
Domination in the most general sense is one of the most 
important elements of social action. Of course, not every form 
of social action reveals a structure of dominancy. But in most 
of the varieties of social action domination plays a consider-
able role, even where it is not obvious at first sight ... Without 
exception every sphere of social action is profoundly influenced 
by structures of dominancy . [ 1] 

This is the leitmotif that runs through all Weber's political sociology. 
Societies and their lesser parts are held together not so much through 
contractual relations or moral consensus as through the exercise of 
power. Where harmony and order apparently prevail, the threatened 
use of force is never altogether absent. Inside the velvet glove is always 
an iron fist. The terminology of violence, coercion and force is as 
natural to Weber's sociology as the terminology of moral integration 
is to Durkheim's. 

In his discussion of the nature of the state, for example, Weber 
adopted a stance that was some considerable distance away from the 
prevailing idea. The doctors of philosophy in his time and place looked 
upon the state as an object of reverence, one of the best and noblest 
of man's creations. The state was an almost mystical entity that inhabited 



this adulation, Weber's 
COllce:ptl,on of the state was heretical. In his view, the most 
notable feature of the state was the fact that it could successfully 
claim to a of the use of violence. He held that 
"violent social action is obviously something absolutely primordial."[2] 

social group, of whatever is prepared to resort to violence 
in the protection of its interests. The state is different only in the sense 
that it claims the sole to use force upon anyone and everyone 

within its territoriallurisdllction. 
In Weber's of the state is clearly differentiated 

from that of nation. nation was a cultural community that was 
held the bonds of language and the moral senti-
ments transmitted by mother tongue. Weber's idea of the nation 
was in fact very much akin to that abstraction known to Durkheim as 
'society'. nation and state were two quite separate things 

did one another for mutual survival. Nations needed to 
become states in order to defend the boundaries of the cultural com-
munity against erosion or assault by predatory neighbours. States 
needed to become nations in order to lay the foundations of internal 
unity. 

Weber's upon the territorial of the state is 
one of the features that sets off his position from that of Marx and his 
followers. Marx too, of course, portrayed the state as anything but 
a and tender instrument of rule. And Lenin's terse defmition 
of the state as 'bodies of armed men' left little room for ambiguity 
about its violent qualities. In Marxist theory, however, the state is 
understood as an agency of internal social control; the violence 
it contains is by one class upon another as part of the general 
process of exploitation. Those who would transform society must 
seize the state from within in order to impose and maintain their own 
class domination. There is relatively small concern with the uses of 
state power to protect the boundaries of the nation against external 



homeland. 

Power for their means power for them-
selves, as well as the prestige based on this power. For the 
bureaucrat and the an expansion of power means more 
office positions, more sinecures, and better opportunities for 
promotion.[3] 

Because of this socially determined to their t"'.-r.t/")ru 

political communities were always a threat to their neighbours. 
In such an unfriendly world any idea that the state could wither 
was Weber was so insistent upon ch,uacte:f1s.mg 
modern state as an instrument of violence that he was prepared to 
that states can be classified according to the aims and 

pursue. 
Sociologically, the state cannot be defined in terms of its 
ends ... Ultimately, one can define the modern state socio-
logically only in terms of the specific means to it ... 
namely, the use of physical 

this of course, is that no 
drawn between different of state 
bourgeois, military, or whatever. Since they all employ 
roughly the same means of differences in DO.LlnCal 
design and purpose are somewhat secondary. Dictatorship and democracy, 
strawberry and vanilla. 

