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The thesis is an investigation into the writings of

Karl Marx and Max Weber, and the interpretations of their

relationship in social thought. The interpretations of

the relationship of these ideas have become polarized

between Weberian and Marxist camps, characterized by

Parsons and Weber.

The paper begins with an examination of the writings

of Max Weber, specifically with respect to his concepts of

institutions, developmental theory, and theory of domina-

tion. The work of Marx is next examined with regard to

these three topics. The interpretations offered by Parsons

and Zeitlin are reviewed.

The paper concludes that neither argument offered by

Parsons or Zeitlin is altogether correct nor incorrect.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Certainly no one can doubt that Karl Marx had a tre-

mendous impact upon his world, not only the world of action

but also the world of ideas. That his writings have been

highly influential until today is evident in contemporary

politics and thought; what is intriguing is the study of

Marx's impact upon social thought as it occurred and as it

has been distilled into contemporary social science.

Max Weber like Karl Marx has also had a tremendous

influence upon the course of social science. Yet, amazingly

enough the question of what influence Marx had on the

younger social theorist Weber has never been resolved. The

myriad of reasons why this debate continues is quite luring,

but unfortunately beyond the scope of the paper. The scope

of the paper must necessarily limit itself to the most basic

summarization of the arguments, for this subject of discus-

sion spreads itself through the entirety of social science.

The debate as to how Weber should be interpreted with

regard to Marx has become polarized. Those who view that

Weber may best be interpreted as a theorist whose work offers

an alternative to what some find a contemptible Marxist
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position is characterized here by the writings of Talcott

Parsons. This position is offset by the thesis that the

entirety of Weber's writings may be dealt with as supple-

mental to those of Marx, an argument put forth quite con-

cisely by Irving Zeitlin,

The purpose of the paper is twofold: to investigate

the works of Weber and Marx with regard to specific con-

cepts, and to sort and evaluate the interpretations offered,

particularly by Parsons and Zeitlin. The thesis therefore

states that on the subject of the relationship between the

ideas of Max Weber and Karl Marx, neither Parsons nor

Zeitlin offer an adequate interpretation. The thesis will

be proved through quotation and comparison.

The general structure of the paper is to first examine

the work of Weber and Marx. Since both men were such pro-

lific writers, the examination of their work is confined to

three basic subjects; methodology, developmental theory,

and theories of domination. With regard to all three of the

subjects, one can see a definite influence of Marx upon the

writings of Weber, The paper next examines the polarized

explanations of Weber offered by Parsons and Zeitlin. The

nature of the debate is revealed in these reviews. The

debate concerns Weber as an alternative to Marx on the one

hand, and Weber as a theorist who simply "'rounded-out"

Marxism by injecting ideas on the other. Finally the
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conclusions are drawn in the final chapter, and the reasons

why both positions are correct yet inadequate explanations

are stated.

It is worth noting at the beginning that this is a

subject which is fiercely contested and largely irreconcil-

able. The subject has many implications for contemporary

social science in that it falls into the area which has

caused major splits in Marxism between strict and loose

interpretations, and the Marxism of theory and the Marxism

of practice.



CHAPTER II

THE WORK OF MAX WEBER

In this chapter we shall examine the work of Max Weber.

This is not to indicate that all his work will be examined;

it is far beyond the scope of this thesis to do so, but

only those portions of special interest to the debate being

discussed. Out of the vast quantities of writings Weber

produced, of special interest here is his work in methodol-

ogy, and the application of that methodology in his analysis

of development and domination.

Methodology

Thought by some to be the most important aspect of

Weber's work, and certainly for the purposes of this thesis,

vitally important are his personal and well developed ideas

in the area commonly called methodology. It is the position

Weber takes which still forms major interpretative debates

today within social science. We shall begin with an exami-

nation of Weber's rejection of positivism and intuition

within the realm of social science.

A Rejection of Positivism

Weber views positivism as largely mythical and meaning-

less. In an attempt to reach a universal truth or law in

4
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social science, Weber sees the unavoidable pitfall of sub-

jectivity.1 This observation takes the following form.

1. The establishment of a hypothetico-deductive

system of nomological laws cannot be conceived as the aim

of sociocultural science.

2. Sociocultural phenomena have definite properties

which distinguish them from the subject matter of other

sciences and rule out the possibility of a natural science

of the sociocultural.

3. There exists a peculiar method of identifying,

describing, and explaining sociocultural phenomena. This

method of "understanding" or "interpretation" has properties

that differentiate it from any other method employed in

natural science.

4. "The facts" do not speak for themselves; they do

not identify themselves as constituting sociocultural

observation language theoretically neutral and logically

independent of the way we see these phenomena and the ques-

tions we pose about them. On the contrary, it is our

"theoretical interest" which constitutes any collection of

phenomena.

Weber concludes that "correlations--regardless of

whether they are conceived as 'general theory' or as

1Max Weber, Roscher and Knies: The Logical Problems

of Historical Economics (New York, 1975, pp. 36-37.
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'hypothesis of the middle range' have no intrinsic theoret-

ical value for any sociocultural science."2 This is a

recurrent idea which runs throughout Weber's work, and is

ultimately the source of what some consider his most impor-

tant contribution, that being the development of a "value-

free science."

A Rejection of Intuitionism

It is this passion for a "value-free" science which

causes Weber to attack "intuitionism" on the grounds of

being meaningless. Feeling and empathy he thinks belong

to the creative writer, not to the sociocultural scientist.

Speaking of intuition, Weber contends

The claim that "knowledge" of this sort
is subjective is equivalent to the claim that it
is not "valid." It is not valid simply because
it has not been analytically articulated.3

Weber explains his dislike of attempts to cause the

reader to empathize with the writer's descriptions of cer-

tain situations. If a social scientist provides an

empathetic description of an acrobat upon a tight rope,

what service does this perform for the reader?

Neither what the acrobat "experiences" on
the tight rope, not what he would experience on
the tight rope (are covered by the writer). What
he "experiences" does not even have any

2bid., p. 27.

Ibid., p. 180.
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unambiguous, imaginative relationship to the

experience of the acrobat. And, most importantly,
it follows that it not only fails to qualify as

"knowledge" in any sense of the word. It also

fails to quality to constitute the object of

historical "knowledge." For in the present case,

the object is the acrobat, not the experience of

the empathizing historian. 4

In conclusion, Weber dismissed positivism and intui-

tionism as being somewhat less than effective tools for the

social sciences. There is an obvious connection to Marx,

and especially the concept of dialectical materialism.

However, to sum up Weber's viewpoint, he warns:

The logical peculiarity of "historical knowl-

edge in contrast to "natural" "scientific"

knowledge--in the logical sense of this expression--

has nothing at all to do with the distinction

between "psychical" and the "physical," the

"personality" and the "action" on the one hand

and the dead "natural object" and the mechanical

process of "nature" on the other. To identify the

"self evidence" or 'empathy" in actual or potential

"conscious" inner "experience"--an exclusively

phenomenological quality of "interpretation"--with
a unique empirical "certainty" of process
"susceptible to interpretation" is an even more
serious mistake.5

The Need for a "Value-Free" Science

On January 5, 1914, in Berlin, Weber met with the

committee of the Verein fur Sozialpolitik for the purpose

of discussing four topics:

4 Ibid., pp. 165-166.

ibi-d.,p. 185.
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1. the position of moral value judgments in
scientific economics,

2. the relation of economic development to value
judgments,

3. the determination of the goals of economic and
social policy, and

4. the relation of general methodological prin-
ciples to the particular requirements of
academic teaching.6

Having agreed to keep the proceedings of the meeting secret,
the members felt free to express their feelings clearly to

each other. Weber and Sombart formed their opposition to

Karl Grunberg and the other members of the committee

including Schumpeter, Spann, and Spranger. As reported by

Boese, Weber "once again rose to deliver a weighty state-

ment, which, without mincing words, informed his opponents

that they did not understand what he was talking about."7

Three years later, in .an article "The Meaning of

'Ethical Neutrality' in Sociology and Economics," Weber

more precisely described his controversial view on values

in social science. He contrasted his views with the pre-

vailing views of Schmoller.8

Schmoller thought that he was being entirely
consistent from his own premises when he declared
that "Marxists and Manchesterites" were dis-
qualified from holding academic positions although

6Ralf Dahrendorf, Essays in the Theory of Society
(Stanford, California, 1968), p.~3.

7Ibid., p. 4.

8Max Weber, The Methodology of the Social Sciences
(New York, 1949),Tp. 7.
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he was never so unjust as to ignore their scien-
tific accomplishments. It is exactly on these
points that I could never agree with our time
honored master. 9

But Weber's disagreement with Schmoller is far deeper

than a debate about classroom teaching. As Weber summarizes

in "The Mean]ing of 'Ethical Neutrality' in Sociology and

Economics," the argument here is for a value-free science,

and teaching is used simply as an example toward that end.

As Weber contends, "Even if a teacher does not believe that

he should deny himself the right of asserting value judg-

ments, he should make them absolutely explicit to the

student and to himself." 10

To Weber, the concept of social science is grounded

on a base of "ethical neutrality." That is, if a social

science is ever to exist it must make efforts to remain as

objective as possible, just as the natural sciences must.

Yet, in its objectivity, it must include the subjective.

The division occurs in the plausibility of remaining "value

free." For these reasons, the method of analysis is as

important as the result of the analysis. Weber follows

this line of logic:

No one will dispute the idea that a certain
end may be commonly agreed on, while only the means
of attaining it are discussed, nor will anyone deny

9Ibid.

1 0Ibid., p. 12.
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that this procedure can result in a discussion

which is resolved in a strictly empirical fashion.

But actually the whole discussion centers about

the choice of ends (and not of "means" for a given
end); in other words, in what sense can the

evaluation, which the individual asserts, be

treated not as fact but as the object of scientific

criticism, If this question is not clearly per-

ceived then all further discussion is futile.

What we must vigorously oppose is the view that one

may be "scientifically" contented with the con-

ventional self-evidences of very widely accepted
value-judgments. The specific function of science,
it seems to me, is just the opposite: namely, tol

ask questions about these things which convention,
makes self-evident.

Of fundamental importance in understanding Weber is

his conception of science. The theory he proposes relies

upon two key premises:

1. The comain ofthe sociocultural is constituted
by "meaningful" and therefore "understandable"
human conduct, Sociocultural.facts are defined

by reference to their "subjective meanings."
2. Because the objects of the sociocultural

sciences are meaningful because "values" can

be ascribed to them, it follows that they are

also possible objects of "interpretation"
specifically, an interpretation of the meaning

of the conduct in question and the import of

the values to which it is oriented. A socio-l
cultural "phenomena" is therefore a possible
object of "interpretation."

The conclusion is therefore:

3. It follows that within the sociocultural
sciences "our criterion for causal explanation
have a unique kind of satisfaction." This is
a consequence of "our causal interest" in

subjectively meaningful conduct.
1 2

1Ibid., pp. 12-13.

1 2 Weber, Roscher and Knies, pp. 32-33.



