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CHAPTER I I I )

THE TYPES OF LEGITIMATE
DOMINATION

1
The Basis of Legitimacy

1. Domination and Legitimacy

Domination was defined sbove (ch. 1:16) as the probability that
certain specific commands Cor all commands) will be obeyed by o given
group ofp persons. kt thus does not Include every mode of exerclsing
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“powes” or, “influence” over other persons. Domination (“authority”)! -

in this sense may be based on the most diverse motives of compliance:
all the way from simple habituation to the most purely rational caleuln-

tion of advantage, Hence every genuifne form of dominatlon Implies

a minfmum of voluntary compliance, that Is, an inseress {based on
ubterlor motives or genuine acceptance) in obedier’lce.. )

Not every case of domination makes use of economic means; still fess
does it always have economic objectives. However, notmally the rule
over a considezable number of persons reclultcs a staff (cho ch. Ir12),
that I, & speolal group which can normal y be trusted to execute the
general policy as well as the specific commands. The members of the
administrative staff may be bound to obedience to their superior (or su-
perlors) by custom, by affectual tes, by a purely materia] complex of
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Interests, or by ideal (wertrationale) motives, The quality of these mo.
tives largely determines the type of domination, Purely material interests
and caleuletions of advantages as the basis of soliducity between the chief
and his administrarive stq result, in this es in other connexions, jn a
relatively unstable sitution, Normally other elements, affectual angd
Idenl, supplement such interests, In cerlain exceptional cases the former
alone may be decisive, [y everyday life these relationships, like others,
ate governed by custom and materlal calculation of advantage, But cus.
tom, personal ndvantage, purely affectusl or Idea! motives of solidarity,
o not form a sufficiently reliable basis for g given domination, In addi
tion there is normally a further clement, the belicf in legitimacy,
Experience shows that fiy 1o instance does domination valuntarily
limit fself 10 the tppeal to material or affectual or ides] motives as ¢ basls
for its continuance, In addition every such system attempts to establish
and to cultivate the belief i s legitimacy, But according 1o the kind of
legitimacy whicl, is climed, the type of obedience, the kind of adminis.
trative stalf developed 1o guarantee it, and the mode of exercising author.
ity, will all differ Fundamenta]ly, Equally fundamental is the variation in
effect, Hence, It is wuseful to c asslfy the types of domination according
to the kind of claim to legitimacy typically made by each, In doing this,
{t is best to start from modern and therefore more f{amiliar examples,

t. The cholce of this tather than some other basis of classifieation
can only b justified by lts results. The face that certain other typical
criterls of varfation are thereby neglected for the time boing and can
anly be Introduced at g later Stage I not 2 decislve difieulgy, %"hc legitis
macy of a system of contro} has far mots then a merely “Ideqt slgnif-
cance, if only because it hag very definite relations to the legltimacy of

roperty,
d l; ot every clalm which s protected by custom or Inw shouid
be sroken of s involving 4 relation of authority, Otherwise the worker,
in his claim for fulfilment of the wage contract, would he exerclsing au-
thority over his employer because his clafm can, on oceasion, be enforeed
by order of & court, Actually bis formal statys Is that of party to a con-
tenctual relationsiip with his employer, In which he has certajn "rights”
to recelve payments, At the same time the concept of an authority rela-
thonship ¢ errschaftsverhalings) naturally does not exclude the possibil-
fty that it has orlginated in o formally free conteact, This i true of the

of Fealty. That subjection to military discipline is formally “involuntary”
while that to the disciplina of the factory Is voluntary does not glter the
fact that the Jatter is tlso g cage of subjection to authority. The position
of a bureaueratlc officla] s also entered into by conteact and ‘can be
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freely resigned, and even the status of "subject” con often be frecly
antered fnto and Cln certaln clrcumstances) freely repudinted. Only in
the limlting cose of the slave Is Formal subjection 10 authority absolitely
involuntary. . ’

On the other hand, we shall not speak of formal domination If a
monopolistic pesition permits o person 10 exert cconomic power, that s,

