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Abstract

From the Iron Cage to Eichmann:
German Social Theory and the Critique of Rationalization

Jennifer J. Benner

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Professor John E. Toews
Department of History

This dissertation shows how rationalization emerged as a central concern of
German social theory in the first half of the twentieth century. | focus dysaseaof
bureaucracy, culture, war, and an especially rationalized form of labor —cehae-
work. The roles bureaucracy and rationalized culture played in the implementation of
genocide have proved to be among the most controversial subjects in Holocaust
historiography. | reveal the roots of these debates by tracing theagks back to earlier
analyses of rationalization. The thinkers examined in this dissertation asked how
rationalization functioned on both the social and individual levels. Over several decades
these analyses coalesced into two mutually enforcing discourses and tedinnina
descriptions of the Holocaust as bureaucratized genocide. The first discog $®m
Max Weber’s analysis of bureaucracy and the “iron cage” of rationaliztiirough to
post-war Critical Theory. The second discourse considers how culturas dogiginning
with Georg Simmel, analyzed the impact of bureaucracy and rationalizattbe on
individual. Siegfried Kracauer and his Weimar-era reportage on white-ealt&ers, or

die Angestellterbest exemplify this second approach. This group was imagined to be



most representative of a particularly modern problem — the ordering plitialy
rationalization and the declining power of effective individual and collectiymnse to

this control. The figure of Weimar’s embittered white-collar wofkeeshadowed that of

the lowly but lethal bureaucrat made famous by Hannah Arendt, in her description of the
Nazi bureaucrat Adolf Eichmann, exemplar of the “banality of evil.” Thesedgy

presented challenges to the enlightenment ideal of the rational individual,ecapabl
independent and critical thought. | conclude that the first and second discourses
converged in post-war debates about the meaning of the Holocaust for ‘enlightened,’
modern civilization. In short, | show how from Weber’s “Iron Cage,” we arrived at

Arendt’s Eichmann.
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Introduction

From the Iron Cage to Eichmann

Reporting from the first day of Adolf Eichmann’s 1961 trial, the writer Haim
Gouri described the defendant as sitting “still as a statue” and asked: “Whatlavey
here, an iron will to remain silent or the obtusenessrafin who does not realize who he
is?'* From 1941 until the end of the war, Eichmann was, a®Ssturmbannfiihrer
(Lt. colonel) of the “race and resettlement office,” in charge of impl#ing the forced
emigration of millions of Jews to meet their deaths in the East. He was ornteef fif
Nazi officials present at the Wannsee Conference in January 1942 that marked the
beginning of theendlésung or “Final Solution to the Jewish Problem.” Although
Eichmann played a crucial role in the perpetration of the Holocaust, he atagetg!
unknown to those outside the Nazi leadership in 1945. His name was mentioned only
infrequently at the Nuremberg trials and he was not pursued aggressivelyAljethé
In fact Eichmann was able to escape from US custody in 1946 and eventuallly settle
along with his family, in Argentina. He lived relatively openly there untildnisst by the
Israeli secret police in 1960.

Yet the question Gouri asked was not really that simple. For if the answer to
“Who is Eichmann?” in 1945 was a SS subordinate of minor importance, by his 1961

trial in Jerusalem for “crimes against humanity,” he was already beganarger-than-

! Haim Gouri,Facing the Glass Booth : The Jerusalem Trial of lAB@&hmann trans. Michael Swirsky
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 2004), ¥.evhphasis.

% David CesaranEichmann : His Life and Crimgsondon: W. Heinemann, 2004), 1-2. The American
edition of Cesarani’s book is entitl@&bcoming Eichmann: Rethinking the Life, Crimes, @ndl of a

“Desk Murderer.”

% In January 2011 the German newspagikt reported that the West German Government had solid
information regarding Eichmann’s whereabouts aly @& 1952 but failed to investigate. Hans-W. Saure
“BND kannte Versteck von Nazi-Monster EichmanBjld, January 7, 2011.



life figure. Eichmann’s dramatic capture and his trial at the hands of hisrfeithiens
was “among the first ‘global media events™ and widely reported on in the intaraht
press® Hastily written biographies of Eichmann begin appearing soon after his. arre
These early accounts fit easily into contemporary understandings of the raajor N
perpetrators. Eichmann was depicted as a rabid anti-Semitic sadist ahdesoaiat —
the personification of evil. The Israeli prosecutor, Gideon Hausner, acknowledged tha
Eichmann was a bureaucrat but was at pains to emphasize the defendant’s ddep hatr
and murder-lust for the Jewish peoplkewas Hausner’s and the popular view of
Eichmann that prompted the divergent response of Hannah Arendt, author of what would
become the most well-known and influential account of the Eiahmann in Jerusalem:
A Report on the Banality of Evil

Born in Germany and trained there as a political scientist, Arendt went to
Jerusalem to report on the trial for tdew Yorkef She rejected the prosecution’s
depiction of Eichmann as a “monster,” arguing instead that he was a weak-widled a
petty man who was motivated to commit murder more by the desire to please his
superiors and advance his career than by ideological commitment or sadistic
temperament. Arendt’s portrait of Eichmann was radical not because she denied his
effectiveness and culpability as an agent of genocide, but because she masrhim s
ordinary. Eichmann inspired Arendt’s great contribution to “the modern vocabulary —

1

‘the banality of evil.”™ Arendt’s interpretation has proved profoundly influential and

* CesaraniEichmann 2.

® |bid., 2-3.

® Arendt became an American citizen in 1950.

" Barry Gewen, “The Everyman of Genocide,” revievBetoming Eichmanim The New York Times Book
Review Sunday May 14, 2006.



enduring. In his recent biography of Eichmann David Cesarani states that amyjoe
on Eichmann today works in her shadbw.

In the decades that followed Eichmann’s trial, historians and social théxangts
recast the story of modernity to try and understand how Eichmann’s life and caree
became possible. How had civilization arrived at a place where a man who, in'®\rendt
phrasing, was “just doing his job” could send millions of innocents to their deaths? Did
the Nazis use modern technical-rational means in the service of anti-modern and barba
ends? Or were those ‘ends’ products of modern rationalization and ‘enlightenedsgrogr
itself? These questions are driven by a more fundamental one: Was Eichmann — and by
extension, the Holocaust — a historical aberration or a deadly outcome inherent in the
very make-up of modern, western society?

To answer these questions, social theorists and historians have looked to the ways
in which modern structures and technologies, especially bureaucracy, mad&dre ta
the perpetrators easier. Many have argued that more important than moderrotgchnol
itself, was the very ‘normality’ of practices associated with transppamtgproduction,
and the ordering of information that quieted the consciences of ordinary men and women,
even as these practices were employed to achieve unconscionable resultsa@ome
gone even further, arguing that the means-end rationality that underlies tracy
dominates all areas of modern life and has rendered individual consciereaintel
not nullified it outright. Since the 1990s, historians have begun to push back against these

readings of the Holocaust and modernity by putting the ideology back into thefstory o

8 CesaraniEichmann 15. Cesarani is critical of Arendt’s book on se¥@oints, see Chapter Four of
Eichmann



genocide. In so doing they are also, often explicitly, defending a positivianao
enlightenment.

Debates about the roles of bureaucracy and ideology respond to a specific
historical event, the Holocaust, but one that, for all its uniqueness, demands engagement
with larger issues — of terminology, historiography, and morality. The contengporar
sociologist Zygmunt Bauman, along with many historians, has argued that emeans-
rationality freed, and even prevented, perpetrators from reflecting on thre natheir
deeds’ Some theorists, most notably Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno in
Dialectic of Enlightenmentave argued the Holocaust is evidence that universal
knowledge, the crowning achievement of enlightenment, has been stripped of its
liberating potential and turned into a tool of lethally effective domindfion.

The contested field of Holocaust historiography has proved fertile ground for
novel and challenging interpretive questions. In this dissertation | ask how timese
guestions really are by tracing their lineage back to a key concern of iGsoaial
theorists writing in the first half of the twentieth century. The work of thies&ers
centered on the problem of rationalization and asked how it functioned on both the social
and individual levels. Over several decades these analyses coalesced intdaualtym
enforcing discourses, or traditions of critique, eventually culminating irriggeas of

the Holocaust as bureaucratized genocide. The first discourse runs from élbax sV

® Zygmunt Baumarlylodernity and the Holocaugithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2000).

19 Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorrdialectic of Enlightenment : Philosophical Fragmgred.
Gunzelin Schmid Noerr, trans. Edmund Jephcott (StenCalif: Stanford University Press, 2002).
HereafteDialectic; Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorridialektik Der Aufklarung : Philosophische
Fragmente 13. Aufl. ed. (Frankfurt am Main: Fischer Tasdbech Verlag, 2001). HereaftBialektik. In
this dissertation | follow Horkheimer and Adornaisage and treat “enlightenment” as a general psaafes
change which accompanied the growth of modernimatidghe West, rather than as a specific intellgictu
movement of 18 century France. Therefore, | have elected to |¢a@eerm un-capitalized.



description of bureaucracy and rationalization through to post-war Criticatyl.hene
second discourse considers how cultural critics, beginning with Georg Simnigtegina
the impact of bureaucracy and rationalization on individual lives in the modern world.
Siegfried Kracauer and his Weimar-era reportage of white-colldtermrordie
Angestelltenbest exemplify this second approach. | ask how and why this group was
imagined to be most representative of a particularly modern problem — thimgafer
daily life by rationalization and the declining power of effective individual eollective
response to this control. | argue tHa Angestellteifand the petty-bourgeoisie more
generally) are, by virtue of their unique position in the worlds of capital angeult
especially suitable subjects for critiques of rationalization and bureguditae image of
Weimar’'s embattled and embittered white-collar workeAmgestellteralong with that

of the lowly but potentially lethal bureaucrat, present challenges to the enkhggat

ideal of the rational individual, capable of independent and critical thought.ludenc
that the first and second discourses continue and converge in post-war debates about the
meaning of the Holocaust for ‘enlightened,” modern civilization. In short, | am sigowi
how from Weber's “Iron Cage,” we arrived at Arendt’'s Eichmann.

This story begins in the second half of the nineteenth century when Germany
experienced rapid industrialization, urbanization, and population growth. The fears
broached generations earlier by the European literati about a “mechaoicially
seemed to come to fruition as the bureaucratic model of rationalization moved from the
state to corporate capitalism and all the way to the floors of small officedepartment
stores. Accordingly, the industrial model of wage labor expanded to include thergmerg

class of metropolitan salaried employesis, Angestelltenwho were key consumers of



mass culture and modern entertainments. As German social theorists begig tbestad
changing times, they also sought the best methods for analyzing modern grabtém
possibilities. Consensus was hard to come by. The totalizing theories of history a
society (sometimes called ‘master narratives’) promoted by aeregeheration of

thinkers had given way to what seemed to be an endless series of critiques witr no cle
ends.

In one of his last essays Georg Simmel remarked on this situation, notirgethat t
nineteenth century “with its motley variety of intellectual currenddetl to produce an
all-embracing cultural form comparable to Greek classicism or thepEan
Renaissance. However he qualified his assertion, arguing: “If wectestrselves to the
human sphere, we might here speak of the idea of society, which in the nineteenth
century is proclaimed for the first time to be the true reality of our livdsicieg the
individual to a point of intersection of various social series, or even a hypothetital e
such as the atont*The “true reality” of modern lives is that each individual, no matter
how powerful, is constituted by forces — social, economic, and cultural — much larger
than his or her control and comprehension.

Even as modernization empowers individuals, it undermines their autonomy;
while it frees them (to varying degrees) from the traditional constrairiésrolfy, class,
and religion, the necessities of daily existence are dependent on a rapidhyggrow
number of people and technologies which individuals can neither understand or control.

As rationalization advances, all problems become technical ones to be solved bytthe mos

1 “The Conflict in Modern Culture” (1918) in Georgn8nel, Simmel on Culture : Selected Writings
(London: SAGE, 1997), 79. ; “Der Konflikt der moden Kultur” in Georg SimmeRufsatze Und
Abhandlugen : 1909-1918. Aufl. ed., 2 vols. (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkan2000), 153. Weber also
describes the individual as the “atom” of sociololghax Weber, "Some Categories of Interpretive
Sociology,"Sociological Quarterh22, no. Spring (1981): 158.



effective method, or “means,” to serve a given end. Practical explanations abound, but

guestions about the desirability of such ends fall by the wayside. The problem of

rationalization is essentially this — how does the individual fare in a worldstbath

increasingly complicated and increasingly explainable? The modern warfthigely

guantifiable, but drained of meaning in qualitative terms: it can answer “Hiout7i0

longer asks “Why?” Weber puts the problem succinctly in on of his final lectuis: “

natural sciences give us the answer to the question: what should Wweeeyish to

control lifetechnically? Whethewe should control it technically or indeed wish to, and

whether that in the end has any meaning, are questions which science does not'§o into.”
In this dissertation | show how rationalization emerged as a central nafcer

German social theory in the first half of the twentieth century. | then explefetms

that the critique of rationalization took, most specifically by focusing oryseslof

bureaucracy, culture, war, and an especially rationalized form of labor —cehae-

work. In so doing | aim to reveal the roots of the debates surrounding bureauatacy a

the Holocaust.

The dissertation itself is divided into four chapters. In the first, “Max Weixbtlee
Analysis of Rationalization,” | outline Weber’'s treatment of bureaucrady a
rationalization in the context of the developing sciences of society and culture in
Germany. In “Georg Simmel and the Philosophy of Rationalization,” | ask3ummel’'s
analysis of modernity and culture speak to the first discourse, and how his innovative

cultural criticism lays the groundwork for the second discourse. In the trapter,

2 Max Weber, "The Vocation of Science,"The Essential Weber : A Readed. Sam Whimster (London
; New York: Routledge, 2004), 278. | prefer thanslation to the one in Max Web&rom Max Weber:
Essays in Sociologyrans. H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New Yarkxford University Press, 1946,
1958), 144. ; Max Weber, "Wissenschaft Als Beruf,Geistige Arbeit Als BeruMMinchen und Leipzig
Duncker & Humblot 1919), 34. Weber gave the lectar&917.



“Siegfried Kracauer and the Rationalized Worldief Angestelltefi,| analyze
Kracauer's reportage on the working and leisure lives of Weimar Berlilaisesh
employees. In the fourth and final chapter, “Explaining Eichmann: Post-Fasitigues
of Rationalization,” | examine three responses by critical theoriststeeir critics) to
the Holocaust: Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adormaiglectic of Enlightenment
Arendt’'sEichmann in Jerusalenand Zygmunt Baumanigodernity and the Holocaust
These are key texts in debates about the relationship between the Holocaust,

enlightenment, and modernity.

A note on terminology
| have tried to be as precise and consistent as possible in my use of what | ¢onsider

be the key terms of my argument: social theory, rationalization, and discoutke. At
same time these are broad terms, and | concede that | have often reliad on the
expansive, even open-ended meanings, to bring diverse strands of analysis.tégether
demonstrate how these terms function in my argument, | will briefly outlingithlang
behind my usage.

| originally conceived of the thinkers under discussion here as “sociologmgts
the work they produced as “sociology.” But | ran into a number of problems with this
terminology. To begin with, many of these thinkers were only posthumously identified
primarily as sociologists (Weber), were equally active in other disep(Weber and
Simmel), were never explicitly associated with institutional socioldgfl (Kracauer),
or were engaged in a purposely unique method of critique (Critical Theory). Secondly,

what counts as “sociology” has changed in the discipline’s one hundred plus years, and



varies considerably from Europe to North America. The terms ‘social tre@mst
‘social theory’ are more appropriate to my study because they impliytijoraers,
approaches, and subjects that are not limited by disciplinary, institutional,@ralati
boundaries. Alex Callinicos offers a useful definition of social theory in his book,
Introduction to Social Theory

1. Itis concerned with society, which is conceived as being distinct from
political institutions;

2. It distinguishes between and seeks to make generalizations about different
kinds of society;

3. ltis concerned in particular to analyze modernity — the form of society which
emerged in the modern West over the past few centuries and has come to
dominate the world as a who'e.

The key thinkers treated in this dissertation are all concerned with whayss@ad
how it should be analyzed. More broadly they ask how their own society — modern,
Western, heavily rationalized — determines the range of meaning, action, @amohayt

allowed the individual.

Rationalization

There are two distinct but related concepts of rationalization treated in thi
dissertation: the broad ‘Weberian’ one and a more historically specificri&vian’ one.
The distinction roughly follows the parameters of the first and second discdarses.

Weimar Germany proponents of rationalization believed the application of thepfaci

13 Alex Callinicos,Social Theory: A Historical IntroductiofNew York: New York University Press,
1999), 10.



10

of scientific management to the workplace (and the home as well) would increase
efficiency, producing a higher yield with less labor and consequenté/stadards of
living. Chapter Three treats this type of rationalization in detail, espeaglt impacted
the lives of the subjects of the second discoutigeAngestellten

The ‘Weberian’, or first discourse, considers rationalization as a$aae
historical phenomenon that underlies the rise of the scientific world-viewlfand t
diminishment of the religious one) along with the increasing power of bureaas acy
essential component of both the modern state and the capitalist economy. It the firs
discourse rationalization has three essential characteristiedultes value to a purely
guantitative measure; it closes-off questions relating to larger meanoh§nally, it
promotes abstraction and intellectualization, or as Weber describes betibkethat one
can, in principle, master all things by calculatidh.”

The abstraction demanded by rationalization is most pronounced in bureaucracies.
Jim Faught nicely summarizes Weber on this point:

Bureaucracy is a form of administrative domination organized according to

rational principles corresponding to those calculative procedures found in

capitalistic markets. Typical of bureaucratic organizations is the divisitasks

and assignments of responsibilities to officewimch an individual makes

decisions with reference to abstract norims.

Here the division of labor, demanded by capitalist production, means not only breaking

down a large job into smaller parts, but standardizing the procedures for each imdividua

14 Weber,From Max Weber139.
15 Jim Faught, "Neglected Affinities: Max Weber anddgg Simmel,"The British Journal of Sociolod36,
no. 2 (1985): 164. Faught is summarizing WebEcenomy and Sociepage 956. My emphasis.
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performing them, so that they act not as individuals so much as functions in a system.
Simmel’s description, rationalization, as embodied in the modern money economy,

'16 Simmel could also add that we

means, “we do not askhatandhow, buthow muchi
do not askvhad? Rationalization privileges systems over people. Writing in 1911, the
American efficiency expert Fredrick W. Taylor put it simply: “In thetghe man has

been first; in the future the system must be fit5\With this chilling sentiment (which

Taylor pronounced with enthusiasm), the two discourses meet. For like the discourses
themselves, the two kinds of rationalization are mutually reinforcing. Sinheseribes

the process whereby large social changes, such as the growth of the money gconomy
influence individual behavior: “The money economy enforces the necessity of continuous
mathematical operations in our daily transactions [ . . . and] the reduction of qualitative
values to quantitative one$’As the second discourse demonstrates, rationalization is

not confined just to factories and offices, but colors everyday life, which inoghas

becomes a series of calculations.

Discourse

The analyses of rationalization and bureaucracy discussed in this digsertati
coalesce around two discourses which | have identified as ‘first’ and ‘second.’
‘Discourse’ is an amorphous term, but one that is still useful when describing the

treatment of a set of related historical, theoretical, and critical preldgrdiverse

16 Georg SimmelThe Philosophy of Monegrans. Tom Bottomore and David Frisby, 2nd edl.(eondon

; New York: Routledge, 1990), 259. ; Georg Simrdilosophie Des Gelddkeipzig: Verlag ven
Duncker & Humblot, 1907), 269.

" Frederick Winslow TaylofThe Principles of Scientific ManageméNew York ; London: Dover, 1998),
iv.

18 Simmel,Money 445.
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thinkers. As | have indicated, the two discourses often overlap and their separation is
organizational tool more than a hard and fast distinction. As an organizing device, the
category of discourse helps bring together thinkers and texts that are nuareaty
related to one another — for example, Weber’s description of bureaucracy andsArendt
portrait of Eichmann. At the same time, by defining a set of concerns, theptohce
discourse helps illuminate the parallels and departures where there are known
relationships between thinkers -- as between Weber and Simmel, Simmekaadér
and Kracauer and Adorno. Finally by providing chronological and theoretical paramet
the category of discourse situates ideas and thinkers in their historicaltct¥ietexhile
these shared contexts and influences are real, discourses are always tegaa

artificial constructions.

The terminology ‘first’ and ‘second’ is not perfect. On the one hand, first and
second implies a distinction of quality where in fact | intend no such distinction to be
made. However | have that found relying on the inherent value connotations of these
terms, without wholeheartedly reproducing them, has proved very useful. The first
discourse aims ‘high’ at overarching structures such as state and industglicracies,
international capitalism, and mass politics. Although its practitioners do ask heav the
larger structures constitute and constrain individual action, this is not the primary
guestion of the first discourse. Furthermore the first discourse takes platgimos
academia — that is between scholars employed by universities. The tirddicdt
discourse were primarily written by and for academics, even if in the hapthey

might influence actions in the wider world. The authors of second discourse texts by
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contrast were, while academically trained, often writing for the populas Prékeir

subjects — the work environment, entertainment, and politics — allowed for a focus on
individual lives (even if treating these individuals as part of a group, as Krad@aesin

Die Angestellten The more targeted, individual focus of the second discourse was made
possible by the broader purview of the first discourse. Kracauer’s depictibe office
politics of a Weimar-era firm speaks to Weber’'s description of bureay@aey if

Kracauer did not necessarily write with Weber in mind. Where the first dszour
describes the modern bureaucratic order, the second discourse considers wdrag tome

be a cog in the machine. As my concluding chapter shows, Critical Theory engages
components of both discourses and lays a foundation for the reception of Arendt’s

Eichmann and the Holocaust Debate.

Chapter One

Chapter One, “Max Weber and the Analysis of Rationalization,” outlines the role
of Max Weber, the most famous diagnostician of rationalization, in establishirigsthe f
discourse€? In the first half of the chapter, “Weber awissenschaft| give a broad
overview of the intellectual context in the Germany of Weber's time (tael ito early
20" century). | aim to show how rationalization emerged as an essential sobjiet f
new sciences of society, especially sociology. The primary texts descutude

Weber’'s 1904 essay “The ‘Objectivity’ of Knowledge in Social Science an@lSoci

¥ Die AngestellterandThe Mass Ornameratre made up of Kracauer's newspaper columngusitetons
Many of Simmel’s writings first appeared in newsgegor popular journals. Interestingly, Weber once
dismissed a lecture by his friend and colleaguenateSombart as “eiReuilleton” “Editor’'s Note” in
Max Weber, "Remarks on Technology and Cultuiégory, Culture, and Socie®2, no. 4 (2005): 24.