The that Weber does not feel has to be asked is whether 
different forms of state might vary in the of 
violence that use. Nor does he raise the so ',..,.,.' .... n.·+",""+ 

Marxist theory, of whether the state is selective in its use of 
coming down more on some sections of the community than 
others. One is left what all this violence is supposed to be 



Weber 

DO.lltlCal masters. Weber's 
like another would not nec;ess:anJlv 

on the receiving end of some ancient or modern 

II 
These and other related matters are raised anew in Weber's 
treatise on domination. Domination is held to be a special case of 
power. is a more refined and restricted concept than power in that 
not all uses of power would qualify as domination. There are, to begin 
with, two quite contrasting and opposed types of domination. One 
arises from monopolistic control of economic resources in the market-
place; the other rests upon the authority of office. Domination in the 
marketplace is exercised indirectly, through the mediation of commodi-
ties and resources. Those who suffer domination in this way are formally 
free to act in accordance with their rational economic interests. Domi-
nation on the basis of authority, on the other hand, is exercised directly 
over those who have a 'duty' to obey. Whereas no-one is expected to 
obey the capitalist or the banker out of a sense of duty, everyone is 
expected to obey the patriarch or the prince precisely on these grounds; 
rational self-interest does not come into itJ5] 

Weber is concerned only with this second type of domination. 
That is to say, "in our terminology domination shall be identical with 
authoritarian power of command", to the exclusion of that kind of 
domination wielded by the hidden hand of the market.[6] Moreover, 
it is not enough simply for commands to be issued; they must also be 
obeyed before we can speak of true domination. For sociological 
purposes, commands that are ignored must be treated as something 
other than domination. In other words, obedience or compliance is 
built into the very definition of domination. 

It is important to note that Weber defmes domination not merely 
as a structure of command that elicits obedience, but as obedience 
that is willingly given. Domination means that commands are complied 
with "as if the ruled had made the content of the command the maxim 
of their conduct for its very own sake."[7] In case there should be any 
lingering doubt on this point, Weber makes it crystal clear that a positive 
commitment on the part of the subordinate to the authority they obey 
is a cardinal feature of domination. 



sufficient to 
look the me:anll1g 
a 'valid' 

out of a sense of fear or th,.r"Hrh 

normative endorsement is 
is thus another way of 

The of all this is that structures of autnOJrltv 
more upon coercion than upon are ,,-"-""'.""\.1. ... 1..1. 

Weber's of domination. This is more than a 
view of his stress upon the of force and VlC>leIlce 
human affairs. the analysis of domination is to be confmed to those 
systems of authoritative command in which the underdogs 
conspire in their own submission, the scope of the enquiry is bound to 
be somewhat limited. Weber was more aware than most that the 
of political systems was not exactly a chronicle of the affections 
displayed by the lowly towards their masters. His assumption seems to 
have been that regimes cannot exist by coercion alone, and that some 
degree of moral support from below is necessary to the long term 
survival of any authority system. He does in fact say that the "con-
tinued exercise of every domination ... " always entails some successful 
claim to legitimacy)9] Regimes that fail to establish such claims are 
presumably destined for the rubbish-tip of history. 

It can readily be conceded that all authority structures rely upon a 
variety of means, including the means of legitimation, to keep them-
selves intact. In the typical case, a combination of physical coercion, 
moral persuasion, and material inducements would be employed in 
various degrees. Weber certainly recognized that more was required 
than an elaborate exercise in moral rearmament; the carrot and the 
stick would also fmd ample employment. What he might reaSOIlaO.lY 
have been expected to do, then, was to classify authority systems 
according to their different combination or mix of these different 
elements of social control. That is to say, regimes could have been 
classified on the basis of whether the predominant means of control 
were coercive, normative or instrumental. A proper distinction could 
then have been made between authority systems that relied mainly on 
the use or threat of force and those that relied mainly on the powers of 
moral persuasion. On this arrangement, only systems that approximated 
to the latter model would qualify as examples of 'legitimate authority'. 
Legitimate authority could thus be treated as a matter of degree and 
not an all or nothing affair. All systems might strive to attain but not 



as a COIllITiOOUY 
,,,,(!Ytl>n ... ,,, is very much 
to their ends 

CleJtlnJmg domination as legltnna1te 
took it as understood that normative means were 

""'n,">rri",rI as the not the exclusive, of 
Even so, this would still not overcome the objection that 

........ ',UU'.A .... ,' structures more noted for their brutality than for 
affection are allowed no in the typology 

of domination. Since the balance between normative control and physical 
coercion is towards the latter in most authority systems, 
past and present, is to reduce drastically the general applica-
bility of his schema. 