" to dlctate the terms of exchange to contractunl partners. Taken by itself,

this does not constitute suthotity any more than any other kind of in.
fluence which is derfved from some kind of superlority, as by vietue of
erotic attractiveness, skill in sport o In discussion. Even IF o big bank is
- in a position to force other banks into a cartel arrangement, this will not
alone be sufficlent to justify calling it an suthority, But if there Is an
immediate relation of command and obedience such that the manage-
ment of the first bank can glve arders to the others with the claim that
they shall, and the probability that they will, be obeyed regardiess of
patticular content, and IF thelr carrylng out is supervised, it Is anather
matter, Naturally, here as evecywhere ﬁ:e transhions ave gradual; there
are all sorts of intermediata steps between mere indebtedness and debt
slavery. Even the positlon of a “salon” can coma very close ta the border-
line of authorltazian domination and yet not necessarily constitute “au-
thorlty.” Shasp differentistion in concrete fact is often impossible, but
this makes clacity in the snalytical distinctions =l the more important,

3. Naturelly, the legitimacy of a system of domination may be trested
saclolagically only as the prabability that to a relevant degree the appro-

tate attitudes will exist, and the corresponding practical conduct ensue.
rt Is by no means teue that every case of submissiveness to persons In

ositions of power i3 primarily Cor even at all) oriented to this belicf,
Eoyally moy be hypocritically simulated by individuals or by whole
groups on purely opportunistic grounds, or carrled out In practice for
teasons of rhatecind self-Interest, Or people may submit from Individual
weakness and helplessness because there s no ncceptable altechative.
But these considerations ave not decisive for the classilication of types of
domination. What Is important Is the fact that in a given case the partic-
ulor clbim to legitimacy is to a significant degree and according to its
type treated as “valid"; that this fact confirms the position of the persons
claiming authority and that it helps to determine the choice of means of
Its exercise,

Furthermore, a system of domination muy—as often occurs in practice
—be so completely protected, on the one hand by the obvious commu-
nity of [nterests between the chief and his adminlsteative stalf (body-
%:mrds, Pretorians, “red” or "white” guards) s opposed to the subjects, on
the other hand by the helplessness of the latter, that kt can afford to drop
even the pretense of a chaim to legitmacy. But even then the mode of
leghtimation of the relation between chief end his staff may vaty widely
according to the type of basis of the relation of the authority between
them, and, as will Ec shown, this variation is highly significant for the
structure of domination,
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4. “Obedience” will be taken to mean that the action of the person
obeying Foltows In essentlnls such o course that the content of the comy-
mand may be taken to have become the basks of action for its own sake.
Furthermore, the fact that it is so taken is referable only to the formal
obligation, without regard 1o the actor's own atiitude to the value or hck
of valuc of the content of the command as such,

5. Subjectively, the causal sequence may vary, especially as between
“intuition” and “sympathetic agreement.” This distinction s not, how-
ever, significant for the present ﬁnssiﬁcmim of types of authorlty.

he scope of determination of soclsl relationships and cultural
phenomena l}g; virture of dominatlon Is considerably broa(rer thar eppears
- at first sig}l:t. or instance, the authority exercised In the sehools has much
to do with the determination of the forms of speech and of wrliten lan-
Fuage which are regarded as orthedex, Dialects used s the "chancellery
anguage” of autocephalous political units, hence of their rulers, have often
become orthodox Forms of speech and writing and have even led to the
formntion of separate "nations” (for instance, the saparation of Hal-
land from Germany), The rule by patents ond the schaal, however,
extends far beyond’the determination of such cultural patterns, which
are perhaps only apparently formal, to the Formation of the young, nnd
hence of human belngs generally,

7. The Fact that the chief and his administrative staff ofien appear
formally as servants or agents of those they rule, naturally docs nothing
whatever to disprove the quality of dominance, There will be occasion
later to speak of the substntive features of so-called “democracy.” But o
carttin minimum of assured power 1o issue commands, thus of domfna-
tion, must be provided for In nearly every concelvable case,

2. The Three Pure Types of Authority

There are three pure types of legitimate domination, The validity
of the claims to legitimacy may be based on:

1. Rational ?xounds—rcsling on a belief in the legality of enacted
tules and the right of those elevated to authority under such rules to issue
commands (legal authority),

2. Traditlonal groumf;--resting on an established belief in the sanc-
tity of immemortal traditions and the legitimacy of those exercising
suthority under them Cuaditional autharity); or finally,

