of reality. Weltan-
schauungen are not the product of an empirical science; they are
metaphysical values per se, which do not enter the range of the so-
cial sciences.

To express any kind of judgment on these values is a matter of
faith (Glauben): “(...) Weltanschauungen niemals Produkt fort-
schreitenden Erfahrungswissens sein konnen,(...) die hochsten
Idealen, die uns am mochtigsten bewegen, fur alle Zeit nur im Kampf
mit anderen Idealen sich auswirken, die andereti ebenso heilig sind,
wie uns die unseren.” (p. 154)

Therefore, it is important to understand that values (and their
Weltanschauungen, which could be delined as a permanent constel-
lation of values) are decisive for the empirical research in the sense
that they are the starting point, they direct it as viewpoints, or per-
spectives from which we approach the multifaceted aspects of real-
ity. Values, nevertheless, do not undermine the scientific objectivity
ol the research. This is, as we said before, internal to the field or
spectrum of reality that we want to understand. It is internal in the
sense that objectivity relies entirely upon the Widerspruchslosigkeit
(without contradictions) of its statements. This does not mean that
every attempt to understand reality can be defined as scientific. There
must be some kind of standards (MafSstabe) through which we de-
fine the formal and logical characteristics of objectivity. The kind of
objectivity that Weber strives for is by no means open relativism.

There is still a strong commitment to truth in the sense of a result
which can be universally recognized as valid (also by someone Chi-
nese). We need standards in order to be able to understand reality
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and express judgment on it. The crucial point here is that social
sciences need not interfere with moral values, they cannot express a
value judgment on them, because, as we said before, their validity is
a question of faith. On the other hand, values are important, they
are vital to acting human beings. Since a social science must strive
for a better understanding of human actions and cultural phenom-
ena, and since this better understanding culminates in the acquisi-
tion of a clearer consciousness of what one can and wants to do,
then the objective understanding that the science provides is a help-
ful element in guiding the action. That is to say that values are not
part of the scientific analysis as such, but are its beginning and end-
ing points.

Factors such as understanding the significance of a value, the role
it has played in determining certain behaviors, the influence ideas
have had throughout history etc., are all important in providing a
scientific account of reality. The analysis of such values, as we have
already stated, is not concerned with their meaning, but only with
their Widerspruchslosigkeit.

Moral indifference as a criterion?

Still, the idea of objectivity has yet to be fully expressed. “Gesinnungs-
losigkeit und wissenschaftliche Objektivitat haben keinerlei innere
Verwandtschalt” (p. 171). Moral indifference and scientific objectivity
are by no means related: it is important to understand that what
Weber is looking for is a definition of the social sciences which would
dissociate them from the exact natural sciences. In fact, he wants to
keep a certain idea of science alive, a certain idea of validity (Getlung),
and he is somehow constantly forced to explicate the true essence of
this cultural science. Weber is continually forced to distinguish it
[rom the natural sciences. There is no need for moral indifference,
primarily because moral indifference is impossible to achieve and
also because it is hypocritical in dealing with cultural phenomena.

Each individual approach to a cultural matter involves some kind
of personal involvement in it; that is to say, values guide our scien-
tific approach to the world. There is no indifferent (gesinnungslos)
analysis of cultural reality: “die blofse Anerkennung des Bestehens
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eines wissenschaltlichen Problems in Personalunion steht mit einem
bestimmt gerichteten Wollen lebendiger Menschen.” (p. 158)

Even the mere recognition of a scientific problem is already a sign
of the will which directs our attention. Knowledge is always deter-
mined by specific interests. As, for example, the socio-economic
nature of a specific phenomenon is not pre-existent. Contrarily, its
socio-economic nature is dependent on our attribution: “Die Qualitat
eines Vorganges als sozial-okonomischer Erscheinung ist nun nicht
etwas, was ihm als solches objektiv anhaltet. Sie ist vielmehr bedingt
durch die Richtung unseres Erkenntnisinteresses, wir sie sich aus
der spezifischen Kulturbedeutung ergibt, die wir dem betreffenden
Vorgange im einzelnen Fall beilegen.” (p. 161) This statement is cru-
cial in order to understand the perspectivist nature of our knowl-
edge, and in order to define the range of our possibilities.

Each attempt to grasp (greifen) reality, namely the possibility to
read reality through concepts (Be-griffen), is limited by our perspec-
tive. Now, this limitation is not necessarily a diminishing attitude or
some sort of skeptical opinion to which we must adhere in order to
adjust to the times. It is simply a statement that has to do with ob-
jectivity. Objectivity depends on our perspective, on our interest,
and on our personal commitment to reality. Objectivity is, therefore,
directed by our engagement to reality. And since reality is not a pre-
constituted entity that we must discover in its entirety, we simply
must decide which portion of it is meaningful to us. This decision
legitimizes our analysis, because it is far more real than any attempt
at global conceptualization.

Reality, the multifaceted and infinite world of human relations,
institutions, actions and phenomena, does not allow itself to be ap-
proached systematically. Or, more clearly put, one can attempt a
systematic approach, but the results will be far less objective than
those of the partial perspective: “Es gibt keine schlechthin objektive
wissenschaltliche Analyse des Kulturlebens oder der sozialen Er-
scheinungen unabhingig von speziellen und einseitigen Gesichts-
punkten, nach denen sie als Forschungsobjekt ausgewihlt, analysiert
und darstellend gegliedert werden.” (p. 170)

The aim of the social sciences is to understand the characteristic
uniqueness of the reality in which we move, and in order to grasp
this uniqueness we must first decide what exactly we are attempting
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to grasp. Reality and our knowledge of reality are undoubtedly re-
lated to the way we position ourselves in and towards it. We always
face reality from a specilic standpoint, never from an Archimedean
Point.

Sozialwissenschaft als Wirklichkeitswissenschaft

“Wir wollen die uns umgebende Wirklichkeit des Lebens, in welche
wir hineingestellt sind, in ihrer Eigenart verstehen...” (p. 170) The
main goal of the social sciences is to understand the uniqueness of
the reality which surrounds us and in which we find ourselves. This
explication is significant, in that the umgebende reality implies the
reality that surrounds us, but also means the reality which is related
to us. It is only through this special relationship with reality, our
living in it, that we are able to approach it. As | noted above, we can
only understand it from the partial perspective of our positioning in
it. Moreover, this sentence also refers to the uniqueness of reality, its
Eigenart. Uniqueness, in my opinion, is another word for contingency.
The uniqueness of each phenomenon is related o its contingency, to
the fact that it is, in its temporal dimension, related to unpredictable
factors.

Facts, the fabric of an empirical science, primarily take place in a
temporal dimension. In order to grasp the contingent nature of facts,
we must be well aware that a social science cannot possess a meta-
temporal scheme enabling it to displace facts from their contingent-
temporal context. This is why a science dealing with facts is prima-
rily a historical science. Here, historical refers primarily to the sig-
nificance of its individuality — in other words, a given phenomenon
is individual and unique within the temporal dimension in which it
appears And in order to give full importance to its individuality, a
phenomenon must first be understood as historical.

The specific nature of this concept ol history is quite different
from the usual connotation we give to history. As a matter of fact,
historical in the traditional, Hegelian sense has a strong universal
connotation, namely, the connotation of necessity. Events happen in
history as if they were following a rational or teleological direction.
Events abandon their contingency as soon as they occur in history,
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becoming constitutive parts of the long chain of particulars that jus-
tify the universal, the consciousness of the Spirit.

This is simply to clarify the distinct dilferences between the
Weberian and the Hegelian concepts of history. Historical does not
imply any meta-historical entities or values. Historical does not mean
universal, but rather it means particular and situated in a precise
context. The context itsell is history, nothing more than a frame-
work that we create in order to understand phenomena. The main
characteristic of this framework is that it is always able to accept
new facts, which is its primary function in the sense that the tempo-
ral dimension does not signify each occurrence as a part of a greater
telos. Temporal means the ability to highlight the new, as each fact is
new in its uniqueness, and history is nothing more than a frame-
work that shelters the new. In other words, history does not presup-
pose any kind ol rationality or sense. History as a framework that
can enable us to understand is primarily a means ol understanding.
In this de-substantialised sense, every interpretative attempt is his-
torical, in the measure by which every interpretation moves from a
specific standpoint and is concerned with a certain value. History
and reality are strictly linked together in this historical horizon.
Moreover, history and the social sciences are undoubtedly linked
together as well: “...den Zusammenhang und die Kulturbedeutung
ihrer einzelnen Erscheinungen in ihrer Gestaltung einerseits, die
Grunde ihres geschichtlichen So-und-nicht-anders-Gewordenseins
andererseits.” (p. 170-171)

For Weber, the aim of the social sciences is not only to understand
the uniqueness of the umgebende reality, but also its historical nature.
The So-und-nicht-anders-Gewordenseinis the historical nature of events,
namely the fact that they happen in a certain specific way. They are
exposed to history, they are inserted in the historical framework and
become so-and-not-otherwise entities. In my opinion, this has noth-
ing to do with the concept of historical necessity as it was discussed
above. In fact, the perspective from which Weber analyses this histori-
cal dimension has primarily to do with understanding its contingency.
Contingency obviously transforms into a so-and-not-otherwise entity
as soon as it has occurred and has crossed the threshold of reality, and
the factuality of reality is this so-and-not-otherwise entity. It is the
inevitable temporal nature of history that produces this so-and-not-
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otherwise entity, while in Hegel, it is the objectivity of the Spirit that
accounts for every single [act in history.

There is a great difference among these approaches to temporal-
ity. The former allows reality its own Eigenart, which is also its free-
dom, and the latter subsumes it all to the laws of thought, which is
embodied by a meta-historical entity, the Geist. If we continue the
parallel, we shall further notice that reality as such acquires a totally
different connotation in Weber: reality as Wirklichkheit is as power-
ful and effective as its own so-and-not-otherwise historical nature
allows it to be. Reality maintains its power as it does not become
neutralized in the greater scheme of necessity. Reality and its unique-
ness can only be understood, and this Verstehen must first maintain
its true uniqueness. The importance of Webers reflections on objec-
tivity must be understood within this parallel with the apologetic
and neutralizing character of Hegelian concepts. Only then do the
perspectivist and political nature ol his points emerge as new and
interesting also in current reflections on philosophy.

That is to say, Weber does not mine the multifaceted and poly-
morphous character of reality through the implementation of an-
other system of thought, which, as has been the case throughout the
entire history of philosophy, would once again deny reality, subsum-
ing it in the system as such, thereby contirming our hypothesis.
Conversely, Weber is primarily concerned with the problem of main-
taining this kind of multifaceted and umgreifbar nature ol the
Wirklichkeit. On the other hand though, Weber is also concerned
with a possible scientilic approach to reality, an approach that could
enable us to understand it, while simultaneously not providing a
completely relativistic view of it.