2 Weber contributed to a diverse array of fieldstueng and writing on the history and sociology of
economics, religion, and the methodology of théa@ciences. In “Science as a Vocation,” Weber
described the disciplines closest to him: “soa@glchistory, economics, political science, and ¢htypes
of [apolitical] cultural philosophy.” WebeErom Max Weberl45.
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Policy” and the 1913 essay “Some Categories of Interpretative Sociolagigse
methodological essays Weber outlines a theory of interpretive sociology by
demonstrating how social scientists should interpret, or understand, social acmer. W
explains: “We shall speak of ‘actiorHfindelr] insofar as the acting individual attaches a
subjective meaningSint to his behavior?' Weber recognized that the sources of these
meanings were changing; religion and other traditional affiliations Vesing their
power while instrumental, or technical, reason came to direct more and mons act
this was a process of rationalization. According to Weber, bureaucracy is
rationalization’s greatest product. In the conclusion to this section | digéeissr’s
theory of bureaucratic power, especially as outlined in the madssaeomy and Society
which was still incomplete at the time of his sudden death in ¥920.

A specific discourse provides not just strictly defined labels or terms, but a
terminology which derives its power through a targeted use of imagery aaphoet
The first discourse is an heir, not just of Weber’'s methodological innovations, but of the
striking language he used to describe the effects of rationalization. Forhmeghdellected
works run into the thousands of pages, Weber is most often remembered for two
powerfully dramatic turns of phrasing. The first, the “iron ca@ahlhartes Gehauye
appears in 1905%he Protestant Ethic and the ‘Spirit’ of Capitalisithe second comes
from the late essay “Science as a Vocation,” (194h considers theonsequences of
modern capitalist driven rationalization, a process Weber argues rasiks i

“disenchantment of the worldEftzauberung They remain compelling metaphors for

2 Max WeberEconomy and Society: An Outline of Interpretiveiogy, trans. Ephraim Fischoff et al., 2
vols. (Berkeley: University of California Press,7B), 4. ; Max WebelVirtschaft Und Gesellschaft :
Grundriss Der Verstehenden Soziolqdig rev. Aufl. ed. (Tibingen: Mohr, 1976), 1.

%2 The German edition is nearly 1,000 pages, thei§mgivhich has much larger print, is over 1, 500.
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describing the social and spiritual effects of a highly rationalized amdbcratized
modern world.

In the second half of Chapter One, “Weber Brehschentumi | discuss the “iron
cage” metaphor and Weber’s theory of disenchantment. While Weber recodneized t
benefits of bureaucracy and rationalization, he also indicated they posed a begiaius t
to individual autonomy. He described bureaucracy as “escape proof.” He understood the
progress of rationalization as one that privileges means over ends, so that indimalyals
askhowthey may perform a specific technical task, butwiog any one task is
preferable to another in the grand scheme of things. Weber’s take on these issiles, whi

considers the individual experience of rationalization, under-gird the second déscours

Chapter Two

Chapter Two is entitled “Georg Simmel and the Philosophy of Rationalization."
Along with Weber, with whom he was close, Simmel is considered a foundatiorral figu
in sociology?® While sharing key concerns with Weber, Simmel posed questions that
focused on individual experience and helped begin social theory’s confrontation with
mass culture. Where Weber hesitated to explore fully the consequences ofizationa
at the individual level, Simmel asks what happens when rationalized objective culture
expands to include all areas of life. As such he focuses not on states and latg®nsstit
but on everyday social interactions, which as he explains in the 1895 essay “ThenProble

of Society,” produce the social “forms” that constitute “society.”

% Simmel was friendly with both Webers, he and Mam&exchanged letters about women'’s liberation and
gender issues. See Lieteke van Vucht Tijssen, "Wicanel Objective Culture: Georg Simmel and
Marianne Weber," iteorg Simmel: Critical Assesmengsl. David Frisby (New York: Routledge, 1994).
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Simmel’'s massiva he Philosophy of Monefirst published in 1901, is not just an
analysis of the transition from an economy based on bartering to one based on cash, but
an inquiry into the way individuals themselves are transformed as weighing and
calculating becomes a way of life. In Part | of this chapter, “Ratweatadin Inside and
Out,” I explain how Simmel’s unique approach to the study of society yields aipoftr
both large-scale social-economic changes, and the innumerable fleetiagtioter
percolating on the surface of daily life that actually produce “societmirel argues
that individuals are both constrained and freed by the division of labor that under-girds
the modern money economy — they are constrained by their narrow role in an
increasingly complex production process, they are freed from traditioradiiés to
employer and community as they float in the rapidly moving urban stream of money,
people, and goods.

Weber tended to discuss the individual only in a general way; in his more colorful
passages he approached but never really probed the issue of how the modernity he was
analyzing might change the thinking and feeling horizons of individual soctakagss |
discuss in the second part of the Simmel chapter, “The Individual: Simmel’s ‘@fnity
Meaning,” the individual figures much more prominently in Simmel’s analysis of
modernity, including areas such as fashion and entertainment, which fell out of $Veber’
more traditional purview. If in speaking of “demystification” Weber wondevbat it
means that the tram passenger has no idea how the train actually works, Quemneel
the significance of being pressed in tight with all those strangers. tndsisfamous
essay, 1903’s “The Metropolis and Mental Life,” Simmel took his critique of

rationalization to the ur-site of modernity, the city. Significantly, Sehialentified the
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new possibilities offered by mass culture and the capitalist economy ppa@uumity for
building an identity outside of traditional parameters. Although modernity provates ri
material for self-cultivation, it does not make the process easy. As Simpi&insxin the
1911 essay “The Tragedy of Culture,” individuals are in constant danger of being
overwhelmed by the growth and power of “objective” culture — the language, tecihnolog
and social norms that determine everyday existence but are impervious to theettie
any single individual. As such | see Simmel, who was actually born six lyefane

Weber, as a mediating figure between the first and second discoursestaljti@iamel
views modernity as a series of gains and losses, without judging it good or bael Simm
focuses on the structural aspects of economic and social rationalization, lendaahe

time describes the balancing act between serving society through ga¢icial{as the
division of labor demands) and maintaining a sense of distinction and uniqueness — that

is, of individuality®*

Chapter Three

Simmel pointed the way to applying an analysis of modern rationalization to the
developments of mass culture and of modern working individuals. In Chapter Three,
“Siegfried Kracauer and the Rationalized Worldlaf Angestelltefi | show how
Simmel’s friend and former student, Siegfried Kracauer, developed this appnoae
fully in his Weimar era writings on mass culture, and an especially laggeese of its

consumers die AngestelltenKracauer wrote that Simmel had shown “The core ofman’s

24 Simmel was born in 1858, Weber in 1984.
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essence is accessible through even the smallest side’dtohis study of white-collar
workers, Kracauer’'s own ‘side door’ was the daily life of the office and thergy®ni
spent in Berlin’s pleasure palaces. Eschewing grand theories and alkembra
interpretive frameworks in his 1929 stu@@ie AngestelltenKracauer queried the modes
of ‘everyday existence.” He wrote:

We must rid ourselves of the delusion that it is major events which most

determine a person. He is more deeply and lastingly influenced by the tiny

catastrophes of which everyday existence is made up, and his fate is certainly

linked predominantly to the sequence of these miniature occurrénces
Kracauer’s focus on the “miniature occurrences” that actually determirfiatéhef
individuals typifies the approach of the second discourse. This discourse, populated by
employees and bureaucrats — the ‘little men’ in the office and ‘cogs’ mdlhinery of
industry and states, in turn relies on the critique of rationalization and burealactacy
out in the first discourse

Whereas Weber famously singled out those “specialists without spirt‘iveine
most indicative of the devolution of the Protestant entrepreneur to an “Iron Cage”
inhabitanthe also indicated that individuals at all levels of social and professional
standing were subject to the new rationalized oii@cauer goes to the heart of this
new order in his 1929 study of low-level professionBige, Angestellten: Aus dem
neuesten Deutschlands | detail in Part | of this chapteie Angestellterat work,”

Kracauer found white-collar employees who were typed, tested and overseamiyof

% Siegfried KracaueiThe Mass Ornament : Weimer Essayans. Thomas Y. Levin (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1995), 237.

% , The Salaried Masses : Duty and Distraction in Wei@armany(London ; New York: Verso,
1998), 62. ; KracaueAngestellten56.
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managers and experts from training, to hiring, to their daily life at timeofEmployers
enforced standard procedures and efficiency controls to deemphasize individual work
style in favor of creating a rationalized, homogeneous workforce. Kracauecigties

of individuals working in the face of increasing rationalization articulatede¢hse of
personal powerlessness and invisibility associated with the increasirmgibwatEzation

and categorization so predominant in the twentieth century. | diguengestelltemvere
particularly suited for representing the problem of rationalizationvaagtrationalization
that largely determined their lives in and outside the workplace and because they wer
also the least able to fight back.

In early twentieth century Germany there was a general consciousmukss of
Angestellteras a new, particularly modern, segment of the petty bourgeoisie. As the
ranks ofdie Angestelltenvere expanding in size and professional, gender, and class
diversity, they became the subjects of both scholarly criticism and popular ctilhere
subjects of the second discourse appear not just in scholarly texts, but equally often
outside of the academy — including in newspapers, novels, and film. Such analysis might
examine the exchange of love letters between two office clerks, agueradoes,
imagine the insecurities of shakily employed department store cletie asvelist Hans
Fallada does iKleiner Mann, Was Nunr promote the fantasy of a young secretary
marrying her male boss, as did many Weimar era films.

As | argue in Part I, Die Angestellterat Play,” Kracauer’s biggest innovation
was his recognition of the relationship between the rationalized office tmaatezed
leisure (in many cases provided by the firms themselves in the form of spexintg e

and outdoor excursions). In bdille Angestellterand in other Weimar-era essays
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collected inThe Mass OrnamenKracauer described employessduction by the
“pleasure barracks” of Weimar Germany where a “cult of distractionbdrsged
employees from reflecting on their precarious situation, and significatstisauses. Here
Kracauer presaged central aspects of Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer'ssasfalys
the “culture industry” in their 1944 booRjalectic of Enlightenment

In the Kracauer chapter’s final section, “Revolt of the Middle Classesk why
the “little men” and “little shopgirls” of the white-collar world wereegjéd to be
especially susceptible to the allure of mass culture, and later, fattiamage where
traditional roles and support systems were undermined, civil servants didddke
status associated with their stable positions. Members of the working mjagsdcea
sense of camaraderie, a powerful national party -- the German Sociati2¢sn(SPD) --
dedicated to their interests, and a political ideology that guaranteed theoludioeary
place in history. White-collar workers on the other hand clung precariously to affice
retail positions of dubious distinction while rejecting identification with the vagrki
class. The result was a group most subject to the volatilities of a ratiohatfioe where
they were as replaceable as wage laborers but with no class-basednityntordefine or
defend themDefiantly distinct from the working class, but not quite bourgetes,
Angestellterwere identified as the newest members of the “Middle Estat&éoe
Mittelstand Despite this new labéelie Angestelltemvere problematic, especially for
Marxist thinkers, because they did not fit proletarian or middle-class categeady.
Given the embattled existence of the salaried employee, we can begimfoysee
contemporaries, and later, historians, si@vAngestellteas especially receptive to

National Socialism.
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Chapter Four

Concerns about the dangerous effects of a society ruled by rationalization and
bureaucracy grew more acute following World War Two and the “industrialiabitiy
of the Holocaust. The whole project of modern civilization was called into question. |
my final chapter, “Explaining Eichmann: Post-Holocaust Critiques of Ratratiain,” |
explore three responses to these issues, arguing that the texts under disgpisssentr
the convergence of the first and second discourses on rationalization.

As | argue, Weimar-era studiesd& Angestellteportended later analyses by
practitioners of Critical Theory; the first section of Chapter Foling"Dialectic of
Enlightenmeritexplores one of the most influential of these analyses — that made by
Horkheimer and Adorno. With a more direct but unorthodox relationship to Marx,
Horkheimer and Adorno’s “Critical Theory” pushed Weber’'s concerns and diagnosis
radical directions, continuing and expanding the first discourse on rationalizatithe At
same time, Critical Theory’s analysis of the connections betweenmasmdightenment,
and mass culture continued the second discourse’s concentration on the effect of
rationalization on daily life and the political implications that follow. In thdyams of
Horkheimer and Adorno, the politically confused and poweAeggestelltecomes to
stand in for all citizens of what they argue has become a “total” societg Wiee
thinking individual has all but disappeared. In place of a populace capable of practicing
critical reasoning\(ernuf}, is a mass society of automatons who can only react along
proscribed channels; fascism is but an extreme example of this generébecooidi

modernity.
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In EichmannArendt wrote perhaps the nature of every bureaucrasyto make
functionaries and mere cogs in the administrative machinery out of men, and thus to
dehumanize thenf? Arendt goes on to describe Eichmann as an unimaginative man
from the lower middle classes, whose sole ambition was to participate in the “good
society” by serving his social bettéfsin the second section of Chapter Fdgichmann
and Jerusaleml argue that a discursive connection exists between the model of the
unreflective salaried worker portrayed by Kracauer and Hannah Arendt’aipoftthe
Nazi bureaucrat Adolf Eichmann, exemplar of the “banality of evil.” Like the
Angestellterportrayed by Kracauer, Arendt’s Eichmann is concerned only with his own
social status and professional advancement. His focus does not extend to the ends of the
tasks he performs, and even if it did, Arendt argues he does not have the mental capacit
to reflect on his deeds or the goals of his superiors. Arendt’s Eichmann, like Hagkheim
and Adorno’s mass citizen, has no capacity for self-reflection, and his se#snis
easily manipulated by his superiors who ‘rationally’ (in the sense of insttaine
rationality) employ his actions for horrific ends.

The final section of Chapter FouMbdernity and the Holocaustexamines the
debate over the degree to which the tenets and practices of the Enlightenment, and
modernity more generally, are implicated in the Nazi-perpetrated genotiVorld War
Two. Some thinkers have seen Eichmann’s “banality” as a sign that all modéenwes
societies, not just Nazi Germany, have the capacity for genocide. AsaBawargues in
Modernity, the rationalized processes of technology and bureaucracy that the Nagzis relie

on to perpetuate the Holocaust are not essentially any different than the gsazessly

?"Hannah ArendtEichmann in Jerusalem : A Report on the Banalitiwif, Rev. and enl. ed., Penguin
Twentieth-Century Classics. (New York, N.Y., U.S.Renguin Books, 1994), 289. My emphasis.
*®bid., 31, 54, 126.
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on to function in everyday, modern life. Bauman'’s critics include many historians and
these historians have convincingly argued that situating the Holocaust iy nsttkens
Bauman’s devastating conclusions about modernity generally.

Although the infusion of historical specificity into the argument successfully
challenges Bauman'’s broadest conclusions and tempers the pessimism ofrhi@rkhei
and Adorno, it does not necessarily lead to a happier conclusion about the past, present,
and future of western civilization. Their critics have shown that Horkheimer anthédo
Arendt, and Bauman granted rationalization -- an inanimate process -- agjetheycost
of ignoring its true engine, human individuals. Yet while humans make the machine, it is
still true, and increasingly true in the new century, that a single individnalicderstand
the workings of increasingly complex technologies and institutions less amahgact
their functioning even less still. Bichmann Arendt writes that subject to the rule of
ethical laws “all the cogs in the machinery, no matter how insignificanty a@urt
forthwith transformed back into perpetrators, that is to say into human béiyhat
does it take to turn “cogs” back into human beings? Or better yet, keep humans from
becoming cogs in the first place? Or is this question itself wronghe&dé&u
dissertation, | will show how these questions, the subject of Chapter Four, adge m
possible because of the questions asked by the thinkers discussed in the first three

chapters.

My Contribution
The thinkers and texts treated in this dissertation are not new to scholarly

treatment. My innovation is to establish thematic relationships between a digecde

2 bid., 289.
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texts. My aim is to show that post-war debates about the Holocaust and modemity ha
deep roots in earlier analyses of rationalization made by German soorattherl hat

said, my perspective on these famous thinkers has naturally been informed bykloé w
others, and a few to a degree that merits mentioning here.

The literature on Weber alone is enormous. There are multiple claims on the great
thinker from almost as many fields: economics, history, sociology, and poditiesice,
just to name the primary ones. In this dissertation | am making another ttlatidveber
is not only a chronicler of the process of rationalization in the West, but is also a
philosopher of that process, asking: “What does rationalization mean for life?atimgre
Weber as a kind of ‘philosophical anthropologist’ | have been influenced by two books in
particular, Wilhelm Hennis’81ax Weber: Essays in Reconstructiand Laurence Scaff,
Fleeing the Iron Cagd’

Hennis believes that an over-emphasis on rationalization (beginning withtTalcot
Parsons and Fredrick Tenbruck) has led to a selective reading of Weber that lymores t
real, driving question of his work.Hennis argues that instead of “decoding the
universal-historical process of rationalization,” tiseléobject” of Weber’s sociology is:
“Lebensfurund'way of life’]. Upon this, where men reveal their particular human

182

qualities Menschentui everythingturns.” Hennis is responding to what he views as

the overly rigid traditional interpretation of Weber. He argues that “ratmatain” is too

30| borrow the phrase “philosophical anthropologisém Keith Tribe’s introduction to the Hennis book
Keith Tribe, "Translator's Introduction,” Max Weber's Central Questighlewbury: Threshold, 2000),

15.

31 parsons and Tenbruck were two of the earliesnawst influential interpreters of Weber for the
Anglophile world. Talcott Parson$he Structure of Social ActidiNew York,: Free Press, 1968). Friedrich
H. Tenbruck, "The Problem of Thematic Unity in t®rks of Max Weber,British Jounral of Sociology
31, no. 3 (1980).

32 wilhelm HennisMax Weber : Essays in Reconstructitnans. Keith Tribe (London ; Boston: Allen &
Unwin, 1988), 45, 44.
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broad to be meaningful. While I think the term “rationalization” is still justifivhen
describing one of the central themes of Weber’s oeuvre, | agree with Heainoehind
the “scientific” question: “how are states and institutions organized rdy@haes the
more philosophical question: “What kind of culture, and thus human being, does
rationalization produce?”

Laurence Scaff identifies similar concerns, arguing Weber alhay®ne eye
“trained on what has become of our ‘conduct of life’ and our ‘fateStaff argues that
for Weber, “the central problem appears to be the same in every casge éhe¢mnified
experience lies beyond the grasp of the modern ¥elftie fragmentary nature of
modern life is important for Scaff's interpretation of Weber and explainstihguthor
devotes a significant part Bfeeing the Iron Cagéo Simmel, whom he callgtfe most
significant contemporary for Max Webel'Scaff identifies essential “shared interests
and parallel questions” concerning “the maelstrom of essentialiyral problems
associated with ‘modernity,” including urbanization, the division of labor, and the
decline of religion, in short: “the objective and subjective consequences ofisapdad
the ‘peculiar rationalism’ of Western cultur&.”

It is precisely the productive struggle between “the objective and subjective”
developments of modern rationalization that Simmel articulates so powerfataldN.
Levine has been important for my reading of Simmel. In particular, | appedus

elucidation of the “tension between the leveling effects of modernity anbatating

33 Lawrence A. Scafffleeing the Iron Cage : Culture, Politics, and Mouiéy in the Thought of Max
Weber(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988),

*Ipid., 80.

% Ibid., 127. | also found Jim Faught's article dvased concerns between Weber and Simmel extremely
useful. See Faught, "Neglected Affinities: Max Wehed Georg Simmel."

% Scaff,Fleeing the Iron Cagel23.
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consequences for individual subjectivity” in Simmel's wdfkevine has also argued
convincingly that the underlying coherence behind Simmel’s many publicatiemmla
“the search for form — whether of the personality, of social interaction, oraiult
domain.”® Guy Oakes'’s long introduction to his translation of selected Simmel texts,
which explains the importance of forms for Simmel’'s thought, was also very tseful
me. Oakes convincingly argues “the concept of form” is “Simmel’s fundainenta
methodological instrument® Forms are essential to Simmel’s theory of cultural
production wherein all individuals are contributors. Simmel was also a pioneer of urban
theory, recognizing the city, and specifically Berlin, as a laboratoryooienmity.

Kracauer also treated Berlin as a “lab,” in his case, of employee culhedirdt
place | encountered a comparison of Simmel’s and Kracauer’s analysmlefmty was
in David Frisby’s important boolgragments of Modernity: Theories of Modernity in the
work of Simmel, Kracauer, and BenjafiiiWWhenFragmentscame out in 1986, the
German philosopher and literary theorist Walter Benjamin was gainaxgehdf
recognition much greater than he had known during his lifetime (he died in 1940). In the
last decades, Kracauer and Simmel have gone a way towards ‘catchinghup’ wi

Benjamin — they are the subjects of an increasing number of scholarly asdaysoks,

3" Donald N. Levine, "Simmel Reappraised: Old Imagdésy Scholarship," ifReclaiming the Sociological
Classics : The State of the Scholarst@gd. Charles Camic (Malden, Mass.: Blackwell Raltdis, 1997),
177. Levine points out that this theme came fromrB&l's reading of Nietzsche. See Klaus Lichtblau,
"Der 'Pathos Der Distanz'. Praliminarien Zur Nietes -- Rezeption Bei Georg Simmel,"Georg Simmel
Und Die Modernged. H.J. and O. Rammstedt Dahme (Frankfurt: Sarhgg 1984).

3 Levine, "Simmel Reappraised: Old Images, New Safsbip,” 201. For more from Levine see: Donald
N. Levine, "Sociology's Quest for the Classics: Tase of Simmel," iThe Future of the Sociological
Classics ed. Budford Rhea (London: Alen & Unwin, 1981).riadd N. Levine ,The Flight from Ambiguity
: Essays in Social and Cultural Thedi@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985). Do Levine,
Visions of the Sociological Traditidi€hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995).

