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Capitalism and Socialism:
Weber's Dialogue with Marx

The advance of modern industrial capitalism and consequent social develop-
mentts are the dominant themes of Max Weber's socinlogical work. As eatly as
1§93, Weber predicted that, within a few generations, capitalism would destroy
alt tradigion-honnd social stricrures, and that this process was irreversible. He
described modern capitalism as an essentialiy revoludanary force and belioved
that it was no possible o arrest, by any means. irs triumphsat march, Much of his
schatarly work was concerned with investiganing the socictal and evlraral
effects of industrist capitalism from she standpoint of theic mearing far che
Furure of Western liberal socieries. Consequently, ic was inevirable that Max
Weber would confront Karl Manr's 2nalysis of modem capitalism and his ideas
about a furire socialist sociery. Weber's sociology can be viewed as an ATtCmIpT
to formulate an alernative position standing in harmony with his own
bourgeois-liberal ideals, but ane chat docs mot simply dismiss the sociahist
exirique of bourgeois socety as being withour foundarion.

Weber belonged to 2 generacion that stood ridway beeweent the generation
of Mars 2nd oor own. His socio-palirical views were formed under the
influence of the exmaordinarily capid growth of modem industrizl capisatism
iw the last decades before 1914, The development of large induscrial com-
binarions, teuses and monepalics, afl rypical of a maruring capitalise systen,
took place before his ¢yes, and he could not but note how this new realicy con-
Ricred with classica) political ccontamy’s ideal smage of capieatismn. Although
Weber did not ighore these developments, he remained throughout his Jife 2
passionate champion of 2 liberal brand of dynamic capitalism. Weber was
perhaps Man's greatest theoretical oppouent, given the range of his sociological
work he has been rightly called a ‘bourgrois Marx'!

Weber occasionally referved to himself as ‘a member of the bourgeais class’
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whao was ‘educaced in their views and ideals' ? i 1907. it an argument abaue the

Grrman Sociaf Deraocrars, he reguesced expressly thar Roberto Michels smply

regard him as 3 *class-conscious baurgeots’? Nevertheless, ane hesicaces, in the

ligkt of Webers ennseant striving for ericical seli-examination, 1o call him 2
hourgeois in the ordinary sense of the word. Rather, 1o use his own terminology,
he is berrer bocared in che intclligentsia, a social group that eannor be assigned ro
any of the cconomic classes Weber was Jess x ‘bourgeois’ than a lihersl
micliectual for whom the atttonormy of the individual was an indispensable
principle. and it was from this perspeettve that he approached the namre of
capiralisnt and Marxism. As a result, Weber's ardnude towards capitalism as a
ratal socieral configaration proved ro be thoroughly ambivalens; this will be
shown in grearer derail. Alchough he vigoreusly defended the capitalise system
agaitsk its crinies on the left (whether they were from the wotkers' movement or
from those intellectoals whot he described as having seccuinbed o the

romantcism of the general stike® or to ‘revolitionary hope'), fie did ner

hrsitace to criteize the system's inhuman conseguences,

The searting-poine of Weber's analysis of modetn capitalism was not as far
rernoved from Manx as Weber himself assumed. His coneern for the preserva-
tion of hunan dignity under the sacial condirions created by and opicat of
mamre capitalism (particalacly, the severe discipline of work and exclusion of
2l principles of personal ethicat respansibility from industrial labonrd is en rivefy
consistent with Manc's efforr 10 find s way of overcoming the social alienation
of the proletatiat under indusmal capitalistn.! But Weber's sociolopical analyses
of industrial societies led him to conclusi
vpposed ta thore of Mar,

I is hardly necessary eo point our that Weber always rook Marx's theoredeal
wark secdoushy, Weber labelted the Comrmuanisr Manifeste ‘3 pachetic prophecy’,
but at che same rime. despite his decidedty differcnt views, he considercd it ‘2

scholarly work of the lighest order”® Eduard Banmgazeen reported that, in the
last years of his life, Weber rold one of his sudens:

63 that were, in many respects,

One can measare the integrity of 2 mndern scholar, and especially of a tnadern phife-
sopher, by hiow be sees bis own retationship to Nicwzsche end Mare. Whoever doss not
admit shaz he could not accetnplish very important aspects af his own work without the
wock that these owe have pecformed deceives boch Bimsel and others. The world i
which we oursclves exist tellecrually is Farpely 2 world stemped by Marx and
Mistzsche t

Weber achieved his own tneellecoual position throngh constane grappling
with these two compleechy opposice thinkers. Weber's pronounced aristoczatic
tdividualisie can be traced fargely ro Niersche. This was held jn check, of
course, nor only by Weber's lberal convictians, but also by the insighr that the
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In: rh.ese remacks Weber did nor differentiace between Marx and Marxise
thenry in his own dme!” Mands conception of s necessary and irreversibl
process. Jeading from feudalism ro capitatism and eventually to socialistm, w :
ot 3 Eurc]y ontological statement: it was also a theory for pr;ct'u':zf c&ﬁenta:nzf
requiring human action to become realiny. Capiealise socicty contes into bein ,
nnl}-_‘ through che actions of the bourgeoisie, xnd witheut a socialist rcvc:lurimgt
carried our by the proletatiat there can be no socialist sociery. This acrivis
element in Mands theory was obscired by the bacer imerpretal.:iom by Engel
and. finally, Kaursky.'* It was they who :{zrn:d it inro that riedd, r. Jh e
theory commanby calicd historical marerialism, A

When he wrote che above~quoted passaprs, Weber was apparentdy nos fully
aware O.E the substancial differences beeween Mancs cheory andJD"E]:mldu{}}‘
Marxist interpretarions in his own time, even though it would appr:arnfitaa hx
discussed some of Mand's texts in his eatly academic lecturss in the 15008 r:
r:a}'cfui comparison of their mcthndn!ogiv.:af procedires™ shows that d:}m
thinkers werc actually noc as sugthetical as Weber himself I{:];im:d Bmf:
Weber and Mar were concerned with axteapolating cermin se ucn-r:ca £
causal chains of events from the historical process. To be sare, unl:%ike Mm:
"I'chcr emphasized that one could grasp only seements of social reality ncw:;
its mr:zfir:_,'. Weber thoughe it impassible, indeed dishonest, w £ bcy:;;ld the