Endlich und Unendlich:
the problem of grasping reality

In order to produce a new kind of scientific approach to reality, an
approach that would take into account the aforementioned multiple
aspects of reality, Weber develops an operative concept that can satisly
the premises.
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Based on the [act that a comprehensive and total knowledge of
reality as such is impossible, and also recognizing that our limited
capacity for understanding is not suited to the complete understand-
ing ol infinite reality, Weber develops the concept of the ideal type.
“Alle denkende Erkenntnis der unendlichen Wirklichkeit durch den
endlichen Menschengeist beruht daher auf der stillschweigenden
Voraussetzung, dald jeweils nur ein endlicher Teil derselben den
Gegenstand wissenschaltlicher Erfassung bilden, dalS nur er wesent-
lich im Sinne von wissenswert sein solle.” (p. 171)

A scientific approach to reality can only deal with a finite portion
of it. The striking opposition between infinite and finite must not
give way to a scientific impasse, but, on the contrary, must convince
us of the structural limitations of our knowledge and proceed from
there to a realistic concept of it.

Historically, the attitude of many social scientists was an expecta-
tion that reality would respond to some sort of natural law, which
would have been detected through the analysis of the regular recur-
rence of causal relationships. As for the elements in each event that
cannot be subsumed under the law, and which have no place in the
regular recurrence, they are considered simply as accidents, elements
that have no effect whatsoever on the legitimacy of the law as such.
This is a clear example ol the tyrannical attitude of such sciences
towards reality. Their criteria and their assumptions simply expect
reality to respond to some mental project that they have in mind.
Therelore, according to such a conception, reality would be reduced
to a mere system of propositions, as in mathematics. Experience
would therefore become predictable, deducible from the laws that
govern reality. But, according to Weber, regardless of whether or not
this mathematical approach were to be corrected, what is at stake
here is the lact that knowing laws and possessing a so-called general
knowledge of reality, a principle that could explain all kinds of oc-
currences, has no meaning or significance to us. The meaningful-
ness, the signilicance of reality lies in this specific idea, in the indi-
vidual and unique character of its events, in the limited and con-
crete sphere of facts. “Ausgangspunkt des sozialwissenschaftlichen
[nteresses ist nun zweifellos die wirkliche, also individuelle Ge-
staltung des uns umgebenden sozialen Kulturlebens in seinem
universellen, aber deshalb nattrlich nicht minder individuell ge-
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stalteten, Zusammenhange und in seinem Gewordenseins aus
anderen, selbstverstandlich wiederum individuell gearteten, sozialen
Kulturzustanden heraus.” (p. 172-173)

As we have already stated, if [rom a general, or universal, point of
view the problem of Verstehen is connected to the significance (Be-
deutung) that a certain phenomenon has to us. it also means that our
knowledge is undoubtedly connected to values. However, this also
means that when dealing with the social sciences, the nature of our
knowledge is unquestionably linked to the qualitative aspects of
phenomena, whereas the natural sciences are only concerned with
their quantitative aspects. This implies that the nature of the cul-
tural Verstehen is completely different form the Verstehen of the natu-
ral sciences (which actually is not a Verstehen at all. It is quite easy,
then, to comprehend what Weber means by the Farbung of reality,
which occurs during its analysis from a cultural perspective. Here,
Farbung signifies the special nuance of meaning we attribute to a
certain phenomenon or fact. Farbung then means the way we ap-
proach such phenomena or facts, and at last it will mean the par-
ticular understanding of that fact. Verstehen, then, is strictly linked
to the qualitative aspect of our knowledge.

The question here is whether or not it is important to have a set of
general laws or factors through which to analyze social and cultural
facts. Weber does not deny that each formulation of a general law
can be useful, although only as a first step in the analysis, not as a
final result of it. The widespread tendency to assume that society
can somehow be explained through the detection of general laws or
primary factors that would provide us with a complete account of it
in terms of formulas, does not tell us any more than what chemistry
could tell us about the bio-genetic aspect of the animal kingdom.
That is to say, general principles do not explain the uniqueness of
phenomena, or their particular contingent and historical character.
The problem lies entirely in the use we make of such general laws,
which is obviously nothing more than hypotheses. The specific na-
ture of research in the field of social sciences has more to do with the
configuration of such factors or laws than with their universality. In
other words, it is the Gruppierung of such factors, their configura-
tion, which is at stake in the cultural analysis. And of course the
specific character of such Gruppierung is both the beginning and the
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end of the research, in the sense that it is determined by the signifi-
cance we attribute to a phenomenon, and simultaneously will deter-
mine the results of the analysis, the understanding of the portion of
reality we have analyzed. “...weil es uns fur die Erkenntnis der Wirk-
lichkeit auf die Konstellation ankommt, in der sich jene (hypo-
thetischen!) Faktoren, zu einer geschichtlich fur uns bedeutsamen
Kulturerscheinung gruppiert, vorfinden...” (p. 174)

The hypothetical factors are such that they gain significance only
if inserted into a constellation, which makes them useful to the his-
torical understanding of a cultural phenomenon.

Weber distinguishes four different phases in the analysis, the first
of which would be that of determining the hypothetical laws and
factors. The second, and most important one, would be that of de-
termining the historical nature of such hypotheses, namely their in-
dividual nature and their significant concrete interaction (“ihre(s)
...bedingten konkreten, in seiner Art bedeutsamen Zusammen-
wirkens” (p. 174-175)). In other words, each hypothesis must have
a concrete historical nature, its own individual character, in order to
become legitimate. Only in this manner does it become suitable for
the type of analysis that Weber has in mind. Moreover, this legiti-
macy is connected to the clarification of the meaning that the hy-
potheses possess.

The choice of a particular hypothesis must be legitimated by the
explanation ol its own significance (“die Verstandlichmachung des
Grundes und der Art dieser Bedeutsamkeit” (p.175)). The third phase,
or lask, in the analysis would then be the historical tracing of the
configuration of the factors, namely, their origins as individual fac-
tors and the development of their actual configurational character
and significance. This could be seen as further verification that the
specific configuration must go through in order to become scien-
tilic. Finally, the fourth phase would be the predication of possible
future configurations on the basis of the historical analysis.

It becomes clear that Weber makes use of the hypothetical factors
and general laws only as a heuristic medium, or, better put, as an
analytical instrument (Erkenntnismittel). As we have already stated,
the notion of general laws is useful, but has nothing to do with the
specific qualitative understanding of the Kulturwissenschaften. The
specilic character of its understanding is strictly linked to values,
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namely, to the values which orient the research. The only Voraus-
setzung of the cultural sciences is that culture in itsell is primarily a
value-concept (“Der Begrilf der Kultur ist ein Wertbegriff” (p. 175)).
This means that in order to understand reality, empirical reality, we
have to relate to it in cultural terms, or, better put, we can only
understand reality through the mediation of culture:

“Die empirische Wirklichkeit ist fur uns Kultur weil und insofern
wir sie mit Wertideen in Beziehung setzen, sie umfalSt diejenigen
Bestandteile der Wirklichkeit welche durch jene Beziehung fur
uns bedeutsam werden, und nur diese.” (p.175)

This interesting definition of culture can be referred to as relational.
Culture is the complex network of values in which we find ourselves
and through which we relate to reality. Reality is, therefore, a cultural
entity, inasmuch as we can understand it only through the cultural
values that are significant to us. Culture, as a value concept, is always
historically determined, that is, is always dependent on the specific
values of the historical moment. However, the importance of a given
value depends on culture, on the specific conliguration of numerous
factors which combine together in that particular historical period
to form a tendency.

The only Voraussetzung of the Weberian notion of culture is there-
fore that it is a value concept, namely, a concept that has to do with
a specilic orientation, in which values can be seen as preferences
which then indicate some kind of path to be followed. This is why
whenever we approach a phenomenon in reality, we simultaneously
approach a cultural phenomenon, that is, a phenomenon inserted in
a specilic context. In order to understand such a phenomena in its
essence we must understand it culturally, which means in its own
context, in its own peculiarity, in its own Geschichtlichkeit.

Our approach will simultaneously be historical, cultural and value
oriented. This is because we move from within a cultural context
and also from the standpoint of a cultural individual, guided by
certain specific values to understand each phenomenon in cultural
terms. Culture is at the same time the medium and the content of
the research.
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Bedeutungsvoll & logisch sinnvoll:
the interwoven approach to reality

There is also another interesting aspect of this epistemological
approach to culture: aspect which is interesting in this epistemological
approach to culture: “Und das Entscheidende dabei ist: nur durch
die Voraussetzung, dald ein endlicher Teil der unendlichen Fulle der
Erscheinungen allein bedeutungsvoll sei, wird der Gedanke einer
Erkenntnis individueller Erscheinungen uberhaupt logisch sinnvoll.”
(p.177)

In order to understand culturally, that is, to have a meaningful
understanding of a phenomenon, an understanding which is strictly
connected to our cultural and value-oriented character, we must iso-
late a single Erscheinung. This particular isolation is necessary sim-
ply in order to understand, and the quest for the Verstehen is what
causes us to isolate. In other words, the Bedeutsamkeit lies in this, in
the fact that we choose one specilic aspect of reality according to our
values. And this choice is strictly linked to the fact that we consider
this portion of reality important or significant, bedeutungsvoll. Sig-
nificance is the only criterion that guides our research. And since
this unique criterion is related to the qualitative aspect of the phe-
nomenon which is meaningful to us, the result of the research will
be qualitative as well. [t will have nothing to do with the formula-
tion of universal laws, which supposedly will govern all the future
occurrences of similar phenomena, but on the contrary, it will yield
acomprehension of the phenomenon in its specific and unique char-
acter of historical fact (“die historische Tatsache”).

The presupposition that significance is achievable only through
the analysis of a selected portion of reality legitimates a the logically
correct knowledge of an individual phenomenon: “... wird der
Gedanke einer Erkenntnis individueller Erscheinungen tiberhaupt
logisch sinnvoll.” (p.177) The difference between bedeutungsvoll and
logisch sinnvoll cannot aptly be expressed in English, with the former
as signilicant and the latter as something closer to logical correct-
ness, or better yet, logical plausibility, as opposed to meaningfulness
— as it appears in the English translation. Nevertheless, it is quite
interesting to speculate some on this decisive difference.
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On the one side we have signilicance as the qualitative nature of
the Verstehen, on the other hand we have logical plausibility as the
necessary scientific standard. Weber cannot conceive of one without
the other. As a matter of fact, the scientific nature of the cultural
sciences, being qualitatively different from that of the natural sci-
ences, must bear this combined approach. There is no significance
without individual knowledge, and at the same time there is no plau-
sible individual knowledge il it is not significant to some extent.
The two approaches are strictly interwoven, one is legitimated by
the other and vice versa.

Logical plausibility, the possibility of a thought that deals with the
individual phenomenon, is a peculiarity of the social sciences, where
this and only this kind of knowledge is important, that is, is signifi-
cant and deserves analysis. Therefore, for Weber, the epistemic na-
ture of the social sciences lies in the knowledge of historical facts
(meaning the ability to grasp the Eigenart ol historical phenomena),
although it is a scientific knowledge, the objectivity of which is to be
achieved through the concept of the ideal type.