The idea is clear, description in the sociocultural

sciences leads to interpretation, which leads further to
understanding of meaning. But, the important observation
is the subjectivity which differentiates the methodology
of the social sciences from the positivism which exists
in the natural sciences.

Theory of Social Action

In analyzing Weber's conception of reality, it is
fundamental to note where Weber begins his analysis. In
his masterwork, Economy and Society, a three-volume series

encompassing Weber's thought on the development of society,
and the development of a science of society, the analysis
begins with a sketch of his methodology.

Sociology is defined as "a science concerning itself
with the interpretive understanding of social action and
thereby with a causal explanation of its course and conse-
quences." Action in this sense is the meaning the acting
individual attaches to his behavior, be it "overt or covert,
omission or acquiescence.,"13 That action is social in that
the meaning of any action is partially derived from the
behavior of others.

Meaning may be objectified to what Weber calls a "pure
type." This is not necessarily a "correct" or "true"

13 Max Weber, Economy and Society (New York, 1968),p. 4.

11
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interpretation of meaning, but a theoretical abstraction

for the purpose of sciences which must deal with behavior.

Not all action is meaningful though, and in this respect

no empirical consideration can be given to action which is
"merely reactive behavior." Socially relevant behavior,

that is behavior which stems out of the traditional pat-

terns, is the bridge between the two extremes. The same

division can be seen in economic behavior and economically

conditioned behavior and economically relevant behavior,
in so much as that not all components of behavior may be
understandable. The goal of this sort of "pure type"

analysis is the achievement of verifiable accuracy and

clarity with regard to variables. The limitation of this
form of analysis is of course the fact that not all action
may be explained in this manner, only rational action.

Understanding may be achieved in two ways. The first
is purely observational. Observation brings about the

"direct rational understanding of ideas." 1 4 This form of
understanding has obvious limitations, and relies upon
another form for the total understanding of events. The
second type of understanding is one achieved through

explanation. This involves an explanation of motives not
mentioned in the previous form of understanding. "Thus for
a science which is concerned with the subjective meanings

1 4 Ibid., p. 8.
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of action, explanation requires a grasp of the complex of

meaning in which an actual course of understandable action

thus interpreted belongs."15 Understanding requires an

interpretation of meaning in one of the following contexts:

(A) as in the historical approach, the actuallyintended meaning for concrete individual action;of (B) as in cases of sociological mass phenomena,the average of or an approximation to the
actually intended meaning; or (C) the meaningappropriate to scientifically formulated puretype (an ideal type) of a common phenomenon. 1 6

Weber constructs the ideal type, of which he says

"concepts and 'laws' of pure economic theory are examples." 1 7

Related to the laws of economic theory is the terminology

of sociology. Feudal, patrimonial, and bureaucratic systems

are simply terms for which "it is necessary for the sociol-

ogist to formulate pure 'ideal types' of the corresponding

forms of action which in each case involve the highest

possible degree of logical integration by virtue of their

complete adequacy on the level of meaning." 18 Hence we see
the formulation of the "ideal type" which so dominates

Weber's work.

Social action for Weber included both action and

failure to act, and is oriented usually toward the behavior

of others. There are four basic categories of social

action.

15 Ibid., p. 9. 16 Ibid.
1 71bid. 18Ibid.,1 p. 20.
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1. Instrumentally rational, that is behavior which

is "conditioned" by the environment and behavior of others.

It is the "means" under which the actor must operate to

attain his own calculated ends.

2. Value rational, that is behavior which is deter-

mined by its own value, for example its ethical, spiritual,

or aesthetic value.

3. Affectual, that is behavior which is a function

of the actor's own feelings.

4. Traditional, which is behavior that is a function

of habit.19

A "social relationship" to Weber was therefore action

within a meaningful context, that is oriented to the

behavior of others. It may be of a highly varied nature,

concerning conflict, hostility, friendship, loyalty, or

economic exchange. The meaning derived is always the

subjective meaning encountered by the actors.

Weber's Analysis--Specifically with
Regard to Marxism

It will be helpful to examine a few specific examples

of Weber's work, having taken a brief look at his methodo-

logy. It should be kept in mind that the basic form of

analysis is comparative, that is Weber is concerned with

various forms of economic development. His multi-causal

19Ibid., p. 24.



explanations for the development of capitalism in the West
are compared to the lack of these factors, and hence the
lack of capitalistic development in other cultures. We
shall examine the factor of spiritualism to the development
of capitalism in The Protestant Ethic and the-Sprit of

Capitalism. We shall also examine Weber's multi-causal
theory of development as seen in the General Economic
History which very conspicuously employs the comparative
approach. "Politics as a Vocation" will be examined so that
we may better understand Weber's theory of development,
specifically with regard to political factors. Also, of
interest in this article, is the discussion of legitimate
domination, a concept which will be more thoroughly dis-
cussed with regard to Marxism in a later chapter.

The Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capital 1sm~

In searching for a single piece of Weber's work which
most typifies the application of his unique methodology,
one would certainly consider The Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism. This publication has also been at the
center of the debate as to how Weber should be interpreted
with regard to Marxism. The analysis of Protestantism and
capitalism is excellent, yet the central question with regard
to "knowledge" remains unanswered. Did Weber intend this
document to be supplemental to the Material realities and

15



base which Marx had so successfully made social scientists

aware of, or is this work proposing a contradiction and

thereby offering an alternative path to those who found

Marxism disagreeable? Weber never answers this question,

yet he seems quite aware of its importance.

A brief summary of the work will be helpful for the
purposes of this thesis. In looking at the ethic of capi-
talism, Weber suggests one look at the works of Benjamin
Franklin. Franklin expresses the overwhelming approval of
money making, and particularly the style of life that money
making requires. Observing that a person of "known prudence

and honesty" can have the use of one hundred pounds at a
cost of six pounds a year, he notes that one could easily
save that six pounds a year if income is not spent idly.20

Adding to this that time is money, he reinforces the dislike
of wasting time. The conclusion is obvious, and Franklin

takes the obvious end, that being that one who wastes time
or money also wastes the opportunity which could have been
had by "turning it in dealing" which by the time "a young
man becomes old will amount to a considerable sum*, 2 1

Weber compares the feelings toward capitalism expressed
by Franklin to those of John Calvin, the protestant religious

2 0 Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of
capitalism (New York, 1958), p. 5.

2 1 Ibid., p. 157.

16



leader. Calvin saw nothing wrong with wealth; in fact he
approved of clergy wealth as an enhancement of their pres-
tige. The objection to wealth was only if it produced
idleness and temptation which are directly in conflict to
Calvin's concept of a righteous life. Relaxation to Calvin
was only desirable in the "next world." Activity was stated
to be the means by which one serves God, and this activity
was the "manifestation of His will." "Waste of time is
thus the first and in principle the deadliest of sins." 22

The moral overtones of protestantism and capitalism
mesh into unity within the Protestant work ethic. The
specialization necessary for advanced stages of capitalistic
development is encouraged by this ethic. It is no accident
that the word "calling" with its religious overtones is
used with regard to a specific economic activity, according
to Weber. Another remarkable ethical and economic meshing
is observed by Weber. Not only was wealth encouraged; it
became thought of as a criterion of one's "state of grace."
To ignore an opportunity for material gain, so long as it
did not harm others and was legal, was thought to be a
rejection of God, His gifts, and His commands. Another
unique service of protestantism to capitalism was the uni-
formity of life which the early Puritans so rigorously

2 2 Ibid.

17



adhered to which paved the path for the standardization of

production,23

All of this summary is necessary for understanding,

yet we must deal with the central issue for the purposes of
the thesis, that being Weber's purpose in writing The

Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. In the
introduction to Cesammette Aufsatze zur Relifionssoziologie,

of which The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism

is a portion, Weber considers the utilization of mathemati-
cal knowledge, which originated in the east, to the west.
In this analysis Weber neither accepts nor rejects the con-
cept of materialism, yet he certainly considers it:

The technical utilization of scientificknowledge, so important for the living conditionsof the mass of people, was certainly encouraged byeconomic considerations, which were extremelyfavorable to it in the Occident. But this encour-agement was derived from the peculiarities of thesocial structure of the Occident.24

This technique of non-acceptance, or as Weber would
phrase it, "ethical neutrality," typifies his work. Weber
takes us up to a point very near acceptance of this particu-
lar philosophy, and immediately draws us back to his own
neutral stance. Another example may be found in the body
of The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism:

23Ibid., pp, 157-175.

241bid, pp. 24-25.

18
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In such a study, it may at once be definitelystated, no attempt is made to evaluate the ideas ofthe Reformation in any sense, whether it concerntheir social or their religious worth. We havecontinually to deal with aspects of the Reformationwhich must appear to the truly religious conscious-ness as incidental and even superficial. For weare merely attempting to clarify the developing webof our specifically worldly modern culture, in thecomplex interaction of innumerable different his-torical factors. We are thus inquiring only to whatextent certain characteristic features of this cul-ture can be imputed to the influence of the Reforma-tion. At the same time we must free ourselves fromthe idea that it is possible to deduce the Reforma-tion, as a historically necessary result, fromcertain economic changes. Countless historicalcircumstances, which cannot be reduced to anyeconomic law, and are not acceptable of economicexplanation of any sort, especially purely politicalprocesses, had to occur in order that the newlycreated Churches should survive at all.On the other hand, however, we have no inten-tion whatever of maintaining such a foolish anddoctrinaire thesis as that the spirit of capitalism(in the provisional -sense of the term explainedabove.) could only have arisen as the result ofcertain effects of the Reformation, or even thatcapitalism as an economic system is a creation ofthe Reformation. In itself, the fact that certainimportant forms of capitalistic business organizationare known to be considerably older than the Reforma-tion is a sufficient refutation of such a claim,On the contrary, we only wish to ascertain whetherand to what extent religious forces have taken partin the qualitative formation and the quantitativeexpansion of that spirit over the world. Further-more, what concrete aspects of our capitalisticculture can be traced to them. In view of thetremendous confusion of interdependent influencesbetween the material basis, the forms of social andpolitical organization, and the ideas current in thetime of the Reformation, we can only proceed byinvestigating whether and at what points certain cor-relations between forms of religious belief andpractical ethics can be worked out. At the sametime we shall as far as possible clarify the mannerand the general direction in which, by virtuehofthose relationship-s, the, religious movements have



influenced the development of material culture.
Only when this has been determined with reason-able accuracy can teh attempt be made to estimateto what extent the historical development ofmodern culture can be attributed to those religiousforces and to what extent to others.2 5

It should seem evident from the above quote that Weber
is by no means accepting a strict interpretation of what is
commonly referred to as "dialectical materialism"; on the
other hand, he is definitely not suggesting that this form
of analysis offered by Marx should be substituted for an
interpretation of history which relies on religious or
political values. He is in fact presenting a piece of
scholarly research based upon the methods he proposed for
a "value-free science." This position is further documented
in the quote below, also from The Protestant Ethic and the

Spirit of Capitalism:

The modern man is in general, even with thebest of will, unable to give religious ideas asignificance for culture and national characterwhich they deserve. But it is, of course, not myaim to substitute for a one-sided materialistican equally one-sided spiritualistic causal inter-pretation of culture and history. Each is equallypossible, but each, if it does not serve as thepreparation, but as the conclusion of an investiga-tion, accomplishes equally lit tle in the interest
of historical truth. 6

Of interest in this study of what Weber was offering

as an explanation of history is the note he added to the

2 5 Ibid., p. 284.