E?risn-.ucnon of ideal cypes: models that are used For describing perdcular
~ws‘cnn,r:;t] sequences .'fnd tor amalysing their social effects and human con-
ssquences. In ather woeds, from Weber's methodological perspective, claims
zbout the objectivity of the historical process were Reritions. I is nﬁ'::ninci-
f:lence that he repeatedly took offence at precisely chis element of Mand's teach
iegs. Weber considered this view of hisrory to be fake not only m:
epistemalogical grounds bue 2lso in principle, or, if ane prefers, for E:hic:i
reasons highly guestonable, In his view it ftally wezkened the rcsp::msibiii rof
tf}e autonomens individual, who is called upor canstandly o decide b-:nfce:;
different nbirmate vabues. The belief that history is derermined by ohiectdve pro-
cesses seduces individials al] too casily into acféprincr 1o the prcsum;d ub‘cfdve
course of chings, rather than remaining faithful to their own uil:ima:_;
victions and value-positions. o
"I:T.f‘c alser sncouneey this viewpoint in Weber's comments an the German
Sacial Dremocrats.’® He repearedly expressed wtmost cantempt iowards them
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precisely because they asserced persistencly that world history was on ehetr sidde
and thac, therefore, the vicrory of socialism over the bourgeots world was
merely 2 question of Bme. Not only the liberal i Weber, but alsa the follower
of Niemsche. protesied against such an orthodex variety of Marxist and
vehemendy cejected socialism dressed in peeude-sciencific garh which seemed
to guamniec scentific certainry of fina] victory, On the oiher hand, he had the
greatest respece for socialists whe, regardless of the chances of success, fought
for their deals.

For Weber, Mandsm was aceeptable in anly ewo forms: (1] a5 2 poliical
theoty which, tustead of invoking ohjective scientific truchs. prochaims revolu-
tonary struggle against the purporiedly vnjusc sociat order on the basis of echi-
cal convictions and withonr regard for the possible consequences for the indi-
vidual, or {2} as a systemn of brilliant ideal-rypical hypotheses, which in
hemselves deserve closest anention from all socindogists and which ate capable
of substantially advancing knowledge of medern seciedes.

A tmorc derajled analysis of Weber's views of Marsism shows that Weber
took exception, above ail ebse, to the Mandst cheory of ‘superstrucmure’. Weber
never sccepted the thesis ehat all social phenomena could be explained sut-

Fciently by relating them 1o economic causes: ‘the common matstialist view of
some sense an "u)timare” in the chain of causa-

history, that the “economic”™ isin

tion, 15 in my estimation tocally worthless as a sciendfic staterncnt.™” Weber
ignored the fact thar Manox and Engels's position on this marter was much mere
sophistcated.

Wehber beld that social phenomena conld not, even in the final analysis, be
explained by economic causes. However, he did not express an idesbist counter-
position. Webet's famous cssays on The Protestant Fthic and the Spirit of Caphalism
are commonly viewed as an atiempt @ prove thar idealist, and especiafly
rehgious, factors play an indcpendmt pote in the historical process. I 1018
Weber presenied the resukrs of this seady it 2 series of loctures ac che Universiny
of Vienns under the title, ‘A positive criague of the marenialist view of history”.
Hewever, he did this with thoroughly ambivalent feelings.'* He never ¢laimed
that his “Protestant sthic thesis complersly answered the question of how and
why industrial capicalismn arosc. He pointed out repeatediy that he uncovered
anly one grovp of factors among orhers that had coneibuted to the rise af
capitalism.'® Incidentally, Weber drew considerably closer to Marx when he
indicated that mature capiczlism no fonger needed the Protestant cthic. fn
almast Mandan language, he described modem capitalismasa soctal power that

Forces people to subject themselves o the social ronditions &t has created,
regardless of whether or not they are willing. They have no choice; they mase be

professionals [Berufsmenschien ) because maodern indasmrial capiralism doss not
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permic otherwise™ In almast apoca]ypric terms he argued that capitalism is
forging the condidans for 2 new 'Iron cage of serfdon’, which humaniey will
have to occupy as soon as the carment phase of dynamic econornic growth has
reached s nameal Bmis® In describing the capitalise systemys almeost
mechanical domination of man, which in the long run threarens o become a
modern form of slavery, Weber came close to Marx's conviction thar capiratism
is ar: inhuman sodat order that cantains the propensity for sslf-desteuedon.

O die other hand, Weber refused to idendfy this immanent rrend in the
capiralist systent (which he cndeavoured w define preciscly using sociological
methodst wich an abjecrive developmental faw, The universal-historical per-
spective of an approaching age of burcancracy recurs tepeatedly in Weber's
scholarly writings; however, ir is never hypostatized ineo am ontological state-
ment of a philosophy of history, Here, the decisive differsnce between Weber's
and Marx's canceprions of history becomes ebvious. While Marx, in Hegelian
fashion, framed his amalysic in an 2lmost apodictically eonceived theory of
history falchough parthy with political inrentions), for Weber every holistic view
of the historical process had only a hypothetical qualiey, serving oriencarion bur
not understood by dtself a5 rree and immurable. Accordingly. Weber was only
being consistene when he gave parnicular attendon to those forces and ten-
dencies which were connteracting this process and sought 1o discover the
conditions snder which these can display their opdmal effecnveness.

Weber's reaction to individual elements of Marxist theory also confotms
thiz fundamensal attitude, He accepred the thesis that the marerial conditions of
existence pervasively derermine human acsion only 25 2 nomaological model for
the definition of concrete socist conduct, but not s conceptuahized truth; and ic
was precisely the significant deviations from this mode] thar he sooght to estab-
lich. With respect w the rode of material and parricularly economic interests,
Weber was fundamentally pluralisric. Weber found that, even under induscrial
capitalism, development s not determined exclusively by ‘marerizl nterests’
Alonpside cheir dynamics szand ¢he dynamics of ideal interests’; every analysis
must take hoth sets of Factors inte account. In his essavs on the Prosestane ethic
and later studies of world refigons, Weher was above all intent upon detrion-
srrating that ideal itteteses can iniciate social change of considerahle magnitude;
indeed, unnder certain circumstances they can have revelutionary effeces
although - or, bereer, preciscly becsuse ~ they have pothing in common with
CCOTLOTILG T s (s,

O this point Weber pochaps stood furthest from Marx In contrast to Mar.
he was frmlby convineed thar individuals who are canscioushy grided by
wltmate values of whatever sort — and the more these vabues stand n opposinon
to everyday realiry, the more far-reaching their effects - can be an itredocible
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force that reshapes a given social reality so 25 o conform with their ubtimate
values, Naturally, the 2cnal resuls of such indiviciual actions are condictioned
by the specific social sitwation. Bus the original modvation of action ganter he
exphined perfunctorily by referting to the social condidons, which signifi-
candy shape che cventual rosabis