The ideal type

The problem of knowledge in the social sciences is primarily a
problem of imputation; namely, it is a problem of the imputation of
causes. Causal explanation is strictly connected to the understanding
of historical phenomena, although, again, Webers conceptions go
far beyond the traditional historical conception of causality. Causal
relations that exist among phenomena cannot account for each
phenomenon in the same way: there are some specilic causal links
whose nature is essential to the understanding of the phenomenon.
In this context essential means the unique and individual nature of
the phenomenon. But how can we determine the essential character
of causes? It is, once again, a problem of imputation:

“Nur diejenigen Ursachen, welchen die im Einzelfalle wesent-
lichen Bestandteile eines Geschehens zuzurechnen sind, greifen wir
heraus.” (p.178) The essential character of causes has to do with the
uniqueness of the phenomenon, each cause is essential inasmuch as
it accounts for the historical Eigenart of the phenomenon.
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Moreover, it is important to remember that there are different es-
sential causes according to which selected portion of reality we in-
tend to analyze. Therefore, the problem of imputation is simultane-
ously strictly linked to the problem of significance and to the value-
orientation. In other words, by stating that essential causes are those
which account for the uniqueness of the phenomenon, we are es-
sentially saying that they are chosen or attributed according to the
specific portion of reality we have selected. Or, in other words, when
we refer to essential causes, we mean those causes that will clarify
and explain both the selected aspect of reality that we have chosen,
and its uniqueness.

Here, essential and particular have shared meaning, as essential
does not refer to a metaphysical substance to be revealed under the
surface of facts, but rather refers exactly to the factual contingent
nature of reality which we are unable to understand in its naked
contingency. We must mediate contingency through concepts such
as causality or essence, the closest analogies to the conceptual means
of grasping reality. The interesting thing here is that these concepts
are taken only as analogies, namely, they do not attempt to exhaus-
tively explain reality, which would be impossible, but rather operate
as instruments per se, or as a heuristic medium, which only aims at
providing as accurate an account of cultural phenomena as possible.

| use the word analogy because it seems to me that the traditional
concept of causality does not have much to do with Webers, although
it does at least share a similar way of operating, since causal means a
chronological approach to things, in which a before is followed by an
alter. In this sense, I do intend to refer to Weber’s concepts as analo-
gies of the traditional concepts. Weber wishes to lind particular rela-
tions among phenomena, which he calls causal relations, whose na-
ture, however, does not have anything to do with the necessity of
causality as such. In other words, the analogy aspect lies in the fact
that causal does not necessarily mean necessary for Weber; at the most
it can mean essential in the sense that we have discussed above. Causal
does not have to do with the universal character of causality, nor with
the formulation of general laws of causality.

The unique and individual character of a phenomenon can be
explained only through its imputation to a specific historical con-
stellation of facts, not to a universal law as a proof of it. Therefore,
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causality is a medium of retracing some essential causes which can
provide an account of an individual phenomena. Causality is noth-
ing more than an instrument through which we can reduce the over-
whelming multiplicity of reality, a sort of decoding device. Is not
science itself some sort of decoding device as well?

Now, the function of the ideal type within the context of objectiv-
ity becomes clearer. The knowledge of causes is helplul inasmuch as
it is possible to retrace the character of a phenomenon through in-
serting it in a constellation of facts. However, in order to retrace
such causes with precision, we must acquire nomological knowl-
edge.

Nomological knowledge is nothing more than the knowledge of
recurrent causal sequences. It is a sort ol device by which we are
able to impute causes and effects, and by which we are able, in cases
of doubt, to decide what the most adequate causes are. The impor-
tant thing about this nomologische Kenntnis is that it legitimates the
imputation, it is a medium by which we can trace back and attribute
importance to some causes more than to others.

The application of the nomologischer Kenntnis is such that it is only
the means of the research, not its end. This is because the value of
general recurrences in history are only helpful inasmuch as they are
able to orient the research, providing examples or directions for the
most adequate causes. Weber explicitly explains that the nomologi-
cal knowledge acquires its important function in cases of doubt,
when the imputation of causes and effects is somehow problematic.
The broader and more general our knowledge is, the better we will
be able to apply this nomological knowledge. It is interesting to
note that nomological knowledge has to do with the category of
objective possibility, in other words, the imputation of causes has to
do with the plausibility of reality, and therefore it follows that the
broader our general knowledge, the better our imputation of causes.

What might seem here to be a universalistic or abstract turn is, on
the contrary, an important means of acquiring the objectivity that
Weber has in mind. As a matter of fact, Weber continuously points
out that general laws are not the aim of the social sciences, they are
only a Hilfsmittel: “Der Umlfang eines Gattungsbegriffes fuhrt uns
von der Fulle der Wirklichkeit ab. Er ist abstrakt und inhaltsarm”
(p. 180).
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Since, as we have already stated, culture is a specific point of view
that specific individuals have on reality, the main transcendental
presupposition that must be made when speaking about cultural
sciences is that points of view are decisive in this domain. What
follows from this is that points of view produce sections of meaning-
ful reality, which differ from the insignificant infinite reality as viewed
from an Archimedian point. How do we conciliate the general ap-
proach of the nomological knowledge to the particular one of the
decisive point of view?

The answer to the question of Weberian objectivity lies here. The
question can also be formulated by quoting Weber: “Welche ist die
Bedeutung der Theorie und der theoretischen Begriffsbildung far
die Erkenntnis der Kulturwirklichkeit?” (p.185)

The mistake that is often made within the field of social sciences
is understanding single phenomena as examples of the general law,
as if they were there, in reality, just to be subsumed to our general
hypotheses. This obviously leads to an unfair approach to reality,
because the single and unique phenomenon becomes generalized,
therefore loosing its uniqueness and becoming a part of the whole.
Reality would then be nothing more than an example of the general
idea that we have, or that we intend to find in it, according to our
hypotheses. In addition to being unfair to reality, this approach is
also illegitimate, in the sense that we can by no means have a truth-
ful, general, comprehensive view of the entirety (Totalitat) of reality,
since reality is unendlich, and in its Unendlichkeit is not accessible to
our endliche knowledge. This is clearly stated by Weber:

“Es handelt sich bei den Aulstellungen der abstrakten Theorie
nur scheinbar um Deduktionen (...) in Wahrheit vielmehr um
einen Spezialfall einer Form der Begriffsbildung.” (p. 189-190)

Reality cannot be deduced from general principles, and is always a
matter of the hypotheses that we formulate and the assumption, that
they are to be found in reality de facto. General laws do not tell us
any more about reality than the hypotheses on which the law, as
such, is based. It is always a matter of the construction of thoughts,
namely, each approach to reality starts off as a constructive approach,
as a Gedankenbild that we apply to reality in order to understand it.
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Therefore, general laws that expect reality to correspond in toto to
the theory of reality are misleading and, moreover, fallacious. What
we must strive for, according to Weber, is a knowledge that neither
expects to understand reality through general laws, nor possesses
the ambition to reveal reality in its completeness. A knowledge, as
we have already stated, that is interested in the understanding of
single portions of reality, and in which the historical-temporal
character of our being in reality is somehow reflected. A cultural
knowledge that is fair to reality in the sense that it does not attempt
to annihilate its constitutive unpredictability. This knowledge,
however, must have an objective status. The ideal type, according to
Weber, is the necessary instrument for this knowledge.

“Ein Gedankenbild vereinigt bestimmte Beziechungen und Vorgange
des historischen Lebens zu einem in sich widerspruchslosen Kos-
mos gedachter Zusammenhiange. Inhaltlich tragt diese Kon-
struktion den Charakter einer Utopie an sich, die durch gedank-
liche Steigerung bestimmter Elemente der Wirklichkeit gewonnen
ist.” (p.190)

The concept of the ideal-type is taken from abstract economic theory,
and is used to determine the extent to which an abstract economic
construction can be found in reality. It is a kind of theoretical
instrument through which it is possible to orient the empirical
analysis, that is, make the abstract construction pragmatically clear
and understandable. 1t is primarily an heuristic means, which can
be helpful in the imputation of causes. The specific relationships
that are part of the ideal type are taken from the historical context
and constructed in a non-contradictory system (Kosmos).

“Er wird gewonnen durch einseitige Steigerung eines oder einiger
Gesichtspunkte und durch ZusammenschlufS einer Fulle von diffus
und diskret, hier mehr, dort weniger, stellenweise gar nicht,
vorhandenen Einzelerscheinungen, die sich jenen einseitig her-
ausgehobenen Gesichtspunkten lugen, zu einem in sich einheit-
lichen Gedankenbilde.” (p.191)

The ideal type is an accentuation of historically determined features.
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These features are chosen and combined in the constructive pureness
of the ideal type, in accordance with the viewpoint of the analysis. It
is precisely an objective construction, in the sense that it is consistent
and plausible, but at the same time it neither formulates general
laws nor general statements about reality. It is as if a single portion of
reality were purified of its accidents and reduced to a finite and
comprehensible Gedankenbild. This does not necessarily mean that
the ideal type should be exemplar or imperative in a moral sense:
“Vorweg sei hervorgehoben, daf$ der Gedanke des Seinsollenden,
Vorbildlichen von diesen in rein logischem Sinn idealen Gedanken-
bilden, die wir besprechen, hier zunéchst sorgsam fernzuhalten ist.”
(p.192)

The ideal aspect of the ideal type has to do exclusively with its
logical, non-contradictory nature. It is not a synthesis of many em-
pirical occurrences, in the sense of it being an average of the most
frequent elements. It is utopian, in the sense of a nowhere, in its
pureness and consistency, since it cannot be found in reality as such.
The ideal type is constructed according to the category of objective
possibility (objective Maglichkeit): “Es handelt sich um die Kon-
struktion von Zusammenhangen, welche unsere Phantasie als zulang-
lich motiviert und also objektiv moglich, unserem nomologischen
Wissen als adaquat erscheinen.” (p. 192)

In other words, the ideal type must pay a convincing price to
plausibility, or, better put, to the objective possibility that such a
construction can have certain relations to reality. That its being ideal
in the sense of a logical pureness would not endanger its grasp on
reality, its possibility ol occurring, or having already occurred. How-
ever, this should not be viewed in terms of it being an exemplar
model to be followed, but rather, more scientifically, as being a pos-
sible way of looking at things.

The aim of the ideal type is to be able to reveal the connections
between cultural phenomena, and most importantly their signifi-
cance. The ideal type is a means of detecting significance in reality.
Through the ideal type we have the possibility to give signilicance to
portions of reality — those which are colored by our interest in them,
by our values — inasmuch as the ideal type is able to detect some
signilicance in them. The success of the ideal type, though, cannot
be decided a priori. It is the means, not the end of the research, and
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therefore its efficiency can only be demonstrated once it becomes
operative. Since reality cannot be analyzed in its entirety, but only in
the relationships we detect within its different and multiple aspects,
the ideal type is the means by which we can detect these relation-
ships according to their significance to us. They bear a meaning
(Bedeutung) which is the necessary pathway to our understanding
(Verstehen). Therefore, the ideal type is the means by which we can
read the multiple aspects of reality from a single, embodied view-
point, that is, our individual and concrete nature of human beings.