There is a further problem that Weber does not fully consider. 
This concerns the manner in which normative compliance and legiti-
macy is actually brought about. A subordinate group or class could 
accept commands as 'valid norms' out of a genuine belief in the worthi-
ness of those in control and support for the aims they were pursuing. 
This kind of popular support for a regime is sometimes found during 
the heady, optimistic period immediately following a revolution. 
Normative compliance is spontaneous"rather than engineered. Alterna-
tively, such compliance may be brought about as a consequence of total 
powerlessness. Oppressed social groups sometimes absorb ideas about 
the superiority of their masters as a form of adaptation to their plight. 
Under certain circumstances coercive powers can thus be employed in 
such a way as to bend fractious hearts and minds towards allegiance. 
Weber makes no distinction between normative compliance that springs 
from commitment and that which is grounded in a long term 
strategy for survival. The questions raised by Marx and his followers 
concerning the relationship between coercion and compliance are 
closed off Weber's to the matter. This approach has 
no place for notions like . If subordinate groups accept the 
commands of their masters as valid norms, the domination of the 
masters is and that is the end of it. How and why this 
process comes about is not thought worth considering. 

Weber was of course fully alive to the fact that obedience to 
commands could occur for reasons other than moral respect for the 

in control or from a sense of loyalty to the system. 



those in command COltlCe:rmlng 
These claims to legnlInac:y 

charismatic and Weber refers to these as the "three inner 
justifications" or "basic legitimations of domination"J12] Traditional 
domination rests upon the to the sanctity of custom and im-
memorial tradition. This is the of domination exercised by 

tribal elders and the like. Charismatic domination rests upon the 
!-'Vl,,,:>V,U<'u AU'"'l",.1LVU.:>H' of heroic someone who possesses the 

saints, and revolutionary leaders are the standard 
,e!!;Ql-1'an:nnal domination rests on the appeal to the prop-

of formally enacted rules and statutes. Bureaucracy is the arche-
case of this of domination. Weber's three types of domination 

are thus three grounds on which the demands for obedience 
are based. 

Type of domination 
Traditional 

Grounds for claiming obedience 
Obey me because this is what our 
have always done. 

Charismatic Obey me because can transfonn your 
life. 

me because 
appointed supew)r 

am your 

Weber says, concoct about their 
own natural fitness to rule. These myths or inner 
justifications are necessary for their self-assurance and their sense of 

Le,gltJl111l1W)nS are the moral vocabularies of those 
voice of There is, though, an 1n"llnnv·t., .. ,t 

difference between and legitimacy. Legitimations are the 
dominant groups make about themselves - claims that 

wish everyone else to accept. Legitimacy, on the 
refers to the condition in which such claims have in fact 



ferent 
three domination'. It is as 
assumed the correctness of Marx's dictum that the prevail.in2 
any society are the ideas of its class. Since powerful are 

pos:tt1C)fl to their own conceptions into the life-stream 
attainment of legitimacy never poses much of a problem. 

Had Weber treated the confennent of legitimacy as a rather more 
uncertain and precarious business he could have broadened the scope 
of his analysis in several ways. He could, for example, have considered 
the not cases in which the dominant class fails to establish 
its moral credentials in the eyes of the people; or cases in which legiti-

granted but subsequently withdrawn. In other words 
conceptual recognition to that condition commonly 

crisis'. Maybe he would have done so if he 
at frrst hand the fonned 

Republic. All that he says on this 
bestowed upon regimes in which 

the class and status orders are stable and but that 
be withdrawn when exploitation has become "unam-

visible to everyone,,)!3] He does not, however, 
domination would then prevail, when the com-

n""lup,+n i were no longer accepted as morally valid. In 
Weber's schema there is no such category as illegitimate domination, 