This concept of socal changs, which is direced primatly towards valne-
ojented acdons of individuals or gronps, corresponds to Weber's strictdy indi-
vidualiscic thinking, and is, in principle, rreconcilable with Manas: theory.
Nevertheless, there s comumon ground between Weber and Man (2t least with
the Philasspfrical Menuseripts of t844). In a bolliant essay, which sdll ranks
among the bost cver written on Weber, Warl Lawith has shown that both
thinkers wete concerned with che same central problem: how a dignified
hurnan exstence can be secured nnder the conditons of indusirial sociecy
However, the realization thar Marx was concemed equally with the liberation
of ‘abienated man’ was obscured, in Webers catlier work, by vulger Marxise
inerpretatinns >

As a few scartered comments indicars, Weber doubted Maty's prognosts thas,
because of its inherens conmadictons. the cotlapse of the eapiralise system was
inevitable He believed thar the pauperization theory, crisis theory and concen-
tration theory were afl ensound, and in chis respect he agreed fully with con-
temporary critiques of Maodsm, After 2 long and uninterrapicd nise in real
wages, the pauperization theory, cven in vnodified form. was no loager tenable.
Weber tegarded the assumption ehat the wransition to soctalism would oocor
after 2 series of constantly intensifying cconomic crises with » mixoure of dis-
dain and frony, a8 ¢an be gathered from his occasional polemical rematks 2bout
the ‘so—cafled anarchy of producrion’, which nevertheless produces tremendous
material achievements.* Weber's lerrure on “Sociakismy’ deliveted to Austrian
arvy officers in 1978% used arguments of then contemnporary political econe—
mists {also thoss of Eduzrd Berpstein} in poiating out the tikelihood of
increased capitalist self-tepulacion through the formarion of cartels, syndicates.
and the Eke, which would reduce the intensity of recarrent economic crises™
Specifically, Weber contradicted Man's view thart fucther capiralist develop-
ment would cause an inevitable polarization between the hourgeaisic and the
overwhelming majoricy of the prolecariat, absorbing alf remaining social srrata,
Weber referred expressly to the rapid increase in ““white-coliar workers” a2,
hence, of bureancracy in the private sector’, 2 development which, he believed,
indicsted increasing differendation within the workers' ranks as wel] 25 within
the middle classes.? Consequently, Weber tegarded the German honegzoisie’s
fear of revelution as piriable and the Sockal Democrars” slogans of revolutionary
apitation as 2 symptom of both political munanurity and the hackwardness of



6o Fober on Socialism and Politieal Bodicatizm

the German policical and socal systemm, which denicd workers pohitical cqualicy

jusr 28 is derded chem recognition as social partners of the enttepreneurs. Thus
Weber repeatedly castigated the patriarchalism of German entreprencurs, wha
vaald mot free themselves from the authordtsrian stitude cowards cheis
emplovees; be 2bo considered chem partally responsible for the radicalizarion
of the workers™ Even so. Weber assumed thar 2 socialist revolution was
exetemely improbable in his ttme. in his view, the Bussian ‘Ocrober Revolution
was a milicery revoltvelled o socialisg drapery.®

QQuire aparc from the question of che prospects for socalism, Weber

rigoronsly disputed ehart the abolidion of peivare appropriation of dic means of
production and the sransition to 3 demand-oriented economy { Bedarfdeckumps-
wintschaft), of whatever type, would substantially improve the lor of workers,
Weber belinved that the scparation of workers from che means of production,
which Marx emphasized 5o strongly, was by no means limited ta 2 social order
bated on private properry. Rather, he considered it 1o be an essendal precondi-
ton of ali modemn, higkh developed sodieties, capirafist or otherwise. 't is”, he
argned, ‘a serigus ervar to think thar rhis sepamdon of the worker from the wals
of his erade is something peculiar ra industry, especially to private indusery. The
basic state of affairs is unatrered when the person at the head of the machine is
changed - when. for sxample, a stete president oc prime minister conmols ic
tnstead of a private industrizlise ™ On the contrary, the separarion of workers
from the means of producton exdsts in state-direcred socialism Just as much as
in capitzhism. In both an increasing divergenee of formal ownership and
manageral control becones manifest, 2 split which Weber saw as 2 mark of
advanced induserial systems and which, as we will see below, he 1ok as the
starring-point for an tdeal-typical theory of social stratification that differs sig-
nificantly from Mamist theory.

From the foregoing, it can be concluded that Weber was convinced that
neither private appreprizdon not the uneven distribution of property can be
regarded as the essential cawses of the aliznation and deprivation of the working
classes, The climination of privete control over the means of production leaves
the fundamental problemn unwouched, namely, the supedonty of chose in
dotninant ¢conomic posittons who cxerdse conrrol over the ntasses of workers,
It is the problem of contral, not the formal disposition of property, which is
crucial Therefore, Weber saw the roots of slicnation, rot in properoy relarions,
bot in ornipetent structures of burcancradc dominarion, whichk modern
industrial capttalism produced in cver-incressing pumbess. Accordingly, he
considered the demand for 2bolition of privare contrel of production to bea
fetish, which ignored the tree srare of affaics and glossed over the face ehat indi-
viduzl workers had nothing e gain by such measares. *This would also be truc

C::ij.::fg'snr ared Socialis i3

paracularty of any satferally organized socizlist sconomy, which would rerain
the expropristian of afl workers and werely bring 1t 1o complation by £Xpro-
priating the private owiers™ Hervever, this wonld mean a fuether saengthen-
ing and bureaweratization of the cconnmy and, inditecdy. of the sacial sysiem.
Socialization would vor liherate warkets: it would make them mote dependent
upon those who corteel the means of producton.

Foor workers it makes litte difference whether the masters of the means of
produceion are capitahist entreprensurs o MANagers oF govarnment o!jﬁci:-!s
with enrreprencurial duriss. In contrast 1o Mands expecration thar socialism
woutld eliminace ¢he profic morive, Weber soberly predicied thar ingividual
workers would contnue to be concemed ouly with their constetladon of pee-
sonal interests, whartever the strucrere of the sociery. Weber aimed at deman-
strating chat natipnalizadon of producdon wonld lead only to a shift of inrerest
positioas, and it would cerminly not eliminate ‘the dominagon of man over
. Woskers would be confronred with 2 new, stll mare powerfuf burean-
cracy, and one far harder to contral, whaose members ona might well cali, with
Djilas, “the new chass’. Consequently, any possibiliny of improving their cnnlcra-:re
working and living condidons within the syster would be ferther resmicted,
According to Webez, it mzde no basic differenes whether the teansiton w a
socizlist, planned, demand-ariented sconomy was achieved by 2 rw{:-lut:innary
ot evolutionary path. Such a teansition would cansiderably currail the chances
of attaining 2 maximum of freedom, hewever undersrood

In 1917 there was much discussion in Germany about whether the Forms of
the wartime economy, with their high leved of govemment conrel, should be
stintained alier the war and gradually cured into 2 socialist system, Weber

protested passionately againse such saggestons.

