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Abstract

The paper argues that power analysis is at the crossroads of three different fields which follow a certain
autonomous logic. First, thereisafield of political theory which is concerned with the nature of the ‘polity’

in which quedions of the organisation of (organised) violence and of thecommon good, as well as questions
of freedom, are paramount. It iswhere power standsfor ‘ government’ or ‘ governance’ and political order, as
well as personal ‘autonomy’. The logic in the field of explanatory theories is to think power in terms of a
theory of action mainly and atheory of domination subsequently. Here, power is searched for the explanation
of behaviour and the outcomes of social action. It is here where power is thought in terms of
‘agency’, influence’ or prevalence, if not ‘cause’. Inthe praxeological field, politicsisthe * art of the possible’
in which collective violence is not antithetical but fundamental to politics. Power is furthermore connected
to the ideaof state sovereignty and the discourse of the reason of state, including an ethics of responsibility.
The threefields are exemplifiedby Weber’ s analysis of power which came at atime when dl three logics had
acquired asufficient independence of each other, and yet still stood relatively connected. (Words: 13984)
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Re-reading Weber, or:

thethreefields for the analysisof power in International Relations
STEFANO GUZZINI

In hisfamous study of power, Bertrand de Jouvenel analysed the increasing scope of ‘ power’
in Western societies. In aliberal vein close to Benjamin Constant, he traced how government
has widened and encroached into spheres of the polity/society previously outsideitsreach." In
thisaccount, thevery phenomenon of power isintrinsically linked tothe definition of amodern
polity, itssocial order. ‘ Power’ isthe name of thelocusof government, if not synonymouswith
it, while the political enterpriseisthefight bothfor ‘taking power’ and for defining its limits.
Others, pushing this position further, thie fight for power is ubiquitous and such ubiquity, in
turn, derives either from Human Nature or, in amore Hobbesian visi on, from fear and scarcity.
In other words, in modern political theory, and in varying versions, ‘power’ can be seen to
permeate our very understanding of the human as political being, the originsof political action,
the political aim of order and security from fear, and the locus of government. It isnot too far-
fetched to state that such an inter-related phenomenon of ‘power’ isat the heart of, if not
defining, much of modern political theory, at least from Machiavel to Foucault.

And yet at the same time, Robert Dahl could write and claim that little systematic work
on ‘power’ had beendone beforethe 1950s.” Granted, the behavioural moment was not exactly
immune to grandiose gatements about its own scientificsuperiority. One could ook back and
see this asjust another embarrassing hyperbole, by now gracefully forgotten. And yet, there
isasense in which Dahl wasjustified. Dahl defines‘ power’ asto get an actor to do something
which he/shewould not have otherwise done. It isan explicitly causal concept inwhich power
becomesthe central variable for understanding outcomes of social interaction. Needlessto say
that this conception of power is connected to the above-mentioned facets of power in political
theory. It derives from the question of ‘who governs? . And yet, in typical empirical vein, it
tries to assess that locus of power by a carefully conceived analysis of something which is
empirically accessible. So, power is understood through the study of the outcome of
(government-) decisions, that is, which (public) actors prevailed in different policy domains.
By aggregating those decisionsand domains, we would finally be able to nail theconundrum
of ‘who governs? Suchan approachisstill considered so important, that Dahl was presenting
a ‘50 years after’ at the 2006 APSA Convention dedicated to the analysis of power.

Asso oftenwith such choices, however, thisrestricted focus guaranteed abetter controll ed
empirical analysis, only at the price of misrepresenting or misunderstanding why modern
political theory was interested in power in the first place. In asense, it works by taking for

! Jouvenel 1972.
2 This claim can be found in different versions in Dahl 1958, 1961, 1968.
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granted what needsto be explained: therole of government in producing social order, or, more
generally, the originsof order. Power becomes reduced to atechnical issuewhichingitutional
engineering could address. Hence, despite being about ‘government’ and about power for
understanding the nature of our polities, the two approaches do not share the same cognitive
interest: whereas Jouvenel looked for therole of power in our society, Dahl used power in an
individualist (and causal) theory of action to which the understanding of ‘who governs? was
reduced.

My contention is that, just like in this case, our understanding and analysis of power
inevitably trade on different logics. Y et observersare not always aware of them, nor of their
difference, nor, finally, of the inherent difficulties in reducing one to the other, as e.g. Dahl
proposed to do. Indeed, to be more precise, my claim isthat at the present stage of the analysis
of power inthesocial sciences, and in particular in International Relations, it would befruitful
todistinguishthree‘fields’ within which powerisunderstood with different underlying logics:
the field of political theory proper, the field of explanatory social theory, and the field of
political practice (praxeology in Aron’s words’). Practitioners in those fields need and use
different concepts of power; they aim at different analyses of power.

Drawing on the implications of such a distinctionisimportant for two reasons. For one,
it isimportant to understand that a step forward in one field is not necessarily a step forward
in another. It is neither self-evident that a better explanatory theory of power will resolve the
philosophical problemswhich political theory attachesto‘ power’, nor isabetter philosophical
solution able to capture what many social theorists are interested in when they talk about
‘power’. Second, some of the perennial debates about pow er have to do with theway thelogic
of any one of the fieldsintrudesinto another. When Steven L ukes opposes power to structure’,
for instance, he thinks of power in terms of (persond) autonomy in democratic theory. The
logic in which this debate is inscribed is philosophical or ethical. This is not the same aim
many scholarsin social theory have in mind, who wish to understand the actual production of
hierarchy, order or social discipline, often trying to clean such concepts of their wider
normative associations. And there, thelog c of the debateis different: scholars are looking for
re-definitions of ‘power’ since they are unpersuaded by the prevailing reduction of the
understanding of political order to the authority to give orders (Weber's Befehlsgewalt).
Instead, some try to capture those ‘impersonal’ forces and dispositions attached to shared
practices or structures which permeate a society, as for ingance, in the work of Bourdieu.
Thinking about democracy in the philosophical logic of an individual’ sautonomy or freedom
does not really meet such a conceptualisation of power as explanatory variable, then attached

3 Aron 1962.
4 Lukes 1977.
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to the structural level. Hence, for Lukes, (political) power and (social) structure cannot or
indeed should not meet, but for Bourdieu the first is not thinkablewithout the second.

Well, if so, why not just acknowledge the different fields, keep them separate, and goon
independently within each field? Although this is to some extent possble, such astrategy is
ultimately doomed: the link can simply not be avoided. Our power concepts in explanatory
theory, be it a social theory of action or of domination, cannot be divorced from the
understanding of agency, of free will, interest, or indeed ‘politics’, all crucial in political
theory. Similarly, the way practitioners talk and think about ‘ power’ is consequential, and not
just epiphenomenal, for that very social reality explanatory theory islooking at. In ‘ power’, |
would claim, asocial world of autonomy and political order meetsasocial world of agency and
influence, and a social world of practical responsibility. None of the three logics isentirely
autonomous of the others.®

And henceall that great difficulty of power analysisis perhapslinkedto the extraordinary
task to think power in the different logics of those three social domains simultaneously. It is
only understandable that scholars have tried to stay within one single logic at atime. Indeed,
itisnecessary to advance more coherent thought. And this has beenmuch of the story of power
analysisinthelast 50 years. But the separation of political theory, science and practice, anyway
never atotal divorce, hasconsummated itsanal ytical potential. Some of the presentblind alleys
of power analysisare but the effect of reducingpower to something analytically feasibleinone
field and yet still wishing to retain a wider resonance across fields, without engaging in a
proper translation from and to the different logicsat hand. Some of the sometimes defensive-
aggressive pleasfrom political practiceinsist on the specificity of the ‘language of power (and
interest)’ just as if no further normative or scientific justification were needed. It is the
contention of this paper,that to further the present debate, the logicsmust be clearly delineated
and put side by sde, their interferences cautiously probed. Indeed, thisis what seems at the
origin of the present renewal of interest in ‘power’.

The present paper makes afirst casefor thisargument.” It will do so with arecourseto the
earlier days of power analysis. More precisely, itwill look at Max Weber, one of the founding
fathers of power analyds who has played a pivotal role in thisstory. He comesat the end of
atime where the three fields were not yet so clearly diginguished, where the different logics
had not yet developed to such a degree. At the same time, he comes also at the start of this

5 Similarly, Lukes recent treatment of Foucault reads the latter almost entirely from such concems of
autonomy, which, although not wrong in itself, replaces Foucault’'s argument in alogic different of his own
(but then Foucault fits many boxes at the same time, or none).

® It is not fortuitous that power or other similar central concepts, function as central links between the
fields: they are needed to talk and make theory, science and practice.