The ideal type is a sort of decoding device through which the
immediate totality of reality can be reduced to a perspective: a spe-
cific light is thrown over phenomena so that we can relate to them in
a mediated form, that is, so that we can understand them. However,
it is not as il the ideal type would give us a final and exhaustive
knowledge, the pureness of which would be reflected in the logical
consistency of the construction.

Logical consistency simply helps, in the sense that its pureness is
able o detect the impurity of reality. In other words, the ideal type
works as a decoding device inasmuch it is also able to show how
reality as such, with its infinite variations and unpredictability, can
never totally correspond to the pure construct. In this sense, the
ideal type is a precious element ol analysis, because it allows reality
to become manifested as a non-ideal type; reality emerges as every-
thing that does not comply to the construction. This is also a way of
understanding reality, namely, that there always exists a residue in-
comprehensible for concepts.

It is important to keep in mind that Weber developed the ideal
type for the specilic purpose ol knowledge and understanding in
the social sciences. Nevertheless, it appears to be a very precious
element of analysis when dealing with matters such as the contem-
porary problem of thought after the end of metaphysics, and also
the question of thought on the contingent, or rather, thought on the
political. It allows us freedom in thinking, in the sense that we can
approach reality through the constructive character of the ideal type,
knowing that the construction does not harm reality. it merely tries
to frame it and cast some light on it. Moreover, in a speculative
context, the ideal type can offer an interesting constructing approach,
in the sense that it offers the objective possibility of different ways of
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thinking. Of course, the price that has to be paid is that of giving up
the obsessive quest for comprehensive knowledge. More importantly,
the obsession with a thought that would be more real than reality,
the obsession with what is supposed to lie beyond reality, which is
still nothing more than meta-physics.
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“WIRTSCHAFT” IN MAX WEBER

Introduction

I organise this article around a single concept in the German
language, “die Wirtschaft”. More exactly, I deal with certain aspects
and implications that are related to this concept, as Max Weber uses
it as one of the core words in his renowned posthumous work Wirt-
schaft und Gesellschaft (“WuG”). 1 also discuss the context made up
of the related vocabulary in Weber’s work to facilitate my account of
the core word.

I do not primarily address my article to the very specialists in
political theory and conceptual history. | also want to meet the inter-
ests of scholars in the lesser fields of public policy-making, public
administration and public management, political economy and busi-
ness administration. It is my estimate that the latter target audience
is made up of industrious readers many of whom want to see rapid
instrumental utility in their scholarship.

Benefits from analysis of words, sentences and texts

There are strengths in the analysis ol words, concepts, sentences
and texts for the scholar whose interest is instrumental altogether or
in part. In this respect, strengths emanate from following sources:
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a) The perspective on words, concepts, sentences and texts
necessitates delineation through a definite research corpus and
therefore contributes to nothing else than what are instrumentally
called validity and reliability.

b) The perspective helps the scholar reflect better upon his or her
own research effort than many an alternative approach. For the
instrumentally oriented scholar this involves improved control of
the research process. S/he can reduce the guesswork unavoidable
in going too “straight to the matter”, such as trying to study “Max
Weber’s conception of the ‘economic™ without analysing Webers
texts much at all but relying on secondary, tertiary and even more
indirect sources on Weber.

The perspective [ apply, in particular, helps a reader to avoid seeing
in texts only that which one has decided to see:!

“If ... depictions ... [ollow from meta-pragmatic assumptions...,
they are counterempirical. And ... one may ask if they ... tell us
... (only) ... about ... social scientists’ narrative preferences, visions
ol self, and ultimate values.”

One ol the important meta-pragmatic assumptions {requently made
among the scholars whom 1 address here is the model of rational
choice.” It has been gradually elaborated during at least 150 years
from its origins in what preceded the neo-classical economics that
subsequently evolved. The result is the perspective that enjoys a
hegemonic perspective in economics, and has many extensions in
political science, sociology, and elsewhere. When dealing with matters
economic, the pitfall of a simplistic reception of rational choice is a
particular risk to avoid.

Limitations and delimitations of the article

Limitations in my approach and delimitations of the material I cover
arise already from the nature of Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. As is well
known, WuG was in fact ultimately put together on the basis of the
master’s dralts by his spouse, Marianne Weber, a well-read scholar
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herself. The compilation took place in the years immediately
[ollowing the master’s death. The first part of WuG is known to have
been written later by Weber than the latter, the more “empirical”
parts, which originate from Webers many special studies on topics
he dealt with. WuG was also written to be part of a major handbook
in the social and economic sciences.

This article is not an effort towards a complete analysis of the core
word “die Wirtschaft” nor is it intended to cover systematically the
entire relevant vocabulary in the focal book. Even less can | cover
the whole economic vocabulary in Webers entire work. Instead, I
confine myself within definite limitations and delimitations:

a) Beside the focal book WuG, I omit consideration of other work
by Weber with only a very few exceptions.

b) 1 concentrate on the first, conceptual part of the focal book.
¢) I do not plunge into studies of literatures contemporary to We-
ber, such as texts representing the two orientations in economics
contemporary to Weber with such representatives as Werner
Sombart of historical economics and Carl Menger in what preceded
contemporary neo-classical standard economics.

I am writing in English on Weber who himself wrote in German. To
ensure some compensation of the deficiencies that might therefore
ensue, | take the following measures:

a) | work to preserve a bilingual aspect in my intervention.

b) To a minor degree 1 also work to preserve a trilingual aspect, at
least at the beginning of my intervention. To pursue limited multi-
lingualism, 1 make comments regarding selected “economics”
words not only in the German and the English languages but also
my own native language, Finnish.

¢) In a few cases, I also refer to the etymological origins of certain
words in classical Greek and in Latin, still taking care to avoid
very vague interpretations.

d) In a few places I make critical comments on the existing English
translations.

e) Allin all, I work not to take any existing translations for granted
and to sensitise the reader to the problems ol translation.
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Aims of the article

In this article, within the limitations of my approach and the
delimitations of the material | work to meet selected challenges posed
by the particular nature of Weber’s work in WuG. Many of the
challenges 1 refer to are such that they might not be encountered in
analysing certain other grand classics. However, they are still worth
stating explicitly here:

a) Weber was inter-disciplinary more than merely multi-
disciplinary.
— In his work one encounters an admixture ol perspectives of
legal, historical, political, social and other research instead of a
focus developed only from the point of view of some individual
established discipline.
— This inter-disciplinary nature is not fully explained by the
relative “underdevelopment” of social research in his day; it is
also likely to be an aspect of Weber’s research strategy and his
interpretation of his own intellectual calling.
b) Weber was not only pursuing research on concrete themes, but
was also engaged in methodological pursuits.
— He reflected profoundly upon what a workable methodology
of the social sciences could be.
— There, he also worked back and forth between his own con-
crete research on the one hand, and on the other his methodo-
logical studies.
— The theoretical concept of the “ideal type”, also to be taken
into account in this article, is the widest known result of these
eflorts.
¢) Weber also focused upon the predicament of the individual of
his day, upon grand political and economic questions, and upon
the way in which those questions were embedded in culture and
history.
d) Work nowadays pursued regarding Weber is burdened by
previous work, dominant interpretations in that work, and certain
gross misinterpretations.
— However, even the misinterpretations tend to be “social facts”
in the Durkheimian sense.
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—That is, even where we are assured that they have little to do
with their alleged origins, we have to struggle with them and
their proponents without certainty ol victory.

Beside the above general aims I also have a [ew more selected aims.
They pertain to commonplace problems in the reception of grand
classics in specialised, usually very instrumentally oriented academic
disciplines. In the particular case of Weber, my aims take the following
form:

a) There have been endless efforts by responsible university
teachers during the years to alienate students from the received
textbook view that Weber is only a figure of the past who invented
the outdated model of hierarchical, rule-bound bureaucratic
administration. However, efforts continue to be needed towards
this end, as the misplaced view, once received, is very steadfast.

b) In an indirect way, I will pursue the above effort at “alienation”
by studying Webers view not of bureaucracy but of economic
action.

¢) I want to pinpoint that regarding both bureaucracy and
economic action Weber carefully delineated the limits of the pure
so-called “formal rationality” at hand in each case. This concerned
bureaucracy on the one hand, and on the other rational economic
calculation as exemplified by business accounting.

d) From the point of view of another mode of rationality, namely
“substantive rationality”, both bureaucracy and pure formal
economic rationality involve the risk of serious contradictions and
adverse secondary consequences.

e) The above suggests that as little as Weber can be seen to have
been a defender, let alone the inventor, of the “bureaucratic model”,
as little was he a defender ol unconstrained pure formal economic
rationality, either.

D 1 want to continue elforts to keep Webers models and their
reception connected to his methodology and its relativism as well
as to the history-bound nature of the concrete interpretations he
made on the basis of his models.
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Economic vocabulary in WuG:
Wirtschaft, Okonomie, Haushalt

The existing literature on the development of economic vocabulary
in the German language provides an interesting view to such parallel
words of the economic domain as Wirtschaft, Okonomie, and Haus-
halt.*1 briefly suggest some ways to proceed, but | myself refrain
from going truly deeply into an-analysis of the genesis and anchoring
ol the target vocabulary within the bounds ol this article.

Wirtschaft

In Weber we can see a [requent emphasis on das Wirtschaften as an
action concept instead of utilisation of the noun Wirtschaft only. As
opposed to Wirtschaften, such an English word as “economy” easily
refers only to structure and institution. About the same holds true as
regards such a corresponding word as the Finnish talous. That “ta-
lous” is related to structure and institution in Finnish is suggested
by the commonplace separate word taloudenhoito, “management of
the economy”. The latter word probably first arose as an attempted
literal translation of the German Haushalt and the Swedish hushaill,
to refer to the action aspect of “talous” at the stage when “modern”
vocabulary was introduced and created in the Finnish language in
the 18" and 19" centuries.

One etymological possibility to try to give an “original” meaning
to Wirtschaft, or even more, das Wirtschaften, can be mentioned. It is
to see the word as something carried out by a “host” or a salaried
keeper of a house, both covered by the word ein Wirt. The *host” can
also be seen as the person responsible for maintaining the house,
both an sich and for the people he hosts.

Okonomie

Okonomie seems, but in part only seems, to be related to the ancient
Greek word oikonomia. The latter word is loaded with historical
denotations and connotations. Oikonomia would be literally some-
thing like the “law” or “order™ (nomos) of a house (oikos). Even more,
it would be the law or order ol a household shared by given people
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under the monocratic head of the household, the oikosdespotes or, in
Latin, the pater familias. A “dining room” is another original albeit
trivial meaning of oikos. However, even that meaning becomes less
trivial if the aspect of an orderly satisfaction of the household
member’s daily needs through the means the household provides is
observed.

One of the proofs one gets of the vulnerability of etymological
analyses is the circumstance that in contemporary usage, the present
meaning of the “economic” rather resembles the domain of the an-
cient Greek word chrematistike. It was economic activity pursued
with the purpose of earning a profit, instead of the oikonomia in an
autarchic one-family household. The contemporary contradiction
becomes less if we note that what is true regarding relationships
between economic actors whose relationships are mediated by mar-
kets may not be true within such actors as far as they are organised.