A progressive climination of private capicalism & theatetically conceivable althoagh :tI
is merely ot so casy a3 imned in the dreams of sorme Heerar whe do ot know whar it
is al] ahou its elimination will certainby nec be 2 consequence of this war, Bat der us
sesnme thet some fme in the forere i will be done away with What woukd be the
practical resuled The destencrion of the ivan cage of modemn indussrial labous? Ne!_’Th-:
abalison of private capitalism wonld simply mean thas the fepr maragenrent of ¢he
nacionalized or socialized eneccprises weuld becams bursaucratic as wetl.

‘This would endanger a free society's chances of survival in an age of huereau-
cratization: for it is bureangracy that pases the real chreat to 3 humane society,

Together with the inzninsate nuachine it {ie. bureateracy] is busy fabricating the cage
of serfilam which men will perhaps be forced o inhabir some day, a5 poweticss as the
fllahs of ancient Egypr This might happen §f a rechnically good, ie 2 rafional
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bureaucratic, aditinisttation and provision of social services were to be oo ultnmate and
aole waler in che ordering of their affain ™

From 2 universal-hiseorical perspecrive, Weber regarded the aholieion of
private ownership with grear scepticism. In his view, nadenalizadoa of the
means of prodection is incapable of contrnbuting o a soludon of the most
pressing problem of vur time. This is the queston how, in the face of ‘amni-
parens tendencies towards bercazeratizaton . . some remnanss of *individisal-
istic” freedom of movemene” can sttt be rescued?¥ Mationalization would make
the siuzrion still wouse and only l-ad to an increase in the power af func-
ripnaries, not of workers ‘It is the dictatorship of the official, nar that of the
worksr, whick, for the present ar any rzre;, ts on the advance™

Yer Weber disdnguished himself radically from Marms not ondy in his csdma-
tion of the chances for elimiraring the structural deficiencies of induserial
capitalism but also in his analysis of the nature of capitalist socicty, According ro
Weher, cven mamure cniairaﬁsr socintics are not as monotithically strucrared as
the Mamist class modet postulates. In principle he accepred the concepts ‘class”
and ‘class smuggle, unlike many of his Eﬂurgcois contcmporarics, hug he
tefused 1o aign them the dominane role thac they play in Marx's theory.

Weber belteved that class inrerest in the Marsist sense could be dedsive in
cerrain sintacions, but that this 33 not necessanly so. Only in excraordinary his-
wrical sitwations, zecording to Weber, are there cablecove chass actons that
confornr unambiguousty ta this behaviowr] pattern, and even in such cases che
populadon achieves nothing without the leadership of persons {normeally ineel-
tcetuals) from other classes. Weber tersely refecred che so—called fakse class con-
sciousness’ solution of Georg Lukacs, whe held that segments of 2 class can be
iistaken concerming cheir acmal class interests and that these interescs are
catablished objectively. Weber considered diistobea preudo-scientific srrategy
thar oiiscured the key istes

The facs that people 0 the same class situation regolarly react in mass zetions to such
tangiblz sitwarions 25 sconomic ones in the direction of these actions which are mosc
adequaes tg their average intersst is a0 important and simphe fact afver all for the wnder-
sranding of historical events. Honwever, chis facr mose not lead w thac kind of pseodo-
sciengific operatinn with the concepes of ‘class’ and ‘class Intereses” which is so common
nowadeys and which has found is mase classic expression in the statemens of 2 calenced
authot, that the individeal may be in emror concerning his own tnerests, bt char dhe
“class” is infalkible” 2bour i inerese

Weber also rejes red Lukics's thests because he was convineed thar the social
action of p:tr{icular groups is never determinad sodely b}' LCOROIMIC Interosts,
Peopls do not always acr in accardanes with their objective class simarion; they
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are influenced by a mubtmnde of other factors as well, including religios
belicfs, traditional modes of behaviour and particalar valves. This means that,
instead of class. muck more differendated explanatory models of social action
ate necessary to deal with the complexity of sacial refarions in industriaf
sacieties, M;hm:gh Weber frared that, in the loog run, cap:it:iism m_}uid
becorme 2 figidly monolithic and bureaucratic sysem of giganeic PTOportions,
Lo was convinced, contracy o Marx, that capitalist socicties are, in principle,
phucalistically strucrared. Class conélicts play an essential role, but 2ctual soci_al
developinenss depend on many other social factors, such as stwong, dynamic
Jeadership. o o

Especially within complex industerial socieries, distinetions b-ct}-.w:ec_n the indi-
viduaFs class sitnarion and class intereses are generably not clear. Thisis reflected
in the ideal-typicsl schemz of class stratification developed h!, Weker in
Eronamy and Seciety, which differs most significanely from Mard's apprlmch_"-“
Instead of a single madcl of ¢lass scratification, Weber developed thres different
pnodels, s2ch hased an a differenc cricerion: the disposition of property; ‘rhe
chance of udbizing goods and services in the markee-pla ce‘l: an_d the social status
of the respective social growps of strata. From these criteria, Weber d1smj1—
snished between property classes, sconomic classes and social das.sr:s. e did
o o make clear chat 3 class sirwation, defined as a sex of shared interests of
groups of individuals, is many~layeeed and toratly unequivocal only in the
exceptional case. _

Weber also distinguished berween property classes and commercial classes
because, n his view. tieir social incerests are quite different. A socdiery based
predominantly on class siratification secording to propermy tcn-:l!s [ stagnate,
because the ‘positively privileged classes” are composcd primarily "JIF remiieTy,
who draw fixed revenves from private propesty. As 2 resulr, cheir cr:ntr;a]
interest is maintaining the scatus quo; they are ehreatened by 'i:-‘I.I.!i.d cco::lmmv.:
growth and strong economic COMpERtion. The ‘negadvely antiegf:d classes
are, for she most part, either noe free or directy dependent upon their masters.
Becase the rentiers are not intereseed in sorial change and the lower cl.ﬂsscs ate
unable 1o alter their lot. class stratification based on property is non-dynarmc.
Howevee. this model is not ideatly suited for describing eluss relations in
induscrial socierics, A more adequate approach emphasizes the charces ot: a
specific class being able 1o cxercise control of the mezns of production and the
chances of its being able to obtain goods in the mnrkct-l_:ulam. Fcrr:?mi possessian
of ptoperty is not decisive in determining the cconotnic and social position n:lsf
the varipus social groups it a capitalise systermy, rather, the d?grcc of '[Ih_l'_‘lr
effecrive participation in the functions of ecopomc lezdership s the dlﬂ.'lst\'{‘
faccor. Admircedly, these functions are frequenty closely associzted with the
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possession of praperzy, bur chis is not necessarily so, particuiarly where higkly
spectalized knowledpe and manegerisl skilks arz of inereased importance. Here
ako Weber disringuished herween posirively and negatively privileged classes,
while groups such a5 crafesmen and independsne farmers stand between them
The positively privileged classes consist of entreprencurs, manzgers and mem-
hers of the various professions "with soughr-afror experrise ar privileged educa-
doat’ feg. fawvers, sciendses, physicians and ardists), as wedl a5, in rare cases,
highly skilled workers who are not easily replaccabls. The bubk of workers
comprise the negatvely provileped classes,