"It represents the underlying thread of a book of mine on Power and International Relations,
forthcoming with Cambridge University Press.
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separation and specialisation, being the inspiration of many power definitions afterwards,
Dahl’ s not the least. Sometimes, it seems as if the practitioners of the three fields could still
meet in Weber, asitwere, asif hesucceeded in proposing a social theory of power which still
keepsitsrelationship to thefield of political theory and political practice. All refer back to him
and claim him to be one of theirs. The challenge today is to think how, with all the advances
and changesthethreefields have gonethrough, such ameeting should best look like anew. But
that is part of a wider project beyond this paper. The present paper aims at presenting the
different levels and logics of ‘power’. A first section introduces into the idea of fields,
specifyingonewhichisthe perhapsunexpected, in more detail, and a second section el ucidates
them in Weber’swork.

1. Fields of power analysis

The analysis of power seems to elude single dimensions. The number of distinctions applied
to the concept and analysis of power is mind-boggling. There is, just to name a few, the
evergreen of ‘ power-over to be distinguished from ‘ power-to’, aswell as the similar but not
equal distinction between ‘pouvoir’ (potestas) and ‘puissance’ (potentia), all diginctions
applicable to the concept itself, as it were. Then, there are the distinctions between different
typesof power concepts,including e.g. power and authority®, or power and domination®. Then,
power is oftendistinguished by pointing to a specific opposite, which can be pow erlessness™,
oppression, ‘ structure’**, or atype of complete social anomie (eg. the work of Foucault can
be read thisway). Finally, and moving to the actual analysis of power, probably all of us have
heard by now about Lukes' three ‘dimensions’ of power, that is, power that existsby directly
imposing one’sinterest, by indirectly setting the agenda to further it and by making the other
believe in a different intereg, than his own.*

The present study will obviously draw on such distinctions here and there, but it aims at
another level. Already Peter Morriss tried to cut through the endless power debates by
delimiting the different purposes for and contexts in which we use the concept of power."
Much sterile debate could be avoided, so he argued, if we only made clear the specific context
of its use. What makes sense in some context does not necessarily in another. Also, not all

8 e.g. Lukes 1979.
9e.g. Miller 1987.

0 e.g. Gaventa 1980.

M e.g. Lukes 1977.

2 |_ukes 2004.

18 Morriss 2002 [1987].
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power concepts are relevant to all contexts He distinguished between a practical context in
which we are interested what we can do or what can be doneto (and for) us; a moral context
which assesses responsibility, and an eval uative context, whichjudges the overall distribution
of power inasociety. He also explicitly excluded some othersfor not makingmuch sense, such
asthe scientific context, since power statements‘ summarise observations; they do not explain
them.” **

In asimilar manner, this paper tries to show that theanalysis of power isbest done while
distinguishing threefieldsbecausethey follow different logics. Y etmy aimisnot philosophical
in Morriss' analytical sense(asimportant asthisis): | do not wish to delimit philosophically
coherent contexts for power concepts and analysis. Hence, | cannot exclude the ‘scientific
context’, simply because it might be incoherent with regard to a certain conception of power.
If practitionersof science prominently use ‘ power’, it is part of asocial field that needs to be
studied. Thismight well be, just asMorrissinsinuates, because political theory hastod usthat
‘power’ is a central concept and so social scientists will be induced to use it as a central
variable — whether or not it can function as such. This s, in fact, my point. The very attempt
to turn power into a causal concept, as proposed by Dahl, is linked to thelogic of thefield of
the social scientist into which the concept of power is accommodated. Aslong as the field of
explanatory theory has such a disposition, our understanding of and debate about power will
be marked by it — also in the other fields.

Hence, | try to approach the different contexts of power analysisrather in terms of the
prominent role power playsin the understanding and indeed sel f-understanding of practitioners
in the fields of political theory, social sciences and political practice, in particular in
International Relations. In my approach, | will start from three different communitiesfor whom
the understanding of power has been acentral issue, not analytically coherent contexts. For the
sake of clearer distinguishing this from M orriss’ ‘contexts’, | call them ‘fields' of power
analysis. the fields of political theory, explanatory social science, and (IR) practice.

It is crucial to dress from the start that | assume that in all three fidds, power seems
intrinsically connected both to the very definition and the underganding of ‘pdlitics’, yet
differently defined. Insome sense, power and politics are conceptsthat movetogether. But the
way they dois affected by the logic of fieldsand then also by the podtions taken therein. The
logic of power analyssin the field of political theory, asl understandit here, isto think about
the nature of the ‘polity’ in which questionsof the organisation of (organised) violence and of
the common good, as well as questions of freedom, are paramount. It iswhere power stands
for‘government’ or ‘governance’ and political order, aswell aspersonal ‘autonomy’. Thelogic

4 For the general argument, see Morriss 2002 [1987], chapter 6. The quote is at p. 44 (original
emphasis). Thisis connected to the intrinsic qualities of dispositional concepts, as opposed to causal ones.
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in the field of explanatory theoriesisto think power in terms of a theory of action mainly and
atheory of domination subsequently. Here, poweris searched for the explanation of behaviour
and the outcomes of social action. It is here where power is thought in terms of
‘agency’ ,‘influence’ or prevalence, if not ‘cause . As one can see, these two fields are not the
same as the other distinctions like ‘power-to’ and ‘power-over’ or potestas/potentia; these
distinctions appear in both of the fields, but in slightly different disguises.

But then, what isthefield of ‘ political practice’ ?1sthisnot acompletely different animal?
The other two fieldsrefer to well established * disciplines’ wherepower is part of an academic
discourse. Isthis not qualitatively different from the discourse of IR practice? If | had defined
the fields of power analysisin terms of such disciplinary logics, the objection would be
justified. But the fieldsrefer to social fields of practice where different typesof practitioners
grapple with *power’ in their respective life-world. Also, insisting in a qualitaive difference
between the firsttwo and thisonewould quickly deteriorateinto the stal e debate about ‘ theory
here and practice there’. For my concem, all three fields are fields of practice on the basis of
sometheories. What is central for meisthat in all threefields the practitioners claim aspecial
knowledge about ‘power’. In the field of political theory, it isbased on contemplation and
normative analysis; inthefield of explanatory social science, it isbased on experimental logic
(hypothesistesting); and inthefield of political practiceitisbased on historical experience and
the maxims derived from it. It is my assumption that the understanding of power in
International Relationsis at the crossroad of these three fields and their knowledge claims.™

Well, even if granted that one can seethefield of IR political practice as of thesame kind
than the other two: whatisthe‘logic’ of power analysistherein? Asmentioned above, whereas
the other two fields refer to normative analysisand experiment asthe logicsof their fields, the
field of practice isbased upon practical or * historical experience’. Or, at least, thisisthe way
thefield of IR practitioners has always defended its claim to superior knowledge from outside
intruders. Neither normative nor experimental analysis is considered at the height of this
knowledge derived from experience.

Friedrich Meinecke, a contemporary of Weber, will be my witness for this argument. In
his treatise on ‘the reason of state in the newer History’, Meinecke goes as far asto claim an
elective affinity between thework of the (international) statesman and the (modern) historian.*
Similar to thinkers of thereason of state, from Machiavelli onwards, History should be studied
with the history of ideas asintegral parttoit, and yet a history of ideasof sorts. For that history

®But then, if so,isitreallyas divided: cannotpractitionersin any of them follow more than one logic?
Isit possible to imagine some ‘ Trojan Horses' who have introduced other logics into the fields in which they
operate? Yes. And precisely thisisthe basis for my argument and the problematique | wish to raise: what
happens if they do?

8 Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], pp. 22-25.



STeEFANO GuzzINI: Re-reading Weber, or: the three fields for the analysis of power in IR (SGIR, Sept. 2007)

of ideas should not be conceived in terms of a clean but sterile history of dogmas. Rather, it
should distill ideasout of the actually experienced (‘die Verwandlung des Erlebten in Ideen’)
as seen through the eyes of the political movers.