2 6 Ibid., p. 183.

20
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above quotation:

For the above sketch has deliberately taken
up only the relations in which an influence of
religious ideas on the material culture is really
beyond doubt. It would have been easy to proceed
beyond that to regular construction which logically
deduced everything characteristic of modern culture
from Protestant rationalism. But that sort of
thing may be left to the type of dilettante who
believes in the unity of the group mind and its
reducibility to a single formula. Let it be
remarked only that the period of capitalistic
development lying before that which we have studied
was everywhere in part determined by religious
influences, both hindering and helping. Of what
sort these were belongs in another chapter.
Furthermore, whether, of the broader problems
sketched above, one or another can be dealt with
in the limits of this Journal (the essay first
appeared in the Archiv fur Sozialwissenchaft und
Sozialpolitik--Translator's note) is not certain in
view of the problems to which it is devoted. On
the other hand, to write heavy tomes, as thick
as they would have to be in this case, and dependent
on the work of others (theologians and historians),
I have no great inclination.2 7

General Economic History: A Multi-Causal
Explanation of Development

As to the forces which helped or hindered the develop-

ment of capitalism Weber does go on to describe in other

works. Specifically, Weber investigates other actors, and

their relation to religion and the development of capitalism

in his General Economic History. Initially dismissing the

idea that increases in population may be viewed as "a really

crucial agent in the evolution of western capitalism," Weber

27Ibid., p. 284.
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relies upon Marx's argument: "In opposition to this view,

Karl Marx made the assertion that every economic epoch has

its own law of population, and although this proposition

is untenable in so general a form, it is justified in the

present case.??28 Weber also dismisses the concept that

"the inflow of previous metals be regarded, as Sombart

suggests, as the primary cause of the appearance of

capitalism.??29 As he explains, "In India in the period of

the Roman power, an enormous mass of precious metal--some

twenty-five million sestertii annually--came in in exchange

for domestic goods, but this inflow gave rise to commercial

capitalism to only a slight extent.??30 The explanation

Weber offers centers around geographical realities:

The external conditions for the development
of capitalism are rather, first, geographical in
character. In China and India the enormous costs of
transportation, connected with the decisively
inland commerce of the regions, necessarily formed
serious obstructions for the classes who were in a
position to make profits through trade and to use
trading capital in the construction of a capital-
istic system, which in the west the position of the
Mediterranean as an inland sea, and the abundant
inter-connections through the rivers, favored the
opposite development of international commerce. But
this factor in its turn must not be overestimated.
The civilization of antiquity was distinctively
coastal. Here the opportunities for commerce were
very favorable, (thanks to the character of the

28 Max Weber, General Economic History (Glencoe, Ill.,
1927), p. 352.

2 9 Ibid., pp. 352-353. 3 0 Ibid., p. 353.
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Mediterranean Sea), in contrast with the Chinese
waters their typhoons, and yet no capitalism arose
in antiquity.3

As seen above, Weber proposes a partial explanation,

observing that it does not meet the requirements of a uni-

versal truth. The same is noted in what he describes as

the inpact of militarism and luxury demand. These two ele-

ments, together with geographic feasibility would induce

cultural expansion, though in themselves would not explain

the development of capitalism, which, Weber views in his

General Economic History as multi-causal:

In the last resort the factor which produced
capitalism is the rational accounting, rational
technology and rational law, but again not these
alone. Necessary complementary factors were the
rational spirit, the rationalization of the conduct
of life in general, and a rationalistic economic
ethic.32

In searching for the basis of rationalism, Weber first

looks at the prior system of traditionalism, and proposes

an explanation of its impact, and why or why not it was

allowed to change. "At the beginning of all ethics, and the

economic relations which result, is traditionalism, the

sanctity of tradition, the exclusive reliance upon such

trade and industry as have come down from the fathers." 33

Traditionalism may not be conducive to the development of

31Ibid.

3 2 Ibid., p. 354.

33Ibid., p. 355.
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capitalism, and yet may still not be rejected. By this

situation, the non-development of capitalism in certain

parts of the world may be explained.

Material interests may be tied up with the

maintenance of the tradition. When for example in

China, the attempt was made to change certain roads

or to introduce more rational means or routes of

transportation, the perquisites of certain
officials were threatened; and the same was the

case in the middle ages in the west, and in modern

times when railroads were introduced. Such special

interests of officials, landholders and merchants

assisted decisively in restricting a tendency toward

rationalization. Stronger still is the effect of

the stereotyping of trade on magical grounds, the

deep repugnance to undertaking any change in the

established conduct of life because supernatural

evils are feared. Generally some injury to economic

privilege is concealed in this opporition, but its

effectiveness depends on a general belief in the 34
potency of the magical processes which are feared.

"Traditional obstructions are not overcome by the

economic impulse alone."13 The revision in the attitudes

must, in Weber's theory, occur toward a favorable collec-

tive opinion of the pursuit of wealth, for the development

of capitalism to take place. This value re-orientation may

occur with the aid of external influences upon a culture.

A foreigner, being an outcast, is not subject to the ethi-

cal restrictions of the traditional society. With the

growth in exposure to persons out of the limited and tradi-

tional group, a dual system of ethics emerges. When

3 4Ibid.

35Ibid.
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credibility is established with regard to the foreigner,

economic relations far different from those traditionally

acceptable emerge, and the older traditional ethic becomes

changed, as it is a "repression of the economic impulse.,,36

The traditionalism, particularly with regard to religion,

may be redefined. The most obvious redefinition of tradi-

tional ethics, namely the Reformation, is discussed by

Weber as has already been seen.

By way of explaining the reasons that capitalism did

not develop in certain areas, Weber examines the nature of

the religions, and beliefs held by the people. While Weber

views Judaism and consequently Christianity as relatively

free from beliefs in magic, other religions, particularly

of the East, are not. The relationship between belief and

magic and the development of capitalism is inverse. To

explain, Weber uses the example of an effort to build rail-

roads and factories in China. The proposed sites for

building were selected with regard to mystical beliefs,

which disqualified others. Also cited-is the example of

the Indian who, by engaging in certain economic activity, is

automatically condemned to a lower caste, and the Indian

workmen who "dare not accept a vessel filled with water

from each other's hands, cannot be employed together in the

36Ibid. , p. 356.
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same factory room. "37 Thus, the central point is that, in

a culture where such beliefs are held, capitalistic develop-

ment cannot occur.

The possibility for capitalistic development 
within

the Judao-Christian ethic exists by virtue of a great

rational prophecy. "Prophecies have released the world

from magic and in doing so have created the basis for our

modern science and technology, and for capitalism "38

Although one can find prophecies in the East, these are

"prophecies by example." Buddha sets the example of a

life which will eventually lead to salvation; however, he

required it of everyone. It is a philosophy of choice, and

salvation may be rejected as not part of one's destiny.

The path requires a withdrawal from life, and requires

preparation "by hatred of this world to adopt the stoical

resolution." 39 As a consequence true Buddhism was only

practiced by a small portion of the people, the monks. The

masses found no definable or rigid rules of ethical conduct,

as ancient Judaism provided. The obligation was to insure

the economic security of the monks, thus not displacing

magic, but putting another sort of magic in its place.40

37Ibid. p. 361.

3 8Ibid., p. 362.

39 Ibid.

40Ibid., p. 363.



Judaism and Christianity, however, have been religions of
the people. The internal struggles between intellectuals

and the people for the leadership of the church are common
to ascetic religions. This perhaps explains the success of
Christianity, and precludes a belief in magic. 4 1 The con-
trasts Weber describes are quite clear. The analysis of
religion must involve an inquiry into the perception of its
members, with regard to this world and the next.

In distinguishing between the "virtuoso religion of
adepts" and the "religion of the masses," Weber looks at
Catholicism. "Virtuoso religion" is one of example; it
fails to determine viable ethical standards. In Catholicism
the dichotomy is united. The life of the monk is certainly
the more perfect, yet the layman has obligations also. "The
really complete Christian is the monk; but his mode of life
is not required of everyone, although some of his virtues
in a qualified form are held up as ideas." 42 The result is
that in Catholicism unlike Buddhism, the ethics are not frag-
mented to the point of being separate ethical systems.

The Reformation is quite significant with regard to the
development of a unified ethical standard. As Weber quotes
Sebastian Frank, "You think you have escaped from the
monastery, but everyone must now be a monk throughout his

41Ibid.

4 2 Ibid., p. 364.

27



28

life" 43 ; the dualistic ethic of Catholicism was united into

a single code of conduct for all. But this single standard

is not immune to the forces of change, just as traditional-

ism was not immune to forces which caused its metamorphosis.

It is with this thought that Weber concludes his General

Economic History:

Economic ethics arose against the background
of the ascetic ideal; now it has been stripped of
its religious import. It was possible for the
working class to accept its lot as long as the
promise of eternal happiness could be held out
to it. When this consolation fell away it was
inevitable that those strains and stresses should
appear in economic society which since then have
grown so rapidly. This point had been reached at
the end of the early period of capitalism, at the
beginning of the age of iron, in the 19th century.

It is interesting to note Weber's choice of dates in

the quotation above. He implies that a Marxist interpre-

tation could be viable, particularly with regard to the

dialectic, yet he does not limit this interpretation to

a material argument. The question of meaning, with regard

to a supplement to Marxism, or an alternative, still remains.

"Politics as a Vocation"--Theories of
Domination and Development

With the hope that a more realistic understanding of

what Weber's perspective was, particularly with regard to

43Ibid p. 366.

44 Ibid., p. 369.
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the suggestions, as we shall see later, that Weber proposed

an equally one sided interpretation of history as did Marx,

we shall examine one more systematic analysis of Weber's.

In a short article, "Politics as a Vocation," Weber searches

for an explanation of politics, domination, and consequently

a criterion for judging qualities within humans which con-

tribute or detract to their engagine in "Politics as a

Vocation." We will not be concerned with the later portions

of this essay, but only the explanations of development

with regard to politics and domination.

Domination.--It is necessary to look at the defini-

tional framework Weber constructs in order to understand

Weber's line of reasoning. Firstly, he sets up his defini-

tion of politics, and particularly with regard to the

modern state. Agreeing with Trotsky, that "every state is

founded on force,,,45 he defined politics in terms of the

use of that force. "The state is considered the sole source

of the 'right' to use violence. Hence, 'politics' for us

means striving to share power or striving to influence the

distribution of power, either among states or among groups

within a state." 4 6 The state is also defined in terms of

45H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills, From Max Weber;
Essays in Sociology (New York, 1946), p. 78.