This bipolar model of class strattfication, based on possession of property on
the one hand and professional starus on the other, 15 congistent with recent
develapments in industrial socieries; science and rechnotogy are daily gaining in
importance. Consequently the socal stetus of theose groups which supply the
necessary spectalized knowledee rises in impormance, while the role of the
tormal proprietors of the means of production declines. What is the signifi-
cantce of this ideat-typical schema? First, under advanced capitalism. formal
possession of property s bess important than what Weber calls "thie monopoliza-
tion of entreprencurial managemenr for che sake of the business interests” of
onc's own clags? Secand, rthe ewo models show thar even within dhe rofing
classes of industmial sodictics there cxists a great divensity of economic and
political inrereses. Renviers usnally favour 2 stable econamic system and, accord-
ingly, arc more likely 1o be palitically conservarive, On the other hand, manag-
£TE, Eﬂing improreent entreprencurial positions. are supportive of dynamism
and mpid growdh, and therefore they are often more liberal in their pelitical
atcitedes and move fexible in thelr sociad bebeviour.

Something similar can be said of werkem. Weber concerned himself
intensively with the progressive ditferentation of status groups within the
working class, and be poinmted out that Marx, in bis kst vears, also paid special
attention w this issue® Weber indicated that mereasing differentiation would
frad to comesponding differences in respeet of cconomic laterests and palitiea)
views. Accordingly, he thewght that the Mandsr concepe of class {1z, that all
social conllict is ultmarely atrributable to conflicts between capitatises and cheir
various bourgrois zccomplices oa the one side and workers on the other) was
not subficiendy differentiaced o do justice to the extrsordinarily complicared
neewark of competing material intereses within capicalise societies. Weber did
not deny that chere is chess struggle and class interost within capitalist societes,
Lut he disputed the contenrion ehar chese factors alone determine how things
develop. The status of particular groups or individuals within the production

process, cven motc than the disposition of propenty, influences their ineerest
pasidons wichin socieral smucmire. The ideal-typical madel of soddal-class

Capitalism and Soctaltsm e

steatification that Weber develaped, using social status a5 2 standard, s designed
to taks acconnt of this face. Weber distinguwished berween four classes: (1) the
working class; (2) the perty bonrgeoisie; {3) the propeeeyless itlEEHigcntsi:: 'E}Eghly
quakified specialists and whitc—collar workers; and {4} ‘tlhe ciass_,cs priviteged
through property and education’”” This clagsificadion is ndmtrtcdll}-: r:zr?lcr
imprecise, but it indicates, none the less, char Weber made a clear ci:stmcuqn
between class alfiliadon and social statws and chat he regarded thetn, to 2 certain
degree, as independens variables Ny

At this poing, our ohservations on Max Weber not onbyasa crisic h uc abspasa
scudent of Kar] Maex may be sunsmarized a5 follows, Weber's objections to the
Marxist soletion to the problems of industrial capitalist sociery have heen o
firmed, in many respects, by the development of socialist systems. Toj:‘:a}' it is
cvident that clitninating privace appropriation of the means of production doss
not solve the problems involved; it merely resnlts in a displa ceraent of th_e: fun-
dammenral conflict of interests, decermined by the rechnologicat constrins of
industzial pmducﬁm:, on w0 8 different plane MNatouslizaton may jead to 2
replacement of the social strata in control of the means of pm:.iuc:_:mm b not,
Lawever, to the eliminarion or cven the alleviadon of the dominarien cxercis.cd
by these groups over the working ¢lass. The problem ﬂt'estabhshu.ig effective
social conrrol from fhe point of view and in the incerests of th-:_: t:luik of ti}e
populacdion proves much harder o solve in Marxilst—}:ﬂumst socicties than in
the capiratist West. Accordingly, one must agree with Weber thas, z_nstczci pfche
partiatar form of owncrship, the omnipotence of _ l?urcam:rmc SETUCTUreS
{unavoidable 25 they arc under modern industrial conditians) represents the real
cause of alienation in the world of industrial work and jeopardizes p:rmn_:t]
freedom. Dispassionately Weber identified the cruecial PIDbiEI'[’.L namely that i
cocialiom merely 2 new stracom of borcaneratic masters had gained contrel. His
scepticistm about the claim chat socialist scrcicr}: would gmduatliy F:ng:nder ?
new type of man has also been justificd. The insight expressed in 1_115 theory ¢
the various types of class stratification -3t is not propetry l:_:nwnersh.lg_: bxfir rather
the degree of control of the chsrepreneutial funcrion that is of decisive import-
amce — has tarred out to be valid. The key issue, namely how a huma_nc_cms‘r-
ence can be assured for the working classes in industrial socteties, bs just as
pressing as ever in cxisring socialist systems.

Heowever, Weber's criticism of socialist theories docs not mean that he was
satished with capitalise social conditions. To be sure. he ‘jlid 01 regarrd the
workers sintation in Matics despairing terms, and he conssdf:rcd Marx's pro-
posals for helping workers as highly problematic. Nadﬂtm‘h.zan on cnu:Ed Ao end
class seruggle hecause it wounld only modify the composition of the ‘positively
privileged classes’, withour significancly improving the lot of workers. Worse
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still, workers hencetorth would be subjecred 1o the ommipotent caniral of
anonymous gavernsment buzeaucracies. These would be far mare powerful
than 2 mulriwsde of private encreprenenrs, whe, among other things, ahways
have ta reckon with governimens intervendon in the case of serions class cor—
Bicts, “While at presene the political and private industrial adminiseracions {of
cartels, banks and giant concerns) stand side by sidc as separace bodies, and
thetelore jndustnal power can sill be corbed by policical power, the two
sdministrations would then be one body with common ineerests and could no
tonger be checked ™
Weber faged this problem o an even maore fundamental lovel, He doubted
whethet the humane idezks of sacialism counld ever be realized. In 2 highly
developed indusrial saciery, full emancipation of workers from the yoke of the
owers of the mesns of production was, in his ppimorn unattainzbie * This, of
course, does not mean that he considered rhe social consequences of industrial
capitalismn, particularty wich regatd o the working class. to be in any way satis-
factory. Accordingly, he had preat sympathy with potisical movemenes that
direczed all their encopics towards winming 2 aximum of sofiel and pelitzal
feeadom for workers wichin a Hberal, market-oriented capiralis economy.
Again the question arises of how the sphere of individual personahiey coutd