Even where the rules applied within organisations are not directly
bureaucratic ones, at least the economic rationality of the markets
may be qualified in many ways and may apply only poorly il at all in
the intra-organisational context. Oliver Williamson points out that
intra-organisational matters are matters of managerial fiat and that
no court of law will ever accept for consideration a complaint that a
manager has made a decision that, albeit legal, is inappropriate, in-
efficient, or ineffective.” Intra-organisational economies thus still
bear a resemblance to despotic one-family households and their
managers continue to carry the mantle of the ancient oikosdespotes.

Haushalt

Haushalt refers, firstly, to “holding” a “house”, ein Haus halten. The
etymological study ol the words Haushalt, Okonomic and Wirtschalt.
and respectively, in Finnish talous, has since the 19th century been
fundamentally blurred. This arises already from new words created
by the means of such attributes as National-, Volk-, Gesamt-and Staats,
joined to the three above words.? In the Finnish language, equivalent
attributes such as valtion-, yhteiskunta-, kansan- and kokonais- have
been joined to the ending -talous. In contemporary usage the situation
is even more unstable, as the “economic”, including das Wirtschaft-
liche, has come to reler predominantly to matters related to the
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markets or determined by them. This is so at least in the sense of a
prevalence ol market-like economic calculation. However, market
and commercial terminology has also many dilferent sources and
origins than those related to oikos, der Wirt, and lew other words
that have been discussed above.

The question of a “moral economy” vs. a “chrematistic” one con-
tinues to be a critical issue in the economic anthropology of today.
For instance, have “traditional” peasants been people of moderation
and therefore “moral economists” by definition? Or conversely , have
they always been no less “utility maximizers” than the shrewdest
businessmen, sticking to their “moral economy” only due to calcu-
lated sell-interest or having to stick to it due to circumstances con-
straining their pursuit of self-interest?’

A concise history of the word Wirtschalt
until Weber’s time and beyond

To sum up, in the centuries preceding Weber’s time, the conceptual
history ol Okonomie und Wirtschaft first evolved as two quite separate
developments, well discernible in the Middle Ages. The former had
to do with the management of the agricultural household, the church
and princely courts, whereas the latter was related to commercial
activities pursued in the markets. The “economic” and the “commer-
cial” were in point of fact separated even more than they had been in
the discourses of ancient Greece and Rome.®

During the 16th century parallel developments took place in the
German language regarding Okonomie on the one hand and Wirtschaft
on the other. Wirtschaft became one of the standard translations of
the venerable oikonomia, and Wirtschaft and Okonomie therefore be-
came synonyms.” In the 18th and the 19th centuries, the crucial
division between groups of words in the German language had moved
to prevail between words like Okonomie und Wirtschaft on the one
hand, and on the other words like Handel und Kommerzien." The
two former had at that time still little or nothing to do with markets
and commerce. This is something we may nowadays lind very curi-
ous given contemporary talk and writing on economic matters.

Note the etymological origin of Handel in das Hand, “the hand”,
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and note also one of the English meanings ol “handle” as “to engage
in trade”. Note also the contemporary use of handeln not only to
signify “to engage in business” but also what in English is, simply,
expressed with the verb “to act”. This usage is also present in Weber.
Finally, note the constitution of Kommerzien as well as “commerce”
from the prefix com- and the word mercatus, the Latin for “market-
place”. This makes “commerce” something like “to engage in activi-
ties in the marketplace”.

Another period preceding Weber had been that of the so-called
cameralism and related doctrines of the 17th and the 18th centu-
ries. These doctrines had provided concepts in the administration of
government finances and in activities that governments assumed
vis-a-vis what we nowadays know as the entire “economy” of a na-
tion. The doctrines also had their role in the elaboration of the first
systems of civil service training in Europe. From the point of view of
two key words in cameralism, Wirtschaft on the one hand and Politik
on the other, der Markt tended first towards the latter. Words such as
Landwirtschaft, “agriculture”, and Fiskus, “government as economic
actor” including its role as recipient of tax revenue, tended towards
the former.

Already within cameralism the two key words began to merge in
such combinations as “political economy” and “economic policy”,
both still used today although in several different senses. It is noto-
rious that lately “political economy” has signified both Marxist eco-
nomics and, recently, New Right economics created as the diametric
opponent to Marxism. Since cameralism Politik, in turn, was differ-
entiated in the German principalities into what we nowadays know
as Polizei and “police” on the one hand, and Politik concerning for-
eign allairs."

In the leading European languages, market terminology had fully
intertwined with economic terminology only by the end of the 19th
century, although final results evolved only over more than one hun-
dred years."” This is one ol the final consequences of a period of
fundamental changes in political, social and economic terminology:.
That period of transformation was named by Koselleck die Sattelzeit'”.
This was a period of “the birth of the modern” in the sense that
many of those vocabularies and meanings related to vocabularies
arose which are still quite familiar to us. The transformations, on the
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contrary, made many preceding vocabularies and meanings alien to
us.

The administrative vocabulary was also among those that were
transformed during die Sattelzeit. This vocabulary was transformed
to cover — and through this transformation to enable — the elabora-
tion of systematically organised rule-bound corps of professionals
working under a discipline on the basis of written documentation of
the acts of the administration."* Many important relationships have
prevailed and continue to prevail between the economic, political
and administrative vocabularies. However, | will not elaborate these
relationships within the bounds of this article.

Even alter die Sattelzeit, placed to about 1750-1850 in the Ger-
man language, not all European languages ended with syntactically
similar words for semantically similar objects. For instance, Okonomie
was becoming well established in the German language in Weber’s
time as a translation of economics and ’économie. After a period of
certain setbacks in this respect, the same has been true again after
World War I1. There was also an interlude in the 1970s when politische
Okonomie in the Marxist sense was rising once again. However, words
that include the word Wirtschaft have proved to be stronger so far.”

Economic action in WuG

The sociology of “ruling” vs. economic sociology

In reception of Weber, a stereotypical distinction between a “sociology
of ruling” (Herrschaftssoziologie) on the one hand, and on the other
an “economic sociology™ (Wirtschaftssoziologic) is common. This is
especially so as regards WuG. However, on a closer inspection,
“ruling” turns out also to be present as a theme in activities which
bear an economic character on the one hand, while on the other
inside “ruling” different degrees ol economic action can frequently
be found. Interestingly, this aspect suggests that the translation of
Herrschaft as “domination” is so misleading that a better translation
as “ruling® or the “pursuit of ruling” should be applied.

As will be pinpointed in detail further below, Weber ascribed strug-
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gle, Kampf, a key position in his account of Wirtschaft; so he did not
do this only in his account of Herrschaft as one might first expect. As
an example of Herrschaft within Wirtschaft, relationships that in-
volve ruling (commonly mistranslated into English as “domination”)
are not absent in the economic domain, either. One example of this
is that most really existing economic firms have a considerable or-
ganisation of their own, both internally and in their relationships
with other firms and other organisations.'® As an example ol Wirtschaft
within Herrschaft, in turn, to sustain, even law courts need public
[inances and corresponding public sector accounting for a minimum
ol financial regularity and a minimum of rational allocation of scarce
resources to administer the law properly.

Economic action: A definition and a few questions
Weber gives the following definition regarding economic action:

“Wirtschaltlich orientiert’ soll ein Handeln insoweit heilSen, als
es seinem gemeinten Sinne nach an der Fursorge fiir einen Begehr
nach Nutzleistungen orientiert ist. ‘Wirtschaften’ soll eine fried-
liche Ausibung von Verfugungsgewalt heifSen...”"”

There are many reasons why the standard English translation must
here be seen as unacceptable or at least misleading. The point cited
above reads in that translation:"®

“Action will be said to be ‘economically oriented’ so far as,
according to its subjective meaning, it is concerned with the
satisfaction of a desire for ‘utilities’ (...). ‘Economic action’ (...) is
any peaceful exercise of an actors control over resources... .”

The standard translation uses the expression “subjective meaning”
for the gemeinten Sinn, “utilities” for Nutzleistungen, and the reitying
word “economic action” for das Wirtschaften. These are all translations
that can be called into question. They convey in an excessive degree
meanings of American social science of the 1940s and the 1950s.
There is an almost comical aspect in these translations, as they work
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to transform Weber towards a character who bears much resemblance
to American social scientists of the period of translation and the
culture where the translation was made. This also works towards
removing Weber from his period of departure and from his indigenous
intellectual culture.

A more acceptable translation could read, for instance:

“Let us call action ‘economically oriented’ as far as it is according
to its intended sense oriented towards the satisfaction of a need
for benefits. Let us call ‘pursuit of economic action’ peaceful
exercise of rights ol disposal...”

Verfiigungsgewalt is a word that is particularly difficult to translate.
In Weber its origin is in a special legal term referring to a different
form of “command” over a piece of property than ownership proper.
One may own something but be denied the right to dispose of it,
such as when one is deprived of a right to live in an apartment the
shares of which one owns.Conversely, there may be disposal of
resources that one is only allowed to use but not to relinguish, such
as in many a lease. In Finnish legal language there is an exact
equivalent to Verfugungsgewalt, namely hallinta or hallintaoikeus. Here,
the meaning is quite unequivocal, although there are other meanings
in other discourses in the Finnish language."

It has been pointed out to me that Webers emphasis upon eco-
nomic action as peaceful exercise of rights of disposal would arise
[rom the usage coined by the sociologist Franz Oppenheimer in his
book Der Staat of 1907. 1 readily accept the reference to Weber’s
direct intellectual debt to Oppenheimer. However, the division be-
tween economic action exercised by peaceful means on the one hand
and on the other political action exercised through coercion origi-
nates ever since cameralism. Therefore [ deem it possible that Weber
drew quite knowingly also upon the more arcane conceptual his-
tory.?’

Several substantive questions regarding the above brief passage
can be raised. Answering the questions mostly serves the edificative
purpose of making the passage clear with reference to other selected
parts of Weber’s work. The questions | choose here are:
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a) What is action, or as well, “acting”, that is, das Handeln, in
Weber? What does it signily il economic action is also seen as one
type of das Handeln? What is unique in Webers approach to das
Handeln in general and economic Handeln in particular?

b) In general, what is at stake when in Weber action is oriented in
one or another way?

¢) What is the position of the economic orientation among diverse
conceivable orientations in Weber?

d) What is the position of the gemeinten Sinn in Weber? Through
whom does this sense make sense, how, and to what effect? How
does the approach focusing upon the gemeinten Sinn differ from
other conceivable approaches? For instance, how is it dillerent
from the study of only external “behaviour” of human beings in
the same vein as the “behaviour” of animals is studied?

e) What exactly could be said of das Wirtschaften?