39 Guy Oakes, "Introduction," iEssays on Interpretation in Social Sciene¢. Guy Oakes (Totowa, N.J.:
Rowman and Littlefield, 1980), 8.

0 David Frisby,Fragments of Modernity : Theories of Modernitylie Work of Simmel, Kracauer and
Benjamin(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1986).
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their complete works are being compiled, and more and more of their writingngs bei
translated. As David L. Gross said of Benjamin, Kracauer and Simmelxalksited at
“deciphering quotidian objects” to find in “the apparently ephemeral minutiae ofaoydi
existence that the unspoken truth of the whtdt'is their attention to daily life that
places Simmel and Kracauer in the second discourse, while their attention tatthef‘t
the whole” fate of rationalized society speaks to the first discourse.

Inka Mulder-Bach’s analysis of how Kracauer’s “surface investigationsieof t
everyday act as a kind of critical phenomenology has helped shape my approach to hi
writings*? She has also argued convincingly that Kracauer anticipated key points of
Horkheimer and Adorno’s analysis of instrumental rationalization, or what Knacalle
“ratio.”** Horkheimer and Adorno themselves, along with Arendt, have been the subjects
of volumes of criticism. Many of the sources that have been most helpful in my own
assessment @ialectic of EnlightenmerdandEichmann in Jerusalenmcluding Bauman
and several historians of the Holocaust, are discussed in Chapter Four.

In this dissertation, | offer a new perspective on these familiar workspgreng
the diverse threads they spin around the problem of rationalization, a process@entral t
understanding the European twentieth century. The Weber scholar Keith Tribetsaid of
subject:

Weber’'s work was not characterized by the presence of a specific fieldtefial

proper to one particular academic discipline and which thereby lent it cohrerence

! David L. Gross, Kultur and Its Discontents: The Origins of A "CritiqueBferyday Life" In Germany,
1880-1925," irEssays on Culture and Society in Modern Germady David B. King, Gary D. Stark, and
Bede K. Lackner (College Station: Published forltheversity of Texas at Arlington by Texas A&M
University Press, 1982), 95.

“2 See Inka Miilder-Bacl§iegfried Kracauer : Grenzganger Zwischen Theoniel Witeratur : Seine
Frihen Schriften 1913-193%tuttgart: Metzler, 1985).

- , "Introduction," inThe Salaried Massdgtondon ; New York: Verso, 1998), 12.
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we rather encounter in this writings a set of questions, which remain ardonsta
through the most diverse materfal.
In a similar spirit, this dissertation examines a common set of questions thrdivginse
set of texts. Whether the problem of rationalization is traced historicalllaage-scale,
as by Weber and Horkheimer and Adorno, or at the level of everyday life as imelSim
and Kracauer, the first and second discourses stem from similar concerns, é&egn as t

approach the problem of rationalization differently.

* Tribe, "Translator's Introduction,” 13-14.
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Chapter One

Max Weber and the Analysis of Rationalization

l. Weber and Wissenschaft

Weber and the Social Sciences in Germany
Buried deep in the second volume of Max WebEcsnomy and Societthe
massive and complicated book left unfinished at the time of his death, is a single
paragraph on the topic of “bureaucratic domination” rich with the themes of the author’s
life-long task: the analysis of rationality and its growth — rationabrdfi In it Weber
writes:
Once fully established, bureaucracy is among those social struchaieiden
which are the hardest to destroy. Bureaucratlyasneans of transforming social
action into rationally organized action. Therefore, as an instrument of rationally
organizing authority relations, bureaucracy was and is a power instrument of the
first order for one who controls the bureaucratic appaftus.
The drive of bureaucratic rationalization in Western society is so powepkibystent
that, as Weber argued in an earlier book, it eventually forratabalhartes Gehause

(shell as hard as steel), or in the most famous English rendering, an “irai{ clge.

“> For the importance of rationality and rationaliaatin Weber’s work, see especially Rogers Brubaker
The Limits of Rationality : An Essay on the Soaiad Moral Thought of Max Web@rondon ; Boston:
Allen & Unwin, 1984). Also see Tenbruck, "The Pretol of Thematic Unity in the Works of Max Weber."
6 Weber Economy and Societ987. HereafteEconomy and SocietyWeber Wirtschaft 569-70.
HereafteWirtschaft

*" Max Weber;The Protestant Ethic and The "Spirit" Of Capitaliamd Other WritinggNew York:

Penguin Books, 2002), 121. Edited, translated,veitidan introduction by Peter Baehr and Gordon C.
Wells. HereafteEthic. ; Max WeberDie Protestantische Ethik Und Der "Geist" Des Kapgmus :
Textausgabe Auf Der Grundlage Der Ersten Fassung®4/05Weinheim Beltz Athenaum Verlag
1993), 153. Hereaftdtthik
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Economy and SocietWeber echoes his earlier conclusion, arguing that not only is
“collective behavior” ineffective in the face of organized “authoritytrete,” but that

even the individual bureaucrat himself “cannot squirm out of the apparatus into which he
has been harnesself.in the past the role of administrators performed “administrative

tasks as a honorific duty,” today “the professional bureaucrat is chained taoivity ac

his entire economic and ideological existence.” The individual bureaucratrpsrdor
specialized task within the organization — “a ceaselessly moving mechanibiat’the

individual can neither start nor stop. He is “only a small €algifl]” and his status as a
necessary function is dependent on “the perpetuation of the apparatus and the persistence
of its rationally organized dominatiof®”

However it is not only those employed as bureaucrats who rely on the new
bureaucratic order, but all those living in modern industrialized societies. Weber
continues: “Increasingly, all order in public and private organization is dependent on the
system of files and the discipline of officialdom.” While those hostile to tesymay
successfully destroy the files, “the settled orientatiomaifor observing the
accustomed rules and regulations will survive independently of the documents.” Such
orientation is “bred both in the officials and in the subjects.” Any permanent
reorganization of the system causes “the disturbed mechanism to ‘snap ihemgeat
The “impersonal’ character” of “the mechanism” means that a buratcedty
organized firm, military, or state, can function without interruption during ctsainge
leadership. Such an “apparatus” is nearly impervious to “entirely new famsaif

authority,” since new authority must assert itself with the existingqyneeftechnology,

“8 \Weber,Economy and Societ988-89. : WebeiVirtschaff 570-71.
**bid., 988. ; Ibid., 570.
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communication, and other logistics. For this reason modern revolutions are no longer
from “below” but most often take the form otaup d'etat*°

Weber is not arguing for a revolution, a return to a pre-industrial order, or for
acquiescence to bureaucratic rule. He understands bureaucratic rgtionadita
necessary and beneficial part of the modern world. He is committed to an objective
“value-free,” analysis of rationalization. Yet Weber’s theory of ratibnes “relentlessly

paradoxical.®*

This difficulty is due not only to the different kinds of rationality Weber
identifies, but, as he indicates in the above passage, because he believes atibonaliz
not only changes behavior, but the “settled orientationaf” Here, in Weber’'s
treatment of rationality — the theme that “links his empirical and methodalogic
investigations with his political and moral reflectiorfs” are the seeds of both the first
and second discourses on rationalization.

The first discourse describes the process of turning “social action” iritoriady
organized action.” By the beginning of the twentieth century, more and more areas of
society were regulated by large impersonal institutions. Economic treomsastere more
often with strangers than neighbors. Employers and employees were boundiegbusi
contracts, not communal and mutual obligations. Traditional ways of social bonding and
meaning giving, such as religion, were pushed to the margins of an increasicgjigr
and rationalized public sphere. Inside the bureaucratic apparatus individuals were
reduced to mere “cogs,” functions within a system, rather than agents witbwiiee to

influence its operation. This state of affairs applied not just to bureaucrats budreve

dependent on “public and private organization,” as such organization had become

%0 |bid., 988-89. ; Ibid., 570-571.
*L Callinicos,Social Theory178.
%2 Brubaker Limits of Rationality 1.
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indispensable and virtually indestructible. The second discourse looks at the impact of
rationalization on the daily life of the individual. Although he is primarily lodatethe
first discourse, Weber also addresses second discourse issues, as whessheatrthe
bureaucrat’s entire “economic and ideological existence” is shaped Wwptksand that
all “officials and subjects” are “bred” to observe the new rationalized order.

| begin this chapter with a brief overview of the intellectual context im@sy in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. | aim to demonstrags'$\fgace in
this context and to show how questions about the new disciplines of the cultural sciences
intersected with the critique of rationalization. In so doing | am setting upehees and
guestions of the first discourse where rationalization emerged as a cassibg about
western modernity and the fate of enlightenment. Weber’s theory of socioluigyext
on what he called “social action.” He asked how the transition of societies frben ea
modes of organization to modern ones constrained, enabled, or privileged certain kinds of
social action. Modern developments, most notably the growth of capitalism and
bureaucracy, encourage actions that are “instrumentally ratiave#tkrationgl, which
Weber defined as action whereby the actor calculates the most ratiogféiient,
means to pursue a given end without concern for the moral or ethical ramificattoss of
action>® Weber famously categorized four different kinds of action (including
instrumentally rational), but in a more philosophical mode, he also asked of future
generations “how will thepe?” — that is not just how they will behave, but how they will

exist>® For Weber, rationalization’s “most tangible manifestation” is bureaugrdcy

>3 Weber,Economy and Societ@4. ;Wirtschaff 12.
> “The National State and Economic Policy” (1895ibueg address) in Max WebeEssays in Economic
Sociology ed. Richard Swedberg (Princeton, N.J.: Princétoiversity Press, 1999), 129. ; Orginal
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conclude part one of this chapter with an analysis of Weber’s foundational theory of
bureaucracy and its implications for human existence. In the second half of thex ¢hapt
untangle two of the most powerful and enduring images from Weber’s critique of
rationalization — the “iron cage” metaphor frdrme Protestant Ethi¢1904) and the

theory of “disenchantment” from “Science as a Vocation” (1917).

Weber's lifetime spanned fundamental political and social changes in Germany
while his academic career encompassed the emergence of new disciplineggncl
sociology?® Born in Erfurt in 1864 and raised in Berlin, Weber was the son of Max
Weber Sr., a prominent National Liberal member of the German Reichstag asidfPrus
Landtag®’ He studied law at the universities of Heidelberg, Berlin, and Géttingen. After
a brief stint as a practicing lawyer, Weber became professor of ecorairfiesburg in
1894. In 1896 he moved to Heidelberg to take a position in political science. In 1897
Weber suffered a debilitating mental collapse, which halted his writingeactling
during the following years. He resigned his chair in 1903 but began working again in
1904 when he took over, with Edgar Jaffé and Werner Sombart, the editorship of the
Archiv fur Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitle resumed teaching economics at the

University of Munich in 1919 until his sudden death at age 56 in June of 1920.

available in: Max WebeKkGesammelte Politische Schriftéh Aufl. ed., Utb Politikwissenschatft.
(TUbingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1988).

> H. Stuart HugheConsciousness and Society: The Reorientation aff&an Social Thought, 1890-
1930(New York: Knopf, 1958), 289.

% Although Weber arrived at sociology late, his gatlidies of political economy have a “sociological
flavor,” Richard Swedberg,he Max Weber Dictionary: Key Words and Central €pts(Stanford,
Calif.: Stanford Social Sciences, 2005), 256. 3se leawrence A. Scaff, "Weber before Weberian
Sociology," inReading Webeled. Keith Tribe (London ; New York: Routledge 899.

>" Until recently the most comprehensive account ebét’s life and work had been the biography by his
wife, Marianne. Marianne Webdvlax Weber : A BiographgNew York: Wiley, 1975). In 2005 the
German historian Joachim Radkau published the celngmsiveMax Webemwhere he makes use of
previously unavailable sources, especially lett@ng, emphasizes Weber’s inner life and personsdryis
Radkau’s book was recently translated into Englislachim Radkawviax Weber : A Biographyenglish
ed. (Cambridge, U.K. ; Malden, Mass.: Polity, 2009)
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When Weber was born, Bismarck had just begun the series of wars that would
culminate in German unification in 1871. Over the course of Weber’s lifetime the
German Empire expanded at home and abroad, growth that was made possible by a large
and powerful Prussian bureaucracy. He witnessed Bismarck’s fall andghefei
Wilhelm I, the First World War, and the failed socialist revolutions thadviad. Weber
was a participant in the founding of the first German Republic during the winter of 1919-
1920

The political and intellectual context of Germany influenced Weber'siséara
methodology appropriate to the social sciences, which in turn provides an important
background for examining his critique of rationalization and bureaucracy. Inrtire ea
twentieth century, Weber, along with social theorists such as Wilhelm Dilttidyelm
Windelbrand, and Heinrich Rickert, began to stake out territory for the cultunatssie
of which, Weber explained, the social sciences were a}aheir first task was to
demonstrate how the cultural sciences were different in method, aims, andthesults
the natural sciencedlaturwissenschaft¢nMany of these thinkers (since dubbed “Neo-
Kantians”) turned to Kant’s distinction “between the worlds of external natgr@@aman
culture” to build their case that the study of culture required a different apppra@e not

dependent on empirical observation aloffe.”

8 Weber helped draft the Weimar constitution andsiered running for office.

9 4If we call ‘cultural sciences’ those disciplingsat view the events of human life from the viewpaif
their cultural significancethen social science in our sense belongs todtegory.” Max Weber, "The
'Objectivity' of Knowledge in Social Science anccibPolicy," inThe Essential Weber: A Readed.
Sam Whimster (London ; New York: Routledge, 20@#)1. Hereafter “Objectivity.” ; Max Weber, "Die
"Objektivitat" Sozialwissenschaftlicher Und Sozialiischer Erkenntnis,” ilcesammelte Aufsatze Zur
Wissenschaftslehi@ tbingen: Verlag von J.C.B. Mohr 1922), 165. réddter "Objektivitat.”

% Callinicos,Social Theory153. In his important book on Neo-Kantians, Themélley explains the
Neo-Kantians shared an imperative to, like Kamriticize and examine the foundations of knowledge
itself, and the superior claim of practical ovegdtetical reason.” This conception can be tracet ba
what Kant saw as his revolutionary interventiomiaighteenth century philosophy, his demonstratian
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In 1904 Weber joined the editorial board of fkrehiv flur Sozialwissenschaft
which would become “the leading social science journal in Gernfaaf the first
issue Weber laid out th&rchiv's position on social scientific methodology in a piece
now known as the “Objectivity Essay.” Weber writes: “We have defined as ‘cultural
sciences’ Kulturwissenschaftgrinose disciplines that seek to identify the cultural
significanceof life’s phenomena.” He continues:
Thesignificanceinherent in the formation of a cultural phenomenon andases
for this significance cannot be taken founded and rendered intelligible from a
system of law-like concepts, no matter how complete, for the significance of
cultural phenomena implies a relationshigt@luative ideas (Wertidepmrhe
concept of culture is aevaluative concept?
“Wertideefi are ideas based on values held by a particular culture, which give the ideas
their significancé® Cultural values require not just empirical observation, but
interpretation on the part of the social scientist. The need for this kind of instiqmes
what distinguishes the social sciences fromNh&urwissenschaftems the latter deal not

in contextual, but general and universal “law-like concepts.” Weber gives amplexam

knowledge is a construction. It follows then thaything contingent on categories of human undedstan
cannot be contained by the categories of naturahses. Neo-Kantians used “Kant’s distinction . . .
between the worlds of external nature and humatar&lilto build their case that the study of culture
required a different approach, one not dependeengpirical observation alone. Thomas E. WillBgck
to Kant : The Revival of Kantianism in German Sbaral Historical Thought, 1860-191(etroit: Wayne
State University Press, 1978).

®1 SwedbergThe Max Weber Dictionang. See also Regis A. Fact@uide to the Archiv Fir
Sozialwissenschaft Und Sozialpolitik Group, 19083L9A History and Comprehensive Bibliography
(New York: Greenwood Press, 1988).

2 \Weber, "Objectivity," 377. ; “Objektivitat,” 175.

% SwedbergThe Max Weber Dictionar287. Swedberg translated/ertideefi as “value-ideas.”
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“While in astronomy we are interested in the heavenly bodies only with respect to
guantitativerelationships susceptible to exact measurement, it guhlgativeaspect of
events that interest us in social sciente.”

Proponents of cultural sciences shared the conviction that areas not covered by
natural science, such as economics, history, and culture, could also be pursued
scientifically®® However, they appreciated that their projects would entail problems that
natural scientists did not encounter and that methodology was the site where these
problems must be approach&The tools of natural science (chiefly empirical
observation) were inadequate for history and other cultural sciences. The ¢caklarai
scientists, and of historians specifically, was to select objects of stadyaft unruly
flow of events and personalities -- in short, to bring order to the past in a manner
meaningful to the preseftCultural phenomena derive their significance not from

simply beingbut frommeaning’® Such meaning is not explainable by an appeal to

& Weber, "Objectivity," 375. ; “Objektivitat,” 173.

8 Geistwissenschaftgsioneer Wilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911) considered filnedamental distinguisher of
the cultural sciences to be their subject mattéickvcould be “understood by fellow humans in ways
nonhuman phenomena could not.” See Lewfisions 199. By contrast the Neo-Kantians, and Wihelm
Windelband in particular, located the source ofedénce in method rather than content. See W.
Windelband Préaludien : Aufsatze Und Reden Zur Einleitung ie Philosophie3. verm. Aufl. ed.
(TUbingen: J.C.B. Mohr (P. Siebeck), 1907).

0 willey, Back to Kant138.

7 Georg G. IggersThe German Conception of History : The Nationalditian of Historical Thought
from Herder to the PresenRev. ed. (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University $5,€1983), 153.

% In his 1902 bookThe Limits of Concept Formation ihe Natural SciengeHeinrich Rickert argued that
the selection and treatment of subject matterérciiitural sciences relied on the evaluation ofieal
specific to the cultural objecK(lturobjeckt¢ under investigation. For Rickert’s relationshipWweber, see
Guy OakesWeber and Rickert : Concept Formation in the Cdt8cience¢Cambridge, Mass.: MIT
Press, 1988). Also see Guy Oakes, "Weber and th#nBest German School: The Genesis of the Concept
of the Historical Individual," irMax Weber and His Contemporarjesl. Wolfgang J. Mommsen and
Jirgen Osterhammel (London ; Boston: Allen & Unwiii87).
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general laws or an “objective process of history,” but by placing it in thexiooit

cultural value$? Weber argues that while the scientist must take value into account, he
should not be tempted to assign or judge specific cultural values good or bad, or superior
or inferior to other values. The social scientist must practice “valuddne’®e

(Wertfreihei) — that is, not judge the value of a particular culture, but interpret what, and
how, a given culture values. As Weber explains: “The transcendental preswppofsiti
anycultural sciencas notthat we find one or any ‘culture’ to loé¢ value but that we are
culturalbeingsendowed with the capacity and desire to adopt a position with respect to

the world, and lend imeaning’"°

The scientist’s task is not to “adopt a position” himself,
but to interpret how his subjects have “selected” meaning “from the measmglmity
of world events.” The social scientist recognizes that meanings are not inherent in any
time or place, but contextual and temporal human productions. This insight would
eventually culminate in Weber’s conviction that while the power of science has
demystified the world, it cannot in turn re-enchant it.

Weber’s theory of “disenchantment” (discussed in Part 1l below), was part of
general “crisis of meaning” in the late nineteenth to early twentietluigest This crisis
was particularly acute in the German Historical Scd@eorg Iggers describes the
historicist outlook: “The core of [which] . . . lies in the assumption that there is a

fundamental difference between the phenomena of nature and those of Kistny.”

writing of history was an altogether different task than describing theahavorld, the

%9 |ggers,The German Conception of History54. See also R. Lanier Anderson, "The Debate tinee
GeisteswissenschaftémGerman Philosophy," ilthe Cambridge History of Philosophy, 1870-1948.
Thomas Baldwin (Cambridge, UK ; New York: Cambridgpeiversity Press, 2003), 228.
O'Weber, "Objectivity," 380-81. ; “Objektivitat,” 18
" bid., 380. ; Ibid., 180.
"2 The Historical School was institutionally dominamiGermany from the early nineteenth century until
521e middle of the twentieth. See IggeFhe German Conception of History

Ibid., 5.
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laws of which were immune to the changing fortunes of hurffaristory alone could
describe the development and diversity of human societies, politics, and culture.

If, in the tradition of enlightenment, Kant had extolled “universal standards of
morality and justice,” historians by contrast, “espoused cultural retati/sGerman
historicists rejected the natural law traditions of Western Europe and ingb e
‘transcendent rights of man,’ they saw every nation as historically unifiieey treated
“ideas and values not in terms of absolute norms of truth or good, but as expression of a
specific age, culture, or peopl€.’Such a stance implies that values are historical and
culturally bound — in other words, existential and relative, rather than universal and
transcendenf This conclusion created a problem: the recognition that all values are
relative undermined any claim to universal tr(ith.

Weber, a self-professed “student” of the Historical School, warns that while the
social scientist works to uncover qualitative cultural meaning, or value, henotust
mistake his work as revealing or providing meaning as such. Modern science, be it

cultural or natural, asks the question “how,” but not “why.” The sciences provide:

" The static nature of the natural world was chajéehby the publication of Darwin®rigin of the
Speciesn 1859.

> Levine,Visions 184.

® |ggers,The German Conception of Histo#y.

" Ibid., 127. The emphasis on culture and histonstitutes what Woodruff Smith identifies as a crdtu
science GermanSonderwed Woodruff D. Smith,Palitics and the Sciences of Culture in Germanyi(:8
1920(New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 238-39.

8 This is not to say however, that historicists sarpgrl moral or cultural relativism. Rather theyi®edd,
“all cultural phenomena are emanations of divink avid represent true values,” Ilggersie German
Conception of History8.