e athirmed snder capitalism and i great afly, modern bureancracy, or, in

other words, how the latg-term dehumanizing rendencies of modeen indus-

rriatism mighr be contnteracted. Ac frse glanece, Webet's answer scems para-

donical Srarting fram the convicton that there was no simple seluden to chis

problem and that nationalization wonld enty worsen the situstion, he inclined

towards making the bese of che capicalise sysiem rather than abolishing it

Weber defended hberal capitafism because i guatanreed a maximum of free

competton on both the econcmic and social levels, His ideal was an expanding

capitalise system wath a high depree of social mobiliry and dynamism; he

thought this would permic cthe greatsst possible emancpation of the working

classes. He considered nwo Ehings vitak firsc, srreugrheni:]g the d}"mmjc Facross

within the capitalist cconomy. racher than encouraging bureanceatization

throngh socialist measures; and, second. creating a wroly democratie political

sysrern, in which all soctal groups would be given the opporamity o pusue
vigoroushy their social and economic inrerests within che limics of legal order.
Weher conceded readily ro Michels that this soludon feft much to be desired,

bur b added thar fts acainment would be *no smatl achisvetment,

Webet's pusition contains problems, if:mrdnwnrighf contradictions On ehe
cne hand, Weber connted upon the dynsmic effects of free competidon in the
cconomic as well as i the genﬁral socieial realm, while, an the othet, he viewed
apprehensively the constant growth of cartels, uses and other monopolistic

AT
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structures as rypical forerunness of 2 bursaucradized scononyy. Webetr never
systematically discassed this conmadicton. By 1906, at the lzcest, Weber
guestianed whether kis model - in which eonflices of intevess benween :chc
working classes and enmeprenents were freety fought out in_ reade-union
struggles — was not anrdared in che face of the development of gizne corpara-
tions and powerful employer organizations. He emphatically advocated su:ralblc
begishative measures to restote the equakity of opporiuniry bebween the working
classes and their unions and the entreprenenrs in their consinual seraggle over
wages and warking conditions. Of cousse, the free, spontancouns a_r.rinu of the
working classes should be eneurnbered with the fewest ferers possible. Ijhcrc-
fare, Weber would hear nothing of governmentally esrabtished consotidaced
unicns of of arbitraton bodies on which governmment officials wonld be repre-
sented. Likewise, Weber strongly suppoired progressive social kegislacion; this
was 10t to serve ethical or moral cads, but tather during a pertod of growing
cntreprencartal power it was supposcd o Improve the position of the working
classes in their bardds with entreprenears ™
These observations could be generalized: the seate should be, in some
icasure, 3 cotrectve to birezucratization and perrification of the social fabric.
This was one of the reasons why Webet emphasized 5o strongly the need {or
dynamic, frtu re-atiented leadership and an clective system for the selection of
qualified palicical deaders. It is open to queston whether, un&ler advanc:ld
capitatism, Weber would have favoured a liberal or interventionist economic
policy. or, to puc it blundy: would he have given prefetence to Heynes or
Friedman? We can fnd sapport for barh views. In erinciple, Weber favnured
the fiberal model af frecly costtested conflicts within the confines of the rule
of law. Yer, where the preconditions for this were imperilted. he did o
hesitate to assign the state the task of ivrervemng with apprc_:pﬁ?:c corrective
measures. Morcover, in Weber's vicw, as the polirical organizanon of socicny
the state can be a souree of dynamic ceonomic growh and conseguently of
increased social mability, though enly by tndirect means. Resoture and Fmta
sighted politicians in top goverament pesinons arc able, owing tl_mfr
charisrmatic qualities, to sct new goals for sociery and chereby counter toueini-~
zation and perrficaden This is also imporant becaus_c the underprivileged
steats, especially the working classes, are pardiculacky dﬁad:.':_mragcci by scon-
omic stagracon and social petrification and their ppportantties for emancipa-
ot 2re che fivse co suffer,

Such a soluton presupposes rhat the govermnmenc possEsses 4 depree of
independence from the economically powerfal strata, oz, iit Nf:mc’s erms. thae
the state is suore than just 2 tool of the ruling classes. Here, diffrculries appeat
which are nut resolved sufficiently in Weber's polinical socinlagy, and make his
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congeptuat zleemative o Mandsm appear vilnerable. Certainby, Weber was
quite clear that onc could not simply grant the state the function of 2 neurral
agency in the contlicos of social interests within induseral sociery. His batde
agarnst Schroofler’s policies in the Verein fiie Sozialpodidk was directed [
manly towards descroying the illusion char the stare contd ever stand above the
socizl clagses, Ocaasionally Websr made this cxplieic®® In his view, it was
Imporant o organize the governmencal system 0 such 2 way thar al] sodal
steztz and gronps. aided by plebiscitacy leaders who have che peaple’s can-
fidenre, could achieve 1 duc sliare in poitical decisinns, Weber did not dotbs
thae, chrough theic beaders, the working classes were capable of cxerting a
definitive influsnce apon the control of the governmenral apparatus, theteby
tmproving cheir social situation by palitical means,

Aside from this, there is the question whether the stare possesses a position of
independent keadership as regards ceonomic forces. In this respect Weber never
cleacky articulared his opinion. In principle he did not distinguish betweey the
state and the varons social or economic institutons of saciety. To them
essenially the same sociologicat rerms applied, Yot he believed the state to be
superior to these other insdrurions because of its special tegal privitepes, in par-
tictlar the right to cmploy physical violence; and it was, moreaver, organized
basically a5 an ‘awtocephalous’ instimtion. The stace ought to cxercise its
independent auchority, parricelarly with respect f the cconomic sphers;
insccad of being constamtly influenced by cconmmic ineerests, it was, on the
conzrary, supposed ro influence economic activities and dictate their politeal
prranectors

Staceing from these premises, Weber looked primarily to the political realm,

rachet than to profound changes of the capiealist economy, for a soludion o the
structural problems Brst addressed by Mame In chis connection Weber's
abvocacy of plebiscitary ‘feader demedracy’, with a2 charismatic elemene,
deserves special notics {somerhiy g 1o which Herbere Marcuse has 2lready drawn
attemtion, 2fthough, i my sstimation, zccampanied with an unacceptable
interpretation)® A {ormally democradic political system, led by far-sighted,
encrgeic and shilled politicians with demagogic qualitics, favoured & hiph
degree of soctal mability. Consequently, this system had indirece emanciparory
effects spon the lower classes withour ever beeaking the rile that the acemal
exercise of pawer rests in the hands of small proups, Bevond this, it allowed the
uaderprivileged, ar least formally, ¢he possibihiey of overcoming the dis-
advantages of cheir secial condition by political means. Weber considered as
utapian the socialist option (e, smashing the power of the state}, Formulaced by
Lendn and ther put into practice. In the fong term history hus shown Weber.
rzther than Lenin, to be fghe* ‘