46 Ibid.
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force. "Like the political institutions historically pre-

ceding it, the state is a relation of men dominating men,

a relation supported by means of legitimate (i.e. con-

sidered to be legitimate) violence."47

To answer the question of legitimacy of domination,

Weber offers three examples, the traditional, the charis-

matic, and the legal. These three situations encompass the

inner justifications necessary for the formation of legiti-

macy of domination. The traditional is simply a "habitual

orientation to conform, . . . exercised by the patriarch and

the patrimonial prince of yore."48 The charismatic legiti-

macy involves a more contemporary form of domination, "as

exercised by the prophet or--in the field of politics--by

the elected war lord." 49  And, the legal domination is

founded upon a "belief in the validity of legal statute

and functional 'competence' based on rationally created

rules." 5 0 These are the pure types of legitimations of

domination. In reality, Weber states, the essence of

domination is fear and hope.

History of political development.--The role of the

staff, necessary to any leader, is the next subject of

inquiry. "Organized domination requires the control of

47Ibid. 4 8 Ibid., p. 79.

49 Ibid. 50Ibid.
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those material goods which in a given case are necessary

for the use of physical violence. Thus, organized domina-

tion requires control of the personal executive staff and

the material implements of administration."51 The power-

holder must be able to count on the obedience of the staff

members, officials, or whoever else they may be., 52

Consequently, states may be analyzed upon the basis of the

staff's ownership of, or separation from, the means of

administration. The similarities of the development of

capitalism are obvious. Weber is concerned with political

domination rather than economic, though both processes have

similar results:

The whole process is a complete parallel to thedevelopment of the capitalistic enterprise throughgradual expropriation of the independent producers.In the end, the modern state controls the totalmeans of political organization, which actually
come together under a single head.53

The growth of government introduces a new factionalism

between the Prince, who sought to retain the highest posi-

tion,and this highly developed group of advisors. The
"struggle between expert officialdom and autocratic rule

existed everywhere.,,5 4 With the development of parliaments

and party leadership, the situation is altered. The

dichotomy exists between the Prince and his officialdom on

5 1Ibid., p. 80. 52Ibid., p. 81.

53 Ibid., p. 82. 54 Ibid., p. 89.
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the one hand, and the parliament, the estates, on the

other. Yet the populace is alienated. The situation may

again be likened to similar material situations. "After

all, things in a private economic enterprise are quite

similar: the real 'sovereign,' the assembled share holders,

is just as little influential in the business management

as is a 'people' ruled by expert officials." 55

Within the mechanism of the party, there develops a

figure of what Weber choses to call "the boss." "He is a

political capitalist entrepreneur who on his own account

and at his own risk provides votes." 56 It is no accident

that the political function of the "boss" is likened to

the economic position of the entrepreneur. "The boss is

indispensible as the direct recipient of the money of great

financial magnates, who would not entrust their money for

election purposes to a paid party official, or to anyone

else giving public account of his affairs."5 7 This figure

of the "boss" has no specific "principles" with regard to

politics, but rather is driven by the acquisition of votes.

In this sort of party system, the party becomes a political

corporation of sorts. This situation, with no regard to

political principles, but only the growth of the party,

55Ibid., p. 95. 56Ibid., p. 110.

57Ibid.



provided ground for Weber to enquire into the "ethos of

politics as a cause." 5 8

While the conclusion of the article is quite interest-

ing, it is not pertinent to the discussion here. In

conclusion, we need to remind ourselves of the purpose of
this chapter, that being to examine the system proposed by
Max Weber, so that we may be better able to compare his work
with that of Marx, as Parsons, Zeitlin, and others have.
The most important aspects of Weber's work were his methodo-

logical contributions toward a "value-free" social science,
and in particular the concept of "ideal types," and his
application of his methodology. The choices made in this
chapter as examples of his applied methodology have been
chosen with regard to the subjects which will be discussed
later in the paper. Of special note is the area in which
Weber is dealing in all three of these articles. That is,
Weber is well within Marxist subject material when he
discusses his theories of development, and the major ques-
tion here is if Weber, while dealing with the subject of
development, actually posed contradictions to the Marxist

or the conceptions of Karl Marx.

58 Ibid.
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CHAPTER III

A MARXIAN CONCEPT OF REALITY

In understanding the fundamental similarities and dif-
ferences between a Marxian system and a Weberian system, it
is essential to review the writings of Karl Marx. As a
most complete review of this system, we should look at The
German Ideology. This manuscript was first published in
1932, but was written by Marx in 1845-1846.

Standing Hegel on His Head
It is critical to understand the influence of Hegel

upon Marxian thought. This thought, or rather the contra-
diction to this thought, was first expoused by the Young
Hegelians, of which Marx was a dominant member. The
contradictions are explained between the Old Hegelians andthe New Hegelians in Marx's The German Ideology:

ThesOld Hegelians had comprehended everythingas soon as it was reduced to an Hegelian logicalcategory. The Young Hegelians criticized everythingby attributing to it religious conceptions or bypronouncing it a theological matter. The YoungHegelians are in agreement with the Old Hegeliansin their belief of religion, of concepts, of a uni-versal principle in the existing world. Only, theone party attacks this dominion as usurpation, whilethe other extols it as legitimatels

( Robert C.Tucker, editor, The Marx-Engles Reader
(New York, 1972), pp. 112-113.
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From this central concept, we get the popular char-

acterization that Marx set Hegel on his head. For the

young Hegelians, God is a function of the human mind, and
not the opposite, as the Old Hegelians expressed. It is
within this belief thatthe roots of materialism are found.
The world is important only as it relates to the existence

of man.

An Explanation of History

From this point of origin, we may trace the evolution
of Marxist thought, and that point is one of intense

realism:

The first premise of all human history isof course, the existence of living human indi-viduals. Thus the first fact to be establishedisdthe physical organisation of these individualsand their consequent relation to the rest ofnature. . . . The writing of history must alwaysset out from these natural bases and theirmodification in the course of history throughthe action of men. Men . . . begin to distinguishthemselves from animals as soon as they begin toproduce their means of subsistence . . . Byproducing their means of subsistence men areindirectly producing their actual material life.2

It follows, in the logical Marxist fashion that pro-
duction as a function of the physical reality produces a

"mode of life." "As individuals express their life, so
they are. What they are, therefore, coincides with their

2Ibid., pp. 113-114.



production, both with what they produce and with how they

produce."3

This materialist conception does not stand alone to

explain history. For history is not a static phenomena but

a dynamic one. For the action involved in the development

of Western Civilization, Marx relies upon Hegel once again
for his dialectic. The "dialectic" of Hegel being the
force of "thesis," or state which exists, being faced with
an "antithesis" or the contradiction, which clash to pro-
vide a new state of existence in the form of the "synthesis."

For Marx, this process manifests itself in the material

world of class conflict.

The division of labor inside a nation leads atfirst to the separation of industrial and commer-cial from agricultural labour, and hence to theseparation to town and country and to the conflictof their interests.4

The division eventually extends to the division between

commercial and industrial labor. But labor relates to

ownership:

The various stages of development in thedivision of labor are just so many forms ofownership, i.e., the existing stage in the divi-sion of labour determines also the relations ofindividuals to one another with reference to thematerial, instrument, and product of labor.5

3 Ibid., p. 114.

4Ibid.

5 Ibid., p. 115.
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Marx traces the forms of ownership as they occurred.The first form being tribal, it may be characterized by a
patriarchial society. The second form is arrived at whenthe tribes come together thereby forming ancient cities.
This second state of ownership is characterized by ancient
communal elements and State ownership. It is within this
structure that the first elements of private property areobserved. The ownership of slaves is observable in both
of these early forms, and is most important in the second
when the class relation between freemen and slaves becomes
fully developed. The third form of ownership and, for the
purpose of Marxian analysis, one of extreme importance is
feudal or estate property. It may be most easily differ-
entiated from the previous forms of ownership, in that in
the manorial system the producing class are not slaves,
but the peasantry. The other division of great importance
during this feudal epoch is the existence of corporate
property, in the form of trades. To the guildsman, property
was that person's labor. Hence we see the first division
between industrial and commercial labor.

Thus the chief form of property during the feudalepoch consisted on the one hand of the landedproperty with serf labornchained to it, and on theother of the labour of the individual with smallcapital commanding the labour of journeymen.6

6 1bid., p. 117.
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It is within these relationships that man's existence lies.
"Conceiving, thinking, the mental intercourse of men,
appear at this stage as the direct efflux of their material
behaviour."7  It is the ideas of men, not merely influenced
but produced by these material realities, which give us
politics, law, morality, religion, metaphysics, et cetera.

Production of Consciousness

Since history is made by man, man must fulfill basic
material needs in order to make history. In order to meet
those material needs, man must engage in social relation-
ships. Man must also propagate himself, and in doing so
creates the primary social unit of the family. "The produc-
tion of life, both of one's own in labour and of fresh life
in procreation, now appears as a double relationship: on
the one hand as a natural, on the other as a social rela-
tionship." 8 From these bases, man develops a consciousness,
the first type being an animal consciousness or natural
religion, and the later more pure, as it develops theory,
philosophy, theology, ethics, et cetera. This later
stems from the initial division of labor between mental
and physical forms.

7Ibid., P. 118.

81bid. ,p. 121.
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The division of labor is not sufficient, one must also
examine the distribution of labor. The primary division of
labor within the family unit was unequal, the wife and
children being the slaves of the husband, and it is this
slavery which is the initial form of property. Thus,
division of labor and private property amount to the same
thing. The division of labor also implies a contradiction
between the individual and the group, simply because
division of labor produces group dependency. The impor-
tance of the conflict is fundamental:

Out of this very contradition between theinterest of the individual and that of the com-unity the latter takes an independent form as theState, divorced from the real interests of indi-vidual and community, andrat the same time as anillusory communal life, always based, however, onthe real ties existing in every family and tribalconglomeration s c s flesh andblood, language,division of labour on a larger scale, and otherinterests--and especially, as we shall enlarge uponlater,on the classes, already determined by thedivision of labour, which in every such mass ofmen separate out, and of which one dominates allothers, It followshfrom this that all struggleswithin the State, the struggle between democracy,aristocracytand monarchy, the struggle for thefranchise, etc., etc., are merely the illusoryforms in which the real struggles of the differentclasses are fought out among one another. Further-more, it follows that every class which is strugglingfor mastery, even when its domination, as is the casewith the proletarial, postulates the abolition ofthe old form of society in its entirety and ofdomination itself, must first conquer for itselfpolitical power in order to first represent itsinterest in turn as the general interest, which inthe first moment it is forced to do. 9

9Ibid., pp. 124-125.

39



40

Thus, in Marxian terms, domination is illegitimate,

and contradictory to the self-interest of the individual,

who is alienated from the State, which is the manifesta-

tion of community interest. For the State to become an

"intolerable" power, i.e., a power against which
men make a revolution, it must necessarily have
rendered the great mass of humanity "propertyless,"
and produced, at the same time, the contradiction
of an existing world of wealth and culture, both
of which conditions presuppose a great increase in
productive power, a high degree of its development.1 0

This "high degree of development" has worldwide connota-

tions, which in the end produce a mass which knows no

nationality. The end result of the logic is, of course,

the concept that "each nation is dependent on the revolu-

tions of the others."l This produces the universal

aspect of communism. The root of communism in realism

is the key to its inevitability. "Communism is for us not

a state of affairs which is to be established, an ideal to

which reality (will) have to adjust itself. We call

communism the real movement which abolishes the present

state of things." 1 2

Marx believed that man was becoming more and more a

slave of capitalism, but this was quite a temporary enslave-

ment. The system follows that the mass of mankind would

1Ibid., p. 125.