Indeed, the modern historian and the statesman in the tradition of the reason of state
(should) use the same empirical methodology. In his opening page already, Meinecke writes
that, strictly speaking, thereisonlyoneideal way for stateaction, oneideal reason of gate.' To
recognise this is the burning endeavour of the acting statesman, as well as of the historian
lookingback.’*” During thetimes, when, according to M einecke, historiography wasstill under
the spell of natural law and its concern with theideal state, the discourse on the reason of Sate
taught already how to think (and make) History as ‘practical History’. And here the parallel
in terms of thinking Staatskunst and History comes to the fore:

Acting according to the reason of state reached relatively early away of seing and
understanding which was akin to modern historical cognition. Modern historical
cognition, in turn, profited also from the reason dof state, from the attraction that
emanated from the teaching of the interests of states, which was used as auxiliary
practical science for the ‘ art of government’ since the 17" century by those involved
in the latter."®

If the reason of state is a privileged partner for establishing an empirical methodology for the
history of ideas, such history also becomesthedistilled essence and sedimented knowledge for
the art of government. Statesmen and the modern historians blend into each other in the quest
for understanding states and their inter ests in the moti on of world history.* The result is not
universal knowledge, but practical ‘maxims’, which is the way Meinecke defined the reason
of state.

As Meinecke shows, power is central for thisidea of areason of state. It isintrinsically
connected to the science (Lehre) of stateinterests (understood through its power position) and
of the international balance of power politics. This utilitarian understanding of politicsabout
means and ends replaces the classical Aristotelian concern with the bes government or the
common good. Consequently also a different morality applies to this ‘politics' so redefined,

" Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], p. 1: * Sie zu erkennen i st dashei Re Bemiihen des handel nden Staatsmannes
wie des riick schauenden Historikers.’

8 Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], pp. 22-23: ‘ Das Handel n nach Staatsrason gelangte also verhaltnismaRig
frih zu einer Art des Sehens und Erkennens, die dem modernen historischen Erkennen schon verwandt war.
Das moderne historische Erkennen aber profitierte deshalb auch wieder von der Staatsrason, von ihrer
Ausstrahlung in der Lehre von den Interessen der Staaten, die seit dem 17. Jahrhundert von solchen, die der
Staatskunst hahestanden, als praktische H ilfswissenschaft derselben gepflegt wurde.’

1% See also Meinecke’s argument that the German Historical School after Ranke creaed a *historical
realism’ not based on schol astic opinion (Schulmeinung), but on real forces (reale Krafte). That programme
was then understood by few, but realised by Bismarck and so became ‘through Ranke the fundament of all
real historical thinking and through Bismarck the fundament of all independent (unbefangen) political
thinking.” Meinecke 1916, p. 4.
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inwhich certain situationsdemand of necessity (as M orgenthau wouldlater say) thetrespassing
of usual moral and legal norms by the statesman. Indeed, good statesmanship isdefined by this
practical knowledge for artful trespassing in theinterest/reason of the state It isnotfortuitous
that Meinecke stresses the need to look at the reason of date through the eyes of the
practitioner. Nor that he sees the emergence of this discourse as parallel tothe emergence of
modern diplomacy during the Renaissance® It is the language of diplomatic practice as it
evolved over time. As Jutta Weldes remarks el sewhere, the language of the national interest
is the language of IR practice™.

Whereas power was akin to autonomy and political order for the political theorist, or
agency, cause and dominationfor theexplanatory theorist, itwill have other connotations and
family resemblances for the practitioner of the reason of state. Politics appears still as defined
through power, but not ‘ power asgovernment’. Rather, to use Bismarck’ sterms, politicsisthe
“art of the possible’ inwhich collective violence is not antithetical but fundamental to politics.
Moreover, power is crucial for the understanding of Staatsnotwendigkeit (necessity of state)
and what possibility, or ‘ potertial’ power, thereisfor astate to affect it. Power isfurthermore
connected to the idea of state sovereignty in different ways. On the one hand, it refersto the
recognition of ‘ agent-hood’ connected to thecontrol (power over) territory and people. On the
other, more Schmittian sense, it refers to this final and sovereign decision where to
exceptionally trespass moral or legal norms in the higher common interest, a decision which
can not be taken away from, and indeed might define, the statesman. Finally, power isdefined
in connection with a special morality, namely this very special responsibility that befalls on
political leadersto use the reason of state correctly.

Now, it is no difficult argument to see in the reason of date, i.e. in its empirical
epistemology, its utilitarian or raionalist definition of politics and in its practical maxims,
including balance of power politics?, aforerunner of (many) realist theories in International
Relations. Yet, it isfirst and foremost that practical knowledge, precisely not yet the attempt
toturnitinto asocial science. Meineckeisvery explicit that apurely empirical and utilitarian
study of thereason of stateisnecessarily limitedand general catal oguesfor theideal behaviour
of states not possible.”® He ridicul es the attempt to understand politics like ‘ clock mechanics’
(and reads Hobbes in this tradition).?* Indeed, Meinecke says that by its very nature, a clear

2 Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], p. 176.

2L Weldes 1999, p. 3.

2 Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], p. 100, sees in the Lehre of the European balance of power nothing else
than a detail of the general Lehre of the reason of state

% Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], pp. 174-175.

% Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], p. 188.
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definition of the concept of reason of state is not possible.® Nor is a calculus of the real
interests of states always possible, since the interests are often ambivalent themselves, so that
the statesman will often have to chose between Scyllaand Charybdis, and since the dilemmas
of political necessity escape a clear assessment.?® Looking at ‘politics, as it really is'?,
M einecke sees theclassical world of tragedy asthefield of statesmanship: only with the sense
of history and the experience of politics given by the reason of date can statesmen hope to
acquire the art of statesmanship (Staatskunst). It is a reflective, but ultimately practical
knowledge. Hence, the power concept of this practical knowledge might not be transferable
into the experi mental logic of the field of explanatory theory.?®

Having now clarified the differentfields, | will usethered of this paperto show how they
used to be combined in the work of Weber. Weber is a pivotal figure since his writings still
consciously relate the threefields of power analysis At the sametime, hiswork stands for the
beginning of a period (the 20" century) wherethe three fields moved away from each other,
before now coming back together again. Showingthe early connection may help usto seehow
now, with the accumulated knowledge of the three fields, such are-connection can be more
systematically made.”

2. The simultaneity of the three fields of power analysis in Max Weber’'s
sociology

It is not fortuitous that concepts play a special role when we think about the link of different
domains of knowledge. They arethe conduit for passing ideasor simple associations from one
to the other. This is particularly so for scholas, such as Max Weber, who see conceptual
analysis not just as a preliminary step for the construction of variables, but as an end in
knowledge itself.*® For him, concepts are both the condition for the possibility of knowledge,
and an important end of our scholarly investigation. Concepts allow empirical investigation
with the end of building up asocial theory, and yet at the same time, the rel aionship between

% Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], p. 245.

% Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], p. 275.

" Meinecke 1957 [1924/29], p. 165.

B Thisisareformulation of the main thesis in my book on realism. | argued that the realist tradition in
IR can best be understood as the repeated, and repeatedly failed, attempt to translate the maxims of classical
European diplomacy into more general laws of a US social science (Guzzini 1998, p. 1).

2 This is the basic story underlying my book in progress on Power and International Relations,
forthcoming with Cambridge University Press.

% For a more thorough discussion of different types of conceptual analyss, as applied to power, see
Guzzini 2005.
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the concepts provide the core of that very social theory. As Martin Bulmer writes, ‘ concepts
suchasthe* protegant ethic” or “marginal utility” derive their meaning from the part they play
in the theory in which they are embedded, and from the role in that theory itself’ ** This
apparently tautological procedure is but the result of a hermeneutic circle. On the one hand,
Weber defends a hermeneutic approach to the social sciencesin which we have to retrace the
meaning given to social action by the actors themselves. At the same time, this retracing
constitutes an understanding by an observer which must necessarily rely on some pre-
conceived notions. And the understanding at thelevel of observation cannot ultimately succeed
if its notions are not systematically revised through that understanding at the level of action.
The tautology is hence ‘resolved’ through a dialectical sequence of inductive understanding
and deductive explanation.

Such an understanding of concept formation in social theory has two fundamental
consequences. For one, Weber is relatively ‘pragmatic’ in his choice of concepts. To some
extent, concepts, or indeed ‘ideal types’, are heuristic deviceswhose usefulnesscan only be
judged in their use itself within the analysis thus conceived.* If they worked, we carry on; if
not, we change. This taxonomic approach is a standard procedure al sowithin positivism. And
yet, at the same time, such concepts are themselves a result of a this inductive-deductive
analysis, and hence cannot be purely devised in pragmatic terms. The social theory itself and
theempirical analysesit informsprovide themeaning-context withinwhich concept formation
can take place. Since Weber has an approach deeply rooted in historical sociology where
interpretationisbased on thechange of historical phenomena, concept formation, inturn, must
be informed by those results. Concepts are not just thereto catch or give meaning; in a sense,
human history gives meaning to them. More precisely, Weber’ sunderstanding of the present
through its past means that concepts must be devisedin away to capture what he believes to
be the main historical phenomenon for his political sociology. In my understanding, thisis
given by his general focus on the origins of modemisation, and, particular to his political
sociology: the history and logic of state formation and rationalisation. In his words, where
every concept counts: ‘ The evolved product is the monopolisation of legitimate violence by
the political territorial unit and its rational Vergesellschaftung in an institutionalised order.”*

Second, any conceptual analysiswhich isolates one concept necessarily rel atesto adjacent
conceptsin the theory, indeed slides into the task of assessing a whole theory. For the present

% Bulmer 1979: 658.