Capitalisnt and Socialism fiy

Weber uaderstood chat there are possible socialist sysrems thar woald
mintmize the domination of workers by those contreliing the means of pro-
duction, for example, chrough cxereme decenializadon of coonemis erganiza-
tion atd worker participation in manapement, Yet he belisved thar this coutd
be achieved only under condidens chat would have to do withaur both the
regulatery mechenism of cconomic competition in the tnatker-place znd he
mency coopomy, T hus the cost of realizing cerrain socialist ideals wenld be 2
comsiderable reduction of formal exnonslice. Although Weber considered 2
variery of possible typrs of soiatist sociedies, he assumed - and. so far, existmg
socialist systems have proved him righs - thar a secialise economy could surave
anfy 52 centralized, stzte-operated systen.

State sociallst economic organization, wich i powerful bureauncratic
machinery to conol prodecdon, distibution and managemene, had, i
Weber's view, obvious disadvanrages when compared o the capiralist market
economy {Verkehrmwintschafty In Beonamy and Soctety VWeber mested chis
problems in an ideal.cypical schema, In 2 setse it vwas his Jase word on the rela-
tion between capiralsm and soctalism Webst contrasted the market econ-
omy with the planned economy. Although he explained clearly char it could not
be derermiined on scientific grounds which of the two systerns cught to be given
prefecenee, i is obvious that Weber betieved market cconmmies a be more
effective. Socialisr economic systems would have to cope with 3 considerable
reduccion in the formal accounsability {Recherhaftipkeit) of the production and
disreilmtion system. especiatly if chey broke with the capiealist pracece of trar-
ket-orienred pricing, Althongh Weber expressed himsedl very carcfully. his
argument nevertheless retzmed again and agsin to the thesis chac capicalism
was infinttely superior 1o all known ceonomic systems because if abone was cap-
able of rationalizing all economic operations on a purely formai basis ¥ one
chaosss the scandard of highese achievement as the crirerion for judging the
macket cconomy against che planned economy, the former 15 fr superion

In conTrast o some recens neo-Marxist interprerations, Weber was th no way
inclined to glorify capitalism, and certainty not a capicalist sysrem with 2 maxi-
sun of formal rationality in all its social dimensions. Closer analysis reveals
that the purc type of market cconomy, as Weber developed it in Eronomy and
Society. is anything but attracdve and is not ar 2]] identdcal wich chat form of
capitatisn which Weber favoured. This mode] postulates that 2 maximam of
formal rationaliry is ateainable endy if che following conditions are met:

1 ‘Conseant struggle benween autonomons grosps in the market-place”;
2 the rational calculation of prices under condivons of unrescricred com-

pention in the markee-place:
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3 ‘formatly free labour {io. wark performed on the basis of freely conemered
wags agreements, as distinct From fixed salatics or dee like);

4 ‘cxpropriadon from workers of the means of prodocdon’

5 privatc ownership of the means of production.

The majorty of these conditions were no longer sulficientdy met under the
advanced capitalism of Weber's fime (assuming. for the momene, thar they had
been present in carly capitzhsm, which apparently served s Webet's model)
Was he then describing 2 ghose that already helonged to the past? Such 2
queston fails to grasp the core of the issue. Weber intended to describe the
specifics of capitalistr i irs pure form (3 procedure which had merthodologieal
similarities to Mand. Thus Webet's process of concept formation st not be
Jismissed a3 2 throwhack to Manchester biberalism. As already menriosed. he
conceded, indeed emphatically advocared. thar under certain conditions
devizrions from the pure {otm af capicalist market econamy would be necessary
- deviarions effecred chrough apptoprizie stare interventons and ip s0tne cascs
through # chasgr i the legal and political paramerers of cconomic activiry. Inz
wiy, Weber anaapated the neo-liberatism of the sgses In fact, he influcnced
is leading exponens {c.g, Frizdrich Hayek, Hannah Arendtand Alfred Matler-
Armack) to a consideralile extent

By soessing formal tationslity as its basie characrerisdc, Weber never
intended o immunize modemn indusoial capitalism against cridcism. @
Herbert Marcuse and Wollgang, Lafévee atrempred to demonstrace™ Weber
did not intend to elevate capiratism ontologically and rhereby justify it iden-
logically, 25 Marcuse claimed. Marcuse's argument that Weber's emphasis on
the formal radonakity of ali capitalist operations obscuved capitalism's substan-
five irrationaliry is guite misteading. Weber discussed this very point repoatediy
in Feonomy and Sactety, alchough not abways withour ambiguity.”' Weber dis-
tinguished explicidy berweetr formal and substantive rationality. though
perhaps par as consistently as the issue demanded. He was fully 2ware of the face
that a maximutm of formal ratienalicy was inseparably linked wirh substandve
irrationzhides, for example, ‘the submission of workers to the daminacon of
encreprencurs’? Likewdse he never obscured the trus natwre of “formally free
Libout contracts’, which are fundamental to capitalismy; he deseribed them
neutrally 25 a special form of domination. Weber procseded from the premise
that under the condidons of matnte capinalism formal arionaliey and seb-
stannve rationzliey are always in conflict with exch other, just as in other
economic systems; it depsnded on the concrets simacion what compromises
had o be made in order o find a belance between these antagonistic principles.

in develeping such a concepruatization Weber cleared the path for a critigue
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of capitalism. a cririque which rated sabstantive value-positions, regardizss af
their sore, more highly than the formal ratonality of the system. He pleaded for

actical measures of social refomm rather chan for radical remedies which
would lead to the destricton of che capitalist matkee cconamy. He warned,
however, that the implementation of substantive principles would hring an
inevitable reduction in the efficiency 2nd productivity of the economic system,
or, to put it orherwisc, they could be had only ata pnce Procceding from con~
crece substantive value-positions, he indicated that 2 large number of crirical
alrernatives 1o the capitalist system were congeivable bat in rach case soMme
ceduction of the formal efficency of the cconomic system must be accepted as
part of the bargain - an argament he uscd occasionally against Robetto
Michels.®* The manifestly dogmatic point in Weber's position was his nearly
boundless confidence in borh the formally rationalizing effect of the economic
sirugghe between competing groups in the market and. in a hroader sense, the
competition of political groups within sociery.