1 1 Ibid., p. 126.

1 2 Ibid.
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soon rise up against this form of slavery. By this up-

rising, the mass of humanity would come into the "control

and conscious mastery" of the powers which now enslave them.

But that revolutionary action is totally dependent upon a

specific circumstance. "It shows that circumstances make

men just as much as men make circumstances."13 And, further-

more, without the specific circumstance, involving the

existence of a productive force, and the "formation of a

revolutionary mass,"14 the legitimate revolution will not

materialize, no matter if the ideas have been expressed

before or not. It is evident that

It is only possible to achieve real liberation in
the real world and by employing real means, that
slavery cannot be abolished without the steam
engine and the mule and spinning-jenny, serfdom
cannot be abolished without improved agriculture,
and that, in general, people cannot be liberated
as long as they are unable to obtain food and
drink, housing and clothing in adequate quality
and quantity. "Liberation" is a historical and
not a mental act, and it is brought about by
historical conditions, the (development) of indus-
try, commerce (agri)culture, the (conditions of
intercourse).15

Class domination is not strictly limited to the produc-

tion of material goods- it is also a dominate factor in the

production of ideas. "The ideas of the ruling class are in

every epoch the ruling ideas: i.e., the class which is the

1 3 Ibid., p. 128.

14 Ibid., p. 129.

1 5 Ibid., p. 133.
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ruling material force of society is at the same time its

ruling intellectual force. 16 Thus, the rulers of the

rulers of ideas also "regulate the production and distribu-

tion of the ideas of their age: thus their ideas are the

ruling ideas of the epoch." 1 7

But, within the ruling class, there may be conflicting

ideas. This comes from the division of "mental and mate-

rial labor, so that inside this class one part appears as

the thinkers of the class." 18 This division of labor may

cause a rift between the two divisions, so that there is a

separation between the ideology of the theorists of the

class and the ideas of those actual functioning members.

If the conflict becomes too great, it is erased, and "in

which case there also vanishes the semblance that the ruling

ideas were not the ideas of the ruling class and had a

power distinct from the power of this class.",19 If one

will accept the separation of ideas of the ruling class

from the ruling class itself, we can see the essence of

history as interpreted as the history of ideas:

The whole trick of proving the hegemony of the
spirit in history (hierarchy Stirner calls it) is
thus confined to the following three efforts.
No. 1. One must separate the ideas of those
ruling for empirical reasons, under empirical

16Ibid., p. 136. 17 Ibid., p. 137.

18 Ibid. 19Ibid.
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conditions and as empirical individuals, from
these actual rulers, and thus recognise the rule
of ideas or illusions in history.
No. 2. One must bring order to this rule of ideas,
prove a mystical connection among the successive
ruling ideas, which is managed by understanding
them as "acts of self-determination on the part of
the concept" (this is possible because by virtue
of their empirical basis these ideas are really
connected with one another and because, conceived
as mere ideas, they become self-distinctions,
distinctions made by thought).
No. 3. To remove the mystical appearance of this
" self-determiningconcept" it is changed into a
person--"Self-Consciousness"--or, to appear
thoroughly materialistic, into a series of persons,
who represent the "concept" in history, into the
"thinkers," the "philosophers," the ideologists,
who again are understood as the manufacturers of
history, as the "council of guardians," as the
rulers. Thus the whole body of materialistic
elements has been removed from history and how
full rein can be given to the speculative steed. 2 0

In short, historians are unable to make the distinc-.

tions between the ideas of the ruling class and the ideas

of those who rule. This particular historical method

construes history to be the illusion of ideologists, of

jurists, and politicians. This form of history seeks the

history of ideas, not the history of material condition

and the ideas which it creates.

The Division of Labor and
Dialectical Materialism

The division between material and mental labor mani-

fests itself in the separation between the towns and the

country. The very existence of a town implies of politics,

2 0 Ibid., p. 139.
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those administrative tasks we observe in urban areas such

as police and taxes. The town is further differentiated

from the country with the concentration of population and

capital it implies. The country is more characterized by

a dearth of these factors yielding isolation. These

marked differences only exist within a system of private

property, because power over individuals is the same thing

as private property. This separation between towns and

the countryside may also be interpreted as the separation

of capital and landed property in a feudal sense.

For the early town folk, property consisted of one's

own labor and the small amount of tools associated with

that labor. A unionization of workers in the early guilds

was caused by various factors; the competition among labor,

warfare between town and country which brought about a need

for mutual protection in the form of armies, and the needs

of the early craftsmen for a central marketing place and

restrictions to admission of the trades, brought a unity

of necessity. The large groups of unskilled laborers,

unable to be admitted to a guild, formed an element of

rabble. The guildmasters possessed a form of capital in

the labor of apprentices and journeymen whose labor was

under his control. The journeymen though in a sense were

united against the journeymen of other guilds, and the mass

of unskilled rabble. Revolution within this system was
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unsuccessful, mainly because it lacked power. The division

of labor seen at this time, between guilds, and unskilled

labor, was still naturally derived. The early guild

system was free from the later industrial systems' problem

of alienation. This was because the guild laborer was

still tied to the entire production of the product.

Capital in this system was also quite naturally derived,

and in the sense that it was "directly connected with the

particular work of the owner, inseparable from it and to

this extent estate capital."2 1

A further division of labor was to be seen in the

division of production and commerce. Commerce produced a

special class of labor, or merchants. With commerce,

production was no longer a neighborhood phenomena, but

began to stretch over new areas. Of prime importance to

the merchant class was the development of communication and

safety of travel, both of which were political functions

derived out of material conditions. With the exchange of

tools and productive techniques, specialization became a

town characteristic. Areas became specialized in a partic-

ular type of manufacture, and thus aided in the development

of a more international dependence. The struggle between

countryside and city became more intense.

21Ibid., p. 142.
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The town people eventually emerged as a burger class.

As the towns began to enter into trade, the "common condi-

tions developed into class conditions.',22 In Marxian

terms, that is to say that "separate individuals form a

class only insofar as they have to carry on a common battle

against another class; otherwise they are on hostile terms

with each other as competitors." 2 3 These conditions can

only be alleviated through the abolition of private

property.

With trade and the exchange of ideas came industriali-

zation. And with this industrialization and merchant

activity comes an assurance of permanence of these produc-

tive forces. With the development of guild free manufacture,

as was observable in the weaving industry, concentration

of population and capital begin to grow. Property relations

here begin to change. For those people who were not

allowed acceptance into the guilds, manufacture became an

outlet. In the great period of vagabondage, that is the

period that serfs newly-freed flood the town, manufacture

grew rapidly. As industrialization grew, trade, funda-

mental in its existence, became a political function. The

old relations between journeyman and master of a patriarchal

2 2 Ibid., p. 143.

2 3 Ibid.



nature persisted, but growing steadily was the new monetary

relation of industry between capitalist and worker.

Class relations began to change with the rise of
industry. With discoveries of gold and silver, particu-
larily in the new world, the old landed property was
reduced in importance. Markets were no longer a local

phenomena, but a worldwide one. The accumulation of mov-

able capital on the part of the industrialist gradually

replaced the localized guild, with the new worldwide

market system. The creation of a new "big bourgeoise"

displaced the "petty bourgeoise" of the guilds. New rela-
tions between nations brought about changes. Export bans

became popular in the mercantilist era, for the protection

of domestic industry. The customs duties, originally

tributes to feudal lords, were retained as a source of
finances for the state. Production of goods based on

domestic resources was encouraged in the attempt to reduce
competition among nations and preserve gold and silver
holdings. This, of course, brought about national special-
ization, as seen in England's production of woolens and
France's production of silks. Necessary to the nations

engaged in this sort of manufacture was colonial and naval
power. Capital became foreign to the natural basis it once
possessed. Conflicting values of religion, ideology, and

47



48

morality were destroyed, and natural science became a func-

tion of industrial production.

A new international class of industry was created.

This class transcended the old bourgeoise of each nation

and became international in character, based upon the

material realities of industrialization. Thus we see the

same principles of division of labor which alienated the

town from the countryside dividing the old bourgeoise from

the new.

State Law and Property

In tracing the "relation of State and Law to property,"

a history of property is required. The first property was

of course tribal. But as the tribes massed together, the

property ownership became a State function. Ownership of

property in these early forms was limited to landed property

only. As the relations between men changed through changes

in the material environment, the view of property as mani-

fested in State law changed. The modern capitalist state

itself is a form of private property. That is, it has been

bought through means of taxation, and is entirely dependent

upon the commercial credit extended to it by the bourgeoise

class.

With the international status of the bourgeoise class,

the individual State is no longer a separate entity. As is
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expressed in modern capitalist literature, the State exists

for the sake of private property. The State becomes the

expression of the common interest of the bourgeoise class,

therefore, the state is critical in the formation of the

institutions which propagate the bourgeoise class, giving

institutions a political form.

Civil Law is also a function of the rise of private

property. As the need arises, out of basic intercourse in

the material world, Civil Law arises. If the premise is

accepted that property relations are the result of general

will, then it is not remarkable that Civil Law is also

thought of as a manifestation of the general will. From

this logic arises the state of events in which a person may

own property in a physical sense, yet have no real owner-

ship of it in terms of its use. A specific case being the

ownership of land which is useless in a productive sense

unless one also owns necessary capital to cultivate it.

The final idea is essential; Law is the product of

productive relations. And, whenever the property relations

change, Law is obliged to admit new views of its acquisi-

tion. In this sense, "Law is just as little an independent

history as religion."24

24Ibid. , p. 152.
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The end result of this sketch of history yields the

following condition. The end result of capitalistic devel-

opment produces a class which must bear the burdens of

advanced capitalistic society. This class must bear the

burdens of destructive force such as machinery and money,

yet cannot enjoy any of its advantages. This condition

will produce a consciousness among this class, and in the

more empathatic members of other classes, necessary for

a revolution.

The fundamental power of a class is the product of

definite property relations and is expressed in a "practical-

idealistic" manner in the State. Therefore, a revolutionary

struggle will be a struggle against the class in power.

The primary difference between a communist revolution

and the revolutions of the past is that previous revolu-

tions involved status of class type changes, but a com-

munist revolution will amount to the dismissal of class

and nationality seen in present society.

To produce a communist consciousness necessary for

the formation of this new State, and for the success of

this new State, it is necessary that this change be revolu-

tionary. Only a revolution will successfully rid society

of the "muck of the ages" and summon enough power to suc-

cessfully displace the old regime.
25

2 5Ibid., p. 157.
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Within this frame of ideological paradigm, Marx

perceives that there is in fact basis from which we can

see "A spectre is haunting Europe--the spectre of Com-

munism. ,26 It still remains a central question as to how

Weber viewed the "spectre" Marx is speaking of, and how

his view influenced how work.

26Ibid. p. 335.