" Willey offers a useful summary of the “fundamergakstion of Neo-Kantianism” in relation to this
crisis: “How to find appropriate but distinct metlwogies for the physical and human sciences, loow t
overcome the relativistic implications of histosiai, and how to establish human autonomy against the
claims of scientific determinism,” WilleyBack to Kant23.
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“existential knowledge’, knowledge of what ‘is,” but not “normative knowledge’, i.e.
knowledge of what ‘should be® (Another way of saying “how” not “why” is that
means can be evaluated, but not ends). As such Weber warns: “an empirical science

cannot teach anyone what steoulddo, only what heando.”®*

The Rationalization of Action

During his lifetime Weber contributed to several of the social sciences —
economics, political science, history, and eventually, socidloy“Obijectivity,”
Weber made the case that the role of the social sciences is to provide iatierpogt
culturally produced meanings. In the same vein, Weber argued that the task of the
sociologist was to interpret the subjective meaning behind social actions. In the 1913
essay “Some Categories of Interpretive Sociology,” Weber outlined his methpdaiog
“interpretive sociology” Yerstehende Soziologiesomething he would do again in the
opening chapter dEconomy and Sociely

Weber explains that interpretive sociology takes “the single individual and his
action as its basic unit, as its ‘atorfi*Interpretive sociology seeks not only to describe

the behavior of individuals, but also to understand the meanings they themselves ascribe

8 Weber, "Objectivity," 360. ; “Objektivitat,” 148.

' pid., 362. ; Ibid., 151.

8 The discipline of sociology was not a major conder Weber until he was in his forties.

8 For the differences between the two essays sak Edaber’s “Translator’s Introduction” to
“Categories.” Weber, "Categories."

8 |bid.: 158. Hereafter “Categories.” ; Max Webdbper Einige Kategorien Der Verstehenden
Soziologie," inGesammelte Aufsatze Zur Wissenschaftsl@fibingen: Verlag von J.C.B Mohr 1922),
263. Hereafter “Kategorien.”
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to their actions® In Economy and SocietWeber writes that sociology is “a science
which is concerned with the subjective meaning of [social] acfon.”

In Economy and SocieWeber lists the four different ways individual social
action can be orientettaditionally or habitually (that is, according to custom);
affectually(emotionally);Value-rational(adhering to religious, or ethical-cultural values)
or instrumentally rationalWeber describes instrumentally rational action:

This type [self-interested action], with its clarity of self-consan@ss and

freedom from subjective scruples, is the polar anti-thesis of every sort of

unthinking acquiescence in customary ways as well as of devotion to norms

consciously accepted as absolute values. One of the most important aspects of the
process of ‘rationalization’ of action is the substitution for the unthinking
acceptance of ancient custom, of deliberate adaptation to situations in terms of
self-interesf’
Instrumentally rational action is calculated to achieve the desired gbaluvregard for
tradition (“customary ways”) or ethics (“absolute valué&n Weber's description,
instrumentally rational action replaces the “unthinking” action of habit artdroust is
“enlightened” in the sense that it is free of superstition. Yet, as discussedpteChaur,
in the post-Weberian discourses, it is instrumental rationality that beconhasking
and automatic as enlightenment reverts back into myth. In this scenario insttumenta
rationality blinkers the ability of actors to reflect on and assign valueshoattions, or

to question not only if the means justify the ends, but also if the ends themselwess. are |

8 Weber, "Categories," 152. ; “Kategorien,” 255.
8 , Economy and Societ9. ; Wirtschaff 4.
" 1pid., 30. ; Ibid., 15

#1pid., 24. ; Ibid., 12.
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Weber never offers an unambiguously damning critique of rationalization, as
Horkheimer, Adorno, and Bauman do. However, he does use emotionally charged
language to describe a bureaucratically organized society. He indizatasider the
conditions of modernity, the principles of instrumental rationality dominate not just
institutions, but individuals too.

For example, Weber concludes “Categories” by explaining the “pranteahing
of rationalization of the rules of a social group.” Office employees, and bgen t
supervisor, “’know’ the rules of accounting,” but only in the way we know how to
multiply — “for us to “correctly” use the multiplication table, it is not nseeg that we
have rational insight into the algebraic theorems that underlie [it].” Ratl®fjmposed
on us as children exactly as a rational directive of a despot is imposed on a"sAibject
increasingly rationalized world demands calculative instrumentaltynadtaction from
its members.

While technology and science bring many improvements they at the same time
require many leaps of faith, or more to the point — obedience. Instead of learning
“through rational deliberations” we grow adept at calculating “in whasensus terms
the ‘correct’ way.” From streetcars, to elevators, to guns, “No ordirarsuner today
has even proximate knowledge about the production techniques of the goods he uses
daily.” The best example of an act of modern faith is the monetary system. Echoing
Simmel, Weber writes: “The money user does not know how money actually acquires it
remarkable singular qualities, for even the specialists argue strenabosiythat®* The
consumer does not need to know why money works the way it does, but just needs to

follow the rules of the money economy.

8 , "Categories," 177-78. ; “Kategorien,” 292.
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Weber continues:
Rationalization of social actions, therefore, certainly does not produce asahiver
knowledge of their conditions and relationships, but rather usually brings about
precisely the opposite. The “primitive” knows infinitely more of the economic
and social conditions of his own existence than the person usually called
“civilized” knows of his. [ . . . ] One has the confidence that, in principle at least,
one can ‘count’ on these conditionsalculatée their behavior, and orient one’s
own action toward unambiguous expectations engendered by them. And here lies
the specific interest of the rational capitalistic ‘enterprise’ ilonal rules, whose
practical functioning can be taken into account in the enterprise’s prolesbiliti
just as can that of a machitfe.
Increasing rationalization is the historical context for interpretatigias made by
“civilized” individuals who must acquire the ability to manipulate rationddsjrt
environment as a “machine.” In his critical history of the rise of ratiomelbureaucratic
orders, Weber reveals how narrowly focused calculation becomes an é$semtigue
for negotiating modern life. Enterprises — private, public, and political — siogig
function like complex machines — actors are trained in how to manipulate them but they
have no view of the total process and generally do not reflect on the reason for the

process in the first place.

% |bid.: 178-79. ; “Kategorien,” 293-294. In thisgsage, particularly the point about the “primitive”
having greater practical knowledge of his worldtin@odern man has of his, Weber foreshadows higyheo
of “disenchantment,” which appears almost a detage in the essay “The Vocation of Science.”
“Categories” also contains Weber’s first mentionthe ‘Entzauberung der W¢lthere translated as “a
world increasingly divested of magic.” Ibid., 15bid., 258. For more on the history of the terra se
SwedbergThe Max Weber Dictionarn$2-63.
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Bureaucracy

Bureaucracy is the best way to organize large amounts of information, products,
and people’ Bureaucracy is as ancient as civilization but is most fully realized in the
modern age, and as Weber sees it, nowhere more so than in Germany: “surpasgsing a
them [other European countries], the Germans perfected the rational, funatibnal a
specialized bureaucratic organization of all forms of domination from fati@asmy and
public administration.?> As David Beetham explains, in Imperial Germany, the
bureaucrats who effectively ran the government “were responsible to the ke
than to parliament.” Given the “personal limitations of the Kaiser” and the lack of
“parliamentary accountability,” there existed a system “not merebygaucratic
administration, but of bureaucratigle.”®® In her account of the German civil service,
Jane Caplan notes that commentators have long seen Germany as distinctamong it
European neighbors for being a thoroughly “administered” nation, and argue®that “f
Prussia, and subsequently for Germany, the bureaucratic state has hackitterobia
defining national institution.” Germany, is not only, as Otto Hintze calléthg
classical land of civil service;” Caplan argues it is also “the dabkkind of scholarship

about this institution

! David Beetham opens his book on bureaucracy hyligitting this ambiguous duality: “Bureaucracy is
something we all love to hate. It presents simeltausly the contradictory images of bungling ineéficy
and threatening power.” David BeethaBureaucracy 2nd ed. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1996), 1.

92«just as the Italians and after them the Englisistarly developed the modern capitalist forms of
economic organization, so the Byzantines, Freneblugionary centralization and finally, surpassaigof
them,the Germans perfected the rational, functional apdcialized bureaucratic organization of all forms
of dominationfrom factory to army and public administration."eder,Economy and Societ§400. My
emphasis. Wirtschaft 834

%3 BeethamBureaucracy 60.

% Jane CaplarGovernment without Administration : State and C8alrvice in Weimar and Nazi Germany
(Oxford; New York: Clarendon Press ; Oxford Univgr&ress, 1988), 2.
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However a strong bureaucracy is not just the characteristic of a powesusthte
as the Kaiserreich, but of all large modern institutions, ecclesiasticairatufind
economic’ Initially bureaucracy was associated with absolutist governments that
controlled all major institutions, such as financial markets, education, and ttaymili
The rise of capitalism challenged strong state control but capitakspeses themselves
grew so large that they too needed to be rationalized and produced a manage#al class
that is people who are not themselves producers, but manage the processes of
production®®

In Economy and SocietWeber describes “modern officialisnBéamtentunas
characterized by a fixed system of rules, a clear hierarchy andcesla written
documents! Weber shows how fully developed modern bureaucracy, owing to its
technical superiority, gains power over traditional forms of organization and iauthor
Bureaucracy grows increasingly autonomous, surviving the fall of individual leaieérs
politicians.

Ironically, the enterprising spirit which helps drive the expansion of capitalis
promotes corporate bureaucracy, which in turns constrains entrepreneurship asimnova
becomes standardizati8hAs Henry Jacoby explains, personal initiative and even the
demonstration of personality, are a hindrance to the operation of an “objective”
enterprise. Personnel should identify “with the organization they feel they erhbody

Advancement in bureaucratic organizations goes to those who best mirror the image of

% Weber Economy and Societ956. ;Wirtschaff 551. BeethanBureaucracy 3.

% See Henry Jacob¥he Bureaucratization of the Wor{Berkeley: University of California Press, 1973).
°”Weber,Economy and Societ956-57. Wirtschaff 551-556.

% BeethamBureaucracy 54. The “calculability” engendered by the monegreomy is an essential theme
in the work of Georg Simmel, discussed in the méwepter.
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their superiors, -- that is advancement is “related to the constant adjustnient to t
methodology of the existing system, as well as to the prevailing philosdphy.”

Weber consistently emphasizes bureaucracy’s relentless depersmmlizhtch
divorces “official activity” from “the sphere of private lifé® The holding of a
bureaucratic office is a “vocationBéruf) and unlike feudal vassalage, “modern loyalty
to an office . . . does not establish a relationshipperaon”*°* Thus follows, “The
‘objective’ discharge of business . . . accordingalzulable rulesand ‘without regard
for person.” According to Weber, the demand for “calculabilig&(echenbarkejt
constitutes the very “peculiarity of modern cultut®&Weber’s language grows
increasingly dramatic as he continues: “Bureaucracy develops the maelpethe
more it is ‘dehumanizedentmenschlichtthe more completely it succeeds in eliminating
from official business love, hatred, and all purely personal, irrational, and entotiona
elements which escape calculatidff®”

The rise of bureaucratic rule brings other significant changes, includimg ho
social status is determined both inside and outside officialdom. Weber writesst€ons
bureaucratic domination means the leveling of ‘status hoh%rThis process does not
mean social status becomes unimportant, but that it flows instead from an’sfficial
position in a bureaucratic organization, rather than (as in former times) gexsooas

or familial history. The weakening of traditional status is also helpelebgapitalist

% JacobyThe Bureaucratization of the Worlg1.

190 \weber,Economy and Societ957. ;Witschaft 552.
1% |bid., 958-59. ; Ibid., 552-53

192 pid., 975. ; Ibid., 563.

193 |pid. ; Ibid.

%% Ipid. ; Ibid., 563.
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economy, where money, without regard for tradition, determines an individual's

productive and consuming power. The shift in status helps buttress the bureaucratic order
Taut discipline and control which at the same time have consideration for the
official’s sense of honor [ . . . means] the bureaucratic apparatus functions more
assuredly than does legal enslavement of the functionaries. A strong status
sentiment $tandesbuwusstgiamong officials not only is compatible with the
official’s readiness to subordinate himself to his superior without any willsof hi
own, but — as in the case with the officer—status sentiments are the compensatory
consequence of such subordination, serving to maintain the official’s self-
respect-?®

In an advanced bureaucratic order “functionaries” are not held with physieglabr

chains but willingly subordinate themselves to their superiors for “compensatory

consequences” such as the status inferred by their position. In this scdmbeithes

bureaucrat excises “any will of his own,” he perversely gains “ssife.” These

insights anticipate the work of Siegfried Kracauer, who, as discussed in Chiager T

demonstrates the extreme status-consciousness of Weimar whiteeoglayees.
Bureaucracy becomes so advanced that the “public administration as well as

private economic management” cannot function without it. Weber writes: “The future

belongs to bureaucratization . . . Bureaucracy is distinguished from other historical

agencies of the modern rational order of llfeljensordunfgin that it is far more

persistent and ‘escape-protfrientrinnbarkeit” *°® All who rely on bureaucratic

organizations, as citizens, consumers, or leaders, are confined by it. Even thénnsonarc

195 1hid., 968. ; Ibid., 558.
108 1hid., 1401. ; Ibid., 834.
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powerless in the face of the expert advisor who mediates the ruler’s actess t
specialized knowledge necessary for running the state.

Bureaucratic domination means the receding prospects of political remolatio
most cases the dismantling of private and state organizational apparahisbsjepend
on the knowledge of a limited number of experts, would engender chaos. The decreased
power of individuals and communities to obtain their basic necessities on their own
means: “Increasingly the material fate of the masses depends upon theaohand
correct functioning of the ever more bureaucratic organizations of privatelisapjitand
the idea of eliminating them becomes more and more utopian.”

Weber does not consider socialism a viable remedy for overwhelming
bureaucratic power because he believes it would only intensify the driving force of
organizational logic. Under capitalism at least the private economic andadolit
bureaucracies check each ottf&iState socialism removes this built in conflict and the
process of self-propelling bureaucratization continues unabated, becomingasthigta
of the functionary. A change in the means of production and distribution of resources
would not alter the course of modern bureaucratic power as socialism would be just as
subject to “inescapable universal bureaucratizattth.”

Weber was not anti-bureaucratic and admired the achievements of bureaucracy,
which he saw as essential to modern politics and economics. But he warned that if

pervasive and unchecked it could be dangerous to the health of tHé°Bateaucracy

197 |pid., 988. ; Ibid., 570.

1% |hid., 1402. ; Ibid., 835.

109«gpcialism” (1918) in Max WebePolitical Writings (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1994), 279. Translation by Ronald Speirs ttee orginal 1918 pamphlet, published in Vienna.
10«0ur officialdom has been brilliant wherever itchio prove its sense of duty, its impartiality and
mastery of organization problems in the face oicaf, clearly formulated tasks of a special nature
But here we are concerned with politic[s] . . . #imel facts themselves [show] . . . That bureaucfaitgd
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is a necessary, but potentially dangerous tool of political power as it tends to work
independently of the ruler, and of any rules other than its own. Good political leaders
must have the skills to control their own bureaucratieBureaucracy cannot realize
political goals, but “is a precision instrument which can put itself at the displogaite
varied interests, purely political as well as purely economic, or any dtfianeber
argues that the determination of interests, that is, of who wields the tool of amauc
and for what ends, should be a political, not a bureaucratic decision. Yet, he does not
seem hopeful that political reason will prevail. In an appendiectmomy and Society
he writes: “An inanimate machine is mind objectifigéfonnener GeistOnly this
provides it with the power to force men into its service and to dominate their everyday
working life as completely as is actually the case in the factoryfuimsntal
rationalization — “mind objectified” — can dominate men just as effectivellyeas
physical machinery of the assembly line enslaves factory workers blreaucratic
organization” with its specialization, strict order, and rigid hierarchglgo that
animated machine.” Weber continues: “Together with the inanimate machsrmugy
fabricating the shell of bondagé¢héause jener Horigkéivhich men will perhaps be
forced to inhabit someday, as powerless as the fellahs of ancient Edypt.”

In his “prefatory remarks” to th€ollected Essays in the Sociology of Religion

(published in 1920), Weber uses thehdusemetaphor to argue:

completelywhenever it was expected to deal vptilitical problems. . . Politicians must be the
countervailing force against bureaucratic domimati®veber,Economy and Societ§417.

MY, H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills, "Introductiorfhe Man and His Work," ifrom Max Weber: Essays
in Sociology ed. H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New Yorkxfrd University Press, 1946), 43.
H2\Weber,Economy and Societ990. :Wirtschaff 571.

1bid., 1402. ; Ibid,.835.
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Apart from the modern West, no country and no period has quite known the
absolutely inescapable confinemé@ebannthejtof the fundamental political,
technical, and economic conditions of our life aidur whole existenaa the
shell [Geh&ausgof anorganizationof specially trained officials, nor the technical,
commercial, and especially thegally trained state official as the bearer of the
most important everyday functions of sociallife

Our daily life depends of the functioning of highly organized and specialized Isfficia

This dependency is so great that it forms a shell encompassing “our whadaexist
Despite his undeniably effective and dramatic language, Weber concludes this

text by self-diagnosing his own lack of artistic vision. He denies himsieiiase to

indulge in exploration of the spiritual or meta-physical consequences of lifieidls

rationalized modern world:
It is true that the whole course of human destiny swirls like a turbulent@aszdar
the one who seeks to view a portion of it. But he will be well advised to keep his
little personal comments to himself, as one does when faced with the sight of the
ocean and the mountain ranges—unless he knows that he has a vocation for
artistic expression or prophetic utterance and is endowed with the necedsary gif
In most other cases all the talk of “intuition” serves merely to conceak alac
distance from the object of contemplation.

Weber protests too much, he clearly does have a “vocation for artistic eapyegsiich

his commitment to objectivity and scientific distance cannot quell. Webégimntes

have indeed proved to be “prophetic”; that is why we continue to read him to this day,

14 Weber, “Prefatory Remarks @ollected Essays in the Sociology of Relijion———, Protestant
Ethic, 358. My emphasis. Original available@esammelte aufsatze zur religionssoziologie
115 s

Ibid., 368.
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and not just to learn something about his age, but about ours as well. His most enduring
image has entered the lexicon of everyday language; many people today tieéer
“Protestant work ethic,” even without knowing that the concept originated over &89 ye
ago in the work of a German social theorist. Weber’'s most well known concept appeare
in the same place as his most famous metaphor — “a shell as hard &Ssediiaftes
Gehausg | am speaking of course, ©he Protestant Ethic and the “Spirit” of

Capitalism Weber’s book-length study of how the rationalization of a religious practice

helped give birth to the “spirit of capitalism.”

1. Weber and Menschentum

“A Shell as Hard as Steel”

Weber is well known as the preeminent theoretician of rationalization and
bureaucracy, but he is also, as one commentator has said, a “philosophical
anthropologist” of these processé¥As Weber sees it, the escape-proof nature of
bureaucracy is not just an issue for bureaucrats, but for everyone who lives in the moder
world. By the early twentieth century, all individuals, regardless of titleiror position,
were increasingly subject to powerful bureaucracies, not just in the workplace and
political sphere, but also in many areas of their everyday lives. In thec¢hiy” essay
Weber argues that the “entirety of cultural processes,” be they largeathy @re
conditioned by larger social forces, and therefore worthy of stddeber writes that
when the subject is economics, the social scientist should examine not only “economic

phenomena,” but also “economically conditioned’ phenomena.” Here Weber reveals

16 Keith Tribe, “Introduction” in Hennigylax Weber : Essays in Reconstructias.
17 Weber, "Objectivity," 369. ; “Objektivitat,” 163.
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himself to be a pioneer of twentieth century social theory. As Simmel egpiai he
Philosophy of Money(first published in 1900), the object of social scientific research is
no longer the “individual acts of the leaders,” but “the small daily events of the
intellectual, cultural and political lifé*®

Echoing Simmel, Weber continues:

The processes of everyday life, no less than the ‘historical’ events of higbspol

collective and mass phenomena, the ‘singular’ actions of statesmen, or individual

literary or artistic achievements are ‘economically conditioned’ way. In

return, the totality of lived phenomena and conditions within a historically given

culture influences the formation of material needs, the manner in which they are

satisfied, the formation of material interest groups and the nature of thaiiveoer
means.

As Weber explains, “the processes of everyday life” are just as deserving of
analysis as the “events of high politics,” “mass phenomenon,” and the deeds of ptomine
individuals. For “the totality of lived phenomenon” are “economically conditioned.” He
continues: “The formation of material needs” and “the manner in which they are
satisfied” are not determined by nature alone, but are by history and cslwe5° In
this essay, Weber attempts to lay out a methodology appropriate to the ingighttthra
must be accounted for when analyzing “the formation of material needs.” Saon afte
“Objectivity” was published, Weber completed what he described as a “spiritua

explanation” for the development of capitalisth.

18 Simmel,Money 277.

19\Weber, "Objectivity,” 369. ; “Objektivitat,” 163.

12079 pe fair to Weber | must point out that he doesbelieve a “spiritual” explanation alone is sigént.
As he explains in the final lines Bfotestant Ethic“It cannot, of course, be our purpose to reprome-
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The Protestant Ethic and the “Spirit” of Capitaliswas first published in 1905;
it came out again in a slightly revised edition in 1820n Ethic, Weber argues that the
doctrine of salvation not through works, but through predestination, drove Protestants to
look for proof of their future divine selection in earthly achievements. Ostentatious
displays of wealth were discouraged and newly generated wealth was takdg qui
reinvested rather than spent. This impulse created the Protestant “wotkvsiicic
demanded conscientious labor and honest entrepreneurship. Individuals were to follow
their own “calling,” translated in secular terms to “vocatiddéfuf). Though the
evolving Protestant ethic did not start the development of capitalism, thestivel
affinity” meant that each process buttressed the other. Over time howevgirithals
origin for the guiding ethic dissipated, leaving behind only the drive and the world it
created. In the opening pagesobtestant Weber describes this world:
Today’scapitalist economic order is a monstrousdeheurgrcosmos, into
which the individual is born and which in practice is for him, at least as an
individual, simply a given, an immutable shelhpbanderliches Gehause
which he is obliged to live. It forces on the individual, to the extent that he is
caught up in the relationships of the “market,” the norms of its economic activity.
The manufacturer who consistently defies these norms will just as surely be
forced out of business as the worker who cannot or will not conform will be

thrown out of work:??

sided spiritual explanation with an equally oneesidpiritual oneBoth are equally possinle———,
Protestant Ethic122. ;Ethik, 155.

21| am working with the 1905 edition, for the diféarces between the two, see the “Editors’ Introdnéti
in Ibid.

22 bid., 13. ; Ibid., 16.
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Individuals, be they worker or manufacturer, are born and “obliged to live” in a
thoroughly rationalized system that is unyielding in its demand for conformity.