32 E.g. for such a defense of defining the three types of legitimate domination in terms of the way
obedience/consent is obtained, see Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 123.

33 Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 516. ‘Entwicklungsprodukt ist nur die Monopolisierung der legitimen
Gewaltsamkeit durch den politischen Gebietsverband und dessen rationale Vergesellschaftung zu einer
anstaltsmaiigen Ordnung.’ If not otherwise stated, all translations are mine.
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purpose, following thiswould be a self-defeating, if almost inevitable enterprise. Whatwill be
needed, at least, isto see the connection of power to thegeneral theory and then afocusonits
particular place in it. As | will try to argue, the concept of power and specifically the sub-
concept of domination/rule (Herrschaft) is crucial for Weber in his assessment of the modern
state. In return, the modern state provides the background against which power and
domination/rulearedefined. More gecifically, power ispart of along definitional movewhich
startsfrom conceptualising (1) social action ashuman relation, then (2) the origins of patterned
social actions (customs, habit, convention and norms), (3) theinevitable strugd e (Kampf) and
hierarchical differentiation in the competition for life-chances in social relations (4) the
emergence of society versus community (Gesellschaft und Gemeinschaft) within which (5)
power and domination/rule are crucial for defining the specifically political moment: (6) in a
modern state, politicsis defined by itsrelationship to physical constraint or violence asultima
ratio, aviolence which, to the extentit is consented to (islegitimate) has become increasingly
monopolised by the rationally legitimised pdlitical system.>* In Weber’'s scheme, power is
intrinsically related to the definition of ‘politics’, where the inevitable differentiation of life-
chances(or: ‘selection’, Auslese) in any socid orderisultimately connected to thethreat or use
of physical violence and the competition to take control of it.

The following will disentangle themost important componentsfor the understanding of
power and domination/rule/authority. | see at least four axes in his social theory in which
power plays a crucial role. Weber’s political ontology ultimately ties power to the very
definition of politics and a struggle for existence. His political sociology concentrates on a
subcategory of power, Herrschaft, in its attempt to catch the specificity of a hierarchical order
in modern bureaucratic societies. Theinevitable strugg e for power in politics meansalso that
hispractical ethics(praxeology) must & | east i ncludeaform of Machiavelian, Weber’ sby now
famous ‘ethics of responsibility’. Finally, his theory of world history derives from the
unchangeable ‘ polythasm’ of value systems and theinevitability of (great) power politicsin
international affairs,in which orderis precariousin the ever returning ‘ combat of Gods'. Since
Weber starts from a particular domain of power analysis, when combining his indghts, the
following might give aglimpse into theway early social theory hasconnected them, or took
connections for granted.

1. Power and Weber’s political ontology of existential struggle
Classical political theory is concerned with the definition of the ‘good’ polity and ‘ good’

3 For this chain, see the dense account of fundamental soci ol ogical conceptsin Weber 1980 [1921-22]:
11-30.
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statesmanship. Until now, neo-Aristotelian political theory (and not only) is organised around
the idea of acommon good that needs to be defined and institutionally anchored. Besides this
lineage, as already mentioned, the modern conception of politicsincludesalso aMachiavellian
tradition based on the reason of state. Indeed, the 18" century experienced an increasng
reduction towards politicsas Machtkunst (approx. the art/craft of power/governing).®** Weber
is in this latter lineage. In his view, sociology has to be empirical, as opposed to legal or
normative. Therefore, for him, it makes no sense to define the content of politics, or definethe
state through its purpose. Empirically, it can have an unlimited number of purposes be a
predatory state (Raubstaat), welfare state, Rechtsstaat, or culture state, for instance.*® Instead,
the state and politics have to be defined through thei r means.

Defining politics through its organisation and in terms of its specific means is very
consequential for histheory. Thisinnocently looking move, justified by a scientific necessity
to provide a non-normative science and to cut out distinctive concepts for analysis, generates
histheory’ sfocuson violence, therefore struggle and sel ection or stratificationinsocial orders.
Whatever his personal or philosophical preferences whatever his personal vision of a better
government (and his political writings are filled with reform proposals), his sociological
analysiswill look for the defining and hence specific features of his central concepts and this
moves the possibility of physical violence (Gewaltsamkeit) into the center of politics. For the
threat or actual use of violenceisthat characteristics which sets politics asidefrom economics,
law or other spheres of social relations.®” In his lecture Politics as a Vocation, he varies by
sayingthat the specific means of politicsis power (which seemsnot to work with the definition
below), behind which standsthe possibility of physical violence. In afurther escalation of this
argument (also not found in his opus magnum), he even writes that politics has goecific tasks
which can ultimately be resolved only through violence (Gewalt).*®

On the basis of the central role of the possibility of physical violence, Weber ties a
conceptual package around struggle-power-politics. Power (Macht) is defined as‘ any chance
withinasocial relationtoimpose one’ swill also against the resistanceof others, independently

* Sellin1978.

% Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 514.

37 Weber is not very precise here. He mentions first three such social sphereswhich definethe social
order: the sphere of law, of economics, and one he calls social sphere, defined by rank and prestige. Y et, only
a couple of pages later, we get the ‘sphere of power’ added to the list, presumably the sphere of politics.
Whereas power imbued all three initial spheres(economic power havingan effect of prestige, etc.), seenin
arelatively horizontal way, a specific sphere of power seemstoimply ahierarchy of spheres. SeeWeber 1980
[1921-22]: 531, 539. A similar tension can be found in the post-Weberian Bourdieu when he has to think
about the' political field" which appears both ways. See in particular Bourdieu 1989.

%8 Weber 1988 [1919] -a: 550, 557 respectively.
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of what gives rise to this chance.’® Struggle (Kampf) is defined in a very similar manner to
power: ‘A social relation should be called struggle, if action is pursued with the purpose to
impose one’'s own will against the resistance of social partner or partners.” He diginguishes
between violent and peaceful struggles (without physical violence), thencalled ‘ competition’.
Strugglesabout life (or survival) chanceswhich are not conscious or intentionally conducted,
are called selection (Auslese), either social (people) or biological (survival of genes).”® Now,
if power and violence are connected to the very definition of politics, then politics is
fundamentally defined by strugd e, either consdous fight (and violence as ultimaratio) or the
perennial and inevitable selective differentiation of life-chances: ‘Politik ist: Kampf’.** The
concept of power functions as the crucial link between the two (and might well produce a
conceptual circle).

The little definitional move to understand politics in terms of means hence leads to
remarkable consequences: nothing less but an ontology of politics as an existential struggle.
This raises the question whether it is the little definitional move which is the driving part, or
whether Weber has a political ontology which requireshim to make these definitional moves.
Precisely because concepts cannot just be defined for pragmatic reasons, his ontology ispart
of or derived from his reading and understanding of history whichis closely connected to a
certain ideology. And indeed, the otherwise very Weberian Raymond Aron is highly sceptical
of what he perceives as a strong and a priori metaphysical commitment, partly social
Darwinian, partly Nietzschean, in this emphads on existential struggle*?; a commitment he
would find himself not sufficiently empirically grounded in his reading of history. Aswe will
see later, there are some good reasonsfor sharing this suspicion.