CHAPTER IV

INTERPRETATIONS OF WEBER WITH REGARD

TO MARX

Since we have already reviewed the writings of Weber

and Marx, we can proceed to attempt an interpretation of

their relationship. In Chapter IV we shall examine the

two predominate explanations of how one should interpret

the work of Weber with regard to Marx. It should be noted

that this issue is still unresolved due to the sheer com-

plexity of the debate. Therefore, the argument is pre-

sented here only in the most basic form, characterized by

its two most opposite ends, in their most simple form.

There exists two major explanations of how Weber's

work should be viewed with regard to Marx's. One popular

contemporary argument concerning this debate is expressed

by Talcott Parsons, who contends that Weber's work is

quite antithetical to Marx's, By injecting the world of

ideas as a major force in development, and thereby intro-

ducing early elements of functional analysis, Parsons sug-

gests Weber can be seen as an alternative to Marx. On the

other hand, some contemporary Marxists, among them Irving

Zeitlin, contend that Weber's work should be viewed as a
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complement to Marx's. It is felt by Zeitlin and others

that Weber attempted to, and quite successfully, "round-

out" Marx. That is, he filled in some areas of thought

which Marx himself had neglected to investigate.

The Parsons Interpretation

Talcott Parsons, an important social theorist most

noted for his systematization of Western social thought,

offers an analysis of Weber with regard to Marx. The

Parsons analysis is somewhat complex in the sense that it

requires a knowledge not only of the work of Weber and

Marx, but of Parsons himself, particularly with regard to

the criticisms which shall be investigated later. The

following is a short review of a series of essays Parsons

wrote on the life, methodology, and developmental theory

of Weber, which were published in his book of Essays in

Sociological Theory Pure and Applied. Although-this review

is quite short, it is hoped that it will give the reader a

basic idea of Parsons's position that Weber's work offers

an alternative to the writings of Marx.

To begin the analysis of Weber's methodology, Parsons

states that he feels it is important to try as best as one

can to analyze any work with respect to the times it was

produced. With respect to Weber's methodology, one must

examine the "intellectual situation and tradition out of
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which ie has developed."' And, of course, with Max Weber

this means one must examine the great "historical" tradi-

tion of German thought of his time.

The "historical" tradition bred a dualism in analysis.

This dualism can best be seen in the prevailing attitudes

which existed between the "natural" sciences and the

"socio-cultural" sciences. The division between the posi-

tivism of empiricism and the phenomenological analysis

grew out of the Kantian tradition. The German tendency

had been to "emphasize the depth of the contrast, to hold

that the methodological canons most characteristic of the

natural sciences were in the nature of the case not appli-

cable to the social-cultural and vice versa."2 Parsons's

analysis takes as Weber's central thesis the idea that

"general theoretical categories are as essential to the

proof of causal relationships in the human and cultural

,3
field as they are in the natural sciences," yet in neither

can a complete explanation be found.

Weber's concept of the relationships between means

and ends can be applied to his methodology. "He held that

the question of the grounds of validity of a proposition,

once enunciated, is logically distinct from that of

1 Talcott Parsons, Essays in Sociological Theory Pure

and Applied (Glencoe, Ill., 1949T, p. 72.

2Ibid., p. 73. 3 Ibid.
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explaining the empirical process by which interest in it

came about."4 His contribution here, according to Parsons,

was to bridge the vast gap which so intrigued the German

"historical" school, and thus make it possible to examine

social-cultural events in a systematic form of analysis.

But, as Parsons says, "he failed to complete the process,

and the nature of the half-way point at which he stopped

helps to account for many of the difficulties of his posi-

tion."5

In his earlier work, Weber emphasized that the proof

of any causal relationship in the socio-cultural sciences

involved reference to the system of logic under which the

proof is derived. Weber's problem here was to define a

system which was logical, yet still incorporated subjective

categories. It is out of this effort that Parsons attrib-

utes the development of Weber's ideal types. Yet, within

this frame of reference, Weber had to find a way to deal

with the whole and the individual elements, to integrate

the distinct individual variable into the logic of the

whole. For Parsons, the problem here is that "this pro-

cedure itself makes it difficult to interpret his position

at a great many points because he neglected to inquire

4Ibid., p. 74.

5Ibid.
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systematically on a comparable level into the structure of

total social systems in action."6 Therefore, the lack of

a complete generalized structure makes it impossible for one

to form a complete classification of types.

The basic forms of "types" Weber discusses are the

biologically oriented "affectual type" and the socially

oriented "traditional" type of action. With only these two

categories, Parsons feels it is impossible to integrate

these into a larger schema which would closely approximate

reality. There are rational types, with which Weber choses

to concern himself and exclude the irrational action.

"Weber's thought moves in terms of a dichotomy of rational

and irrational," 7 and accounts for the irrational as those

which cause deviations from the hypothesis. Because these

acts, which do not fit into the description of ideal types,

exist, although obscured by Weber's approach, Parsons finds

the system less than complete. "The first fundamental

point is that the criteria by which rational types are

distinguished are not adequate to describe even a total

unit act, to say nothing of a system of action." 8 It is

precisely because of this that Parsons views the basic

difficulty of Weber as a "failure to carry through a

6Ibid., p. 77.

71bid., p. 79.

8Ibid., p. 80.
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systematic functional analysis of generalized social system

of action." 9

Parsons explores the idea of functionalism in Weber:

Apparently Weber understood a functional approach
to mean one of these things, either an individual-
istic form of biological orientation which pre-
cluded the use of subjective categories, or the
illegitimate reification of collectivities as
organisms or as cultural totalities. He did not
perceive that starting from the frame of reference
of subjectively interpreted individual action--which
he himself used so extensively--it was possible by
functional analysis to develop a generalized outline
of social systems of action.1U

The reasons Parsons attributes to Weber's skepticism of

functionalism lies within his belief in the necessity of

a detailed analysis of the individual. To depart from the

whole for him was unreasonable, for it called for grand

conclusions without proper empirical basis.

Within this system, Parsons finds fault.

It would seem to be a fundamental fact, crucial
to the functional approach, that the primary
modes of differentiation in the structure of a
system are related to its functional needs in
such a way that some differentiated parts are
particularly important and effective in con-
tributing to one or a related group of functional
needs.1 1

Parsons goes on to describe the two contexts most related

to "the structure of a social system.,,12 These two cases

are situational and integrational. First, the situation

9 Ibid., p. 81. 10Ibid., p. 83.

11Ibid., p. 84. 12Ibid., p. 85.
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in which a social system exists is relevant to the system,

such as conditions of scarcity and technology; and

secondly, the necessary integration of activities so as

to prevent disruptive activity or coordinate activity with

respect to a goal. These, Parsons believes, are the

fundamentals of a functional concept of society, and these

enter directly into Weber's concept of ideal types. It is

a mark of sophistication of the science to be able to deal

with a variety of interrelated variables, and to do so

without error necessitates a complex generalized scheme.

Weber attempts explanation of the acts of the indi-

vidual, and a description of the environment in which these

acts occur, and achieves an acceptable explanation of the

acts. It is to Parsons, however, another matter to attempt

understanding of a system of action of the whole, with

variable components.

For one concerned with the conceptual scheme of the

whole, there are two proposals. The analytical relation-

ship between variables, when taken together, may give an

adequate description of a given state. The use of this

empirical method is limited within the biological and

social sciences. The second is a "generalized structural-

functional system." This is an analysis of the total

structure because an aggregation of the parts of the system

may not yield an adequate interpretation. It is
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particularly helpful when the interrelation between vari-

ables cannot be known or measured. Parsons sees Weber's

analysis as implicitly functional in nature:

He could dissociate the behavior of the whole from
the understanding of action on the individual level

altogether, and attempt to grasp the "laws" of its

total behavior. This is precisely what many
idealistic and other philosophies of history have
attempted to do, and what Weber protested against.
He felt strongly, and rightly, that only through
relating the problems of the dynamics of the whole
to the motives of individuals could be achieve a
genuinely scientific level of explanation. But to
this he had to employ a functional method. The only
trouble was that he did not do it rigorously and
systematically enough.13

Weber did not use the concepts of psychology in his

explanations of behavior. As Parsons points out, Weber

found an instinct of acquisition in explaining acquisitive

behavior. This, Parsons feels, is a lacking in Weber's

work, for "'psychology' is an essential part of a theory

of social action."14 And it is, as had been said earlier,

his lacking of a complete systemization, which is the

largest fault Parsons finds in Weber. By ignoring the

psychological factors, Parsons felt Weber left a serious

gap in his systematic theory. "Had he developed it he

could hardly have failed to see that the most fruitful

mode of use of generalized theory in the social field lies

in 'functional' analysis.,,15

1 3 Ibid., p. 88. 14Ibid.

15Ibid., p. 90.
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Parsons views Weber's work in the study of religions

as primarily a contradiction to the ideas expressed by Marx.

If one chooses a strict interpretation of the concept of

dialectical materialism, then Weber may in fact be viewed

as an alternative. For Parsons, Weber injects':the concept

of ideas as being substantial in explaining development,

something which Parsons cannot fit into a Marxist paradigm.

As Parsons states in an essay on Weber:

Both in the emphasis on economic rather than

formal legal factors, and in the statement of his

empirical problems as revolving about the genesis

of "capitalism" in the Western World, Weber's

earlier development took a course which brought

him into a close contact with the Marxist position.

But he soon recoiled from this, becoming convinced

of the indispensibility of an important role of

"ideas" in the explanation of great historical

processes. The first document of this new convic-

tion was the study of the Protestant Ethic as an

element in the genesis of modern capitalism.16

Weber's thesis to Parsons is hence antithetical to

Marx's. In the introduction to The Protestant Ethic and

the Spirit of Capitalism, Parsons describes Weber as the

"one main architect of what is perhaps the most important

alternative to the strict or loose Marxist type of

emphasis.",17

For Parsons, the major contribution of Weber was his

attempt to "understand" institutional systems, and thereby

16Ibid., p. 70.

1 7 Weber, Protestant Ethic, p. xv.
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understand society within the bounds of a general theory

produced by a comparative analysis. To Parsons,

It is this with the orientation of his
comparative analysis to generalized theory, which
distinguishes his work most strikingly from all
the historical schools of thought, with their
tendency, on the highest level of generalization,1 8
to issue in evolutionary philosophies of history.

This is a blatent contradiction Parsons sees in Weber with

regard to Marx. Weber is not a soothsayer, and while he

understood the generalized theory of development expressed

by Marx, he gives no political or economic predictions,

for prediction involves too many dependent and independent

variables. In summary, Parsons finds Weber a rare genius,

who understood the complexity of the problem with which he

was dealing; as a machinist, he developed a specific tool

for a job and contributed a vast improvement to the method-

ology of social science in investigating the development

of Western civilization. As Parsons so elegantly brings

his argument together,

This is a remarkable diagnosis of the situation,
probably unique in its sober realism and its
intellectually sophisticated allowance for the
immense complexity of the problems, for its ability
to draw clear and definite conclusions from such
complex materials and yet not fall into dogmatic
over-simplification. This intellectual achievement
in no small measure owes its possibility to the
fact that its author, in a certain sense against

1 8 Parsons, Essays, p. 138.
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his own will, devoted himself to the problems 
of

systematic theory in his field. 
What he achieved

in the field of theory was far from perfectaindeed

its improvement in several directions 
has already

become possible. But as he forged it and used it,

it was a powerful instrument of undertaking in the

attack on some of the most complex and tl

problems thehuman mindhas 
everattempted to

solve. But such results do not come about auto-

matically even given the instrument 
ready-made.