In the most famous passageldie Protestant Ethid/Veber argued that while
“The Puritansvantedto be men of the callingBerufsmensdh—we, on the other hand,
must bé’ The modern economic order is strong enough to overrule individual inclination
as membership in it is no longer determined by voluntary affiliation or occupason. A
Weber explains: “Today this mighty cosmos determines, with overwhelminga@oer
the style of lifenot onlyof those directly involved in business but of every individual
who is born into this mechanism.” Born into this “mighty cosmos” we cannot escape and
are compelled to adapt our “style of life” accordingly. Under the originat,ettoncern
for outward possessions should sit lightly on the shoulders [. . .] ‘like a thin cloak which
can be thrown off at any time.” “But,” Weber continues, “falag Verhangnisdecreed
that the cloak should become a shell as hard as stabltifartes Gehau$¢ . . and] the
outward goods of this world gained increasing and finally inescapaidafrinnbar¢
power over men’?3|n this dramatic passage, it is no longer just bureaucracy, but the
entire “cosmos” that has become “inescapable.”

The spiritual goal, or end, of the Protestant work ethic has gone, its original
animating spirit “has fled from its shell.” Now that “victorious” capgali “rests on the
foundation of the machine,” it no longer needs the support of the ascetic spirit of
religion** Weber predicts that even the “optimistic mood” of capitalism’s “laughing

heir, The Enlightenment, seems destined to fade av@aweber cannot indulge in the

123 bid., 120-21. ; Aber aus dem Mantel liess das Verhangnish ein Istatds Gehause werdénbid.,
153.

2% Ipid., 121. ; Ibid., 153-154.

2% Ipid. ; Ibid., 154.
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belief that the continuation of the enlightenment project — further progresemtsa@nd
technology — will bring a greater yield in human happiness. “Progress” is maedito
technical advancement, not the improvemerlehschentumrhe process that
originally freed humans from the grip of superstition and ignorance has now lefithem
a “disenchanted” world, the “outward goods” of which can no longer be easily €ast-of
but encases them in a shell as hard as steel.
Weber writes “No one yet knows who will live in that shell in the future.”
Without new prophets or revolutions he predicts “ossification” of the bureaucratic order
will set in.
Then, however, it might truly be said of the ‘last men’ in this cultural
development: ‘specialists without spirit, hedonists without a hEadiimenschen
ohne Geist, Genussmenschen ohne Hehese nonentitiesl[es Nichtsimagine
they have attained a stage of humankiérischentujmever before reached.’
Here, however, we are getting into the area of judgments of value and belief, with

which this purely historical study should not be encumb&fed.

Here, at the end dthe Protestant EthjdNVeber reaches his greatest rhetorical heights,
engaging in such weighty language as “spirit,” “heart,” and “humankind. ayan he
pulls back, noting he has tread into “the area of judgments of value and belidi” whic
have no business in a “purely historical study.” Nevertheless, he leavesdéeweh a

set of powerful images.

2% |pid. ; Ibid.
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In these concluding remarks, Weber makes an explicit reference to Ni&tzsche
Thus Spoke Zarathusttd’ In the relevant passage, Nietzsche describes a future where
the soil of men’s souls has become “poor and domesticated,” and they no longer strive to
go “beyond man.” In the guise of the prophet Zarathustra, Nietzsche predhettinie is
of the most despicable man is coming, he that is no longer able to despise himself.
Behold, | show you thiast man” In this age: “The earth has become small, and on it
hops the last man, who makes everything sm&ll.”

Weber’s imagery interplays richly with the scene painted by ZarathWe&ber’'s
“nonentities,” like Nietzsche’s last men, have succeeded in mastering tlie wor
practically, believing themselves to have attained “a stage of humankam$¢hentuin
never before reached.” Yet by making everything manageable, they havetzasihe
argues, made the earth small in the process. The “last men” of this rationapdexs
have diminished themselves. Practical methods, or means, cannot pneadiig This
last“Menschenturirconsists of Fachmenschen ohne Gglidhat is men whose thinking
is pure calculation with no spirit, anind, which is the other English equivalent@éist
These men have appetites, but no passient?).

Weber’s use of the teridenschentuns significant here. As Wihelm Hennis
explains, Menschenturnis “that word in which the German language had since the mid-
nineteenth century, chosen to express ‘qualitative’ interest in the history ohityfa’
Even as Weber pulls back from “judgments of value and belief,” the faleréchentum

drives this “spiritual” study. For WebeMenschentufirefers not so much to the

127 For the relationship between Weber and Nietzsede especially Robert Ede®ylitical Leadership &
Nihilism: A Study of Weber & Nietzscfieampa: University Presses of Florida, 1983).

128 Eriedrich Wilhelm Nietzschélhe Portable NietzscH@&ew York: Penguin Books, 1976), 129.

129 Hennis,Max Weber : Essays in Reconstructids.
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collective fate of the entity, “humanity,” as to the possibility that the iddiafis that

make up humanity can find the form of their own lives. As he puts in the conclusion to
the essay “Science as a Vocation,” (discussed below), the best hope fon moder
individuals is that “each finds and obeys the demon who holds the fibers of his very life”
— that is, the passion that motivates his action.

The problem in a heavily rationalized world becomes how one can “find and
obey” the fibers of his own life. Rationalization means depersonalization ab@seall
This is most clear in the case of bureaucracy where personal attritugesanettisoned
in favor of consistency and conformity. The bureaucrat is to opesize ita studi6 —
without hatred or lové3® Without hatred or love, one will have a hard time finding and
following his driving passion. In Hennis’s words, “complete rationality annilsiletis
free space,” where the individual can fashion his owrt{ifé. is no accident then that
Weber compares men at the stage of development to those most “despicablefi last me
whom Nietzsche describes as “hopping” on the earth they have made small, “as
ineradicable as the flea-beetf€*The “disenchanted” world is small one, with small
inhabitants. The image of “little” men and women who are happy to conform and
overestimate their stature will appear in more concrete form in Krasa&imar study

of white-collar workers.

Disenchantment
In the 1919 essay, “Science as a Vocation,” Weber explains that the more

rationalization increases, the less we understand about how the processesrthatalet

130 \Weber,Economy and Societ@25. ;Wirtschaft 129.
131 Hennis,Max Weber : Essays in Reconstructi@fo.
132 NietzscheThe Portable Nietzsché?29.
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our daily existence actually wolR® At the same time, as science advances, it diminishes
other meaning giving systems, whiling offering only practical knowledgeturn. It
tells us how to do something, but not for what ultimate purpose. In other words, it
provides means, not ends. The individual scientist's ambition is no longer total, and the
most advanced science can tell us nothing about the totality of human existeneenFor e
the best scientist can achieve “something truly perfect” only as a sgtam@alking in a
narrow field. The world is irrevocably split in two — science can teltlaygthings are
and religion can purport to tell wgy, but they no longer speak to each other.
Weber continues, “Scientific progress is a fraction, the most importatibfraof
the process of intellectualization which we have been undergoing for thousands of
years.*3* But this progress does not mean that we have “a greater knowledge of the
conditions of life under which we exist,” but in fact quite the opposite.
Unless he is a physicist, one who rides on the streetcar has no idea how the car
happened to get into motion. [ . . . ] The savage knows incomparably more about
his tools. [. . .] The savage know what he does in order to get his daily food and
which institutions serve him in this pursuit. The increasing intellectusiizand
rationalization danot, therefore, indicate an increased and general knowledge of
the conditions under which one lives. It means something else, namely, the
knowledge or belief that if one but wished @oaild learn it any time. Hence, it
means that principally there are no mysterious incalculable forces thatictum

play, but rather that one can, in principle, master all things by calcul@han.

133 Max Weber, "Science as a Vocation,'Firom Max Weber: Essays in Sociolo@yew York,: Oxford
university press, 1946), 134. Hereafter “Scienc&Veber, "Wissenschaft Als Beruf," 80. Hereafter
“Wissenschaft.” “Science” was first given as a leetin 1917.

13 \Weber, "Science," 139. ; “Wissenschaft,” 86.
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means the world is disenchanfelile Entzauberung der WglOne need no

longer have recourse to magical means in order to master or implore it$e &pir

did the savage, for whom such mysterious powers existed. Technical means and

calculations perform the service. This is above all what intellectualizat

means:>
The literal meaning dEntzauberungs “de-magicification.” The modern world is no
longer run by superstition and tradition, but this liberation from magical thinking does not
correspond to an increase in the individual’s power in his own environment. European
life may be considerably more complex than that of the ‘savage,’ but whereés/prim
man knew how to secure the materials for his daily existence, modern men are nepende
on institutions and technologies that are beyond their control and comprehension.
Individuals have neither intimate nor general knowledge about the mechanizations of
daily life. At the same time, each one of those mechanizations is explaindble a
calculable, embodying no mystery or larger meaning.

In Weber’s view, rationalization operates on science, as well as politital a
economic institutions. As science specializes, it breaks down “big” questions fadout t
nature of the universe into discrete, more manageable parts. Science hows\er, fai
reassemble these fragments into a totality of meaning to replace the ohevakionce
provided by the object of its greatest attack — religion. The individual is onlalparti
compensated for this loss in meaning. He may profit from rationalized econauinic a
political systems, but, as technology grows increasingly complex, he can andeast

impact their operations less and less.

13%1hid., 139 ; Ibid., 86-87.
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Renaissance scientists, promoters of the rational experiment, expectee cesc
of scientific truth to provide moral, artistic, and religious meaning. Scidrtbésatage
still promised spiritual liberation by stripping away the mysterieswohéicreation and
showing “the path to God-* Today however: “If the natural sciences lead to anything
in this way, they are apt to make the belief that there is such a thing as #men'ghef
the universe die at its very root$”Modern science finds its strength in specialization
and in the production of facts. Only “big children” could believe “that the findings of
astronomy, biology, physics, or chemistry could teach us anything aboue#rengof
the world."*%®

The diminishing power of religion is another result of the “process of
intellectualization,” that is, the drive to find a practical explanation for évieuy.
Religion used to serve an unambiguagasipnal purpose, it used texplainthings. It was
the way communities and individuals made sense of the world. Pragmaticalign<l
of salvation explained the suffering and inequalities inherent in life on Earth. BerWe
explains in an essay on the historical development of religion, religion once adsher
demand “that the world order in its totality is, could, and should somehow be a
meaningful ‘cosmos.**° Now however, “the general result of the modern form of
thoroughly rationalizing the conception of the world and the way of life, theoretaradly
practically,” has shifted religion to “the realms of the irratiortdl.lh a “demystified” —
that is rationalized — world, religion is relegated to the irrational spher&trendltimate

and most sublime values” occupy that increasingly thin sliver of space left hatbhyg

%8 pid., 142. ; Ibid., 91.

37 pid. ; Ibid., 92.

%8 pid. ; Ibid.

ijz From “The Social Psychology of the World Religibirs Weber,From Max Weber281.
Ibid.
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rationalizatiom-** Religion and other meaning-giving traditions are cordoned off from the
public and political sphere, areas now dominated by science and ptfftister the
divorce of religion and reason, “Redemptioom rationalism and intellectualism of
science is the fundamental presupposition of living in union with the divfi&&ligion
becomes a refuge from impersonal rationalization. Individual death and sufering
immaterial to the instrumentally rational point of view. Modern, practicaiomalism”
offers technique but not comfort. Most significantly, a “disenchanted” worldsorfie
explanation or purpose for human mortality — the one problem science canndt%olve.
Formally rationalism in religion provided comfort. In the religious worldvievatllgave
way to eternal life and injustice in this world was balanced in the next. In a
“disenchanted” world, death is an arbitrary end, not a transformation to something
“beyond” man.

Ultimately Weber declines to make a final judgment about rationaizatie
does not advocate a return to an idealized communal past (as did Werner Sombart and the
early Ferdinand Tonnies), but instead recognizes the historical inevitabdityven the
benefits of rationalizatioff*> He believes human beings will always seek rational

explanations. “For the rationality, in the sense of logical or teleologicasistency’ of

1L \weber, "Science," 155. ; “Wissenschaft,” 109.

142\Weber’s language was anticipated by his friendrG& mmel in the latter's booRhe Philosophy of
Money first published in 1900. Simmel writes: “the ld@d actions of civilized man pass through an
infinite number of purposive systems of which ha cantrol, or even conceive, only a very small psat
that, compared with the simplicity of primitive sténce, a frightening differentiation of the eletsesf

life emerges.” SimmelMoney 476.

143 Weber, "Science," 142. ; “Wissenschaft,” 92.

144 Detlev Peukert discusses the uneasy confrontafisnience and human mortality in the context ef th
Weimar Republic in Detlev Peukert, "The Genesithef'Final Solution' from the Spirit of Sciencey” i
Nazism and German Society, 1933-19h David F. Crew (London ; New York: Routled@894).
Peukert’s essay is discussed in Chapter Four.

15 For Sombart see Jeffrey HeRfeactionary Modernism: Technology, Culture, anditieslin Weimar
and the Third Reichl986 ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pr&884; reprint, 1998). For Tonnies
see Arthur MitzmanSociology and Estrangement: Three Sociologistenpirial Germany[1st ed. (New
York,: Knopf; [distributed by Random House], 1973).
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an intellectual-theoretical or practical-ethical attitude has and allvasy had power over
man, however limited and unstable this power is and always has been in the face of other
forces of historical life**® The harsh irony of the human longing for explanation is that it
eventually undermines those very “attitudes” often present in religion and athermng-
giving systems?’ More and more facts pile up, but modern knowledge dismantles
ancient meanings without providing new ones. This situation constitutes what Webe
scholar Laurence Scaff calls the “deepest paradox” of Weber’s diagnasisc&cannot
speak to the truth of life and religion cannot speak the (factual) truth. While more
conciliatory than Nietzsche towards those who make the “intellectual satofi
believing, Weber sees the turn to science for salvation as a sign of weakifiess: “
Nietzsche’s devastating criticism of those ‘last men’ who ‘invented hagpinesay
leave aside altogether the naive optimism in which science—that is, the technique of
mastering life which rests upon science—has been celebrated as the way toskafifine
Here Weber refers to the same passadéas Spoke Zarathustthat he did inThe
Protestant EthicThese last men mistake physical comfort for happiness; the have left
“the regions where it was hard to live” and are “no longer able to despiseSdhas
They seek small truths rather than big ones, which are more sobering aftaatthefde
God.

Science follows the fragmentation that is the work of rationalized bureaucracy.

Rationalization breaks down large tasks into small “truths”: the assembbypd$ gthe

146 «Religious Rejections of the World and Their Ditieas” in Weber From Max Weber324.

47 This situation constitutes what Scaff calls the¢dest paradox” of Weber’s diagnosis.” Scaliéeing
the lIron Cagel12.

“8\Weber, "Science," 155. ; “Wissenschaft,” 43.
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organization of people — be it the movement of military units through the countryside or
students through trade school. As Weber explains:
A civilized man, who is put in the midst of the continuing enrichment of
civilization with thoughts, knowledge and problems, can become ‘tired of life’,
but not ‘satiated with life.” He snatches only the tiniest part of what the lifeeof
spirit constantly produces, and then only something provisional, rather than final,
thus death is for him a meaningless occurréfite.
Where once men hoped that science would bring them closer to the divine, honest
scientists must admit it just brings us closer to the earth. Human betnjgsteanother

biological organism, and theology is obsolete.

Weber and the Discourses
Since Weber, any analysis of rationalization or bureaucracy must acknowledge
debt to his comprehensive, practically definitive treatment of the topics. Heeddaheir
development in exhaustive historical detail. Yet we go back to Weber’s destopt
rationalization and bureaucracy not just for his thoroughness, but for his inventiveness
too. Even as it went against his own professions of “objectivity,” Weber’'s dreaéges
and terminology that live on. For English readers the “Iron Cage” is one such image.
Talcott Parsons’s translation, the first into English and still arguabimts
famous, reads: “fate decreed that the cloak should becoimmarage”**° As Peter
Baehr, translator (along with Gordon C. Wells) of a new editidetloic argues,

Parsons’s translation gives the metaphor a different, if equally powerfoingpthan the

149

, "The Vocation of Science," 274. In this instarigerefer this translation to Weber, "Science,"
140. ; “Wissenschatft,” 88.
10\Weber Protestant Ethic121. ;Ethik, 153.



63

original**! In Parson’s rendering a natural element, iron, imprisons as a cage. In the more
literal translation of Baehr and Wells, a man-made element, steel, emcaseas a kind
of hybrid man-made and natural cloak. Thus humans are more directly implicthed i
own imprisonment and cannot escape it by simply walking out of the Gatpéuses
not something you get in or out of — it is something we live in; a shell cannot be easily
shed like a cloak. The translation of “shell” féehdusegets closer at one of Weber’'s
driving questions about thdenschenturof the futurehow will they b& As we have
seen, Weber uses the te@ehausen other places as well, including when describing the
confining nature of modern bureaucracy.
Kurt Lenk suggests such “fateful” language and imagery pushes againstithe gra
of Weber’s own criteria for proper social science.
Yet, the irrationality of social and political life, which Weber wants to expeh f
scientific work, reappears metaphorically in his own thinking as inexplicable
“fate” or as an “iron cage,” which surrounds people in the late stage of bourgeois
society [ . . . ] The rationality of individual consciousness is not in itself a
constitutive element of the human psyche, but rather the result of an adaptation to
predominant societal forces. Thus, Weber’s individual who is acting purposefully-

rationally is determined just as much by the “rationality” of the spérét

*1gee P. R. BaehFounders, Classics, Canons: Modern Disputes oveKQtgins and Appraisal of
Sociology's HeritagéNew Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Publishers, 2002

152 Kurt Lenk, "The Tragic Consciousness of Germari@ogy," in Modern German Sociologgd.
Volker Meja, Dieter Misgeld, and Nico Stehr (NewrkoColumbia University Press, 1987), 64-65.
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Weber struggles to describe social actions and cultural developments objeutively
dispassionately because humans themselves rarely act dispassionatelyatonality”
itself is determined by the “rationality” of a given society.

The image of modern rationalization as not only confining and oppressive, but as
effecting a change in the make-up of humankind itself, is important for texts bfdt
and second discourses. Horkheimer and Adorno, Arendt, and Bauman all take important
parts of Weber’s critique of rationalization to make their own. This is not to séeWV
would endorse all of their conclusions. He would almost certainly find the
“rationalization” of The Dialectic of EnlightenmeandModernity and the Holocaugss
nuanced than his own. That's why Lenk’s point that “rationality” is relative, is itapior
As discussed in Chapter Four, historians, for whom context is everythindivetigc
critique the analyses of Horkheimer and Adorno, Arendt, and Bauman where
rationalization and bureaucracy become self-propelling, rather than humiaeened
processes. We must remember that Weber showed there were spiritual aad| tuatur
is human, motivations behind the development of the “monstrous cosmos” of our
rationalized world.

Simmel was much less hesitant than Weber to consider what living in this cosmos
means for individual's souls and personalities. Reading Weber and Simmel tduiser
open Weber up to more cultural questions, showing that the great theoretician of
rationalization, was also a great philosopheviehschentumWeber also gives us a way
into Kracauer. With his emphasis on status in favor of class, Weber challeagegion
that workers are driven only by wages, but argues instead that they demedhstrat

Protestant work ethic, which they have been “educated” in by modern culture, though its
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origins may have long been forgotten. It is not, contra Marx, always to thelistigit
advantage to suppress wages but to employ better paid and performing emplayees w
embody the Protestant spirit (even if they are not actually Protestantiégiouseat all).
Weber writes:

Here a well-developed sense of responsibility is absolutely indispensablg, al

with a general attitude which . . . performs the work as though it were an absolute

end in itself—a ‘calling***
The second discourse takes this “general attitude” and what Weber called the
“compensatory consequences of such subordination” as one of its central subjects. Webe
even cites “a specificallsniddle-class ethic of the callifg>* Kracauer and other
Weimar era commentators believe this subordination creates a false uenesmthat
leads to political blindness. For post-Holocaust commentators the cost of this tota
submission is enormous — the thinking individual, one capable of ethical reflection is, in
Hokrheimer and Adorno’s words “going under.” Reading Weber’s words today:
“specialist without spirit, hedonist without heart,” it is hard not to see the spécte
Eichmann. This is not to say Weber predicted Eichmann, he did not. The horror of the
Holocaust, so often and aptly described as “unimaginable” had not yet become
imaginable. Yet Arendt’s description of Eichmann as a “banal” bureaucrat faahds
ready audience because we had already begun, with Weber’s help, to understaad that w
lived in a world ruled by rationalization, dependent on and confined by the power of

bureaucracy.

153\Weber Protestant Ethic17. ;Ethik, 21.
154 bid., 118. ; Ibid., 150.
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Chapter Two:

Georg Simmel and the Philosophy of Rationalization

|. Rationalization I nside and Out

The Domain of Philosophy
In the preface to the second editioriTde Philosophy of Mongepublished in
1907, Georg Simmel makes a surprising statement about his over 500 page book: “Not a
single line of these investigations is meant to be a statement about ecoriohties.”
explains that all research “of a more fundamental nature” reaches a poiatiwheases
to be exact and takes on a philosophical charaatedi¢ philosophische Form

156

Ubergeh).”” Moneyoffers not a history of money, but an examination of “its essence”
and “its effects upon the inner worldi¢ innere WeJt upon the vitality of individuals,
upon the linking of their fates, upon culture in genet3iIh place of a narrative of the
historical development of the money economy or a schematic of economic forms,
Simmel uses the phenomenon of money as “simply a means” for accessin@sthe m
profound currents of individual life and histor’® Where Marx and Weber looked at the
“monstrous cosmos” capitalism createdThe Philosophy of Mone&yimmel endeavors
“to construct a new story beneath historical materialiSthThe level of his investigation

is not a physical, but a psychological one — the study of money’s “effects upon the inne

world — upon the vitality of individuals, upon the linking of their fates, upon culture in

155 Simmel,Money 54. HereafteMoney ; Simmel,Geld, VII. HereafterGeld

156 Simmel,Money 53. ;Geld, V.

7 Ipid., 54. ; Ibid., VI.

Y8 pid., 55. ; Ibid., VIL.