3. Charismntic  grounds—resting on devotion to the exceptionn)
sanctity, heroism or exemplary character of an individual person, and of
the normative patterns or order revealed or ordained by him (chacismatic
authority ),

In the case of legal nuthority, obedience Is owed to the legally estab-
tished tmpersonal order, It extends to the persons exercising the authority
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of office under it by virtue of the formal legality of their cormmands and '
only within the scope of autharity of the office. In the case of traditional
autf:orhy, obedience Is owed to the person of the chief who occuples the
traditionally sanctioned position of authority and who is (within Iis
sphere) bound by tradition. But here the obligation of obedlence s a
matter of personal Joyalty within the area of accustomed obligations: In
the case of charismatic authority, it is the charismatically qualified leader
as such who is obeyed by virue of personal trust in bis revelation, his
herofsm or his exemplary qualities so far as they Fall within the scope of
the Individual's belief in his charisma,

1. The usefulness of the above classification can only be judged by
its results [n promoting systematic apalysis. The concept of “charisma”
("the gife of prace’) Is ln{wn from the vocabulary of early Chulstianity.
For the Chuistian hierocracy Rudolf Sohm, in his Kirchanrecht, was the
first to clarily the substance of the concept, even though he did not use
the same tesminology, Others (for instance, Holl in Enthusiasnins 1t
Bussgewalt) have cl{a:iﬁed certain important consequences of it It fs
thus nothing new.

2. The Fact that none of these three ideal types, the elucidation of
which wilt eccupy the Following pages, Is usuij y to be found in his-
torical cases In "pure” form, is naturally not a valid objectlon to attempt.
fng thefr conceptual formulation in the sharpest possible form. In this
respect the present case Is no different from mony othess, Later on (see,
11 ) the transformation of pure chaslsma by Jne process of routiniza-
tion will be discussed and theceby the relevance of the concept to the
understanding of empirical systems of authority considerably Increased.
But even so it may be sald of every historical phenomenan of authorlty.
that it is not Itkely to be "as an open book." Analysis in terms of soclo-
loglcel types has, after all, as compared with urJy emplrical historical
Investigation, certain advantages which should not be minimized. That
fs, ft-can In the pasticular case of a concrete form of authorlty determine
what'conforms to or approximates such types as "chaclsma,” “hereditary
chirtsma,” “the charfsme of office,” “patelarchy,” "bureaucracy,” the su-
thorlty of status groups, and in doing so jt can work with relatively un.
smbiguous concepts, But the ides that the whole of concrete histerical
. reality can be exhausted In the conceptual scheme about to be developed
i as far from the author's thoughts as anything could be.
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ii
Legal Authority With a Bureaucratic
Administrative Staff

Note: The specifically modecn type of administration has Intentionally

been taken ns o point of departure in order to make it possible inter 1o
contrast the others with it

3. Legal Authority: The Pure Type

Legal authority rests on the acceptance of the validity of the Follow-
ing mutually inter-dependent ideas,

1. Thatany given legal notm may be established by agreement or b
fmposition, on grounds of expediency or value-rationality or both, with
a claim to obedience at least on the part of the members of the organi-
zation. This is, however, usually extended to Include all persons within
the sphere of power In questign—which in the case of tersitorial bodies
Is the terrltorlal area—who stand in certain social relationships or carry
out forms of soctal action which In the order governing the organization
liive been declared to be relevant. '

2, Thet every body of law consists essentially Ir a consistent system
of ebstract rules which have normally been Intentionally established.
Furthermore, administration of law is held to consist in the application
of these rules to particulnr cases; the administrative process in the rational
pursuit of the interests whicl: are specified in the order governing the
organization within the limits loid down by legal precepts and following
peinciples which are capable of genetalized formulation and are approved
in the arder governing the group, or at least not disapproved in it.

3 That thus the typical person in authority, the “superior,” is him:
self subject to an impersonal order by orlenting his actions to it in his
own dispositions and commands, (This Is true not only for persons exce
cising legal authority who are in the usual sense “officials,” but, for
instance, for the elected president of a state.)

4« That the person who obeys authority does so, s it i usually
stated, only In his capacity as a “member” of the organization and what
he obeys is only “the Jaw.” (FHe may in this connection be the member