he clearly recognizes it as an empirical probability. 
redirected his attention from the advertisements of legiti-

mation to the granting of legitimacy he would have been forced to 



· .. the causal chain from the command 
actual fact of cOlnpliaJlce varied. 
the command may have aCflle,rea its effect upon 
either through empathy or 
peI'smlSlOln by rational argument or some combination 

these three of influence of one person over 

Three broad types of compliance are here identified: empathy, 
inspiration, and susceptibility to rational argument. Had Weber chosen 
to pursue this line of thought he would perhaps have sought to show 
that there was likely to be a fair degree of symmetry between the 
three types of domination and the three types of compliance. In ideal-
typical terms, traditional domination could be expected to elicit 
'empathetic' compliance, charismatic domination could be expected to 
elicit 'inspirational' compliance, and legal-rational or bureaucratic 
domination could be expected to elicit 'rational' compliance. Since the 
character of compliance is to a large degree conditioned by the character 
of authority and command, some degree of affmity between the two 
could be anticipated. This would have opened up questions about 
deviations from the ideal-type in the shape of those authority systems 
in which a given type of domination co-existed with an 'inappropriate' 
type of compliance.l 16] 

Although questions along these lines might have highlighted some 
of the strains to be found in all structures of authority they would not 
have led to a comprehensive account of domination. Because Weber's 
three types of compliance are mirror images of his three types of 
domination they are still restricted to the narrow category of legitimate 
authority. Empathy, inspiration, and susceptibility to rational argument 
are simply different grounds on which subordinate groups accept 
commands as morally valid. Other answers to the question "When and 
why do men obey?" are still excluded by the terms of reference. Weber 
again hints at some of these other possible answers. 

In a concrete case the performance of a command may have 
been motivated by the ruled's own conviction of its propriety, 



or the 
to conceive out of fear 
of or self-interest. is a 
that Weber did not upon theme. Had he done so, he would 

.-. .... <><,,,,,,,,t,,,,rl us with a classification of as viewed 
not just from above. He could then have rounded off his 

types of domination as well. At the 
been to modify and his 

the extent 
enjoyed by the men in command. closer of his three 

of domination should make all this a little 

Traditional domination. The most form of traditional 
its Weber that the 

"' .... , .......... ..., ............. "' ..... are to be found in the master's over 
nOllseJtl01U. The patriarch wields his without legal restraints 
unencumbered by formal rules. really circumscribes his 

aU1tllC,nty over his subjects is the for sacred custom. master 
"'''''''''',''''<li'",rll,'!., violated the boundaries etched by tradition would risk 

Obedience to the master is based 
not on compliance with stated norms and codified but on 

personal above in the notion 

pa1triarchaJ domination faces sorne1:hlru! 
his domain and seeks to 

same lines as domestic unit. The pai,riarch 
for the oversee of his extended territories 

to his own direct F or their the latter are 
inclined to to and their duties and reSpOlISil)ililties 
towards the master and to specify their and entitlements. 
The master will resist any such move since any 'n ... ' ............ , 

rules would reduce the latitude of his 
and powers. Patriarchs are to abide by custom but not 
conform to laws. the hallmark of domination is 



limits laid down custom and convention. Weber sometimes argues 
that ilie conduct of rulers is goverened and checked 
their innate respect for ilie sanctity of tradition, and sometimes he 
argues that their self-restraint arises from prudential motives. An 

of such motives is the master's recognition iliat his "omni-
towards the individual is paralleled by his power-

lessness in face of the If the patrimonial ruler uses his 
aejtlallce of custom, he risks facing the collec-

tive wrath of his subjects. The obe-
dience iliat is said to be the bedrock of traditional domination looks as 

it is very much conditional upon the ruler's good behaviour. 
Weber does in fact make the point that ilie patrimonial 
ruler depends greatly on the goodwill of his subordinates. The loss of 
their goodwill would the end of his domination. This is not 
to occur as as ilie subordinates are sufficient benefits and 
satisfactions from the master's regime. The patrimonial ruler must thus 
see to it that his are sweet by them a share of his 
own tax revenues and spoils of war. What Weber as 

moral or normative commitment on of the servants towards 
their master does fact seem to be a fair measure of 
"" ....... vU ...... LJUA;;:;. self-interest. 