19 bid., 56. ; Ibid., VIII. The phrase “monstrousstnos” appears in Webd?rotestant Ethic13.
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general.*® While a turn to the interior may appear to be less wide-ranging in scope than
what is typical of the first discourse (explored in the previous chapter), it &80 |
ambitious. As Simmel explains: “The significance and purpose of the whole undertaking
is simply to derive from thsurface leve[Oberflaché of economic affairs a guideline
that leads tahe ultimate values and things of importance in all that is huthdnn
Moneyand complementary writings Simmel examines rationalization and the
consequences it has for the inner lives of individuals — that is not just for the economy,
civilization, or society -- but for “all that is humallgnschlicheh” Simmel never
explicitly lays out these “ultimate values and things of importance,” bdbimeyhe
connects “life’s details” to the “totality of its meanin®For Simmel, the exchange of
products between two people “is by no means simply an economic fact,” an assertion he
proves by demonstrating how the everyday activities of buying, selling,\amgl imong
strangers make modern life a fragmenting, but also liberating expetfénce.

Weber also described himself as practicing a ‘human’ science but he did not
consider the “inner world” to be a proper subject for sociology, oidisgenschaft’*
Weber treated individual actions as products of broader developments (for example t
“ascetic spirit” of Calvinism) and avoided anything that approached psygh@agmel
on the other hand, whether he is writing on “coquetry” or “bribery,” consistemtisnse
to the question of individual experience: that is how small acts, such as paying for

groceries, commuting, eating a meal, and dressing, create the textureidldi

180 Simmel,Money 54. :Geld, VI. Simmel originally planned to call his bodke Psychology of Money
'°!bid., 55. ; SimmelGeld, VII.

%2 1bid. ; Ibid.

%% bid. ; Ibid.

184 n his inaugural lecture at the University of Braig, Weber referred to political economy as a “anm
science.” Max Weber, "The National State and EcgindPolicy (Freiberg Address)Economy and
Society9, no. 4 (1980): 437.
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experience. Above all Simmel is concerned with how “the small daily everits of t
intellectual, cultural and political life” determine how individuals develop andtaia
their personalities in the face of overwhelming rationalized culfdre.

In this chapter’s two sections, “Rationalization Inside and Out” and “The
Individual: Simmel’s ‘Unity of Meaning,” | show how Simmel’'s analysis of
rationalization overlaps and departs from Weber’s. | argue that Simumadjse theory
of cultural production opens up new questions about modern experiences of labor,
consumption and urban life, thus building a bridge between the theoretical and historical
analysis of rationalization and the specific “ethnographic” study of Weirhae-collar
workers that Kracauer made a generation afineywas published. In addition Tthe
Philosophy of Monegny analysis draws on several of Simmel’'s shorter essays, many of
which were first published in periodicals, both popular and scholarly, and have proved to
be the most enduring and influential part of his work.

Simmel takes an unexpected route to the “inner world” — through the “surface
level” of everyday social interactions. Simmel believes that evenltagia offer insight
into the overall functioning of society — that the “smallest elements agethuine and
fundamental basis of life-®® In his most famous piece, “The Metropolis and Mental
Life” (1903), Simmel offers an elegant explanation for his technique of surface
investigation. After noting that only the “strictest punctuality” in enforcing the

coordination of “all clocks and watches in Berlin” into “a stable and impersonal time

185 Simmel,Money 277. ;Geld, 291.

186 «g0ciology of the Senses” (1907), translated byRvRitter and David Frisby in —Simmel on
Culture 109. Original publication; Georg Simmel, "Sozigil® Der Sinne,Die Neue Rundscha?) no. 18
(1907).
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schedule” prevents the city made up of “so many people with such differdntiate

interests” from breaking down into “an inextricable chaos,” Simmel concludes:
Here again this entire task of reflection becomes obvious, namely, that ftbm ea
point on the surface of existend@ljerflache des Daseips-however closely
attached to the surface alone—one may drop a sounding into the depth of the
psyche so that the most banal externalities of life finally are connedtethei
ultimate decisions concerning the meaning and style ofSifen[und Stil des
Lebeng®’

A time schedule may appear banal but for Simmel it becomes something elsg¢hifor

a symbol of the calculation and standardization demanded by metropolitan lige, it is

product of a specifically modern form of being — a new “style of life.pitgper

functioning demands the assent of all participating individuals and makes new kinds of

relationships, especially economic ones, possible. From the seeminglysaperd

time schedule -- Simmel is able, in just a few sentences, to explain “thenzdsdiatred

of men like Ruskin and Nietzsche for the metropolis” as they value an “unscreamat

existence which cannot be defined with precision for all afiReSimmel does not share

this hatred however. While acutely aware of the toll extracted by an urbanized,

schematized existence — he is also attuned to its possibilities, arguinty tietbe

locale of freedom® For while the metropolis requires standardization, individuals

themselves push back against this demand through self-differentiation, a process made

187 Georg Simmel, "The Metropolis and Mental Life, Tihe Sociology of Georg Simn{&lencoe, IIl.,:
Free Press, 1950), 413. Hereafter “Metropolis” p@geSimmel, "Die Grosstadte Und Das Geisteslehian,"
Aufsatze Und Abhandlugen: 1901-1968ankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1993), 119-20. Héeza
“Grof3tadte.”

188 Simmel, "Metropolis," 412.; Simmel, “GroRtadte 2L

%bid., 12. ; Ibid., 126.



70

easier by the freedom from traditional economic and social constraints gmuirteeto
assert identity through consumption. Throughout his work, as he does in “Metropolis,”
Simmel looks at the social revolutions brought on by modernization and asks how the
individual both adjusts to and in turn helps produce these changes and it is on the
individual level that Simmel confronts rationalization.

Although an admirer and close friend of Simmel, in the 1908 essay “Georg
Simmel as Sociologist,” Weber describes Simmel’'s unsystematic mebggcs
“unacceptable° Weber continues in a slightly complaining tone: “Simmel draws
examples from the most diverse provinces of knowledge to illustrate a sociological
matter, and indeed frequently in the form of an ‘analdg¥{& diversity of subject matter
and essayistic prose are markers of Simmel’s style and while it did nb¥Weber’'s
strict methodological standards for objective and dispassionate analysiiethledd to
concede that Simmel’s “mode of exposition is simply brilliant and, what is more
important, attains results that are intrinsic to it and not to be attained byatypi.” ">
A literary style, interest in the everyday, attention to the experienatiigidual, and an
openness to exploring the philosophical and spiritual implications of rationalizagon, ar
all traits of the second discourse.

Like Weber, Simmel recognized that the natural sciences are inadequae fo
description of culture, which necessitates the evaluation of socially produeathgse
and values. An interpretation of culture requires more than just a classificatamsof

because, in Simmel’s view, cultural forms are in a constant state of flux andireder f

9 The essay was never completed, the fragmentrislat@d by Donald N. Levine and included, with
commentary, in: Max Weber, "Georg Simmel as Sogialy’ Social ResearcB9 (1972): 158.
171 yhid -
Ibid.: 159-60.
72 |bid.: 158.
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into “fact.” But while Weber granted the need for interpretation, he maitaine
objectivity on the part of the social scientist was achievable and negessdfpught

hard to maintain scientific rigor, even when it meant backing away from his own
prophetic insights. Simmel on the other hand was explicit about the creative role of the
cultural critic as philosophéf? He maintained that philosophy, “as an interpretation, a
coloring and an individually selective emphasis of what is real,” could do sométhing
even the most refined empiricism could not. For modern science does not make
philosophy obsolete any more than “the perfection of the mechanical reproduction of
phenomena make the visual arts superflud{fsiri other wordsbecausephilosophical
analysis does not provide an exact reproduction of reality, it is able to achieve a mor
accurate rendering of life as actually experienced by individuals.

Simmel’s philosophical approach can be described as “phenomenological,” as in
the study of things (phenomena) and how they appear to the individual and how he or she
experiences and understands them. As Simmel practices it, “philosophy” doataia e
metaphysical exercise detached from concrete reality, an approa¢hhetsalled “the
doom of philosophy,” but to the critical investigation of everyday experi€n&uich an
investigation cannot begin with “a set of prior assumptions about the nature oreharact
of social existence'*® Rather, as Simmel explains in the openinlamey his goal “is

to thinkwithout pre-conditions- a goal which the individual sciences deny themselves

13 Weber noted that “Simmel’s ultimaiteterestsare directed to metaphysical problems, to‘theaning’

of life.” Ibid.: 161.

74 Simmel,Money 53. ; SimmelGeld, V. Simmel frequently wrote on the visual artsjlimding the
monographRembrandtGeorg SimmelRembrandt : An Essay in the Philosophy of (Riew York ;
London: Routledge, 2005).

175 Cited in the translator’s introduction Sociology Georg SimmelSociology : Inquiries into the
Construction of Social Form&eiden ; Boston: Brill, 2009), 4.

76 Deena Weinstein and Michael A. Weinstein, "Dimensiof Conflict: Georg Simmel on Modern Life,"
in Georg Simmel and Contemporary Sociology. Michael Kaern, Bernard S. Phillips, and RC8hen
(Dordrecht ; Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers9ayp 342.
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since they do not take any step without proof.” He continues: “If the start of the
philosophical domain marks, as it were, the lower boundary of the exact domain, then its
upper boundary lies at the point where the ever-fragmentanydr fragmentarischén
contents of positive knowledge seek to be augmented by definite concepts into a world
picture and to be related to the totality of lifé”Here Simmel reverses Plato’s cave
analogy — it is not the transitory objects of everyday experience whielvdecs and
block our access to contemplating the eternal real, but the reified, pre-decideptsarfc
hard science — the “exact domain” of “positive knowledge” which are unable to capture
the “totality of life,” which exists in constant motion and can never be fixed th&o “
exact domain.” For Simmel the only essential fact of culture is its continuoysvihich
is perceived as social “forms,” temporary crystallizations which quigikie way to new
ones.

As the sciences advance they specialize, fragmenting “positive knowiatige”
so many different facts without providing a comprehensive, meaningful explanation for
why things are the way they are. This circumstance is what Welent cal
“disenchantment.” If this is the state of the epistemological enterprisdisemchanted
world, it is a condition also reflected in individual metropolitan experience — a
“fragmentary” existence where time is split between working and conguanid the
community one is born to is replaced with multiple voluntary associations. An
examination of the fragmented modern self is at the heart of Simmel’s thecsy.
Philosophy, even one grounded in everyday experience, cannot solve the problem of
fragmentation, but by acknowledging the consequences of disenchantment for the

individual, it offers the best chance for understanding how we live in the modern world.

7 Simmel,Money 53. : SimmelGeld, V.
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Known as the most “philosophical” of sociologists in his time and since, Simmel
wrote to Célestin Bouglé in 1899: “it somewhat saddens me that abroad | count only as a
sociologist—whereas | am a philosopher, see in philosophy my life’s task anidgra
sociology really only as a sidelin&’® Indeed Simmel was a reluctant “father” of
sociology; although he was a founding member of the DGS (German Sociological
Society), by the time of its first meeting in 1909 he had already moved beyatig stri
sociological topics in his own work to focus on “philosophy, literature and ‘a3
such he refused the offer to be DGS presid&simmel left the sociological society just
one year after its second meetifiNevertheless he was one of the first in Germany --
and Europe -- to promote and teach socioff§f¥.oday we do not need to make as sharp
a distinction as Simmel himself did between philosophy and socidtdgfollow Deena

and Michael Weinstein who argue Simmel’s sociology is “a decisive andsageges

178 1899 letter quoted in Baelfounders, Classics, Canarisl. To give but a few examples of Simmel’s
‘philosophical’ reputation: “Simmel considered smogy a branch of philosophy” Uta Gerhar@grman
Sociology(New York: Continuum, 1998), ix. “He remains abalka philosopher” Julien Freund,
"German Sociology in the Time of Max Weber,"ArHistory of Sociological Analysied. T. B. Bottomore
and Robert A. Nisbet (New York: Basic Books, 19787. “His was a philosophical spirit in the truastl
purest sense, spirit as only the greatest posséedtrg Lukacs, "Memories of Georg Simmel}fieory,
Culture, and Societ8, no. 3 (1991): 146. See also Christopher Adateff, "Introduction " in
Sociological Beginnings: The First Conference & @erman Society for Sociologd. Christopher Adair-
Toteff (Liverpool [England]: Liverpool Universityress, 2005), 8.

17 David Frisby,Georg Simme{Chichester: Ellis Horwood :Tavistock Publicatipfi984), 32. Although
his Soziologiedid not appear until 1908, everything but the exaar‘Digression on the Problem: How is
Society Possible?” had previously been publisheevethere. Klaus Lichtblau argues that Simmel had
developed a “clear and precise conception of sogidlatthe latestoy the publication oOn Social
Differentiationin 1890, and that the 1917 stutlye Fundamental Question of Sociolagyy refines
Simmel’s “pure” sociology for “pedagogical purposdslaus Lichtblau, "Causality or Interaction?
Simmel, Weber and Interpretive SociologyHeory, Culture, and Socie8 no. 3 (1991): 37-38; ibid., 38.
180 Baehr,Founders, Classics, Canqrikl.

181 gcaff, Fleeing the Iron Cagel43-44.

182 Simmel delivered his first lecture on the progminsociology in 1894, that same year he published
“Das Problem des Soziologie,” which became the &iapter ofSoziologie Baehr,Founders, Classics,
Canons 11.

183 The Weinsteins call Simmel “a postmodernist ahefatie discourse.” Deena and Michael A. Weinstein
Weinstein, "Georg Simmel: Sociological Bricoleuffieory, Culture, and Socie8y no. 3 (1991): 152.
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element in his total vision** As this chapter's first section will demonstrate Simmel
made social interactions and the social forms they produce the core of his sociology
Simmel’'s more ‘philosophical’ work Moneyand essays on the metropolis and culture —
actually complement his sociology by considering the psychic costs and bendfés of t
interactions that compose “society.”

As the Weinsteins argue, “Metropolis’ gives the sociological answéreto t
guestion of how a philosophy of money is possible by showing what it is about social life
that has favored the triumph of quantitative over qualitative judgment and what the
consequences of that victory are for individual subjectivityModern, especially urban,
social life follows the rationalization of economic life where calculatiomps
evaluation and people themselves are treated as objects. Yet despite the plosver of t
money economy, money itself is abstract — thus a philosophy of money that is grounded
in the concrete is possible only by showing how the money economy affects everyday
life. By examining how money promotes the dominance of objectivity (rationalmati
over subjectivity (individual experience and development), Simmel’s sociology-under
girds his philosophy. Simmel speaks to the first discourse by detailing thestzige-
social transformations made possible by the money economy and urbanization; he speaks
to the second discourse by examining the effects of the same for “individijettsvity”
at the level of the everyday. With an approach that refuses to separate broad
philosophical issues from the seemingly mundane realities of daily lifen&imediates
between the discourses. In Simmel’s view, the modern individual is both a creation of

rationalizationandthe site of resistance to it — not a political resistance, or one that will

184 \Weinstein, "Dimensions of Conflict: Georg SimmelModern Life," 343.
%% pid., 344.
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negate rationalization by returning to an imagined pre-modern harmony or
revolutionizing the means of production — but a resistance that both draws from and
pushes back against objective culture to find a space for itself.

Simmel was born in Berlin in 1858. He lived most of his life in the Prussian capital,
attending university there and writing his dissertation on Kant. He began teaching at
Berlin University in 1885 and was a popular lecturer on subjects as diverse ag histo
social psychology, sociology, philosophy, and religion. His research interestbread
and he published over twenty volumes and three hundred shorter pieces on a variety of
topics, from Nietzsche and Schopenhauer, to “the philosophy of history,” the status of
women, Rembrandt, psychology, urbanization, coquetry, fashion, gratitude, and of course
The Philosophy of Monewhich he offered as an alternative to Ma@apital.*

Despite his rough professional road, Simmel enjoyed an international reputatiogn duri
his lifetime. Many of his articles were quickly translated abroad and f@wanportant
figure for the development of the Chicago School of American socidfédiis first

major works wer@n Social Differentiatiorf1890) and th&roblems of the Philosophy
of History (1892)# The Philosophy of Mondirst came out in 1900, followed by the

second edition, revised and enlarged, in 1907. His ‘Bafiologyof 1908 collected

186 Frisby, Georg Simmelxiii. See also Simmel’s promotional commentsToe Philosophy of Money
which Poggi translates and includes his book. G&nto PoggiMoney and the Modern Mind : Georg
Simmel's Philosophy of MonéBerkeley, CA: University of California Press, B39

8" Donald N. Levine, E. B. Carter, E. Miller Gorm&8jmmel's Influence on American Sociology " in
Georg Simmel: Critical Assesmeets. David Frisby (New York: Routledge, 1994). Thied volume of
Critical Assessmentontains several additional articles on this topic

18 Georg SimmelUber Sociale Differenzierung. Soziologische Undchs{ogische Untersuchungen
(Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot, 1890). Parts of thi®mk are translated in Georg Simm@korg Simmel :
Sociologist and Europeatrans. Peter A. Lawrence (New York: Barnes & NoBboks, 1976). Georg
Simmel,Die Probleme Der Geschichtesphilosophie. Eine Emkaistheoretische Studi8. erw. Aufl. ed.
(Leipzig,: Duncker & Humblot, 1907). English traasbn Georg SimmelThe Problems of the Philosophy
of History : An Epistemological Esséew York: Free Press, 1977).
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several previously published essays; the “little” sociolégydamental Problems of
Sociology appeared in 191*#°

Contemporaries recognized Simmel as the “center of the intellected! ahd he
was friends not only with Weber, but also with the poets Stefan George and Raiizer Ma
Rilke, the philosopher Martin Buber, and a teacher to Ernst Bloch, Georg Lukacs, and
Siegfried Kracauel®® Despite these impressive connections, Simmel was denied a full
professorship until 1914, and even then, received one in philosophy only at the relatively
minor University of Strasbourg where he taught until his death in ‘f4EXplanations
for Simmel’'s slow professional advancement include his Jewish heritage, unorthodox
teaching and writing styles, an “unfocused” body of work, interest in the nepldtisci
of sociology, and because, as Weber reported in 1905, Simmel “was the only social
scientist” he knew that had “contributed (anonymously) to the official Sdqaéiss.**
The prominent Simmel scholar David Frisby speculates that colleaguegealeus of
Simmel’s popularity as a lecturer and took a dim view of some the studentsabteds
including women (he was one of the few to allow them in class) and “the wrong kind”

from Eastern European countrigs.

189 Georg SimmelSoziologie : Untersuchungen Uber Die Formen Dergésellschaftunged. Otthein
Rammstedt, 1. Aufl. ed. (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkait©92). English translation, Simm8&ipciology :
Inquiries into the Construction of Social Forn@@eorg SimmelGrundfragen Der Soziolozie (Individuum
Und Gesellschaft)Berlin/Leipzig: Goschen, 1917). Complete Englistnslation available in Georg
Simmel,The Sociology of Georg Simmehns. Kurt H. Wolff (Glencoe, Ill.,: Free Pre§850).

190 Frisby,Georg Simmel37. Frisby cites M. Landmann: “His [Simmel’s] aece at the University of
Berlin was the largest and most select. He hadextion not only with foremost philosophers and
academics of his time, with Bergson, Troeltsch lstack Weber, but also with artists and poets, witldiRp
George and Rilke. He was the centre of the intellelite.”

191 At different points both Weber and Rickert triedviain to secure an appointment for Simmel at
Heidelberg. Jurgen Habermas, "Georg Simmel on Btyilby and Culture: Postscript to a Collection of
Essays, Critical Inquiry 22, no. 3 (1996): 404.

192\veber's letter to Heinrich Braun, cited in Mitzm&ociology and Estrangmer#2. For references to
some of these articles, see FrisBgorg Simmelxix.

193 Frisby,Georg Simmel27.
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Weber and Simmel

Like Weber, Simmel understands rationalization as a process which, by favoring
means over ends, privileges functions over individuals, leads to depersonalization and
threatens to become a process of dehumanization. However despite sharing this primary
concern, Weber and Simmel take different approaches to sociological analgsas, @
result they emphasize different consequences of rationalization. \Welneines
rationalization primarily at ‘high’ levels, asking how it affectgkuscale political and
economic structures. His “social categories” are geared towards “selirestorical
investigations.” Simmel on the other hand begins with “microscopic analyses of the
everyday social interactions,” a method which is ultimately psychologiedding more
insights into the effects of rationalization on the interior worlds of individidalde talks
about rationalization agbjectification a term which implies its opposite — subjectivity,
and, as Donald Levine puts it, means Simmel is consistently attuned to “the
phenomenology of personal experience and the assertions of subjective individerality

Simmel began explicitly defining the parameters of the new discipline of

sociology years before Weber began to lay out his own theory of “interpretive
sociology.” Simmel did not address Weber directly in any of his published works, and

Weber made only a few references to SimhieYet historians of sociology have long

194 Klaus Lichtblau, "Causality or Interaction? Simmaleber and Interpretive Sociology;heory,
Culture, and Societ$, no. 3 (1991): 34.

195 evine, The Flight from Ambiguity : Essays in Social andt@al Theory 201.

19| ichtblau, "Causality or Interaction?," 39. By ¢ast, Lichtblau notes that Weber “refers directihy
indirectly to Simmel in the various essays in\Wissenschaftslehrén his writings on the sociology of
religion, at the beginning of hBasic Concepts of Sociolo¢@oziologische Grundbegrijfand in
Economy and Society30. In his introduction to “Georg Simmel as Swogist,” Levine notes that: “This
is the only sustained discussion of Simmel’s wiidt MWeber wrote. It is the introduction to what was
planned as a long critical essay, first mentiongtMeber in a footnote in his 1905 essay on “Knied das
Irrationalitatsproblem.”Introduction” to Weber, "Georg Simmel," 157.
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suggested that Simmel influenced Weber in important ways methodolodié@lgveral
commentators have also noted thkineywas very significant for Weber; it was one of
the first books he read as he recovered from his depression in°t8@2.not many have
made a more sustained attempt to demonstrate such influence and there are few
comparative accounts of the two great early sociolo§i$®his is not the place to
remedy this situation, but a brief analysis of Weber and Simmel’s unique conceytions
the subjects, tasks, and methods of sociology will serve a dual purpose. First, such a
comparison is useful for grounding Simmel’s distinct approach and contribution to social
theory. Secondly the differences (and similarities) of their approachesatogyhave
consequences for their analyses of rationalization and modernity, and thushelydie
into the first and second discourses.