2. Causality and Herrschaft: Weber’s political sociology

Already in his political ontology, atopic within the domain of politicd theory par excellence,
Weber introduces a commitment to an explanatory empirical science (which then produces a
circle because it does not refl ect aufficiently onits own assumptions). Even more so, when he
moves to his actual political sociology. And this has remarkable results for the concept of
power, otherwise so fundamental to histheory. Indeed, precisely because power plays such a
fundamental and indeed ubiquitous role in politics, Weber is not much interested in ‘ power’

itself when he movesto hissocial theory . It isnot distinctive enough as an analytical category
for empirical research. He callsit amorphous, since all imaginable qualities of ahuman action

%9 Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 28.
“OWeber 1980 [1921-22]: 20.
“ Weber 1988 [1918]: 329

42 Aron 1967: 650.
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and all possiblesdtuational constellations can providethischancetoimpose one’ swill.** Weber
prefers to look only at a subcategory of the concept of power, domination/rule/authority
(Herrschaft)* which he defines asthe fact that ‘an expressed will (“order/command”) of the
dominating actors intends to influence the action of the subordinates and actually influences
in away such, that the latter act ... asif they had turned the content of the command, for its
own sake, into a maxim of their action (“obedience”).*®

As we will seein this sction, this movefrom power to Herrschaft is informed by the
attempt to turn a political theory of power into atheory of action, where domination plays an
important role as cause, just asin Dahl later. Thelogic of thefield of explanatory theory takes
over. Andyet, at the sametime, Weber recognisesthe arbitrariness of his conceptual decisions
inaway which pre-announcesthelater debates about Dahl’ sapproach. Indeed, hismovetrades
on ideological assumptions coming from elsewhere and eventually makes sense only in a
theory of domination which isinformed by a gructural view of society and aims at a macro-
historical theory. Therefore, delimiting his approach just to a causal theory of action, as the
community power debate did, ultimately amountsto a theoretical reduction.

The turn to causality and a theory of action in the definition of Herrschaft

Weber is aware and vary of the ubiquitous nature of power and Herrschaft. As so oftenin his
sociology (e.g. in hisideal types), hetherefore decidesto highlight one particular factor which,
according to him, summarises themain facet of the phenomenon. For him, thisis autoritare
Befehlsgewalt (authoritarian competence and effect of command). But the intellectual road to
this core is quite tortuous.

Hethinksabout Herrschaftinaclear ‘ causal chain’ (Kausalkette) from A affecting B. But
that chain is only a necessary and not a sufficient condition to constitute an incident of
Herrschaft. Weber spends some time distinguishing between two forms of Herrschaft, one
resulting from a specific constellation of interests (as in an oligopolistic or monopolistic
market) and another generated by authority (order competency paired with a duty to obey).*®
He givesa series of examples of how power permeates exchange relations of all sorts, on the
market, inthe‘salon’, inthelecturehall. Andyet,remarkably, hearguesfor excluding thisfirst

43 Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 28-29.

“ Thetranslation of Weber’ s concept of Herrschaft is notoriously difficult. For its hierarchical element
connected to the underlying idea of force/violence, ‘domination’ seems most appropriate; ‘rule’ captures
better his interest in regularised command competence; and finally, ‘authority’ renders perhaps best his
insistence on |l egitimacy mechanismswhich are attached to Herrschaft. For thisreason, | keep the concept in
its German original.

4 Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 544.

% He calls it Herrschaft kraft I nteressenkonstellation and Herrschaftkraft Autoritat. For the following
discussion, see Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 542ff.
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type of Herrschaft, based on the constellation of interests, from his final and narrower
definition of Herrschaft. The crucial difference between these two types, so heinsists, is that
whatever power there is inarelation of exchange, they are done on the basis of interest and
hence are voluntary (freiwillig). Ingead, authority relations are such where the change of
behaviour is ultimately related to a command obeyed for its own sake, independent of any
concern with interests on either side of the power relation.

Obvioudly, Weber concedes, market relationscan turn into relations of authority, butthey
areaform of Herrschaft only then when thereisa command-obediencerelation, preferably one
whichisformalisedand institutionalised (which, given hisunderstanding of the market, seems
almost acontradictioninterms). Obvioudy, ashe says, suchHerrschaft based on exchange can
be experienced as far more oppressing, exactly for its irregular character (and its horizontal
and diffuse character, onecould add). Neverthel ess, for reasons of conceptual clarity, thiswill
be discarded in the actual analysis of Herrschaft.

Hence, as the lawyer heis, and whatever the mixed cases and grey zones, he starts his
understanding of Herrschaft from the existenceof alegal norm that the commanding actor can
enforce. Whenit comesto the sociological concept of Herrschaft, thereisaclearly hierarchical
and institutionalised whiff to it. It is fortuitous that the concept of Herrschaft needs to be
translated asrule. It is thisinstitutionalised aspect of rule which fascinates the organisational
theorist and lawyer Weber. Still, as a sociologist, he would exclude a purely formal and legal
approach. He retains only those social relations where the command can count on being
obeyed. Dahl’ s research programme has been set on tracks here.

The underlying assumptions of Weber’ sdefinition of Herrschaft
It is a truly remarkable move for a sociologist to consciously negect those parts of power
relationswhich are more diffuse and more horizontal because they are connected to exchange
relationswhose asymmetriesderive from condellations of interests. It is not too far-fetched to
say that much recent political theory of power from Dahl to its reversal in Foucault, is
concerned with the question of power as it is related to individual autonomy: it is a crucial
issuein democratic theory. Insisting that exchange relations be removed from these concerns,
has a distinct liberal, almost libertarian touch to it which itself remains however unreflected.
For even if we think of interest formation assomething alwaysincluding a component of ‘free
will’, surely we must be interested how much that is. Not to speak of the more radical
approacheswhichinsist that such autonomyisonly formal,if social exchangerelations are not
embedded into the understanding of rule.

Not only isthetheoretical reflection neglected, Weber’ s assumptions might appear today
‘un-sociological’, as it were. Weber proposes a drict demarcation between a sphere of
exchange (mainly the economy) and a sphere of domination (politics), surely ideal-typical as
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he would say (and hedoes allow for many mixed cases or rather mutual spill-overs). Typical
for his time, a sociology interested in modernisation looks at the rationalising processes,
includingthe emergence of a seri es of autonomous sub-systemsin society, such aslaw, politics
and economics. And yet, for someone who insists that the actual empiricd and not the formal
legal aspectsaredecisive, it seemsamost odd to analyse the social order only by decomposing
it and not by focusng on thelinks or trying to piece the spherestogether againintoa’‘ society’.
Or, at least, his conceptualisation excludes that it be the idea of power or Herrschaft which
providestheoverarchingelement for such ageneral theory of society.For hisconceptudisation
intrinsically connectspoliticsnot just to power, butmore specifically to rel ations of domination
(Herrschaftsverhaltnisse), thereby ‘extracting’ power from the other social spheres and
cementing thisdivison of social spheres.*” Again, it seemsasif thelawyer took theupper hand
in this conceptualisation. It is not unusual that lawyers who turn social and political theorists,
are particularly sensitive to the idea of violence being connected to power. Moving from law
as a normative system to the actual application of law, they approach politics in a negative
way, as that which isnot law and yet necessary to it. And then, consequently, power gets
connected to the subsystem politicsonly (asthebase of, and concomitantly possibleexception
to, the rule of law), as Carl Schmitt or Niklas Luhmann show.*® Still, at least today, it may no
longer be so self-evident to proceed this way, when many sociologica observers see social
spheres merging and re-defining, not the least in * political economy’ which Weber purported
to defend at histime.

Herrschaft in Weber’ s wider social theory and macro-history

After the first section on his ontological assumptions, we have seen how the logic of the
explanatory social science field intrudes into his analysis of Herrschaft. The felt need to cut
concepts to operationalisable portion and the shift towards a causal theory are well present,
precursor to Dahl’ s and most of the mainstream approaches today. And yet, as we have just
seen, the logic of the explanatory field takes over on an implicit base of the political theory
field, where the underlying liberal political theoryis hence not sufficiently acknowledged and
reflectedor justified. Similarly, it tradeson apre-givenunderstanding of asociety divided into
different social spheres, where power becomes attached to one and one only, thepolitical one
—again an assumptionwhich is not necessary for the mere sake of conceptual pragmatism and
value-neutral empirical analyds. The present subsectionwill go astepfurther. It will arguethat
Weber’ s theory of action, although individualistic and causal in away which fitsthe pluralist

4" 1n Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 30.
8 For the analysis of Luhmann’s concept of power with aby now almost anachronistic division of social
spheres (and the central role of physical violence), see Guzzini 2004. Morgenthau is a more mixed case.
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power conception, cannot bedivorced from awider social theory and macro-history, which sits
more uneasily with it.

The need to embed Weber’ s definition of power and domination into such wider contexts
appears already in hisearly definitional moves about Herrschaft. Weber wants to make sure
that purely formal entitlements are not necessarily misread as power or Herrschaft. In other
words, even if, formally speaking, one actor hasa means to make the other change action, and
hence has power in some sense, it does not necessarily imply Herrschaft. He mentions an
example of workers who could be seen to hold power over their employers, since they are
entitled to a pay check or indeed to legal support against the employer, should he/shenot pay.
But then, rather than as seeing thisas an asymmetric power relation, Weber defines thisas an
asymmetric social exchange, not Herrschaft.*® The same move which oddly excludesrel ations
of exchange from Herrschaft, also excludes avision where contracts or legal norms are not
checked for their actual status in social hierarchy. He explicitly excludes a definition of
Herrschaft which would allow just any form of influence to be included and where the
concentration on the interaction obscures the more general social setting in which it occurs.

