
CHAPTER III 

The Types of Legitimate Domination 

5. Monocratic Bureaucracy 

 Experience tends universally to show that the purely bureaucratic type of administrative 

organization—that is, the monocratic variety—is, from a purely technical point of view, capable 

of attaining the highest degree of efficiency and is in this sense formally the most rational 

known means of exercising authority over human beings. It is superior to any other form in 

precision, in stability, in the stringency of its discipline, and in its reliability. It thus makes 

possible a particularly high degree of calculability of results for the heads of the organization 

and for those acting in realtin to it. It is finally superior both in intensive efficiency and in the 

scope of its operations, and is formally capable of application to all kinds of administrative 

tasks. 

 The development of modern forms of organization in all fields is nothing less than 

identical with the development and continual spread of bureaucratic administration. This is true 

of church and state, of armies, political parties, economic enterprises, interest groups, 

endowments, clubs, and many others. Its development is, to take the most striking case, at the 

root of the modern Western state. However many forms there may be which do not appear to 

fit this pattern, such as collegial representative bodies, parliamentary committees, soviets, 

honorary officers, lay judges, and what not, and however many people may complain about the 

“red tape,” it would be sheer illusion to think for a moment that continuous administrative 

work can be carried out in any field except by means of officials working in offices. The whole 

pattern of everyday life is cut to fit this framework. If bureaucratic administration is, other 

things being equal, always the most rational type from a technical point of view, the needs of 

mass administration make it today completely indispensible. The choice is only that between 

bureaucracy and dilettantism in the field of administration. 

 The primary source of the superiority of bureaucratic administration lies in the role of 

technical knowledge which, through the development of modern technology and business 

methods in the production of goods, has become completely indispensable. In this respect, it 

makes no difference whether the economic system is organized on a capitalistic or a socialistic 

basis. Indeed, if in the latter case a comparable level of technical efficiency were to be 

achieved, it would mean a tremendous increase in the importance of professional bureaucrats. 



 When those subject to bureaucratic control seek to escape the influence of the existing 

bureaucratic apparatus, this is normally possible only be creating an organization of their own 

which is equally subject to bureaucratization. Similarly the existing bureaucratic apparatus is 

driven to continue functioning by the most powerful interest which are material and objective, 

but also ideal in character. Without it, a society like our own—with its separation of officials, 

employees, and workers from the ownership of the means of administration, and its 

dependence on discipline and on technical training—could no longer function. The only 

exception would be those groups, such as the peasantry, who are still in possession of their 

own means of subsistence. Even in the case of revolution by force or of occupation by an 

enemy, the bureaucratic machinery will normally continue to function just as it has for the 

previous legal government. 

 The question is always who controls the existing bureaucratic machinery. And such 

control is possible only in a very limited degree to persons who are not technical specialists. 

Generally speaking, the highest ranking career official is more likely to get his way in the long 

run than his nominal superior, the cabinet minister, who is not a specialist. 

 Though by no means alone, the capitalistic system has undeniably played a major role in 

the development of bureaucracy. Indeed, without it capitalistic production would not continue 

and any rational type of socialism would have simply to take it over and increase its 

importance. Its development, largely under capitalistic auspices, has created an urgent need for 

stable, strict, intensive, and calculable administration. It is this need which is so fateful to any 

kind of large-scale administration. Only by reversion in every field—political, religious, 

economic, etc.—to small-scale organization would it be possible to any considerable extent to 

escape its influence. On the one hand, capitalism in its modern stages of development requires 

the bureaucracy, though both have arisen from different historical sources. Conversely, 

capitalism is the most rational economic basis for bureaucratic administration and enables it to 

develop in the most rational form, especially because, from a fiscal point of view, it supplies the 

necessary money resources. 

 Along with these fiscal conditions of efficient bureaucratic administration, there are 

certain extremely important conditions in the fields of communications and transportation. The 

precision of its functioning requires the services of railway, the telegraph, and the telephone, 

and becomes increasingly dependent on them. A socialistic form of organization would not alter 

this fact. It would be a question whether in a socialistic system it would be possible to provide 

conditions for carrying out as stringent a bureaucratic organization as has been possible in a 

capitalistic order. For socialism would, in fact, require a still higher degree of formal 

bureaucratization than capitalism. If this should prove not to be possible, it would demonstrate 



the existence of another of those fundamental elements of irrationality—a conflict between 

formal and substantive rationality of the sort which sociology so often encounters. 

 Bureaucratic administration means fundamentally domination through knowledge. This 

is the feature of it which makes it specifically rational. This consists on the one hand in technical 

knowledge which, by itself, is sufficient to ensure it a position of extraordinary power. But in 

addition to this, bureaucratic organization, or the holders of power who make use of them, 

have the tendency to increase their power still further by the knowledge growing out of 

experience in the service. For they acquire through the conduct of office a special knowledge of 

facts and have available a store of documentary material peculiar to themselves. While not 

peculiar to bureaucratic organizations, the concept of “official secrets” is certainly typical of 

them. It stands in relation to technical knowledge in somewhat the same position as 

commercial secrets do to technological training. It is a product of the striving for power. 

 Superior to bureaucracy in the knowledge of techniques and facts is only the capitalist 

entrepreneur, within his own sphere of interest. He is the only type who has been able to 

maintain at least relative immunity from subjection to the control of rational bureaucratic 

knowledge. In large-scale organizations, all others are inevitably subject to bureaucratic control, 

just as they have fallen under the dominance of precision machinery in the mass production of 

goods. 

 In general, bureaucratic domination has the following social consequences: 

1. The tendency to “leveling” in the interest of the broadest possible basis of recruitment 

in terms of technical competence. 

2. The tendency to plutocracy growing out of the interest in the greatest possible length of 

technical training. Today this often lasts up to the age of thirty. 

3. The dominance of a spirit of formalistic impersonality: “Sine ira et studio,” without 

hatred or passion, and hence without affection or enthusiasm. The dominant norms are 

concepts of straightforward duty without regard to personal considerations. Everyone is 

subject to formal equality of treatment; that is, everyone in the same empirical 

situation. This is the spirit in which the ideal official conducts his office. 

The development of bureaucracy greatly favors the leveling of status, and this can be shown 

historically to be the normal tendency. Conversely, every process of social leveling creates a 

favorable situation for the development of bureaucracy by eliminating the office-holder 

who rules by virtue of status privileges and the appropriation of the means and powers of 

administration; in the interests of “equality,” it also eliminates those who can hold office on 

an honorary bassi or as an avocation by virtue of their wealth. Everywhere 



bureaucratization foreshadows mass democracy, which will be discussed in another 

connection. 

 The “spirit “ of rational bureaucracy has normally the following general characteristics: 

1. Formalism, which is promoted by all the interests which are concerned with the 

secutiry of their own personal situation, whatever this may consist in. otherwise the 

door would be open to arbitrariness and hence formalism is the line of least 

resistance. 

2. There is another tendency, which is apparently, and in part genuinely, in 

contradiction to the above. It is the tendency of officials to treat their official 

function from what is substantively a utilitarian point of view in the interest of the 

welfare fo those under their authority. But this utilitarian tendency is generally 

expressed in the enactment of corresponding regulatory measures which 

themselves have a formal character and tend to be treated in a formalistic spirit 

(This will be further discussed in the Sociology of Law). This tendency to substantive 

rationality is supported by all those subject to the authority who are not included in 

the group mentioned above as interested in the protection of advantages already 

secured. The problems which open up at this point belong in the theory of 

“democracy.” 
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