The between ilie pat:nnl0TUai 
and retainers becomes ever more strained as the territoriallurlsalctLon 
of the lord increases. The extension of the ruler's Oo.lltlCai awtncmtv 

of calls for ilie rI""'Ah,f1f'" 

into the of his chosen administrative 
apl)arahlS makes its appearance, subtly encroaching on the 

lord and master. As the swells in tax revenues 
are needed to feed it. revenues that the administration was set up 

collect are and more swallowed by the benifices <>""""".,. 



blances to bu:reaucracv 
pa1trinrlOIlia! officialdom bears certain resem-

oal,ticulaLrlv in its functional division of tasks 
and hierarcllY But the differences from bureaucracy 
are even more To begin patrimonial administration 
knows no clear of private and official spheres. The ruler 
governs his by fiat and draws upon wide 
dlscretlonaIV powers. His officials are charged simply with the task of 

doing his bidding. There are none of the statutory practices 
and formal of rational bureaucracy. The bureaucrat owes 

rules, never to a ruler. Furthermore the patrimonial 
official owned his benefice. He could sell his office or pass it 
on to his heirs just as though it were an item of property. Ad-
ministrative competence or technical ability were not important quali-
fications for office; fidelity to the ruler was the thing that counted 
above all else. Under this arrangement, the dispensation of justice was 
somewhat erratic. 

Instead of bureaucratic impartiality ... based on the abstract 
validity of one objective law for all ... the opposite principle 
prevails. Practically everything depends explicitly upon per-
sonal considerations: upon the attitude toward the concrete 
applicant and his concrete request and upon purely personal 
connections, favours, promises and privileges,£20] 

Weber contrasts patrimonialism not only with bureaucracy but 
with another important sub-type of traditional domination - feudalism. 
Feudalism differed from patrimonialism in that the relationship between 
a lord and his vassals was a freely contractual one. The vassal swore 
fealty to his Lord and was no mere dependent. In addition, "Vassalage 
does not diminish the honour and status of the vassal; on the contrary, 
it can augment his honour .. ,"(21) The vassal identifies his fortune 
with that of his lord, and in the glory of his master he sees the reflec-
tion of himself. Most importantly, the vassal's claim to legitimacy 
vis-a-vis his own local subjects and dependents flowed directly from the 
legitimacy of the feudal lord. 

The fact that the lord-vassal relationship was a reciprocal and 
contractual affair meant that rights and obligations were far more 
formalized under feudalism than under patrirnonialism. Weber goes so 
far as to suggest that feudalism foreshadows, in a rather primitive form, 
the 'separation of powers' later developed by constitutional states.l 22 ] 
The important difference was that feudal powers always inhered in 
persons not in offices. Individuals had no formal rights enshrined in 



between pal:nnlOfllaJ. or 
about the between the masses 

on whose labour edifice of 
not at all in his reader is 

/iP'TAt11r.n the average towards his lord 
llnpeI10l1S demands for taxes and labour 

services. 
Weber have supposed, plausibly, that political cohesion 

traditional societies depended in the main on good relations between 
at the apex of society. Provided that the men on horse-

back not out among themselves too badly the labouring people 
could be pacified without undue difficulty. Weber does indeed state 
that "a certain minimum of consent on the part of the ruled, at least of 
the socially important strata, is a precondition of every ... domina-
tion."[23] This does rather suggest that what the socially unimportant 
strata feel is a good deal less decisive. There is certainly little in the 
historical record to indicate that patrimonial or feudal was 
ever seriously dislocated by the murmuring of the masses or by bread 
riots or even by the occasional peasants' revolt. Because ruling elites 
in traditional societies always monopolized the means of violence, 
order could be preserved even if the many who shouldered the burden 
of production did not accept the legitimacy of the few who lived off 
the surplus. 