This wider social context appears in all its force when we move towards his basic
explanatory puzzlewhich isnot to be found in the explanation of individual outcomes, as most
present-day theories of action would have it, but in a macro-history of social order. This
embeds hisanalysis of power and Herr schaft to thewider general purposesof his whole theory,
namely his understanding of legitimacy and historical change. The starting point for his
specification of power as Herrschaft is, as always in Weber, the individual understanding of
actors and how it feeds into the subjectivdy driven reproduction (or change) of social order.
He distinguishes famously between 4 types of social action: instrumental-rational, value
rational, affectional and traditional. From there derive the different causes for accepting
Herrschaft: personal advantagesand fear, duty and conviction, or habit.* Y et such motivesfor
accepting Herrschaft are not enough to ensure more permanent social order. Thisis provided
by the belief in its | egitimacy (Legitimitatsglaube). Referring back to his typology of social
action, legitimacy can then derive from rationality (legal domination), tradition (traditional
domination) or charisma, which provide the three pure types of legitimate domination. The
corresponding superordinate persons are the bureaucratic ‘ superior’, the ‘ master’ (Herr) and
the leader (Fuhrer).>" Clearly, the moment legitimacy isintroduced into the system and habit
acknowledged for inducing norm-following behaviour, thefocus shifts from the micro-socio-
logical dyadic A-B relationship to a macro-sociological study of social practices and order.

49 \Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 123.
%0 Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 545.
1 Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 122,124,
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Moreover, when he declares ‘ power’ not to be such a useful concept, it isnot only for its
almost ubiquitous (and hence trivial) status, but also for theroleit playsinitswider theory.
Coming back to his approachto concept formation: concepts are ‘useful’ within the theory in
which they are embedded and those theories, in turn, are driven by cognitive interegs which
cannot bejustifiedthrough thetheoriesthemselves.* So, one needsto start from that cognitive
interest. Weber’ s overarching cognitive interest is to retrace the specificity and yet potential
universality of Western modernisation which he sees not just asamere question for sociology,
but as the all-encompassing puzzle for the social sciences He retraces the changes such
modernisation makes to each and every sphere, indeed to their very genesis. Crucial and
overarching inthisrespect is the historicd shift from Gemeinschaft to Gesellschaft (see also
its early place in the logical chain, mentioned above) which sets the stage for the analysisof
all social spheres. In turn, those social spheres are investigated for their significance in that
particular shift. When he studies religions, for instance, he doesnot intend to elucidate their
‘nature’, but looks at religions as conditions and consequences of certain types of collective
action (Gemeinschaftshandeln).>®

And so he does for Herrschaft. Since the differentiation of life chancesand the struggle
for power are historically perennial (andhencetrivial for an empirical sociology), the study of
Herrschaft must be about the different types of command-consent relations which keep a
political unit together in the first place. Despite his insistence on the importance of the
possibility of physical violence for defining politics social order is usually not based on their
actual use: custom, habit, convention and indeed the legitimacy of rule are not only more
frequent but often also much more efficient for ensuring order.>* Understanding why people
obey command for the sake of it, and not for some interest calculus is hence fundamentally
significant. Therefore, he believes he needs a narrow concept of Herrschaft. It isthisfocuson
social order by a command followed for itsown sake which drivesthe distinction, and from
which the distinction criterion of ‘free will’ derives, and not from the micro-sociol ogical
assessment of personal autonomy.

Hence, despite hismethodol ogica stanceto undergand society through themeaning given
to social actionby individuds, this subjective factor is butameansto the end of understanding
macro-history. Weber is primarily interested in the changing forms of social order in world
history, not individual autonomy, otherwise so important for the liberal political theorid. Itis
somewhat ironic, that hisdefinitionof power, which prominentlyfeatures questions of personal
‘will” and resi stance have becomethe very fundament in the community power debate, strongly

52 \Weber 1988 [1919]-b.
53 Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 245.
% Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 184f.
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focusingon the policy process when the theory of actionwasamerely preliminary component
for Weber's own macro-sociology in which Herrschaft play an altogether different and
important role.

3. Power, political action and the ethics of responsibility: Weber’s praxeology

Although in principle concentrating only on the means and not the content of government,
Weber does have asubstantial normative component in hisanalysis after all. Itcreepsinwhen
he discusses successful statesmanship in the context of bureaucratic moderni sation. According
to him, such good statesmanship is threatened on two fronts. On the one side, the very
bureaucratic organisation which makes government more efficient and incomparably more
powerful, that very modernisation whichispartof the Westerndomination over theworld, also
selects leadership personnel according to criteria unsuitable for the political and not just
administrative component of government. On the other side, illusonary conceptions about
what politicsisall about allow value-rational attitudesto intrude and have its perverse effects.
It is in those passages about the central role of the struggle for power and the need of a
instrumental rationality primarily based on the calculus of consequences, which have
established Weber asarealist thinker withinthe IR community. My discussion can be shorter.

Weber is known for his hate-love relationship to modern bureaucratic organisation, be it
public administration or the modern capitali st firm. Thereisno doubt that he believesit to be
a most crucial component for understanding the way modern societies develop and for
understandingthe political superiority of the Western world in an age of imperialism. And yet,
thisunprecedented power isonly more dangerousif left in the wrong hands. For Weber clearly
believes that professional knowledge is insufficient for modern government.

Weber distinguishes between two componentsin the modern firm or government. Oneis
therank andfile. Here, specialisationis an advantageand the low profile of the bureaucrat or
accountant necessary for asuccessful functioning of the organisation. Rank andfile employees
are not supposed to contradict. If they disagree, they voice the disagreement, but ultimately it
istheir duty, indeed a question of honour, to obey the superior.>® But this does not apply to the
leaders of those organisations There, thistype of behaviour would be at best usel ess, and, with
the existing concentration of power, potentially a catastrophe.

The politician is defined by Weber as a person who has to access power through the
competition for power, not because of some special knowledge alone. Whereas the public
servant (Beamte) has to stay outside of politics politicians have to face politics as a struggle
for power in which they want to win and if they do, be responsible for themselves and their

5 Weber 1988 [1918]: 335
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acts. Hiding behind the bureaucratic procedure only produces irresponsible and ultimately
politically inappropriate behaviour. It allows politicians to stay glued to their chairs: Weber is
fond of quoting Bismarck’ sexpression of Kleber, ‘gluer’ for such people. Morebyimplication
than explicitin Weber, it also divorcesrisk from personal responsibility and hence undermines
also a sense of moderation and prudence so crucial in much diplomacy (an argument, Weber
uses against monarchs at another place).

It is the ‘specific means of the legitimate possbility of physcal violence (‘legitime
Gewaltsamkeit’) in the hands of human associations (Verbande) in and for itself, which causes
the particularities of all theethical problemsin politics.”*® If power isthe inevitable meansof
politics and the ambition for power the driving force of politics, if physical violence is the
ultimaratio of politics, then thispolitician cannot be judged accordingto the same criteriawe
would judge moral personsin their daily actions. The instinct of power is necessary part and
parcel of the good politician.”” If moral persons do not wish to care about the consequences of
their acts, purely insisting of their intrinsic ethical worth, then they are not fit for thisbusiness.
Weber strongly defends an ‘ ethics of responsibility’ based on compromise and prudence to an
“ethics of pure convictions' which cannot really compromise andis happy to fault the world
for unwarranted consequences, instead of their own actions (or so he depicts this opposition).
For him, thisis aluxury, domestic and world politics cannot afford.

| tried not to give any special account of this famous dichotomy. And yet, the perhaps
remarkable fact isthat | placed it in a discussion of political practiceand not in a section on
anthropol ogical assumptions. Somerealist theorieswho wish to muster Weber in their support
will inevitable use the * strugglefor power’ as afeature of human nature to base their conflict-
ridden vision of social action. As Krasner once said, conflict is the default position for the
Realist, cooperation needs to be understood.”® But Weber fitsonly trivially or uncomfortably
into this picture. For one, to produce the realist assumption, one needs to look at power
exclusively initsstrongest Weberianunderstanding: as ultimately relying on physical violence
alone. Otherwise, the concept does not cut. A competition for panting the niceg picture,
although certainly agruggle (Kampf) in Weber’ swidest sense, would not do (it would usually
not be decided by violence). If that were all what thereisto the *struggle for power’, itsimply
says that social actions can involve an element of conflict.