To forge the instrument so largely himself, and at

the same time achieve such mastery in its use, is

scientific achievement of a very 
high order.

19

The Zeitlin Interpretation

Of the abundance of analysis which has 
been written in

recent years concerning the writings 
of Max Weber, the

bulk of them may be divided into 
two distinct categories.

The first, presenting Weber as 
an alternative to the views

presented by Karl Marx, is most notably expressed by

Talcott Parsons and has been previously discussed. 
The

second alternative for interpreting Weber's work, 
and the

view with which this chapter will 
be concerned, views

Weber's contribution as a "rounding off" of Marx. This

second alternative view is most 
clearly expressed by H. H.

Gerth, C. Wright Mills, and Irving M. Zeitlin.

Perhaps the most clearly defined description 
of this

"rounding off" point of view 
is expressed in the volume of

Weber's essays, From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, in

the introduction written by H. 
H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills:

19Ibid., p. 146.
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He felt that Marx as an economist had made the
same mistake that, during Weber's days, anthropology
was making: raising a segmental perspective to a
paramount importance and reducing the multiplicity
of causal factors to a single theorem. . . . Part
of Weber's own work may thus be seen as an attempt
to "round out" Marx's economic materialism by a
political and military materialism. The Weberian
approach to political structures closely parallels
the Marxian approach to economic structures. Marx
constructed economic periods and located major
economic classes in them; he related the several
social and political factors to the means of produc-
tion. In political matters, Weber looks for the
disposition over weapons and over means of adminis-
tration. 20

Gerth and Mills continue with the example of Weber's

analysis of feudalism, where he views the institution of

private property not in economic terms but in terms of

military ownership. The importance of this example is to

illustrate the "rounding out" of Marxist analysis.

For the purposes of better understanding, it will be

necessary to review the arguments of Zeitlin as being

characteristic of the "rounding out" interpretation of

Weber and Marx. Therefore, we shall examine the argument

Zeitlin lays down in Ideology and the Development of Social

Theory. This brief summary of Zeitlin's interpretation

hopefully will explain his view and support a case for

similarities between Weber and Marx. It is of interest to

note that Zeitlin's argument, as stated here, is a rebuttal

of sorts to the arguments which have been expressed upon

2 0 Gerth and Mills, p. 47.
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this subject by Parsons long before the Zeitlin article was

published.

The argument Zeitlin proposes that "Weber's work

must not be read as a repudiation of Marx's methodological

principles but rather as a 'rounding out' and supplementing

of his method,"21 relies upon Zeitlin's ability to demon-

strate a common denominator in Weber and Marx. First, and

possibly most importantly, Zeitlin leaps into the method-

ological discussion of the two theorists. It would seem to

many, and certainly has been said, that the major contra-

diction between Marx and Weber is the inability of Marxism

to accept the Weberian view of development which incorpo-

rates factors other than those which are clearly and purely

economic. This, in the opinion of some, is a serious con-

tradiction to the concept of dialectical materialism.

Zeitlin, however, argues that this is not the case. This

seeming contradiction is the result of an oversimplified

and rather incorrectly strict interpretation of Marx.

Weber explores

various ways in which the "economic" aspect of
social life can be studied, and thus distinguishes
the strictly economic from the economically relevant,
and these in turn from the economically conditioned.
These distinctions, which no doubt bring greater
clarity into any discussion of economic problems
and phenomena, were more often than not overlooked

2 1Irving M. Zeitlin, Ideology and the Development of
Sociological Theory, Sociology Series (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J., 1968 , p. 112.



65

by many Marxists, who dogmatically adhered to the
so-called materialist conception of history . . .
Religion, for example, may not have any immediately
obvious economic character; yet upon closer
examination it may reveal certain consequences for
economic conduct and development. This is what
Weber attempted to demonstrate with his own
researches into the economic relevance of various
religious ethics. In part this is a polemical
concept for he is arguing that the noneconomic
orders of society not only enjoy a high degree of
autonomy but also have a significant causal influ-
ence upon the strictly economic--something which
some Marxists at least were inclined to deny.22

Zeitlin notes that "economic" for both Weber and Marx

referred to the material struggle for existence,

and this became the main orientation of Weber's own
lifelong work: to study not only the strictly
economic phenomena but also the economically condi-
tioned and the economically relevant as well. Each
as a point of view by means of which the completely
interwoven skeins of human relations could be
analyzed and the significance of each aspect assessed.
In effect, this was Weber's methodological approach;
one analyzes a total society as a social system by
adopting these various perspectives and by following
them through as systematically and objectively as
possible. He was not however advocating a totally
eclectic method . . . The reaction against the
dogmatic and vulgar type of Marxism explanation now
brought with it the danger of underestimating the
fecundity of Marx's method when employed as a
heuristic principle.23

The argument has also been presented that Weber was

reacting from the "one-sidedness" of Marx. This, Zeitlin

accepts, with the qualification that this does not indicate

a dismissal of the ideas of Marx. Understanding Weber's

22Ibid., p. 113.

23Ibid., pp. 113-114.
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reaction to "one-sidedness" helps Zeitlin to more fully

explain his concept of the "rounding-out" of Marxism.

Profound and pervasive as economic conditions
are, however, it is superfluous to remind the
expert or sophisticate that explanations based on
"economic conditions alone" can never be complete.
Every perspective, Weber argues, whether from the
standpoint of economic or religious institutions--
the standpoint from which he himself carried out so
much research--can never be more than a partial,
limited, and necessarily one-sided explanation;
and if one stops there, without exploring the
phenomenon in question from additional perspectives
an understanding of the total complex cultural
whole will never be gained.24

Further common ground between Weber and Marx may be

seen on methodological grounds. Zeitlin points out what we

have observed earlier, that Weber possessed an amount of

contempt for general laws in social sciences. as an end

in themselves.25

To take an illustration of which Weber was

very fond--namely, the Marxian proposition :hat the
relations of material production tend to de-ermine

the character of other aspects of society--:his,
Weber would argue, as in fact Marx himself did, is
not a universally valid law irrespective of time
and place. It is a historically and culturally
specific proposition, and it always remains an
empirical question whether and to what degree the
proposition may be valid for a specific cultural
setting.26

To further the argument, Zeitlin points out the

similar feelings of Weber and Marx of the importance of

24Ibid., p. 114.

2 5 Ibid., p. 116.
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history and culture in development. Weber's thesis on the

relationship between capitalism and Protestantism 
conforms

to no general law or theory, as Weber clearly acknowledges;

it is a specific case in the development of Western society

at a specific moment in time. To Weber,

The emergence of capitalism could not be

deduced from any law; it was not historically

inevitable; there is no historical necessity that

can account for its emergence. Quite the contrary,

modern capitalism is the product of the interaction

and convergence of a variety of individual histori-

cal developments. It should be pointed out in this

connection that Marx himself also intended his

generalizations about the origin and development

of capitalism to be understood as historically

and culturally specific--i.e. relating to a definite

period in Western Europe and not to societies in

general, irrespective of time and place. Marx

behemently dissociated himself from the attempt 
to

turn his emphasis, which he believed to be accurate

under certain historical circumstances, into a

universal "law." In a letter to Mikhailovsky, he

rejected the latter's attempt to transform 
his sketch

of the origins of capitalism in Western Europe 
into

a historical-philosophical theory "of the general

path every people is fated to tread, whatever the

historical circumstances in which it finds itself

But I beg his pardon. (He is both honoring

and shaming me too much.)" Similarly, in another

letter, Marx wrote: "Hence the 'historical inevit-

ability' of the movement (the genesis of modern

capitalism) is expressly limited to the countries of

Western Europe." Surely, then Marx would have been

the first to agree with Weber that the reasons for

the absence of indigenous capitalist development in

China and India, or anywhere else for that matter,

is an empirical-historical question which could only

be answered by investigating the relationship of

the Wirtschaft to the Gesellschaft in all its complex

aspects. Indeed, this is precisely how2Marx ap-

proached the problem, and before Weber.
2 7

27Ibid., p. 119.
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Another point of congruency between Marx and Weber

cited by Zeitlin is the concept of ideal types. Although

the concept of ideal types has been discussed earlier as

Weberian, it is important to note, as Zeitlin does, that

"Generally the most fruitful use of the so-called ideal-

types, Weber believed, was exemplified in the work of

Marx." 28 That exemplification which Weber saw was the

"Marxian 'laws' and developmental constructs--insofar as

they are theoretically sound--are ideal types." 29

To the concept of authority Weber and Marx both

addressed themselves. To quote Zeitlin again,

Just as Marx had attached great importance to

the locus of control over the material means of

production, so Weber, in his analysis of political,
military, and scientific institutions, centered
his attention on the locus of control over the

means of administration, violence and research .

If Marx observed the increasing concentration of the

means of production and the consequent separation

of the worker from those means, so that a clear
dichotomy emerged between those who owned and

controlled the means of production and those who
did not, Weber called attention to the increasing
concentration of the means of administration, means
of violence, means of research, etc. In this way

he was arguing that the tendency which Marx
dramatized as a special case in the sphere of produc-

tion could be seen as part of a much more general
process.30

28Ibid., p. 120.

2 9 Ibid.

30Ibid., pp. 120-121.
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This point may become more clear if one recalls the

review of Weberts article "Politics as a Vocation" offered

earlier. In the article Weber examines the increasing

concentration of authority in the political sense which is

similar to Marx's analysis of the concentration of economic

power in The German Ideology reviewed in Chapter III.

Zeitlin gives great attention to Weber's analysis of

Protestantism and capitalism. It is Zeitlin's opinion

that if one looks at The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit

of Capitalism as a single work in the series of religious

analysis which composes the Weltreligionen, one will see

no contradiction to Marx.

Thus Weber is proposing to round out the
Marxian method; he recognizes the fundamental
importance of economic conditions and yet suggests
that other influences be explored. He is certainly
not saying that Protestantism caused capitalism or
some other foolishness. He believed that one could
not qualify or assign precise weights to the various
"factors," and this led him to what he considered
to be the only possible methodological approach:
to attack the same problem from a variety of view-
points and perspectives. Generally, the methodologi-
cal tone of these essays is one that cannot prove or
disprove his hypotheses; when dealing with a problem
as complex as this, all one can do is make as good
and as cogent a case as possible.3 1

Zeitlin interprets Weber's view of Protestantism to be

not a cause of capitalism, but a temporary attitudinal aid

in its early development:

31Ibid., p. 122.
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Protestant asceticism thus provided a positive

religious sanction for the exploitation 
of the

worker's willingness to labor; it eased the

employer's conscience and at the same time pro-

vided the worker with religious motives for

treating his labor as a calling . . . Once the

capitalist system had become established, the

Protestant ethic was no longer a necessary

ingredient for the maintenance of the system.