Weber might well have been right in that dominance and 
legitimacy in traditional societies were matters of relevance only 
among the groups, and that it was therefore permissible to 
disregard the relationship between elites and masses. But he would have 
done well to make this explicit. His accounts of feudalism and 
patrimonialism suggest, misleadingly, that legitimate domination is the 
governing principle running through the entire society, not just its 
upper crust. Unlike the stance he adopts in his sociology of religion, 
there is no readiness to explore the possibility of an 'elective affinity' 
between a group's willingness to accept its ruler's claims to legitimacy 
and its own place in a rigidly stratified system. 



charismatic C101mUlatJlon 
or bureaucratic domination. 

oureauc:racy differ from one another 
in common: 

to the routines of 
be looked 

Domina-
arises on different from 

of these other of established 
Charisma upon no of office, salaried 

technical administration or rules of any kind. 
Whereas and need to be sus-
tained by money revenues received on a regular and reliable footing, 
charisma all methodical rational as morally degrading. 
In charismatic leader and his 

voluntary donations or 
IJV1U. ..... ''-'<U rule abhor a hand to 

on it. 
'",i-h""'MhT of the charismatic is dependent solely upon 

his to convince his followers and disciples of his extraordinary 
powers. must miracles and heroic deeds, and continually 
prove his divine mission in the eyes of his followers. Unlike the bureau-
crat he cannot rest on the of office; unlike the patriarch he 
cannot take refuge in the sanctity custom. He must always be ready 
to demonstrate his gifts by acts or risk forfeiting the faith 
of his disciples. like the modem hero, his performance is 
under review by his Repeated failure leads to 
disillusionment and the of his following. 

Charisma is thus very different from Weber's other two types of 
domination. there is a case for saying that charis-

matic legitimacy is the only of legitimacy. The charismatic 
leader has no sway over his and disciples other than the faith 
that invest in him. When they cease to believe in him 
his authority is anulled. The litmus test of genuine legiti-
macy is whether or not subordinates are to obey the master's 
commands when he has no power to punish recalcitrants. If the leader's 
autholnty is backed by recourse to physical or material 

obedience are to be much more complex 
than a belief in his In the case of traditional 

the subjects of the master are 



nated 

of domination as cases 
authority. Only the charismatic leader must rely upon 
voJlun,talv compliance of his followers; they are free to spurn 
mands wherever wish, without any serious comeback. The 
monial lord and the bureacrat would no doubt it if their com-
mands were also obeyed out of a sense and respect 
for their person or their office. It would be nice for them to know 
that their popular legitimacy was so secure that they had no need to 
threaten or cajole. But as things stand, they are wise enough not to 

too much on compliance. The legitimacy of charisma, 
by contrast, rests wholly upon the faith invested in the leader, and faith 
cannot be coerced. Under all other forms of domination, compliance 
with the master's commands is animated by knowledge of the conse-
quences that non-compliance may bring. 

The fact that charismatic leadership eschews coercion means that, 
unlike traditionalism and bureaucracy, it cannot be the basis of a stable 
system of political rule. No sooner does charisma come into being than 
the process of its decline begins. Weber out that charismatic 

are in demand of unrest and common """'",.I!.L<"U'-'U, 
but that such gifts are not well suited to the of humdrum 
affairs. Charismatics love a crisis, but they cannot cope with the routine 
demands of getting and that every social order must attend to. 
The ordinary business state cannot wait upon the inspiration of 
the leader and his wondrous deeds; and any regime will need 
to on more than its citizens' faith in the man to win obedience 
to its rules. But the very to routinize charisma, to tame it and 
harness it to the service of mundane ends, leads to its dissipation. 
Because charisma is a gift that inheres in the once-in-a-
lifetime individual, it cannot be preserved and passed on. Mter the 
death of the charismatic leader there is a crisis of succession that can 



apJ)Olltltnlenlt of a successor 
same. Charisma is thus a fla.me that burns with a 

for a short while and is then ''''r;lrlo· .... lu eXl:ill,gUJ.Sfu:m. 