Action and its orientations in Weber

“Action” in Webers sense involves the attachment by the acting
individual of a subjective sense to his or her conduct or comportment,
whether this attachment be overt or covert, or whether it take place
by omission or by acquiescence. In Weber, action is “social action”
insofar as it in its subjective sense takes account of the conduct of
other actors and insofar as the action is thereby oriented in its course.”!
The “orientation” thus refers to the influence of the behaviour of
others towards the focal individual’s actions through the latter
individual’s interpretations. | will return to the matter of this aspect
of inter-individual interaction below in this section.

Any systematic, comprehensive account of the diverse conceiv-
able orientations of actors seems to be ruled out in Weber. By such
orientations I do not mean Weber’s distinction of different rationalities
of action (instrumentally rational, value-rational, affectual, and tra-
ditional),” but I mean something more substantive. No elaborate
account ol the orientations really arises in Webers work. In Weber |
find only the view that actors may be oriented in these or those
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ways. Some ol the ways can well be seen as economic ones. How-
ever, many an orientation that includes the economic aspect may
also be mixed with other orientations.

One conceivable reason for the absence of the systematic account
referred to above in Weber may be that he wished to study the
orientations of the actors themselves according to the sense that the
actors themselves ascribe to their own actions. This is a possible
reason why Weber did not try to superimpose any ready-made cat-
egorisation of actors’ conceivable orientations. There is also his meth-
odologically individualist aversion towards the subsumption of ac-
tors” actions under what can be called “collective figures” such as
structures, value systems, ideologies, or the like.

Economic orientation of action and
its intended meaning in Weber

Without any ex post facto depth necessarily involved, “religious”,
“traditional”, “political”, “ethical”, “aesthetic” and other commonplace
determinations can be seen as other conceivable orientations of actors
in their social action beside the economic one. We may suggest that
action in Weber can only be seen as oriented in this or that way. such
as oriented in the economic way. However, “Weberian” economic action
in any strict sense as action neatly taking place within any definite
“sector of society” may not exist. Despite this, the text passage cited
at the beginning of this section comes close to the Weberian con-
ceptual “definition” of the economic orientation of actors. In the
same, we are dealing with Weber’s “ideal type™ model of economic
action in a sense that will be discussed a little later. As it is an ideal
type, in the so-called real world we may not often find economically
oriented action that is even close to being pure. Instead, we may
find actions oriented simultaneously in many ways, that is, actions
that are “overdetermined”, as one common contemporary way of
putting it goes.

Weber’s emphasis upon studying the actors’ gemeinten Sinn in their
actions can be seen as connected to Weber’s scientific approach. There
are orientations of social and political research that are interested in
that sense which actors themselves attach to their actions, and We-
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ber’s is one of them. There are also orientations that could not care
less about what such a sense might be in each action episode. Two
examples of definitely non-Weberian approaches can be given:

a) There is the registration of attitudes by the means of the
quantification typical of analysis based on “data” amassed by the
means of surveys and then translated into the quantitative and
formal language of variable analysis.

b) There is the way in which mainstream economics takes actors’
preferences for given in the famous maxim - incidentally often
cited also by contemporary economists — De gustibus non est
disputandum.**

Weber sees sociology as a particular science. It is a science, “welche
soziales Handeln deutend verstehen und dadurch in seinem Ablauf
und seinen Wirkungen ursichlich erklaren will.”*

The translation of deutend verstehen in the standard English ver-
sion of WuG as “interpretive understanding” can be seen as accept-
able, but the translation of “in seinem Ablaul und seinen Wirkungen
ursachlich erklaren™ as “causal explanation ol its course and conse-
quences” can be seen as an anachronism. It would, again, make Weber
appear as an American social science professor working to pursue
causal analysis of social phenomena in the lashion of the 1940s and
the 1950s. Weber rather aimed at something less, or rather, some-
thing different with respect to causes than causal explanation in the
sense that it is understood in such sociology as is aiming at “causal
explanation”.

In particular, Weber wants sociology, and mutatis mutandis, so-
cial, political and economic research in general, to study such causes
of actions by actors which are based upon the actors’ various in-
tended senses to their actions as the actions emanate on the basis of
the actors’ understanding of the conduct of other actors. It goes with-
out saying that the other actors, in turn, orient their own actions in
an analogous way, and therefore need and can be studied in the
same way as the former actors.

A la Weber, actors can be said to act in a socially or sociologically
relevant way to the effect that they intentionally ascribe sense to
their actions through their interpretations regarding how their ac-
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tions and the processes and the consequences of their actions are
conditioned by other actors. The former actors can be seen to be
well aware of the other actors not only acting causally but also mak-
ing their own interpretations, and so on, in an infinite regress of
complex social interactions. In Weber the reasons actors have for
their actions are the causes of these actions in the sense of the
ursdachliche Erklarung regarding the actions.

Das Wirtschaften as an action concept in Weber

Das Wirtschaften, which is a concept already referred to above, is
interestingly an “action concept” instead of a hypostatised conceptual
entity. The standard English translation as “economic action” leads
to the loss of much of the sense conveyed by Weber in using the
word das Wirtschaften. As such, the word das Wirtschaften is very
appropriate in Webers work. It refers to his aim as if to catch the
actors in the midst of their action. Indeed, Weber definitely does not
see the actors as first ascribing a sense to their actions and then
acting, but as doing both simultaneously.*®

There is another important concept in Weber, regarding which it
is necessary to consider how it applies to economic action. This is
the generic concept of “social relationship”™:

“Soziale ‘Beziehung’ soll ein seinem Sinngehalt nach aufeinander
gegenseitig eingestelltes und dadurch orientiertes Sichverhalten
mehrerer heilSen. Die soziale Bezichung besteht also durchaus
und ganz ausschlielSlich: in der Chance, dalS in einer (sinnhaft)
angebbaren Art sozial gehandelt wird, einerlei zunéchst: worauf
diese Chance beruht.””

“The term ‘social relationship’ will be used to denote the behavior
(better: “conduct”, PA.) of a plurality of actors insofar as, in its
meaningful content, the action of each takes account of that of
the others and is oriented in these terms. The social relationship
thus consists entirely and exclusively in the existence of a
probability (better: “chance”, PA.) that there will be a meaningful
course of social action — irrespective, for the time being, of the

51
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basis of this probability (“chance”, PA.).“*

Thus economic action, too, — and not differently from, say, political
action — is in Weber action which is dependent upon chances.
Importantly, these chances offer themselves due to interaction
occurring amongst a mass of many individuals. Any focal individual
finds him- or herself in a situation where actions by other individuals
offer him or her chances s/he can utilise, but only il s/he possesses
sufficient competence.”

Formal economic rationality

I now turn to what I call Weber’s two ideal types of [ormal rationality,
one of which is economic in character. I find in Weber the view that
“rationality” as such is nothing more than any way of doing something
out of some given point of view or perspective that is defensible at
its face value.”

I am first interested in Weberian formal rationality of ruling and
Weberian formal rauonality of economic action. 1 will also be con-
sidering the substantive rationality which Weber juxtaposes with
formal rationality.

Webers ideal types of formal rationality

How do I conceive of the “ideal type™ as a generic concept? I conceive
of it as a historically bound device to gain an interpretive grasp of
historically bound phenomena by means ol emphasising some and
de-emphasising other of the features of the phenomena being studied.
Ideal types may be useful or not, but they may not right or wrong as
such. Ideal types also presuppose phenomena that are being modelled
by the typologist. It is the phenomena that the interpreter tries to
purify for his inspection by the very means of the ideal types:”

“This conceptual pattern (that is, the ideal type, PA.) brings to-
gether certain relationships and events of historical life into a

complex, which is conceived as an internally consistent system.
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Substantively, this construct in itself is like a utopia which has
been arrived at by the analytical accentuation of certain elements
of reality. Its relationship to the empirical data consists solely in
the fact that... we can make... characteristic features. .. pragmati-
cally clear and understandable by reference to an ideal-type. ...
Historical research faces the task of determining in each individual
case, the extent to which this ideal-construct approximates to...
reality... . ... (The ideal type) is no ‘hypothesis’ but it offers
guidance to the construction of hypotheses. ... (The ... ‘funda-
mental concepts’ of economics. .. can be developed in genetic form
only as ideal types.”

“Dieses Gedankenbild vereinigt bestimmte Beziehungen und
Vorgange des historischen Lebens zu einem in sich widerspruch-
losen Kosmos gedachter Zusammenhénge. Inhaltlich tragt diese
Konstruktion den Charakter einer Utopie an sich, die durch ge-
dankliche Steigerung bestimmter Elemente der Wirklichkeit ge-
wonnen ist. lhr Verhaltnis zu den empirisch gegebenen Tatsachen
... besteht ...darin, dalS da ... wir uns die Eigenart (jedes) Zu-
sammenhangs an einem Ideatypus pragmatisch veranschau-
lichen und verstandlich machen konnen ... (F)ur die histo-
rische Arbeit erwachst die Aulgabe, in jedem einzelnen Falle
festzustellen, wie nahe .. die Wirklichkeit jenem Idealbilde steht...
. ... (Der Idealtypus) ist keine ‘Hypothese’, aber er will der Hypo-
thesenbildung die Richtung weisen. ... (Die) ‘Grundbegriffe..." der
Nationalokonomie ... sind in genetischer Form nur als Ideal-
typen zu entwickeln.

For comparison: Bureaucracy as an ideal type of
Jormal rationality

[ find it useful o clarily the ideal type of the formal rationality of
economic action by juxtaposing it first briefly with the ideal type of
the formal rationality of ruling or “domination”. “Bureaucracy” in a
specilic sense can be seen as the essence of the latter, with the often
cited but almost as often misunderstood features connected to that
ideal type by Weber.
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I am not going to cite here the contents Weber gives to his ideal
type ol bureaucracy.” I am only making reference to this ideal type
to support my coming argument on the ideal type of economic ac-
tion.

What Webers ideal type of bureaucracy should not be seen to be
is well known, except in canonic textbooks for students of admin-
istrative science. Some of these textbooks still often represent that
ideal type — or a collection of certain of its ephemeral features — as a
béte noire. This “beast” was allegedly invented by Weber through his
“misconception” of conditions of efficient administration, organisa-
tion and management. This typically opens the path for the com-
monplace story of this béte noire being challenged by some heroic
figure of some popular management doctrine. In the 1980s and 1990s
that doctrine has very often been what is known by the acronym
NPM, the New Public Management. Before NPM, the heroic figures
of various “humanistic” orientations of administration, organisation
and management had their turn.

To be more exact, the above weird interpretation of Weber may
also be a matter related to the novice years of the present generation
of those individuals who bear the practical charge of public sector
reform in many of the worlds countries. It is probably they who
once, during their academic studies ten to thirty years ago, adopted
the misconceived idea of Webers ideal type of bureaucracy from
American textbooks of the day. They may also have received
vulgarisations of the already vulgar message of those textbooks in
their home countries. Nor can we completely rule out the possibility
that the rhetorical value of the vulgarized model of “Weberian bu-
reaucracy” in the legitimation of the public sector reforms continues
to play a role.”