If we go, however, beyond thistrivial finding, then Weber becomes an odd bedfellow for
realists. Aswe have seen earlier, power asrelated to violence, isdefinitionally tied to political
actiononly. Weber hasmany other types of social spheres,and respective social actions, where

% Weber 1988 [1919]-a: 556.
5" For this and the following, see Weber 1988 [1919]-a: 546ff.
%8 K rasner 1982.
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physical violence playsaminor or no role. Only if the social aspectsof human nature could be
defined such that all social behaviour can be reduced into politics and/or the social unit
reduced to its political component only, only then can one derive an anthropological
assumption from Weber’s position. Whatever Weber's formulations here and there in his
scattered political writings, that simply does not fit his sociology.*® In other words, the
important component is not a foundation in Human Nature, but again the definitional link
between power and politics indeed the political sphere: the link between relations of
Herrschaft and the definition of politicsat the level of the social unit, and more widely power
and the ethics of politics at the level of the political actor. There, power plays a crucial role,
but not in terms of Human Nature. His praxeol ogy stayshence quite closely related to thefield
of explanatory theory.

4. Power politics and world history
But then,wheredoesWeber' s pessimism comefrom?1she not known for havingwritten about
the*struggle of Gods' ? Why would observers, as sympatheticas Aron, beconcerned about his
Nietzschean and Darwinian lineage?

One of the most interesting components of Weber’ s analysisof power liesin hisvision of
international relations. That should come as a surprise. For disheartening itis to see again a
famous thinker waiting until the end of his life to write about International Relations and
missing the moment. In the densely printed almost 950 pages of Economy and Society, the
closest we get to a section on IR is the fragment on the evolution of the nation-state, 16 pages
long, the only section which cutsoff in the middle of a sentence®®

Hisinternational analysisisinteresting for being less straightforward than his sociology
would lead us to expect. After all, Weber's definition of the modern gate has been the
demarcation criterion of the entire contemporary discipline of international relations. If the
modern stateis holding the monopoly of legitimate means of violence, no such thing can exist
above it and hence politics inside and politics outside cannot be the same. International
relationsremain stuck in a state of nature, and a theory of international relations would cease
to exist, if that difference would be overcome® Having defined the criterion for setting
international relations apart, Aron isnot convinced by Weber’ s social theory which seemsto
make so little out of it and hence imports unnecessarily grim pictures of IR into domestic
politics. Indeed, even Weber svision of international relations, his‘theory of power politics’,

%9 For some sobering examples of early Darwinism and actually also racism (later revoked), see Weber
1988 [1895]: 12-14 and Weber 1988 [1896]: 28-29.

% Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 514-530.

. Aron 1962: 19.
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as Aron dubsiit, is ultimately a failure.®* What kind of atheory isit?

An IR taught scholar would expect to have Weber devel op his theory of ‘ power politics
simply out of the particular setting of the international without overarching authority, the
opposite to the monopoly of violence withinthe state. One just needs a bit of Hobbes, or so the
story goes, and then political ‘ struggle’ will inevitably |ead to the permanent state of (potential)
war. Weber’ s picture is however far more complicated. Itincludes by necessity an analysis of
social classes and their link to government and a series of subjective factors those leading
classesmay sharewhich arerelated, but not reducible, to power positions and perceptions. His
visionis ‘inside-out’ and clearly does not see international politics as different in kind from
domestic politics.

Weber does not move to international relations from anarchy, a word alien to his
approach. Weber tends to see wars as an ultima ratio, but their actual outbreak as a
consequence of the ‘ structure of society’.®® This societyis not only defined in what we would
call Kantian terms, namely through its domestic institutions. For those institutions, in turn,
have been shaped by the possibility of war. He clearly endorses what has become famous in
the words of another post-Weberian, Charles Tilly, namely that war makes states and states
make wars.** For Weber, there is a clear link between the need to defend political units, the
increasing monopolisation of means of violence and the rationalisation of both organisations
and their legitimacy. With the parallel expandon of the market, classical class structures are
undermined, their competition in the legitimacy for keeping means of violence reduced, the
state reinforced. War and capitalism make states, and then the power competition of states
allowsthe expansion of capitalism.®® A focuson the evolution of states kegpsdomestic politics
and IR together.

Weber’ sapproach to IR ishence amercantilist historical sociology. Butthe maximisation
of power (internal or external) does not necessarily follow. There are several stepsin his
approach which astate must go through before it isa Machtstaat, before such aMachtstaat is
expansionist, and before that expansion then heightens the risk of war. Power does not lead by
necessity to power politics. Although Weber starts his section by sayingthat all political units
are units of violence, he immediately adds that such violence does not need to become
‘expansionist’ and could stay ‘ autonomistic’ . Factorswhich can influence the actual behaviour
are partly structural, as e.g. a country' s size, its geographiclocation and its historical fortune
(i.e. he mentions Switzerland’ s road to neutrality). But among those, clearly more important

%2 Aron 1967: 656.

5 Weber 1988 [1919]-a: 549.

8 This thesismight have been first exposed by Otto Hintze, a German historian from the same period.
For a critique of this thesis in today’s international political context, see Leander 2004.

% Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 517-519, and 211 respectively.
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are social factors: much depends on whether theinherently expansionist forces of capitalism
which giverisetoimperialism are embedded in a social structure where no peaceful economic
counter-forcesexist. He arguesthat the more state-owned the internal production is, the more
those social groups will be empowered that could profit from territorial expansion.®®

Besidesthese more objective factors (although not God-given or unchangeable), thereare
a series of more subjectivefactors which ultimately decide about state behaviour, i.e. in the
most important case, decide when a country, whichis large enough, becomes a Machtstaat.®’
For this, it first needs to think of itself as a Grossmacht. Only if states think that they have a
special responsibility and interest in world-wide political and economic affairs, only if they
have a sense of vocation, of having aresponsibility and honour before history, they become a
Grossmacht. But even then, despite the necessary dynamics of power competition in politics,
a Machtstaat does not necessarily follow.*

Thisfirst subjective element might be surprising and yet isquite coherently introduced in
asociology which is built upon meaning-givingsocial actions. Still, it needsto be empirically
grounded: who is it who ‘thinks of itself’ as having a vocation? Weber cannot just
anthropomorphise the state - and yet, the stateis a collective actor, not an individua whose
meaning-giving we try to understand.

Weber buildsthe conceptual bridge by introducing two other intersubjective phenomena,
‘prestige’ and ‘the nation’ which are, in turn, attached to particular classes within a society.
‘Prestige’ is connected to the politically ruling social group, or, put differently, of that social
group that makesits living from holding political power. Being proud of one’s country is not
enough. Pregtige means that power is used within a codex of honour. In a certain snse, the
ruling classes simply transfer aristocratic rules of behaviour to the relations between states.®
Weber says that the exact influence is difficult to gauge, but undeniable. The second element
is‘the nation’, or more precisely, ‘the idea of a nation’. For Weber, a nation is not aphysical
category, but isbased on afeelingof solidarity within agroup.” The social group carrying this
type of subjective condition towardswar proneness, are the intellectual swhom Weber sees as
predestined to propagate the national idea (thisis the passage just before the fragment stops).
It is here where he mentionsexplicitly the concept of a‘providential mission’ which consists

% Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 525.

57 Weber 1988 [1916]-a; 177.

& Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 520-521. For statements about the almog inevitable vocational character of
larger states, see Weber 1988 [1915] : 116f. (Defending the Germanfleet expansion), Weber 1988 [1916]-b:
142f., Weber 1988 [1916]-a: 175-177. Needless to say thatit nicely serves as an ‘neutral’ explanation for
German diplomacy and rearmament before the war.

® For an explicit argument relating war making and state formation to the behavioural pattersof acertain
elite see Krippendorff 1985.

" \Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 528.
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in the superiority or at least the irreplaceablecharacter of (national) cultural goods which can
only strive, if theirindividuality is preserved.™

Now, we have areached point where we can closethecircle. The analysis started withthe
political ontology of existential struggle which disappears from view the more we followed
Weber’s sociology. But here, at the level of interational relations, it does re-appear at least
in his shorter pditical writings. It doesyet not surface in the logic of the field of political
theory, it appearsin the logic of the reason of gate. And, in turn, this produces odd inferences
into the analysis The re-appearence of the exigential gruggle is the effect of two underlying
ideas. One has to dowith the ‘struggle of gods' or the irreducible * polytheism’ of modernity
(asapplied to world politics). The other one is the evergreen about the origins of ‘therise and
fall of Empires/states’, that islong-term power dynamicsinworld history. Anditishere, where
Aron finds Weber so unconvincing.