Moveover, the ethic was not a necessary precondi-

tion for the emergence of the capitalist system

per se, but rather for its markedly energetic

character during the early phases of the system's

development. Only if this is Weber's thesis in

these fragmentary studies, and not that the

Protestant ethic had a primary causal influence 
on

producing the spirit of modern capitalism, can

Weber's method be defended.
32

Zeitlin continues his argument by looking more closely

at Weber's work. As he notes, Weber does not rely on the

teachings of John Calvin to explain the phenomena of

Protestant asceticism. Instead, Weber relies upon the

later leaders of various Protestant sects to explain this

asceticism so complementary to capitalism. Both analysis

of capitalism and Protestantism are developmental; while

not isolated in their development, capitalism and Protes-

tantism are influenced by a myriad of economic and other

factors. Furthermore, Zeitlin continues the argument:

Ascetic Protestantism was but one among many

historical developments that contributed to the

special character of modern Western society. 
If

Weber is not read in this way, i.e., if the essays

on the Protestant ethic are taken alone, then one

can indeed get the impression that he was attrib-

uting a primary causal influence to the new

32Ibid., pp. 129-30.
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religious ideas (although such an impression could
only be the result of a very careless reading) .,.
He once remarked ironically in reply to one of his
critics that, had he accomplished the entire project,he would probably have been accused of having
capitulated to the Marxian position just as now he
was charged with holding to an idealistic interpre-
tation of the problem.33

Zeitlin describes some of the major criticisms of

Weber's thesis on the relationship between Protestantism

and capitalism. The first major criticism was proposed

by Ephraim Fischoff, who criticizes Weber for only com-

pleting a very small portion of his total work. Weber's

interactionist view of development fails to explain how

factors interact and how important each factor is. But,
as Zeitlin reminds us, it is nearly impossible to "demon-

strate" a hypotehsis which deals with variables as complex

as the variables Weber chooses. Another major criticism

of Weber's work is that he failed to analyze all possible

explanations of development. In particular, he never

discussed the idea that the religious opinions he cites

in The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism may

have been greatly affected by capitalistic development,

Furthermore, the work of Kurt Samuelson suggests that

empirically Weber's thesis is incorrect. The Low Countries

and areas of Germany had experienced "brisk economic activ-

ity" for some three or four hundred years before the births

33 Ibid., p. 130.
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of either Luther or Calvin. This would indicate that

there are other factors which may be influential to eco-

nomic development rather than religion exclusively.

Samuelson also found no correlation between Protestantism

and business, monetary, or academic success. Finally,

Zeitlin relates Gabriel Kolko's criticism of Weber. Kolko

found Protestantism to be on many occasions not particu-

larly ascetic. For example, drunkenness in colonial

America was a prevailing vice, as was slavery. Ben

Franklin, who Weber quotes extensively in The Protestant

Ethic,led a life of good food, amorous affairs, and excel-

lent wine. In conclusion, Zeitlin states

Weber's knowledge of early America, the New
England Puritans and Ben Franklin was very scanty
indeed. It might conceivably have been permissible
for Weber to accentuate certain of Franklin's
characteristics for the purposes of his ideal-type
method; but this would have required that the
other, non-ascetic aspects of Franklin's personality
(apparently unknown to Weber), be negligible.
Since, however, Franklin was quite remote from
what Weber portrayed him to be--a devout Puritan
who adapted his everyday conduct to the precepts
of his stern Calvanist upbringing--indeed, quite
the opposite, this together with the other
criticisms discussed here cannot but undermine
Weber's entire thesis. At the very least one would
have to acknowledge that there is little if any
justification for retaining his notion as part of
intellectual consciousness as if it were firmly
established knowledge. Why, then, has this
particular idea of Weber's held on so tenaciously?
Part of the explanation, no doubt, lies in the wide-
spread but erroneous view that Weber in this
instance had refuted and bested Marx. This--as he
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would have been the first to admit--he had neitherintended nor accomplished.33

In spite of Zeitlin's dismissal of the most well known
of Weber's theses, Protestant asceticism and capitalism,
Weber is still read and analyzed. The arguments have

simply not been dismissed because they have not been

resolved. They have not been resolved because the funda-

mental precepts which are the essential springboard for

the interpretations we have seen here are irreconcilable.

Until functionalism and Marxism can find a common ground,
we must expect that Parsons and Zeitlin will not.

33Ibid., pp. 137-38.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

As we have seen in the brief sketch of the writings of
Weber and Marx, and two of their more noted critics, the
relationship which exists between these two enormously
important theorists is indeed quite complex. While one
could in fact end the discussion at this point, this is
perhaps the most interesting point for a true discussion

to begin. No one can empirically prove that any particular
relationship between Weber's work and that of Marx's existed
in a verifiable sense. If that could be done the discus-
sion would have ended long ago. What shall be attempted
here is to suggest a relationship which seems plausible.

Both Zeitlin and Parsons have offered documentable
explanations of Weber's writings, yet both seem somewhat
incomplete. There is perhaps an element of common ground
which exists between Parsons and Zeitlin if one examines
Weber's life and work. It seems reasonable to assume
that Weber greeted Marxism with somewhat less than warm
affection. Weber himself was a child of a relatively
affluent class, a class which in his lifetime had legiti-
mate reason for concern with the rising popularity of

74
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communism in Europe. This is by no means a new idea. His

father was a well-to-do lawyer who came from a family of

textile manufacturers. Weber's mother was from a wealthy

family whose culture, piety, and respect for knowledge

were inherited by Weber. During Weber's lifetime the

social structure of Germany was in turmoil. The landed

aristocracy's position was threatened with the rise of

the German bourgeois manufacturing class. The landed

aristocracy of eastern Germany was economically threatened

by a labor drain as peasants left for work in the

industrial west, and increasing competition from more

efficient agricultural producers was realized. This was

a situation of great concern to Weber, for it caused an

inherent instability in the traditional social structure.

Summing up this problem in 1892, Weber said

The development which is taking place before
our eyes has still another ethical aspect. After
all that has been said it is no accident that for
almost a generation the ship of state has been inthe hands of a powerful landlord. Essential traitsof his nature are not intelligible without refer-
ence to the soil from which he sprang. The tradi-tional art of dominating a country and its peoplehas produced all the qualities of brilliance butalso the very great drawbacks which are united in
his personality . . . The profound and honesthatred which millions of German workers and broad
sections of bourgeoisie have conceived for this
one man is their response to the basic contempt
of mankind which was an indelible trait inBismarck's every art and word. This trait was
also an outgrowth of the patriarchal system, andit was especially pronounced in the most outstanding
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and energetic members of his status group . . .
But in these respects the nation has become more
sensitive; during the last years we have seen
repeatedly that a mere intimation of the
patriarchal manner from the top down provoked the
stormy protest (of the people). 1

As can be seen from the above, Weber suspected a major

change in the social structure of Germany. He realized

that socialists and landowner alike were engaged in an

anticapitalist propaganda campaign.

Weber, it seems reasonable to assume, understood

Marxism and the division which had already occurred,

which, during his life would become ever wider. Much in

the same manner with which Parsons describes the tendency

of the German Historical school to emphasize the differ-

ences in the natural sciences and the social sciences,

it seems that Weber's work has served to emphasize the

contrasts between strict and loose interpretations of

Marx. If one will examine closely the debates reviewed

in Chapter IV, it will become evident that the interpreta-

tion of Marx is the critical factor at issue.

Undoubtedly Weber and Marx have much in common. They

are both concerned with an explanation of the course of

Western development. Although the overall tone of both is

unique, Marx speaks of revolution while Weber describes a

1 Reinhard Bendix, Max Weber, An Intellectual Portrait
(Garden City, N.Y., 1960), p. 58.
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more gradual evolutionary process, the central emphasis of

describing the course of Western civilization is common,

particularly with regard to explaining the Western

phenomena of capitalism.

While methodologically the two writers differ, there

seems to be no methodological difference which is totally

irreconcilable. The economic determinism of Marx is simply

tempered in the economically relevant and economically

conditioned phenomena described by Weber. As noted in the

Zeitlin review, the use of ideal-types is found in both

Marx and Weber. The major difference once again may be

seen in Marx's revolutionary ferver, as opposed to Weber's

"value-free" stance. If one examines the variables each

examines with regard to the generalized frame of refer-

ence there is one central difference between the work of

Marx and Weber. Marx constructed a generalized theory

through which all of the variables he chose to discuss

could be explained. Weber finalized no general theoretical

base, and the variables which he chose to discuss were

beyond the scope of a rigid theoretical interpretation of

Marx's economic determinism. If one had to explain both

theorists in categorical terms, Marx may be thought of as

a revolutionary theorist who was primarily concerned with

endogenous variables to the generalized theory he proposed,

and Weber may be thought of as a more evolutionary theorist
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who proposed no general theory and for the most part dealt

with variables exogenous to the strict interpretation of

any developmental theory of his time.

Perhaps what is most intriguing about Weber's work

is what he failed to discuss. While the writings of Weber

are incomplete, there is no evidence of Weber ever directly

discussing his purposes with regard to Marx. Perhaps this

mystery of purpose is what has kept Weber's work a topic

of discussion for so long. It is important to note, how-

ever, that while Marx and Weber share a common concern for

economic issues, particularly with regard to development,

Weber fails to include within the vast body of his writings

the dialectic and the concept of revolution so essential in

Marx.

Finally, with regard to the concept of authority there

is a tremendous difference between Marx and Weber. Even

the most light reading of Marx will give one the idea that

to Marx the only legitimate form of domination is a

"dictatorship of the proletariat," all other forms of

authority are at best illegitimate and at least immoral.

Weber, however, discusses several types of authority or

social control which he regards as legitimate. This is one

major point of conflict which one must find irreconcilable,

yet easily explained.
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If one takes all of these similarities and differences

between Marx and Weber, they can be fit into a neat box of

explanation of Weber as the "bourgeoise Marx."2 That is

to say, bourgeois in the sense that by removing from

Marxist analysis the concepts of the dialectic and revolu-

tion, Weber removed the threat Marx posed to Weber's own

class, the affluent class of German. It is therefore no

amazement that certain elements of Marx may be found in

Weber, while the more revolutionary and threatening elements

are not. It is also not surprising that Weber differs so

radically from Marx on his concept of authority--for

authority is a critical issue if one wishes to preserve

any existing class structure, a structure which was under-

going tremendous pressures during Weber's lifetime.

In the end, one cannot accept or reject fully the

interpretations offered by Parsons and Zeitlin. While each

has certainly contributed much to the thought on this sub-

ject, each lacks as to a full explanation. Both Parsons

and Zeitlin seem to inject too much in the way of personal

philosophies into their arguments. While one may be willing

to accept the notion that Marx and Weber shared much common

ground, it is difficult in the end to view Weber's work, as

Zeitlin does, as supplemental to Marx's. Conversely, one

2 Zeitlin, Ideology, p. 11.
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may accept the notion that Weber, due to the circumstances

of his birth and general tone of his writings, was a

reactionary with regard to Marxism, but it is still diffi-

cult to view that reaction as a viable alternative to

Marx.
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