Accounting as an ideal type of formal rationality

In Weber, the essence of the ideal type ol the formal rationality of
economic action is “rational economic calculation™ or “accounting™.”
Here, we have four elements, which are quite well-known to the
economist and the business accounting specialist, albeit usually under
different names. The first three derive from Webers convenient
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characterisation of pure, general formal rationality, that is, formal
rationality both in economic action and outside it.

a) There are purposes (Zwecke).
b) There are means (Mittel).
¢) There are secondary consequences (Nebenfolgen).

Weber writes:

“Zweckrational handelt, wer sein Handeln nach Zweck, Mittel und
Nebenfolgen orientiert und dabei sowohl die Mittel gegen die
Zwecke, wie die Zwecke gegen die Nebenfolgen, wie endlich auch
die verschiedenen moglichen Zwecke gegeneinander rational
abwagt...”

“Action is instrumentally rational ... when the end, the means,
and the secondary results are all rationally taken into account and
weighed. This involves rational consideration of alternative means
to the end, of the relations of the end to the secondary conse-
quences, and finally of the relative importance of different possible
ends.™”

[ am not yet dealing here with how an important fourth element of
an action situation is also present in Weber’s sociology of ruling
including politics and bureaucracy:

d) There are “die Chancen”.

I discuss that fourth aspect only in the context of economic action.
To proceed in that direction it is first important to point out that
Weber inserts calculation in terms of money into the core of his
ideal type of the tormal rationality of economic action:

“Rein technisch angesehen ist Geld das ‘volkommenste’ wirt-
schaltliche Rechnungsmittel: das heifSt: das formal rationalste
Mittel der Orientierung wirtschalftlichen Handelns.” Geldrech-
nung, nicht: aktuellerGeldgebrauch, ist daher das spezifische
Mittel zweckrationaler Beschalfungswirtschaft.”*
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“From a purely technical point of view, money is ... formally the
most rational means of orienting economic activity. Calculation
in terms of money, and not its actual use, is thus the specific means
of rational, economic provision.””

The commonplace vulgar interpretation of Webers emphasis on the
pure technical superiority of bureaucracy* as a defence of bureau-
cracy falls under a particularly ironic light given Webers analogous
emphasis on the superiority of money. Nor was Weber in any way
exercising idolatry of the virtues of money as an efficient medium of
exchange!

Relating chances and secondary consequences to
formal rationality

The above determinations of formal rationality on the one hand and
on the other calculation in terms of money are abstract. They are not
yet inserted into a context of social relationships by Weber at the
point where they first appear in WuG.*" That insertion does take
place in the case of the formal rationality of ruling, and it does take
place in the case of the formal rationality of economic action. In
both cases, the word “chance” appears as the keyword to enable the
insertion. In the case of economic action itself Weber writes:

“Erwerben soll ein an den Chancen der ... Gewinnung von neuer
Verfugungsgewalt tber Guter orientiertes Verhalten, Erwerbs-
tatigkeit die an Chancen des Erwerbes mitorientierte Tatig-
ket .. "

“Profit-making’ ... is activity which is oriented to opportunities
(better: “chances”, PA.) for seeking new powers of control over
goods... . ‘Profit-making activity’ is activity which is oriented at
least in part to opportunities (“chances”, PA.) of profit making.”

Calculation in terms of money relates the four above elements,
purposes, means, secondary consequences and chances to each other
in ways that well resemble what we know well if we are familiar
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with economics and accounting. This concerns budgeting, ex ante
and ex post cost accounting, investment calculation and auditing as
well, to mention only a few examples.

It is the Nebenfolgen which one more rarely sees references to in
the contexts where accounting, business and other economic action
and economic research are pursued. Mainstream economics and even
more business economics are practically by definition a field of knowl-
edge where it is hors de discours to account for the possibility that
economic action could have adverse secondary consequences that
could count. Accounting for those consequences is rarely a legiti-
mate part of the rational calculations let alone a basis for doubt re-
garding the calculations.

Such orientations as cost-benelit analysis to take into account
adverse secondary consequences have never attained full legitimacy
in mainstream economic doctrine. The belief that unregulated mar-
kets involve the “best of all possible worlds™ has never died out among
professional economists nor makers of economic policy. Since the
1970s that belief has been as strong as ever.

Certain interesting orientations and authors have indeed dealt with
related relevant questions. Yet it has been pointed to me that anal-
ogy with Weber should not be seen as an implication of any identity.
Many economists have dealt with external effects and spill-overs.
Friedrich v. Hayek and Ludwig v. Mises elaborated the notion that
government activity especially would have rather negative net ef-
fects due to its multifarious adverse secondary consequences. In so-
ciology, Robert K. Merton elaborated the notion of secondary conse-
quences of generic action. This is one of the motivations why Merton
is not infrequently mentioned as the intellectual father of such
orientations in political science as policy analysis and public policy
evaluation.™

[Lis conceivable that any accounting system has secondary conse-
quences, which may mean that after imposing such a system we are
doing worse than had the system never been introduced. This is a
possibility to which friends ol accounting are averse. However, they
may accept the view that there is nothing wrong with accounting as
such, but circumstances where accounting is introduced may be
hostile enough to prevent the realisation of the opportunities that
accounting offers.
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Itis only slowly that such intriguing questions have received critical
and informed attention. As a consequence, perspectives on account-
ing and other types of quantitative measurement as socially or po-
litically constituted practices have arisen. Here, accounting and
measurement are ascribed no unquestionable objectivity to remain
hors de discours.¥ Motivating such a critical analysis, Rieder writes
about the common danger that threatens accounting and other quan-
titative measurement alike:

“Rhetoric of reason becomes an instrument for an expressive
allirmation in the value of rationality, and we become the audience
for dramaturgies of reason.”*

From economic calculation to su'uggle b_y economic means

Weber continues his argument with a further important addition.
This addition is related to the nature of actual economic action as
action taking place in a context of social relations defined in the way
Weber does. Weber applies a general concept of his social science,
namely conflict, or rather struggle, Kampf.*’ He defines this word
originally as follows:

“Kampl soll eine soziale Beziechung insoweit heifsen, als das
Handeln an der Absicht der Durchsetzung des eignen Willens gegen
Widerstand des oder der Partner orientiert ist.”

Let me be content with giving only the English translation of Webers
passage on economic action taking place in its context of social and
political relations between actors:

“(Dhe capital accounting ... ol the market entrepreneur (is)
oriented ... to profitability. ... (T)he (chances) ol profit are ...
dependent on the income of consumption units... (E)ven though
the consumer has to be a position to buy, his wants are ‘awakened’
and ‘directed’ by the entrepreneur. ... (Capital accounting... is
oriented to expectations of prices (Preischancen) and ... conflicts
of interests in bargaining and competition and the resolution of
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these conllicts. ... Capital accounting ... presupposes battle (better:
“struggle”, PA.) of man with man (this is no more a politically
correct translation, PA.). ... (Dhe fact that the battle (“struggle”,
PA.) ... on the market is an essential condition for the existence
of rational money-accounting further implies that the outcome of
the economic process is decisively influenced by the ability of
persons who are more plentifully supplied with money to outbid
the others, and of those more favorably situated for production to
underbid their rivals on the selling side.”*

Besides emphasising the importance of struggle, Kampf, Weber also
deals with the actors’ positions in the struggle and their competence
to engage in the struggle. The more plentifully provided and the more
favourable situated are those with the best chances ol beating the other
actors. The important thus is that all this indeed takes place in
circumstances where chance prevails. Therefore there is always also
the chance of loss and ruin instead of mere prospects of gain.

Chance, and if in any way capable of estimation as a quantity,
uncertainty and risk, prevail already in the supply of money in the
markets. Exchange rates and interest rates may change, which, if it
happens, changes the profitability of the alternative investment tar-
gets. Favourable situations are something that market actors crave for,
but no sure blueprint to attain or exploit them exists. Did it exist and
were it known to all the actors, all the actors would certainly use it,
which they definitely are not doing nor can they do so. Did it exist but
were it only known to some ol the actors, some of the actors would
show phenomenal success due to the reason ol their superior knowl-
edge, but this circumstance delinitely does not prevail. In markets, we
are indeed far removed from the “moral economy” of the ideal typical
oikos seeing in front of itsell autarchy as a realistic option.

If we are Lo believe Green,* Weber’ style in WuG frequently prom-
ises a lot with statements on power and struggle, on possibilities
regarding the rise of situations where exploitation of man by man
may take place and on potential contradictions between rationalities.
However, according to Green, Weber often fails to fulfil the prom-
ises thus arisen. Although this may largely arise from the genre of
WuG as an intended part of a multi-volume encyclopaedia in the
social sciences, the observation is still worth a brief elaboration.
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Beside the earlier citation on capital accounting, consider also the
following example in Weber, pinpointed by Green:

“The fact that the maximum formal rationality in capital accounting
is possible only where the workers are subjected to domination
by entrepreneurs, is a further specific element of substantive ir-
rationality in the modern economic order.™

Weber adds the further possibility that formal and substantive
rationality may run into a contradiction where entirely private wealth
interests or a pure gambling interest become decisive.” Next, Weber
writes that he sees speculation on capital goods as one of the reasons
for the periodic economic crises of market economies. However, he
soon goes on to add that he cannot consider the matter further.”’

If we are to believe Green, Webers style in WuG and the WuG5s
genre frequently lead to a rapid if not premature closure of his argu-
ment. This takes place irrespective of how promising from the point
of view of practical political and ethical relevance the arguments
might be. In other instances, although Weber may continue the ar-
gument, he may leave so many possibilities open regarding the situ-
ations that actors of the practical world may feel that the relevance
of his argument is diminished or annihilated. Nor can it be ruled out
that these features of Webers discourse involve his conscious choices
to avoid political and ethical commitment and also to honour the
relativism he himsell has chosen to subscribe to.

The question on a general ideal type of rationality

| do not attempt to present any features of a general ideal type of
“rationality”. Tt cannot be ruled out that devising such an ideal type
would be feasible, common to both the formal rationality of “ruling”
(“domination™) and the formal rationality of economic action. We-
ber does not fail to attempt much of this™, but still somehow his
accomplishment and the resulting definition seem to remain quite
focused upon the rationality of economic action. This is so especially
as regards formal rationality. For instance, one can ask what other
forms of action there are beside economic action that may fall under
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the general ideal type of formal rationality. One can also ask what
the position ol the formal rationality of economic action is with regard
to the various instances and applications of that ideal type.

The exercise referred to above might well be useful despite the
obvious difficulties. I have previously found Weber himsell to have
had difficulties in combining his analysis in terms of formal ration-
ality on the hand and substantive rationality on the other in the
important case of money. At least | accomplished a classification of
presuppositions of monetary theories I still regard as useful.”

I must here leave open a [urther interesting question. This is the
question regarding the relationships between Weber’s Zweck-
rationalitat and formale Rationalitat™ to his Wertrationalitat and his
materiale Rationalitat in the particular case of economic action.”

Relationships between rational calculation and
“ruling” in Weber

“Ruling-free” economic action in standard economic thought

In contemporary neo-classical economic thought the organisational
dimension of the competitive firm in competitive markets is very little
developed and [requently spirited away altogether. That a noteworthy
part of economic theory had assumed that direction already in Weber’s
day was visible that early.