Weber’ sdefinition of pol ythei anisambivalent. | n one famouspassage, pol ytheismresults
from modernisation, i.e. the differentiation of society insocial spheres which falow different
laws.” This passageisclosely connected to hiscritique of applying a pure ethics of conviction
to the political gphere and hence to his praxeology. At another passage, and certainly in a
related manner, Weber implicitly derives it from the different kinds of spheres of human
action. Referring to Nietzsche and Baudelaire, he writes that it is‘common wisdom that
something can be true, despite or indeed because it isneither beautiful, nor holy, nor good.’”®
Here, the four categories match quite well the four types of social action wheretruth isrelated
to instrumental rationality, the good to value rationality, the holy to traditional social action
and, beauty, albeit only with some good conceptual will, to affectional social action. This
means that it is not just the historical evolution of a more differentiated society which is
causing polytheism, but rather the irreducible difference in the types of social action
themselves (which, true, are also an effect of historical modernisation). FFom here, the
discussion might easily connect to liberal theory, such asJohn Rawls’, which starts from the
incommensurability of different conceptions of the good (polytheism) for basing histheory of
justice.” But that isbasically ‘harmless’, no link to akind of world clashof Gods. Andindeed,
Weber wishes to usethis argument for a policy of moderation which any choice infavour of
one of the Gods would undermine.

The struggle of Gods on the world historical stage only happens withthe identification of

" When W eber writes political pamphlets, he himself perfectly fitted this description wherethe struggle
for the preservation if not imposition of the ‘ character of the culture of the future’ becomes an almost self-
evident mission for Germany. See e.g. Weber 1988 [1916]-b: 143.

2\Weber 1988 [1919] -a: 554f.

" Weber 1988 [1919]-b: 604.

" Rawls 1971, 1987.
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nationswith Gods. Thereisalready aslippery passage whereWeber declares not knowing how
one could possibly judge the value of German culture as compared to the French. This is
simply to show the category mistake for applying truth-claims to cultural goods. And yet, it
acquiresadifferent sense, whenit isput into the context of a passage where Weber talks about
the ‘value orders of the world which stay in an unresolvable struggle to each other’, since this
sentence, which would possibly make sense for general Weltanschauungen not geographically
delimited (say between communism, his-day conservatism and liberalism), becomessomething
differentif such value systemsareattached to nationsthemselves. Only then, world history can
be reduced to an ‘eternal struggle for the preservation and breeding of our national character
(Art)” and foreign policy be guided by the such given permanent power political interests that
requires it to master all domestic economic efforts and expand — all statements that his
approach in Economy and Society denies, as seen above.”

But, to be fair to Weber, this slippage only happensin his early writings. This passageis
from hisinaugural lecture in 1895 & atime he had completed his habilitation on the topic of
the ‘social origins of the decline of antique culture’. In hislater writings, and in particular in
his Economy and Society, Weber is aware of the fact that intellectuals who make themselves
servants of a ‘nation’ and their culture, who propagate a specific national misson, may be
doing something quite common to all intellectual s but not something inevitable. Moreover, he
even says that an organisation to a Machtstaat can undermine the nation’ s ownculture.”® This
ishis soberingand actually profoundly realist finding that missionary zeal isunjustified by its
consequences and that therefore politics does have a responsibility in avoiding it. War is no
necessity. And even if struggle is perennial, how struggle is conducted makes a huge
difference, as Aron rightly insists. Only by combining the Darwinism of some early writings
and the idea of polytheism in his post-1918 writings, can Aron reach a Weberian theory of
Machtpolitik. That theory does notwork in empirical grounds, but then, it wasalso not really
proposed by Weber himself after the experience of World War 1. Yet, it shows how thethree
fieldsare enmeshed herein this particular argument, which was initially driven by thefield of
practice, the discourse of the reason of state and the ‘ethics of responsibility’, a mix difficult
to disentangle.

A partial conclusion: Weber’ s simultaneous use of the different fields

This paper argued that the analysisof power is driven within three different fields who have
their ownlogic, although they are notentirely autonomousfrom each other: hefield of political

™ Weber 1988 [1895] : 14 (quote) and then ff.
6 Weber 1980 [1921-22]: 530, fn. 3.
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theory, the field of explanatory theory and the field of ‘praxeology’. All arerelated to our
understanding of ‘politics’, yet have a different take on it. The logic of power analysisin the
field of political theory, as| understand it here, isto think about the nature of the ‘polity’ in
which questions of the organisation of (organised) violence and of the common good, as well
as questions of freedom, are paramount. It is where power stands for ‘government’ or
‘governance’ and political order, as well as personal ‘autonomy’. The logicin the field of
explanatory theories is to think power in terms of a theory of action mainly and a theory of
domination subsequently. Here, power is searched for the explanaion of behaviour and the
outcomes of social action. It is here where power is thought interms of ‘agency’,‘influence’
or prevalence, if not ‘cause’. In the praxeological field, politicsis the ‘art of the possible’ in
which collective violenceis not antithetical but fundamental to politics. Power isfurthermore
connected to the idea of state sovereignty in different ways. On the one hand, it refers to the
recognition of ‘ agent-hood’ connected to the control (power over) territory and people.Onthe
other, more Schmittian sense, it refers to this final and sovereign decision where to
exceptionally trespass moral or legal norms in the higher common interest, a decision which
can not be taken away from, and indeed might define, the gatesman. Finally, power is defined
in connection with a special morality, namely this very gpecial responsibility that befalls on
political leadersto use the reason of state correctly.

If the understandingof politicsisdifferent, so it the source of knowledge claims. Whereas
in the field of political theory, the analysis and understanding of power is based on
contemplation and normative analysis; in thefield of explanatory social science, it isbased on
experimental logic (hypothesis testing); and in the field of political practice it is based on
historical experience and the maxims derived from it. It is my assumption that the
understanding of power in International Relationsis at the crossroad of these three fieldsand
their knowledge claims.

Lookingat Weber’ sanalysisof power was meant to catch that moment in the devel opment
of power analysis where the second and third field had acquired their independence. Indeed,
Weber isboth part of atradition which keepsa certain root in (normative) political theory and
wishesto disentanglethe social sciencesfromit. Moreover, heis sometimes referred to asone
of the founding fathers of the discipline by the fact that he devised that definition of the state
which sets|R apart from domestic politics. The presentation of hisanalysisof power proceeded
in 4 steps, going through the 3 fields and having one section on IR in particular where most of
thelogicsintruded and mixed. Ascould be expectedfrom Weber, the mostimportant fieldwas
the explanatory theory, hispolitical sociology. And yet, at different stages, | tried to show how
his claims on power in that field sydematically relied on the other fields, sometimes
unacknowledged by Weber himself.

Whereto go fromhere? As| mentioned earlier, this paper is part of aresearch which tries
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to rethink and update the knowledge on power within those three fields, as applied to IR. The
previous discussion should lay some groundwork for this, at least in a series of questions
remaining, which | shortly raise here at the end.

Themost difficult field to handleisthefield of ‘ praxeology’. Althoughin principle, it may
make sense to distinguish it on the same level of the others in particular if they are defined
with regard to the community which isthe bearer of those di scursive practices, onecanruninto
problemswhen applying it. When Aron uses the concept, he referees both to a normative and
philosophical field, which aims at questioning the assumptions again.”” In his usage, the
praxeol ogical moment, which he places lag in the analysis just asWeber would, corregponds
tothe earlier mentionedtypical inductive-deductivecircle, widened now by questionof ethics.
But, by the same token, that makes it often seem coincide with the first field, informing the
start of the analysis(its assumptions). Indeed, it is not unusual simply to distinguish between
two traditions in political theory about thinking politics, where ‘praxeology’ basically gands
for the post-Machiavellian moment. During my analysis of Weber, the mix between the two
was perhaps not satisfactorily disentangled; perhapsit could not. | would still pursue withthis
distinctionalthough it might imply asharpening of thedefi nition of thefiel d of political theory.

A similar problem arises with regard to the placing of certain part of power analysis, in
particular the discussionabout Human Nature. In my reading of Weber, one could either place
it in the first field, and then find his discussion rather less driven by it, or leave it with
‘praxeology’ and then upgrade itagain. Since the associationsare then quite different (namely
whether it is derived from our knowledge of Human Nature or simply a prudential pragmatic
advise) such discussion can turn out to be quite important for power anal ysis.

In any case, the @am of this preliminary paper was to introduce a different way of
approaching power analysis which should guide an analytical history of power analysis in
International Relations at the end of which the different pieces may or may not fall together
again, as they still did in some parts of Weber’s writings.

" Aron 1962, p. 30.
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