“The Problem of Sociology,” published in 1894, is one of Simmel’s first
discussions of sociology. In it he recounts how he developed his theory of sociology as a
unique science. He begins by announcing that:

Society, in its broadest sense, is found wherever several individuals enter into

reciprocal relationgWechselwirkung [. . . ] The particular causes and aims,

17 For example David Frisby argues that the secoitibeaf The Problems of the Philosophy of History
“proved to be a significant source for the develepirof Max Weber's own methodology of the social
sciences” FrisbyGeorg Simmel31. In his workRoscher and Knies: The Logical Problems of Histdric
Economicqpublished in parts from 1903-1906), Weber ackmalgkd that Simmel was among the first to
work out a theory of interpretation appropriatétte newGeistgeschichteriichtblau, "Causality or
Interaction?," 40. See also Levin’s IntroductiorMax Weber,The city (New York,: Collier Books, 1962).
155; Oakes, "Introduction.” And finally, see Faydgiteglected Affinities: Max Weber and Georg
Simmel."

198 Although critical of what he saw as Simmel’s catifin between capitalism and the money economy,
Weber praised its “brilliant analysis.” David FrisThe Ambiguity of Modernity: Georg Simmel and
Max Weber," inMax Weber and His Contemporarjesi. Wolfgang J. Mommsen and Jirgen Osterhammel
(London ; Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1987), 424.

1991n addition to the above, see Bryan S. R. Gre#arary Methods and Sociological Theory : Case
Studies of Simmel and Welf{@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988). Aualus Lichtblau,
Gesellschaftliche Rationalitat Und Individuelle Hreit. Georg Simmel Und Max Weber Im Vergleich
(Hagen: Fernuniversitat, 1988). Lichtblau discuseersds in Weber/Simmel comparisons in Lichtblau,
"Causality or Interaction?."
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without which socialization\Jergesellschafturjgnever takes place, comprise, to a

certain extent, the body, the material of the social process. That theofabeke

causes, and the pursuance of these aims call forth, among the persons concerned,

areciprocal relationship, or a socializatidiVergesellschafturjgthis is theform
[Form], in which the content of social organization clothes it§&if.
Wechselwirkungvariously translated as “reciprocity” or “interaction,” is the key

to Simmel’s sociology. “Reciprocal relations” — the give and take betweenduodls —

be it employer and employee, parent and child, two strangers passing each other on the

street, or an orator and the masses, are the raw material for what Safimel
Vergesellschaftungn the above translation from 1895 this term is rendered as
“socialization.” “Socialization” is problematic however since today tha tefers to a
process whereby individuals are “socialized” in the behavioral norms of ificgeaup.
For the last several decades the preferred translation has been thesmeolog
“sociation.””®* Awkward though it may be, “sociation” more accurately captures
Simmel’s conception of a process that produces an infinite variety of social, fomch
are in turn the proper subjects for sociology. The task of the sociologist isdie idwse
forms “by means of scientific abstractiof?®Sociology is not the study of “society,” for
“society” is neither a unifornGestaltnor merely a collection of individuals. Simmel

explains that it is a fallacy to call the mass “society,” for in so doiwg,do not make

20 Georg Simmel, "The Problem of Sociologitinals of the American Academy of Political andi&oc
Scienceb, no. Nov. 1895 (1895): 54. My emphasis. ; Gegirgmel, "Das Problem Der Sociologie "
Schmoller Jahrbuch fir Verwaltung und Volkswirtdtii® (1894): 273. Hereafter “Das Problem.”
Simmel’s “big” sociology Soziologie which first appeared in 1908, contains a revigadion of this
essay. SimmeBoziologie : Untersuchungen Uber Die Formen Dergésellschaftungenglish translation
of the 1908 essay in Georg Simm@h Individuality and Social Forms; Selected Wriir{@hicago,:
University of Chicago Press, 1971).

21 For a brief discussion of the translation of these terms, see Kurt H. Wolff's introduction to Simel,
The Sociology of Georg Simmidii-Ixiv.

202 , "The Problem of Sociology," 54. ; “Das Problerd73.
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the required distinction between that which takes place merely within sasetythin a
frame, and that which comes to pass through sociétRather than treat society as a
catchall container, Simmelian sociology examines the interactionsdretnaividuals
and the formsuch interactions take as they “pass through society.”
Forms are the essential component of Simmel’s strictly sociological wdrioa
his “tragic” view of modern life, discussed in this chapter’s final seéfibfforms are
not exclusive to the discipline of sociology, but are the conceptual tools people use to
categorize and understand their social environment. James Bergey gqun@pirases
Simmel on this point:
Humans do not experience individual or multiple contents as they exist in
themselves; rather, we ascribe shape and meaning to them via our psychological
experience. This is where “form” enters into play. Forms interpret andocaieg

content in order to render it immediately recognizable t0Us.

Forms make content knowable, but are not themselves content. As Guy Oakes explains:
“No conceptual scheme can provide a complete classification of reality. idnealge of

every form is incomplete®®®

Likewise the language of forms is limitless as new forms
are always coming into being. For example, marriage is a widely reealgioizm which

has a generally agreed upon meaning and set of associations for most peogehdespit

2% |pid.: 56. ; Ibid., 274.

24 0akes calls the concept of forms “Simmel’s fundatakemethodological instrument.” Oakes,
"Introduction," 8. Different commentators have gethout similarities between Weber’s “ideal typast
Simmel’s “forms.” However it is important to recage that forms for Simmel are the actual produéts o
social interaction while Weber’s “ideal types” ateictly methodological tools.

25 James Bergey, "Georg Simmel's Metropolis: Antitifmthe PostmodernTelos129, no. Fall-Winter
04 (2004): 139.

2% Oakes, "Introduction," 14.
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variety of individual marriages. At the same time there is no singular ‘agafrand
marriage is a broad concept that changes over time and céftures.

Whereas Simmel considers sociology’s essential element to be thesanélysi
various forms of social interaction, Weber calls the “specific task” of smprolthe
interpretation of action in terms of its subjective meanfiigRecall Weber’s definition
of social action: “We shall speak of ‘action’ insofar as the acting individusdregs a
subjective meaning to his behavior . . . Action is ‘social’ insofar as its subjectizaing
takes account of the behavior of others and is thereby oriented in its ctiset”
despite the role personal motivation plays, Weber’s sociology is still edlsetap-
down. His starting point is always large power structures — economic, astilesor
political. Individuals follow their own motivations but ascribe meaning to théores
based on social norms and expectations. For Weber action is almost always
unidirectional, only the unique and rare “charismatic” personality has a chance of
successfully counteracting the power of rationalization, especiallysasntbodied in
institutions.

In Weber’s analysis rationalization drives the increasing strength and
pervasiveness of bureaucratic culture. Means-end rationalization, which favors
calculation and quantification as ultimate values, in turn makes bureaucraoisaoor
tool for domination and control. The advancement of technical knowledge aids in the
consolidation of power, it also “disenchants” the world, pushing questions of meaning

and ultimate purpose into the realm of the irrational. Means-ends rationalitg t@me

27 Forms change and new ones emerge, for example“framiage” comes “same sex domestic
partnership.”

208 \Weber,Economy and Societ§.

2% |bid., 4.
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dominate more and more areas of modern life, with the attendant depersonalization,
resulting in “specialists without spirit” enclosed in an iron cage, or “shellrdsasasteel
[stahlhartes Gehaue?™® To an extent Simmel’s conclusion about these developments
shares Weber’s sense of tragic resignation, but his conception of sociatioroesss pr
allows him to view the reign of rationalization as less one-sided, and theref®re le
totalizing.

If Weber is concerned with tivehy behind individual actions, then Simmel is
concerned with thevhat, that is what forms actions take. As Simmel explains in
“Problem”: “These forms [of sociation] are evolved through contact of individuals, but
relativelyindependent of the basis of such contad their sum make up that concrete
thing which we designate by the abstraction—soci€tjlit Simmel’s sociology, discrete
actions do not become “social” until they are “crystallized” into fofthat first glance,
this approach may seem to deemphasize the importance of the individual, but Simmel
actually affords the individual an essential role in the creation of socias fétonms are
the creation oéll participating individuals even given significant power differentials
among them. ItMoney Simmel argues that virtually all relationships can be viewed in
terms of exchange, with both sides acting as vital, if not necessarily, patalipants.

He writes: “It is often overlooked how much what appears at first as a onkasithaty

is actually based upon reciprocity: the orator appears as the leader aret tosie

210 , Protestant Ethic122.

21 Simmel, "The Problem of Sociology," 55. My emplsasi‘Das Problem,” 273.

%2 his final comprehensive statement on sociol@yindfragen der Soziologigublished in 1917,
Simmel reiterates that sociology is the study,afondividual drives, but of the forms of sociatibatween
individuals: “In themselves, these materials withiah life is filled, the motivations by which it is
propelled, are not social. [ . . They are factors in sociation only when they transfthe mere
aggregations of isolated individuals into specffiems of being with and for one anotheforms that are
subsumed under the general concept of interaclioaiation this is the form (realized in innumerable
different ways) in which individuals grow togetheto units that satisfy their interests.” My empisas—
——, The Sociology of Georg Simmé0-41.
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assembly, the teacher to his class, the journalist to his public; but, in fachrevery
such a situation feels the decisive and determining reaction of the apparesitlg pas
mass.**® For Simmel, there is not such thing as a “one-sided” social interaction — even
between a leader and his followers there exists “reciprocal effduichws the literal
translation olWechselwirkung
Where Weber sees distinct categories of social action, Simmel seesamttpns
renewing process. Society is born of sociation, the study of which requirgtmatdi
approach. In an essay frddociology Simmel echoes Weber’s distinction between the
social and natural sciences. In “Objectivity” Weber argued that the ehdfguial
science is not to look for “empirical regularities,” or fixed concepts irulbjests***
Simmel explains that the question of “how society is possible” cannot be adswtre
“forms of cognition.” He continues:
[Sociology] inquires into the processes—those which, ultimately, take place in the
individuals themselves—that condition the existence of individuals as society. It
investigates these processes, not as antecedent causes of this result, bat as part
the synthesis to which we give the name of “sociéty.”
Society is an always-unfinished project; sociology is the study of the enditkesss

that constitute it'° These syntheses remain “purely psychological” and have “no

213 , Money 83. My emphasis. ; Simme&eld, 33-34.

Z4\Weber, "Objectivity," 379.

Z5“How is Society Possible” in SimmeDn Individuality and Social Forms; Selected Writing. ;
Simmel,Soziologie : Untersuchungen Uber Die Formen Dergésellschaftungt4.

218 post-Darwin nature is also an unfinished projeetertheless for the scientist its categories are
relatively fixed. Klaus Christian Kohnke demonstsathe importance of reading Darwin for the young
Simmel. Klaus Christian KohnkB®er Junge Simmel : In Theoriebeziehungen Und SozRéwegungen
1. Aufl. ed. (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1996).
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parallels with spatial things and their intentioAS. They cohere in shifting forms, but

not fixed concepts.

Tapestry of the Transitory

In a “Supplementary Note” to the 1895 English translation of “Problem,” Simmel
asserts that the scope of his sociology is in “no sense so narrow” as hihexcs
charged. The potential subjects for sociology are endless: “The importanegample,
of a common meal-time for the cohesion of individuals is a real sociological tf&hire.”
the 1910 essay “Sociology of the Meal” Simmel proves this point by demonstrating
the common meal is an ideal subject for exploring the tension between the individual and
society that is at the heart of all forms of sociation. For as Simmel aeatey) and
drinking is the thing people have most in common, but is, at the same time, “the most
egotistical thing, indeed the one most absolutely and immediately confined to the
individual.”**° People can see and hear the same thing but “what a single individual eats
can under no circumstances be eaten by another.” Yet eating as a commisrsiiaetd
across time and cultures. The importance of the common meal, combined with the
“primitiveness and hence universal nature” of eating, accounts for “the imrakl@sur
sociological significance of the me&f®

A “primitive” person consumes food “anarchically” according to his own

appetite. The shared meal however demands “temporal regularity” and fromrghis “f

2 Ipid., 7. ; Ibid., 43.

%8 Simmel, "The Problem of Sociology," 62. This liseaken from a “Supplementary Note” published
with the 1895 English translation of “Das Problem”.

#9430ciology of the Meal” in ~Simmel on Culturel30. Originally published in Georg Simmel,
"Soziologie Der Mahlzeit,Berliner Tageblatt10 October 1910.

220 simmel,Simmel on Culturel 30.
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triumph over the naturalism of eating,” eventually table manners erfférfjee highly
regulated meal of the upper class demonstrates in miniature the interwagme
conformity and individuation. When the act of eating becomes a process of sociation, “a
formal norm is placed above the fluctuating needs of the individual.” The regulbked ta
manners of cultured people “appear nimble and free” but they are following astradt
rules, from how to hold the fork to what topics of conversation are appropriate. Thus the
shared meal is “a symbol of the fact that social standardization reallyanbyits life
from the freedom of the individual, a freedom which in this manner reveals itself to be
the counterpart of naturalistic individualisffThe ego-driven eating of “naturalistic
individualism” functions only to serve a physical need. Modern individualism by sbntra
requires not absolute conformity, but the adaptation and manipulation of prescribéd socia
norms. Simmel underscores his point with the example of the dinner plate — its closed
circularity (in contrast to the communal oval platter) signals its use fodioeealone,
while at the same time its uniformity to all other plates on the table indstaitetdimits
to the assertion of individualif?>

“Sociology of the Meal” is exemplary &mmel’s ability to find deep social
meaning in fleeting everyday actions. In the 1907 essay “Sociology of tisesSe
Simmel explains that the power of sociation is observable not just in the obvious place
of “states and trade unions, priesthoods and family forms, guild and factoryssict
but also in small, everyday acts. He writes: “The current developnstags of the

social sciences appears to correspond to that of the sciences of organic lifaayhen t

#211bid., 131, 32. The temporal aspect is clear em@erman word for mealjahlzeit— literally “meal

time.”
2221pid., 132.
2231bid., 133.
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were characterized by the commencement of microscopic investigation.tutlyeo the
large and definitely separated organs in isolation does not make “the nexus of life
comprehensible.” It is only by analyzing the “smallest elements, ts8 aad the
“ceaseless interactions,” that the biological systems linking the mgjans together was
made visible. Rather than stay at the level of “structures of a higher orohenieSlooks
for the “pulsating life which links human beings togettféf.”

Like the heart and lungs, “states and trade unions” appear to be discrete forms but
life, both biological and social, is composedmwdvementThat is why while sociologists
study the forms of society, they should resist reifying them, for “eveny bmcomes
immediately dissolved in the very moment when it emerges; it lives, asat ardy by
being destroyed®® This sense of constant movement characterizes Simmel’s sociology
and explains his choice of the money economy and the metropolis -- where goods and
people circulate -- as the site of his greatest investigations. Farebiitihe connecting
forms” of small interactions are as vital to the “comprehensive organizatbsstiety
as circulation is to the health of the body. Therefore the “fluid” and “transiaspyécts
of sociation -- “the fact that people look at and are jealous of one another, thatitbey
each other letters or have lunch together, that they have sympathetic ohatitipat
contacts, quite removed from any tangible interest” are all legaistjects for
sociology??® It is these “thousands of relations from person to person” which
“continually bind us together.”

Simmel continues: “On every day, at every hour, such threads are spun, dropped,

picked up again, replaced by others or woven together with them. Herein lie the

224430ciology of the Senses” in Ibid., 109.
22 ., Money 510. ;Geld 583.
226 “gociology of the Senses” in ——-Simmel on Culturel10.




87

interactions between the atoms of society, accessible only to psychblogica
microscopy.®’ While Weber brilliantly delineates the mechanics of discrete and
enduring “major organs and systems,” Simmel’s microscopy by contrads wdapestry
of the transitory. The two thinkers’ divergent imagery is instructive. Websstdern
individual exists in a rigidstahlhartes Gehadusand Weber does not venture to say
what kind of interpersonal relationships thehdusis inhabitant might have. In the place
of unyielding steel, Simmel describes individuals wielding threads and etebng an
ever-evolving patchwork of social interaction. In Simmel’s vision, ratioatin does

not necessarily dominate all areas of existence, and the individual has nuaréospa
resist its standardizing effects.

Whereas Weber is most concerned with “big” power as embodied in states and
institutions, Simmel considers psychological needs to be as important asapbysi
economic one&?® As Laurence Scaff argues, Simmel was unique among “classical
sociologists” because he developed his theory of culture “with the intention of
illuminating the modern subject’s inner response to the external, humanlydoneate
of modern culture?® Exploring the immaterial consequences of the material changes
brought about by modernity is very much a conscious goal of SimmeNoriey’s

introduction, he explains thahe Philosophy of Monag meant to Eomplement the

227 |bid. : Recall that Weber also referred to theviithal as sociology’s “basic unit, as its ‘atomWeber,
"Categories," 158.

228 gcaff argues “The peculiar and ingenious effedtis{Simmel’s] thinking was achieved by setting
material alongside immaterial properties.” Sckféeing the Iron Cagel93. Scaff also makes this
argument in Lawrence A. Scaff, "Georg Simmel's Tied Culture," inGeorg Simmel and Contemporary
Sociology ed. Michael Kaern, et al. (Dordrecht ; Bostonuér Academic Publishers, 1990).

229 gcaff, Fleeing the Iron Cagel93.
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position of historical materialistt?*° In a promotional essay for the book, Simmel

explains:
Wherever one can ground aspects of intellectual, moral, religious, or aestheti
experience in the forces and transformations of the material spheresd is al
possibleto excavate a further foundation of the latter, and to grasp the course of
history as an interplay of material and ideal factors in which neither is always
first and neither always laskseek to establish this for the relationships between
the forms of the economy with which we are familiar and the sphere of interest
making upinternal existenceln this way, | intended to foster the conviction that
from any point on the most indifferent, least idealigadace of existenaeis
possible to plumb its farthest depths; that each of its particular aspects both

contains and is contained by the totality of its meafithg.

Simmel does not deny the validity of historical materialism but argues thdothnes

and contents of culture” do not rest exclusively on the foundation of “economic
relationships.2*? Simmel excavates one foundation below the material level searching for
“spiritual significance.®** Neither the material nor immaterial should be privileged for
they work in concert to create the context of modern existence. The “surface” of
economic life provides a point of entry where “particular aspects” — sateahctions

large and small — hold the potential to reveal a “totality” of meaning.

230 Simmel,Money 56. ; SimmelGeld, VIII.
%1 Georg Simmel, "Philosophy of Money," Money and the Modern Mind : George Simmel's Phjibgo
of Money ed. Gianfranco Poggi (Berkeley, CA: UniversityGdlifornia Press, 1993), 62.
232 [|hi
Ibid.
% Ipid., 63.
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Such an approach reveals the “relation between what is most eternal and what is
most internal” and ultimatelyttie connections that exist between the money economy
and the development of individual freedtff The money economy is the “surface”
Simmel penetrates to ask what implications modern rationalization has fodurlivi
freedom. He looks at one thing — the money economy -- from many directions, including
money as “value,” “symbol,” and “tool,” the history of coinage, prostitutiongckfiit
kinds of labor, credit, dowries, and bribery. If the methodology of the first discisurse
top-down, the technique of the second discourse as practiced by Simmel is “oytside-
moving from the exterior surface to the interior. The second discourse istiedarethis
“inner response” and the “development of individual freedom” — questions the first
discourse does not ask explicitly.

Compare the above passage to Weber’s concluding remarke Rrotestant
Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism

Then, however, it might truly be said of the “last men” in this cultural

development: “specialists without spirit, hedonists without a heart, these

nonentities imagine they have attainted a stage of humareraschentuin

never before reached.” Here howewee are getting into the area of judgments of

value and belief, with which this purely historical study should not be

encumbered.. . . ]it cannot, of course, be our purpose to replace a one-sided

“materialist” causal interpretation of culture and history with an equally one-

sided spiritual oné>>

24 pid., 62-63. My emphasis.
2% \Weber Protestant Ethic122. My emphasis.
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Weber and Simmel both critique and compliment the Marxian analysis of industrial
capitalism — its history, its driving forces, and its effects on societiesxdidduals in
order to “grasp the course of history,” but for Weber this project is still a “purely
historical study.” Weber compares states, economic systems, and higterniods. Like
Simmel, he offers a spiritual explanation intended to complement and correct, but not
replace a materialist one. Yet as bold as his language gets — addrsgsitig'tieart”

and “humankind” — Weber ultimately backs off from the realm of “value and belief.” F
Simmel by contrast, the “most external” and “most internal” cannot be segparad by

revealing their relationship, Simmel shows how rationalization works iasideut.

The Philosophy of Money

By confronting the spiritual consequences of rationalization Simmel goas whe
Weber fears to tread. Yet he fares less well against Weber when it coofiesitg a
comprehensive theory of rationalization, industrial capitalism, or bureguékiocough
he writes about the modern individual, the metropolis, and the money economy as
historical developments, Simmel’s historical contextualization is weak t@xistent.
For Weber, social actions are always historically and culturally conditiane he
frames his analysis with careful attention to historical context, whethesubject is
politics, economics, or religio®immel on the other hand indiscriminately pulls
examples from past times and different cultures to illuminate, often by wapnofst, a
particular phenomenon but then fails to show the historical developments behind these
differences. While Simmel understands the unequal struggle between whattliesde

as subjective and objective culture — which he sees as the essential featodewfity —
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to be intensified by modern conditions, he does not treat it as the product of anyg specifi
development, such as industrial capitalfSfiyet despite its shortcomings as a historical
accountMoneyoffers a powerful account of modern means-ends rationaliZafion.

A “money economy” is simply an economic system based on the exchange of
currency rather than the barter of goods. In Simmel's hands, money in its modern for
paper and metal currency, the materials of which have no intrinsic value — becomes the
most ideal subject for the study of the effects rationalization has on sactthe
individual. As Elizabeth Goodstein puts it,The Philosophy of Monegimmel “turns
rationalization into a plastic category of analy$i&.For Simmel, rationalization is not
only the culmination of complex historical development, but also a force that colors
everyday life and individual consciousness. As “both agent and consequence” of
modernization the money economy embodies and engenders the essential traits of
rationalization: calculation, abstraction, and the elevation of means over énds, al
resulting in depersonalization and, ultimately, fragmentation of th&Seit the same
time money is a source of freedom, albeit, of a very complicated kind.