It is where there are no markets (including inside business firms)
that organisation and therefore ruling also have a place in mainstream
economics. One interesting contemporary explanation is that given
by Oliver Williamson, whose keyword there is — in a somewhat mis-
leading way for an analysis of Weber — “governance”. He offers the
explanation that the reason why firms have an internal organisational
dimension is their willingness to do away with the market to preserve
and nurture resources that are specific to their needs and that the
markets therefore cannot provide on a spot basis.”

The standard restricting assumptions, taught to every economics
student in the first introductory course to the science ol economics,
spirit away much of all that in Weberian terms consists of ruling
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(“domination”). Allocation of given means between given purposes
in a situation of perfect competition, perfect homogeneity of goods,
static and fully known technology and perfect information are ele-
ments of the well-known economic model. The consequence is that
the mere formal rationality of economic calculation remains alter
the restricting assumptions have been imposed. In actual practice,
the road is opened for the stereotypical constrained optimisation by
the means of algebraic partial derivation, which continues to be the
essence of the economist’s standard toolkit. That toolkit already ex-
isted in Weber’s time, although its applications were still narrow in
comparison to those of our day.

In recent decades we have witnessed a veritable avalanche of ap-
plications of the venerable apparatus of standard neoclassical eco-
nomics to deal with public sector problems according to the public
choice school of economics.” This has been particularly so since
the 1980s. One can ask what the true implications are of the re-
stricting assumptions, which support the modelling efforts whose
results are then presented as true results of analysis and as valid
sources of prescriptions for political reform.®

Not even the revisions of the neoclassical standard economics have
sufficed to change the picture in a comprehensive way. Those revi-
sions have involved the analysis of situations of imperfect as op-
posed to perfect information, the so-called endogenous as opposed
to exogenous production technology or the so-called bounded as
opposed to perfect rationality. However, I do not dwell on these
orientations here.

Avoiding determinist and collectivist solutions

One conceivable way to proceed towards an alternative viewpoint to
that of neoclassical economics might be some type of anti-indivi-
dualism. This might involve some type of sociological determinism
or collectivism imposed upon economic phenomena to account for
them. Even that has been frequently tried, but I will not dwell in
those efforts here.

Weber’s own critical response to the problems encountered but
largely bracketed away by the immediate predecessors ol today’s
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neoclassical economics was unique. The result was that we see We-
ber frequently to admit that economic action may take place in a
context of what is in Weberian terms “ruling” of one kind or another
Thus the notion of Kampf was important not only in Weber’s so-
called “sociology of ruling” but also in his “sociology of economic
action”.

The entrepreneur as an heroic actor figure in Weber

What was Webers solution to avoid the two above pitfalls? There is
the neoclassical pitfall of reducing actors to their formally rational
sets of preferences and telescoping actual choices and preferences
into each other, on the one hand. The latter involves the assumption
that people prefer what they choose and choose what they preler.
On the other there is the determinist and collectivist pitfall.

At least a partial view of Webers solution can be given with refer-
ence to his theorisation around a few key actor figures. They are
definitely individualist instead of docile members of collectives, nor
are they puppets of some predetermined set of values on the one
hand. However, on the other hand they are not in any way reduced
to mere preferences and the [ormally rational calculi of ends, means,
secondary consequences and chances.

In Weber the figure of the entrepreneur (der kapitalistische Unter-
nehmer) is explicitly inserted into the domain of economic action.
The figure of the entrepreneur is also particularly interesting in that
Weber sees him or her as a rare figure [ree of bureaucracy and with-
out need of relying upon the pursuit of “ruling” in working towards
his or her goals. The enterpreneur can thus be seen as a potential
figure for an actor of “ruling-[ree* or “domination-free” action.

“Ueberlegen ist der Bureaukratie an Wissen: Fachwissen und
Tatsachenwissen, innerhalb seinse Interessenbereichs, regelmalSig
nur: der private Erwerbsinteressent. Also: der kapitalistische Unter-
nehmer... ist die einzige wirklich gegen die Unentrinnbarkeit
der bureaukratischen rationalen Wissens-Herrschaft (mindestens:
relativ) immune Instanz.™
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“Superior to bureaucracy in the knowledge of techniques and lacts
is only the capitalist enterpreneur, within his own sphere of interest.
He is the only type who has been able to maintain at least relative
immunity from subjection to the control of rational bureaucratic
knowledge.”’
The joint-stock corporation, on the contrary, is hardly a ruling-free
domain, especially if there is true differentiation between ownership
and operational management. Weber also makes it clear that firm
size is ol importance here. Even if the enterpreneur were to work
only in his or her own name but have a substantial number of
employees, division of labour, hierarchy, ruling and bureaucracy
would ensue.

What one could relate Webers view with is, for instance, his ac-
quaintance Joseph Schumpeter’s writings on innovation and entrepre-
neurship. I shall not do that here.

For comparison: The heroic figures of the “politician” and the
“scientist” in Weber

In Webers article “Parliament and Government in Germany under a
New Political Order”, 1 find at least the following statements about
the second “bureaucracy-free” actor figure:*

“(T)he meaning and purpose ... of (the politician’) position ditlers
from that of other officials in the same way as the position of the
entrepreneur and managing director in a private firm is a special
one. ... If a man (sic, PA) in a leading position perlorms his
leadership function in the spirit of an ‘official’, ... if he is ac-
customed to performing his work dutifully and honourably in
accordance with regulations and orders, then he is useless, whether
he is at the head of a private firm or a state. ... The struggle for
personal power and the acceptance of full personal responsibility
for one’s cause (Sache) which is the consequence of such power —
this the very element in which the politician and the entrepreneur
live and breathe.” (Original emphases in the English translation
text.)
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Finally, a third key actor figure, analogous both to the entrepreneur
and the true politician, can be found in Weber as a third key actor
with potential to follow Webers preferred “heroic ethic of responsi-
bility”. In “Science as Vocation” Weber writes on the “scientist”:

“In the field of science only he who is devoted solely to the work
at hand has ‘personality” ... (Dn politics matters are not differ-
BHE

“Personlichkeit’ aul wissenschaflichem Gebiet hat nur der, derrein
der Sache dient. ... Es steht in der Politik nicht anders. ©

Any political scientist would certainly crave for more elaboration exactly
at that point. However, Weber bluntly continues his statement equating
the scientists and the politician’s calling with a disappointment : “...but
we shall not discuss that today.™ “Davon heute nichts.”’

On substantive rationality of economic action
in Weber

Weber defines substantive rationality:

“Als materiale Rationalitat ... eines Wirtschaftens ... soll ...
bezeichnet werden der Grad, in welchem die jeweilige Versorgung
von gegebenen Menschengruppen ... mit Guter durch die Art eines
wirtschaltlich orientierten sozialen Handelns sich gestaltet under
Gesichtspunkt bestimmter ... wertender Postulate ... ethische,
politische, utilitarische, hedonische, standische, egalitare ... .

“The ‘substantive rationality’ ... of economic action ... is the degree
to which the provisioning of ... persons ... is shaped ... under
some criterion ... of ultimate values ... ethical, political, utilit-
arian, hedonistic, feudal ..., egalitarian... .*®

For instance, formally rational economic calculation may take place
with respect to responsibility, ethical values and conscience ethical
values as well. In actual political practice, it may also have taken
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place as well with respect to Leninist as Keynesian welfarist as Old
Right or New Right political values. All value sets may give rise in
exactly the same formal way to what resembles that which we, il
technocrats, know as “effectiveness”. This is the relationship of a
result accomplished to objectives or values concerning that result.

The implicit valuation of individualism in adhering to utilitarian
values is, in turn, only one of the options of substantive rationality.
The valuation is visible, for instance, in the efforts in economics to
aggregate individual preferences, individual demand or individual
supply to achieve various figures of totalities transcending individu-
als, but seen as derived only from them, their preferences and their
choices.™

The fact that Weber inserts the “political” criteria of values among
substantive criteria that may guide action which, however, is eco-
nomic, might be seen as misleading. One might ask why we need
any reference to the “political” within the economic domain. The
circumstance should, all in all, not be seen as a contradiction but an
indication of Webers inventiveness and sensitivity to the possibility
of mutual interpenetration of the “political” and the “economic”. In
one place Weber explicitly puts it:

“Jede rationale ‘Politik’ bedient sich wirtschaftlicher Orientierung
indenMitteln und jede Politik kann im Dienst wirtschallicher
Ziele stehen.””

“Every rational course of political action is economically oriented
with respect to provision for the necessary means, and it is always
possible for political action to serve the interest of economic
ends.””

Egalitarian values, in turn, if they are subscribed to, subordinate
formally rational economic calculation to some of the many con-
ceivable criteria of redistribution. The redistribution may take place,
for instance, from the alleged better-off to the alleged worse-oll in
terms of region, gender, ethnicity, sexual preference, income, wealth,
age, and so on and on. Regressive redistribution is also conceivable,
such as in economic policies working to increase differences in
income and wealth in the name of motivating the worst-off to improve
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with a colleague already taken related steps, also to encounter the ensuing
analytic difficulties, see Ahonen & Salminen, op.cit.

58 Williamson 1991, art.cit.

59 Starting from such early works as William A. Niskanen, Bureaucracy in
Representative Government, Boston: Little, Brown 1971, which is really
only an exercise of mathematical constrained optimisation. For a critical
account, Lars Udehn, The Limits of Public Choice, London: Routledge 1996.

60 See also Ahonen & Salminen, op.cit., Udehn, op.cit.

61 WugG, 129.

62 Weber 1978, 225. The gendering in the translation and in the original
are of course politically incorrect in contemporary discourse.

63 In Weber, Political Writings, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1994,
130-71, p. 160-1. The original text, “Parlament und Regierung in neu-
geordneten Deutschland: Zur politischen Kritik des Beamtentums und
des Parteiwesens” originally appeared as a series of newspaper articles
between April and June, 1917, and for the first time as a book in 1918.

64 In H.H. Gerth & C. Wright Mills (ed.) From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology,
London: Routledge 1985, 1. ed. 1948, 129-156, p. 137.

65 “Wissenschalt als Berul”, in Weber, Gesammelte Aufsdtze zur Wissen-
schaftslehre, op.cit., 591.

66 Weber in Gerth & Mills, loc.cit.

67 “Wissenschalt als Beruf”, loc.cit.

68 WuG 45-46.

69 Weber 1978, 85.

70 To mention two examples: there has been the “social welfare function”,
and there have also been many efforts to derive the just domain of
“government” in this way in welfare economics and in rational choice
political science.
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71 WuG, 32.

72 Weber 1978, 65.

73 About this, see above, section 5, last subsection.

74 Kristian Knudsen, “Equilibrium, Perfect Rationality and the Problem of
Self-Reference in Economics”, in Uskali Miki, Bo Gustafsson & Christi-
an Knudsen (ed.) Rationality, Institutions and Economic Methodology, Lon-
don: Routledge 1993, 133-170, 162.
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