The rypological dichotonty of the market e¢onotny on the ane hand and dit-
ferent forms of socialist phanned econemics on the other was by no means an
apology for induserial capitalism. Weber did not 2im 1o refute the socialiss and
Marxises wich this extremely formal rypology. Rather, his goal was to provide 2
valne-free clasification of the respective social costs and consequences that the
two apposing systems unavoidably generace. Thus he srated: “The parrpose of the
diseussion has been to detennine the optimal preconditions for the formel
rationality of ecanatic activity and ies relarion to the various types of subttar-
sise *demands” of whatever sore** Weber wished to make perfretly clear thas
deviatons from the pure rype of matket-oriented comperinon m capicalist
econany entail a necessary reducrion in the formal rationality of the enrire
system of, in other words, a dimitution of irs economic efficieney,

" Weber was certain thar none of the conceivable theoretical models of ideal
ccononic systerns could be rranslated ineo social reaticy without compremising
at least some of the aims and valaes which they were incended to serve. Accord-
ing to his position, it was, in ptinciple, impossible 1o determine the best
cconomic systen. Moreover, ‘substanive and formal fin the sense of exactly
cafcudated) rationality’, as he put it, were fnevitably Jargety separate, This funda-
mentah, and in che last avalysis, inherent element of irrationality in cronomic
systems is ane of the imporiast sourees of all “social” problems and, above all of
the problems of socialism ¥ As early as his Freiburg irangnral address, Weber
had made it clear chat happiness and peace could rotbe had on this carth,” and
he stuck to this convicton for the rest of his life wich a *hernic pessnism!
reminiscent of Niewzsche, Weber believed that a definitive answer o the
questian of che natwre of 3 just economic order could never be found, For the
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foresccable future constant compromises between the prnciple of formal
sarianalicy and substantive valoe-principies seemed o be die only humane
salutian,

[t should be eviden: why Weber never idealized capitalism, although he
deaded unequivocally in its favour. One the ang hand, he was an enthwsiaste
pareisan of capitalism as an sconomic syitem sustained by borgeais values and
as a source of ratdonal social conduct largely expericneed as binding: further-
more, be supported i 2 3 sysrem widd: 2 manimum of economic dynarmism and
socia] mobility. On the ather hand, he was deeply concerned sbour the alrimare
socio-poiitical consequences of capitalism, which, in the long tun, would
inevitzbly nndermine dignificd human e founded on the ponciple of the fres,
autenomons personaling. The cool and martter-offact analysis of modem
indostral capiialisiy in Fromanry and Society corresponds 1o this perspecrive.
indeed. Weber did nor hide the defecrs of capitaltsm, verin his view there was
ta watkable alierradive. Despite che high regard he had for the motives of
sincerc socialists, he did not beliove the Mamdst preseriprion conld sotve the real
problems of modem Western socizty. Drespite all of capualism’s shorteomings,
ke preferred it o cvery conceivable form of sociabist ceonemy. e was con-
vineed that sociabists, in s far as they wished 1o be serious about realizing their
moral prnciples, wonld cither have 1o 200ept 2 considersble regression in boch
technology and civilizadon or else be compelled to create giganric bureau-
cracies in the fzee of which the people, inchuding the workers, would be nmabls
¢ accomplish anything, Compared o any fotm af sociatism, capitalism
appeared oo affer far bereer conditons for the survival of free societies in the age
of bureancracy.

Eollowing chis basic convicton, Weber spoke auc consiscently For the pre-
servation of the capialise system in the fast years of the First World War and
especially during the Hevolution of £915-19 in Genmany. As cardy as 1916 he
vigarously defended entreprencurs agamst the mounring criticism of capital-
ism. The war could aever have beer waged so successfully withour their
services, and even in the post-war yezrs it was necessary to retain the matre: no
curathinent of enrreprencunal activite bur 'mote capital, more capitalist
activity and dynamism’. In this way the cconomic lossos ineurred by the war
toight be made good again, and Germany's position in the world markets recap-
tured even in the face of superior competition from the Undred Srates™

However, doring the German Revoludon of 1912 he made significant
tactical advanecs towards socialism in order to make 2 coaliton with the pro-
gressive secrians of the middle classes attractive to the Majonity Social Blemo-
cracs. ™ He admnirred occastanatly chat some socizlization was necessary under
The prr_‘vaiﬁng cirewmstanceas. Bur, in principle, be dbways steck oo lds convie-
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tions that onby a free dynamic entreprencunat chass could sestore Germany's
economy. Yet neither on the political nor on the thearetical level did he con-
sider the dialogue with socialism o be definicely closed. He felr shar che finat
word on this sssue had nart yer been spoken. Earlier, fn 1911, he had planned o
write an ey on Marasm for the Ruassian joumal Lages which did no: come
aboue after all.™ MNow he intended o t2ke up che wpic again on a sysremaric
level. For the summer term in 3920 2t the Universicy of Munich he had planned
1o deliver a lecoare course on “Sociafism® and had already started on this when he
died of puenmeonia in June 1920 Had Weber been granted s longer hife, he
surcly would nor have furcker postpoaed that systemaric treament of Mardsm,
which we look for tu vain in his work; he would bave ser it fordh, whether in the
ambitious Pefitical Seciology on which be was then working or as 2 separate
inquiry. However, even in its present form, his sociological work can be
reparded as an aliernative w Mands theory, one which is an a par with the laeter
irt bath breadth of vision and the dgour of its argument.

Clearly, any evainadon of Weber's eritique of the Mandse ides shounld bearin
mind that he onby lived through the firsc years of the Bolshevik regime and.
therefore, he backed concrete experiencs of socialist systems, Regardless of this.
his essential points are sill worthy of consderation. His thesis — that the dis.
tribution of property is not as impertans as the groups who conrend ente-
prencurial positions - deserves special atiention., as today's stagnating
communist systems demonstrate. The abolition of private appropriation of the
means of producion, under certain eircumsances, may be the way of resolving
the pressing problems of our time, but it could also make things worse. A
modern theory of socialisn muose, above alk be 2ble w handle the prablem of
how economic decision-making can be effectvely coneroiled by che people ax
large instezd of falling ineo che hands f indecisive bureancraes or new auchari-
rarian clites. In this tespect, Weber's analyses deserve attention even from those
wha do nor share bis comvictions.

Weber presenced no simple recipes for restrucraring capitalise secleties in
otder to end working—ctass alicnation and exploitation, bt ar Jeast he empha-
sized the crucial problems. Thus we are thoroughly justified in calling him a
liberal sociodogist who marched his great intcliectual opposite, Mat, in probing
deeply into the problems of industrial caphalism.