the aftermath of charismatic reverts either to a more 
traditional mould or starts to take on bureaucratic features. 

tm:Otlllm a sequence of 
three types of 

domination occur various different 
of What does is that impact 
on the social order tends to become weaker once bureaucracy has 
th()roul!.lhlv taken root. Weber considered charisma to be a powerfully 

on all established it was the "specifically 
creative revolutionary force of history. Traditional societies 
were especially vulnerable to the shock-waves of charisma. Wherever 

old order. 

embalmed in the orthodoxies of custom and habit, the 
rising up from nowhere could wreak havoc on the 

While Weber did not generally subscribe to a man' theory of 
the equation of charisma with revolutionary powers does 

seem to cast unique individuals in the most glamorous role in historical 
dramas. He does, however, add that bureaucracies can be revolutionary 
too, in the scale and manner in which they have often transformed 
pal:nuaOIl1al. and other traditional societies. The difference between the 
two kinds of revolutionary force is that bureaucracy transforms from 
'without' whereas charisma works its magic from 'within' )27] That is 
to say, bureaucracy alters social and economic institutions, while 
charisma brings about a transfigurement of the self. Those who fall 
under the spell of charisma are reamade into entirely new people. 

Societies in which domination was the norm might 
be less vulnerable to the disturbances of charisma but they were by no 
means immune from them. In any social order there would always be 

rage or cosmic to ensure a fol-
lowing for the with a simple solution to it Occasionally, 
Weber thought of charisma as the one force that was capable of trans-
cending the constraints of bureaucratic life. Charisma had wings 
and could fly through the bars of the iron cage. At other times he felt 
that bureaucracy was more than a match for the charismatic firebrand. 
In the hudy-burly of party politics, for example, "Only extraordinary 
conditions can bring about the triumph of charisma over the organiza-
tion."[28] In the usual course of events the bureaucratic party machine 



charisma 

such a mercurial force do 
any case, not to have 

of revolution warrants a black when it is 
borne in mind that most such 'theories' turn out to be little more than 
demon&trations of wisdom after the event. Theorists of revolution are 
very good at predicting the past. Since the timely appearance of an 
inspired leader is usually considered to be a necessary ingredient of 
revolution, and since chance and accident play an important part in 

the element of unpredictability in the shape of charisma would 
seem to bedevil any attempt to go beyond the vaguest of general 
statements about the causes of revolution. 

It has already been said that Weber thought the revolutionary 
potential of charisma would be much reduced with the onset of bureau-
cratic rationality. "It is the fate of charisma ... to recede with the 
development of permanent institutional structures."[31] Charisma 
might continue to erupt in a small way in this or that rational organiza-
tion, or to flourish in the interstices of the body bureaucratic; but it 
would be unlikely to tum the entire society upside down. In a fully 
rational and secularized society the appeal of the charismatic prophet 
would perhaps be confined to gilded youth in search of identity and 
keen to embark on voyages of the mind. Weber would have been 
unsurprised at the of the sons and daughters of the modern 
bourgeoisie held in thrall by chubby from the East. He might, 
though, have been more surprised, as well as deeply shocked, at the 

ease with which a charismatic leader on his own doorstep 
would revolutionize an entire society and bend its rational structures 
to the most devastatingly irrational purposes. Within a decade or so of 
Weber's charisma was shown to be but a spent force. 

v 
Legal-rational domination. The typical form of this type of domination 
is bureaucracy. "In a modern state", Weber says, "the actual ruler is 



rank moreover, 
of rule. Unlike the traditional or charismatic 

the modem state is himself the servant of a 
-n' ... ... " an elected and its ministers. 

obedience is necessary attribute of the good bureaucrat. 
trouble is that bureaucrats do not behave in the way 

are have an understandable human tendency to 
and accrue power for themselves, and to their own 

interests. Instead of as faithful servants seek to become 
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