Simmel shows how the money economy puts calculation at the forefront of the
modern mind. He writes: “The lives of many people are absorbed by such evaluating
weighing, calculating and reducing of qualitative values to quantitative”6tfeghe

reduction of the qualitative to the quantitative is a process of objectificatiam whiurn

2% |n fact, Simmel lacks an overall theory of capstatievelopment, quite remarkable for someone who
wrote a 500 page book on money.

%7 For an outline of the book and an overview of Sefisnargument, see Pogg@iloney and the Modern
Mind.

Z8 Elizabeth S. Goodstein, "Style as Substance: G8ongnel's Phenomenology of Cultur€Ultural
Critique 52, no. Fall (2002): 223. “The conditions of metnbtan life are at both once cause and effect of
this [calculation] trait.” Simmel, "Metropolis," 21 ; Simmel, “Grof3tadte,” 119.

239 pgain the phrasing is Goodstein’s. Goodstein, [&5ty213.

240 S5immel,Money 44. : SimmelGeld, 499.
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encourages depersonalization: “Money objectifies the external activitibe stibject
which are represented in general by economic transactions, and moneydfasehe
developed as its content the most objective practices, the most logical, purely
mathematical norms, ttebsolute freedom from everything persotfat Money
guantifies the quality of activity (“the activities of the subject”) bgasuring time (as in
wage labor), not the products of labor themselves. Increasingly those products mos
essential to the physical maintenance of the subject — food, shelter, clotivagaid for
with indifferent cash. With its purely objectified content, the role of money is not
mitigated by the ends for which it is employed. Who spends money and to what purpose
is irrelevant to its function. Money'’s neutrality and its freedom from arlgtfom to
particular interests” or “specific purpose” is the source of its utity\@hat makes it
“the meansWlittel] par excellencg?*?

In the money economy interaction, which is the essential process of sociation, is
objectified. Money has value only because everyone believes it does. At thensame
money is completely impersonal, we do not ask who or why — only “how much?”
“Whatever is sold for money goes to the buyer who offers most for it, quitellesmof
what or who he is*?* The use-value of money does not change based on the social status
of those who possesses it or how it was obtained. Money is the great equalizer: like
bureaucracy, money ignores older hierarchies and other relationships based on non-

calculable factors.

241 |bid., 128. My emphasis. ; Simm@&eld, 97.
221pjd., 212. ; Ibid., 208.
*2pid., 436. : Ibid., 488.
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Bureaucracy is not a word Simmel uses frequently, but his analysis of the money
economy describes a bureaucratized cufttfre.
The automatic character of modern machinery is the result of a highly advance
breakdown and specialization of materials and energies, akin to the chafacter
highly developed state administration which can evolve only on the basis of an
elaborate division of labor among its functionaries. In that the machine bee@ome
totality and carries out a growing proportion of the work itself, it confronts the
worker as an autonomous power, just as he too is no longer an individual
personality but merely someone who carries out an objectively prescribétftask.
Modern machinery is powered by a series of discrete actions rather thamsbmuas
direction of an individual. Technology functions, much like a “highly developed state
administration” (or bureaucracy) and renders “individual personality” superfluous. The
division of labor requires people to serve as functions, not individuals. As work becomes
specialized a single worker participates in only a small part of the prodycticess and
even then only by performing a task that by design could just as easily be filled by
another. It becomes increasingly difficult for the worker to bring to bear hisewhol
personality on his work or recognize himself in the final product. His identiynbes
split between his working and non-working self. In a more traditional economy, the
butcher, the baker, and the candlestick maker lived their identities everydgg. W

workers by contrast fulfill a predetermined function for eight to twelve hourshand t

244 simmel does touch on bureaucracy briefly in the8l8ssay “How is Society Possible?” writing: “A
bureaucracy consists of a certain order of positioha predetermined system of functions. It exast an
ideal structure, irrespective of the particularugmants of these positions. Every new entrant fimitlsin it
a clearly defined place which has waited for himtesspeak, and to which his individual talents g
suited.” In - On Individuality and Social Forms; Selected Wrisng9-20.

X Money 459. -------- Geld 518.
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only live their “personalities” in their off hours. This situation contributes to thegss
which Simmel calls “fragmentatiorf*°
To call something “fragmented” implies that it was once whole, or at leadtdas t
potential to be whole. Simmel explains, “the inner wholeness of the self basimiigse
out of interaction with the uniformity and the completion of our life task.” However he
fails to provide theoretical grounding for this assertion, citing only what fesque
seems to show” and noting, “it has been emphasized often enough that the product is
completed at the expense of the development of the prodidé&irhmel is not really
concerned with how or why fragmentation has come about historically, insteaahtse wa
to understand what it means for contemporary individuals. While he writes: “Whenever
our energies do not produce something whole as a reflection of the total perstvelity
the proper relationship between subject and object is missing,” he does not indicate what
“the proper relationship” is or if it is even achievable. Rather Simmel desdhe
unequal interplay between subjective and objective forces that constitutes iois wérs
‘alienated labor.’
The internal nature of our achievement is bound up with parts of achievements
accomplished by others which are a necessary part of the totality, but it does not
refer back to the producer. As a result, the inadequacy that develops between the
worker’s existential form and that of his product because of greater l&fstma

easily serves to completedyvorce the product from the labordts meaning is

248 The split between working and non-working selves iwnportant to Marx’s theory of alienated labor as
outlined inThe Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 184dHdere he wrote: “The workers therefore
only feels himself outside his work, and in his Wwégels outside himself.” Simmel was of course uaaav

of these manuscripts, as they were not publish&t1882. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engelshe Marx-
Engels Readered. Robert C. Tucker, 2d ed. (New York: Norta@78), 74. For the theme of
fragmentation, see Frisbifragments

247 \We can guess that Marx was the one doing the “asipimg,” but Simmel does not say.
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not derived from the mind of the producer but from its relationship with
production of a different origin. Because offi@gmentarycharacter, the product
lacks the spiritual determinacy that can be easily perceived in a prodabbof |
that is wholly the work of aingleperson. The significance of the product is thus
to be sought neither in the reflection of a subjectivity nor in the reflex of a
creative spirit, but is to be found only in thiejective achievement that leads
away from the subjeéf®
The division of labor allows the production process to become more complex and multi-
faceted, while at the same time the contribution of each individual producer becomes
more narrow and simpler. Each individual worker’s achievement is necessary to the
“totality” — the finished product — but the product itself does not reflect the contrbuti
of any single personality. If the carpenter can see in a hand-carved chairsholiydical
and mental labor — preparing and shaping the wood in a design of his own invention,
perhaps for a client of his personal acquaintance — the modern factory work@ssees
“objective achievement” disappear into a “production of a different origin” that
necessarily “leads away from the subject” — that is, hifiS&Here Simmel echoes
Marx, who wrote that, in the capitalist system of production, “Labor’s reaizaiits
objectification.”®*°
Money frees us from other people, and “lends the individual a new independence

from group interests,” but because money objectifies, the freedom it provides is what

248 Simmel,Money 454. My emphasis. ; Simméseld, 512.

249 Simmel provides an example of the objectificatidithe labor process i@n Social Differentiatiorfa
woman working at an embroidering machine is engég@edmuch more mindless activity than an
embroideress; the intellectual element of the #gthas been taken over by the machine and obigdtir
it.” , Georg Simmel : Sociologist and Europe&8.

#%Marx and EngelsThe Marx-Engels ReadeT1.
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Simmel calls a “negative” kind. However he does not mean this in the pejorative sense
but because it is “freedofrom something, not libertyo dosomething.” It is empty,

“without any definite and determining content.” Simmel describes “theapeado has

been bought out, the merchant who has become a rentier or the pensioned civil servant”
as having “exchanged the positive contents of their self for money,” whichli®tgay

of content.®®! Yet the objectification of labor and the detachment of economic processes
from “the immediacy of personal interests” is also, for Simmel, if not fandyla positive
development for the individual. Simmel explains that under these conditions: “the
personal element becomes more and more independent, the individual becomes capable
of developing more independently, not of his economic situation as a whole butof the
priori factors that determine i£> The independence of the “personal element” from
production means the individual gains more freedom for the cultivation of his own
personality. This does not mean the individual can will himself free of his “economic
situation,” but that thed priori” factors that determine it — such as class, family, and
gender -- have less power. Simmel shows that by severing old communal ties and
generally disrupting tradition, the money economy contributes to the development of
individual freedom. In more traditional communal associations, the personalitgsnerg
with the group; in the money economy, individuals are responsible for their own
development®?

Individuals also enjoy greater flexibility as consumers:

%1 simmel,Money 402. ; SimmelGeld, 449. “Money means more to us than any other olbjec
possession because it obeys us without reservatéoml it means less to us because it lacks angigbnt
that might be appropriated beyond the mere forposkession.” SimmelMoney 325. ; SimmelGeld,
325.

%2 Simmel,Money 332. SimmelGeld, 359.

#3“Money in Modern Culture” (1896) ~Simmel on Culture244. My emphasis.
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Whereas in the period prior to the emergence of a money economy, the individual

was directly dependent upon his group and the exchange and services united

everyone closely with the whole of society, today everyone carries around wit
him, in a condensed latent form, his claim to the achievements of others.

Everyone has a choice of deciding when and where he wants to assert this

claim?**

While the barter economy is largely based on personal connections, the money economy
dissolves the “interdependence of personality and material relationéHipge’ are less
dependent on any single person, instead of specific individuals, we seek functions, as
indifferent money allows us to lay claim to the “achievements of others\w¥gtay for

our liberty to change economic relations at will when we too are viewed with
“indifference” and treated only as functiof§.

The freedom provided by the money economy is also qualified because it is
contingent on a new kind of dependency. While the individual is granted independence
from specific individuals, he is at the same time bound to an innumerable number of
strangers. For in the money economy “the satisfaction of one person is alwagynut
dependent upon another perséH.Simmel describes this situation as “the lengthening of
the teleological chain” and cites it as a prime marker of modernity.

The difference between primitive and cultivated conditions is measured by the

number of links that lie between the immediate action and its ultimaté. end

The progress of the public spirit therefore indicatesrbiease of institutions

254 , Money 342. ;Geld 371.
#5«Money in Modern Culture” (1896) in ~Simmel on Culture244.
26 , Money 297-98. Geld 314.

7 bid., 156. ; Ibid., 134.
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through which the individual can achieve, at least indirectly, those ends which it
is difficult or improbable for him or her to attain directly. Every tool whicbvad

the strength of the human hand to achieve an effect in an indirect manner and
through transformations which would be denied it through direct impact on the
object to be shaped, every legal institution which guarantees to the declared wil
of a person a consequence which he or she would never have been able to achieve
through his or her own strength, every religious sentiment which the individual
does not believe he or she is able to find by him or herself — all of these are
instances of the deepening of the teleological process outlined above, as the
public spirit creates this process wtiba disproportion between that which the
individual wants and that which he or she can achieve as an individual requires
detours which only the general community can make pas&aldey uniform and
generally recognized means of exchange offers an instance of ttteel@ing of

the teleological chairtg¢leologischenkel}&>®

Modern “cultivated conditions” enable individuals to achieve higher, more complex ends
by multiplying the strength of the human hand, making possible a civil society, which
ensures legal rights regardless of status, and by offering rationalthsd@aalvation.

At the same time however these advances create “disproportion” between what

individuals want (and wants generally increase in modern economies) and wharthey

#840n the Psychology of Money” (1889), 233-234. Taimly version oMoneyis translated by Mark
Ritter and David Frisby in ——Simmel on CultureMy emphasis. ; Georg Simmélufséatze Und
Abhandlugen, 1894 Bis 1900 Bande@. Heinz-Jirgen Dahme and David Frisby, 1. Aedl. (Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp, 1992), 49-50. Simmel uses sirtdalaguage in the opening Mietzsche and
SchopenhaueiSee Georg Simmehchopenhauer and Nietzs¢hmans. Loiskandl et. al. (Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1986).
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secure by themselves. Not only is the extent of our needs considerably wider, but even
the elementary necessities that we have in common with all other human bzaags (
clothing and shelter) can be satisfied only with the help of a much more complex
organization and many more hands. With the rise of science and technology, “the
practical world too increasingly becomes a problem for the intelligencd,inaividuals

lose essential knowledge about how to satisfy basic rféelather than grow our food

or construct our own shelter, there are more and more layers between us and the product
of our consumption. The specialization of activities requires an infinitelypeéaterange

of other producers with whom we exchange products, and direct action itsglérddeat
upon a growing amount of preparatory work, additional help and semi-finished products.
The distance modern individuals experience as consumers (between what theyeconsum
on a daily basis and its production) is mirrored in their role as producers. Sp¢icaliz
means that the ends of a single laborer’s actions are out of view. In Chapten#tbur
discuss how some thinkers argue this feature of the bureaucratic proces®is key t
understanding the perpetration of the Holocaust.

The lengthening of the chain between means and ends is made possible by the
constant circulation of cash. This endless series of exchanges creatqeetienee of
modernity as one of both fluidity and fragmentation:

The contents of life, as they become more and more expressible in money which

is absolutely continuous, rhythmical and indifferent to any distinctive forre,— a

as it were, split up into so many small parts; their rounded totalities are so

shattered that any arbitrary synthesis and formation of them is possiblihis

29 Simmel,Money 431. ; SimmelGeld, 483.
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process that provides the material for modern individualism and the abundance of
its products®®
Money frees “the contents of life” from specific contexts, allowing goodssarvices to
travel far from their origins. Even ancient cultural practices can h@edland
commodified to satisfy new markets, as when non-Hindus practice yoga. dteitaats
are uprooted and reassembled they are subject to “the most frightful” leveling.
Shakespeare’s “Hamlet” can appear in the form of a penny novel. A wax recorégan pl
a bawdy folk song just as well as a Beethoven Symphony.
Eventually:
Money, with all its colorlessness and indifference, becomes the common
denominator of all values; irreparably it hollows out the core of things, their
individuality, their specific value, and their incomparability. All things fleéh
equally specific gravity in the constantly moving stream of méftey.
Freed from traditional economies, modern individuals also swim in the “moving stream
of money.” As “the firm delineations within the respective social group becbare and
more fluid [ . . . ] the personality can circulate through a diversity of waytedft? The
economic and social fluidity engendered by the money economy “provides themater
for modern individualism.” This process is most visible in the “seat” of the money

economy — the modern metropdifs.

2% |pid., 276. ; Ibid., 290.

261 , "Metropolis," 414. --------- , “Grol3tadte,” 415his passage resonates with a famous passage
from The Communist Manifes{@848): “All fixed, fast-frozen relations, witheir taint of ancient and
venerable prejudices and opinions, are swept aatbgew-formed ones become antiquated before they
can ossify. All that is solid melts into air.” Kadvlarx and Friedrich Engel§he Communist Manifesto :
With Related Documentsd. John Edward Toews (Boston: Bedford/St. Ma&tih999), 68.

#240n the Psychology of Money” (1889) in Simmsimmel on Culturg242-43.

263 , "Metropolis," 411.
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“The Metropolis and Mental Life”

Originally conceived as a lecture for the opening of a museum exhibit on thenmode

German city, arguably no work of Simmel’s has been read and cited more than his 1903

essay “The Metropolis and Mental Life.” “Metropolis” manages, in just over ardoz
pages, to illuminate themes that dominate Simmel’s larger oeuvre -- thi@dligf labor,
the dominance of objective culture and the resistance of subjective culture, and the
circulation of people, ideas, and morféyFor Simmelthe modern metropolis, which
demands both conformity and distinction, is the ideal setting for the struggleebetwe
objective and subjective culture and the tension between them is the implicitdheme
“Metropolis’s” opening:
The deepest problems of modern life derive from the claim of the individual to
preserve the autonomy and individuality of his existence in the face of
overwhelming social forces, of historical heritage, of external culture,fahé o
technique of life Technik des LebehsThe fight with nature which primitive man
has to wage for his bodily existence attains in this modern form its latest

transformatiorf®®

Such “social forces” include “language,” “law,” “technique[s] of productiontt,”a
“science,” and even “objects of the domestic environment,” all of which have

increasingly specialized knowledge embodied in th&iechnological advancements

%4 1n “Metropolis’s” only footnote, Simmel writes: ‘e content of this lecture by its very nature duets

derive from a citable literature. Argument and elabion of its major cultural-historical ideas are
contained in myPhilosophie des Geld&dn other words, his views on the metropolis resthis
understanding of rationalization and the money eoon Ibid., 424.

% hid., 409. : Simmel, "Grosstadte," 116.

26 Simmel, "Metropolis," 421. ; Simmel, “GroRtadtd29.



102

and the expansion of trade guarantee for a large class of western urbamsdivell

security of their “bodily existence.” But this relative physical comfdoupled with an
essential dependence. As we have seen these modern improvements lengthem the chai
between needs and their satisfaction, leaving the individual dependent on theegpertis
countless others for daily necessities. Modern man is engaged in a fight for the
“autonomy and individuality of his existence.” The arena for this struggheimnodern
metropolis?®’

Beginning with Simmel the urban environment becomes the “natural” text for the
study of modernity®® Decades after Simmel’s death, preeminent urban theorist David
Harvey writes:

Capitalism these last two hundred years has produced through its dominant form

of urbanization, not only a ‘second nature’ of built environments even harder to

transform than the virgin nature of frontier regions years ago, but also an
urbanized human naturendowed with a very specific sense of time, space, and
money as sources of social power and wadphisticated abilities and strategies

to win back from one corner of urban life what may be lost in anoftret while

it may be true that some are losers everywlibeeyast majority find at least

%7 Roger Nisbet writes: “The direction of historytésvard metropolis, which for Simmel is the struetof
modernism, performing for his thought the role thh@mocracy does for Tocqueville, capitalism for ¥Mar
and bureaucracy for Weber.” Robert A. Nisféte Sociological TraditioiNew York,: Basic Books,
1966), 308.

%8| his introduction to the collectiodBimmel on CultureDavid Frisby notes: “Significantly, in the
context of social theory, it is the metropolishetthan the industrial enterprise or productionational
organization, that is a key site of modernity. @akNrisby “Introduction to the Texts” in Simmdé&jmmel
on Culture 12. For a discussion of this essay in the cordégimmel other urban work, see “The City
Interpreted” in David FrisbyCityscapes of Modernity : Critical Exploratioff€ambridge ; Malden, MA:
Polity Press in association with Blackwell, 2001).
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minor compensations somewheurkeile the rest find solace and hope in the
intricacy of the gamé&®®
Simmel was one of the first to study the “game” of urban life as well as pdim trole
of consumption in providing “minor compensations.” His investigations of self-
fashioning and fashion itself shows how individuals might “win back” some of the power
they lose in the modern metropolis. “Metropolis” also introduces the idea of a “second
nature” required to live in the city successfully. In language bordering ddaitvénian,
Simmel describes the cultivation of a reserved, “blasé” attitude as a axgcadaptation
to city living.
In contrast to the more historically astute Weber, Simmel is not ailyerned
with why the metropolis exists in the form it does. He mentions “primitive rhanfails
to sketch a line from past to present. Nevertheless he does see the metr@polis as
uniquely modern development and contrasts it with earlier, rural-based sotiety
Simmel’s characterization, the social and labor patterns of rural life (asttapd
present) are relatively static and revolve around a tight-knit communityorigyast the
city-dweller is presented with so many rapidly changing images and pitissilbie has
to actively shut them out, becoming indifferent and withdrawn. At the same time he is
free of communal ties and obligations, free to negotiate the city at will.
With each crossing of the street, with the tempo and multiplicity of economic,
occupational and social life, the city sets up a deep contrast with small town and
rural life with reference to the sensory foundations of psychic life. [ . . .

Metropolitan man] develops an organ protecting Hthutzorgahagainst

29 David HarveyConsciousness and the Urban Experience : Studiteeillistory and Theory of
Capitalist UrbanizationBaltimore, Md.: John Hopkins University Press82§ 35. My emphasis.
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threatening currents and discrepancies of his external environment which would
uproot him.He reacts with his head instead of his héatt
The metropolitan individual must discriminate — he simply cannot expend the energy to
assimilate and react to all that occurs around him and adopts a “iBéssiefheif
attitude to cope with the many demands on his atteftioFhis stance allows the
individual to gloss over the multiple stimuli of the metropolis, not just the speed and
noise of city life, but the uniquely urban problem of being physically close tosp ma
strangers. Metropolitan man has to be cold (Simmel calls this “reservednhet afford
to form attachments with everyone he meets. It is the blasé attitudddhat gassengers
to stare at each other from opposite sides of the tramcar and never say a word.
The blasé or “matter of factSachlichkeitattitude is aligned with the driving
force of the modern metropolis — the money economy. The operational logic demanded
by the metropolis requires the individual adopt a calculating attitude that srthage
“head instead of the heat’? This “dominance of the intellectVferstandesherrschais
in sharp contrast to the rural past where economic exchange, often between neighbors,
was “beyond a mere objective balancing of service and ret(itm"the metropolis
relationships between people are excised of emotion — they are ratidnalize
Traditionally, “all intimate emotional relations between persons are foundediin t
individuality,” but “in rational relations man is reckoned with like a numBE&t.”
Individuals push back against this reckoning by exaggerating their uniqueness and

promoting their own personalities. As the division of labor mak ;es workers as

270 Simmel, "Metropolis,” 410. My emphasis. ; Simni@roRtadte,” 117.
2 bid., 413-14. ; Ibid., 117.

272\hid., 410. Ibid., 117.

23 bid., 411. ; Ibid., 118.

2% \bid., 412. ; Ibid., 118.
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interchangeable as machine parts, Simmel argues that they must seamaysftw
reestablish individual difference — a response made both necessary and pgshbible b
conditions of the rationalized money economy. At the opening of his essay, Simmel
explains that “Metropolis” is an “enquiry into the meaning of specificathgenn life and
its products” which “must seek to solve the equation which structures like the metropolis
set up between the individual and the supra-individual contents of if8itnmel notes
again and again (in a tone that recalls Freud) that the conflict between the incavidual
society is essential, unavoidable, and unsolvable. The conditions of modernity intensify
this conflict while at the same time offering more ways to negotiate hasdhe city is
at once the site of “the highest impersonality” and where “a highly pdrsopjactivity”
is promoted.”®
Simmel describes a “universal historical correlation between the emeang®f
the social circle” and “personal inner and outer freedom, which “has made the megtropol
the locale of freedom™’ However this freedom “is not to be understood only in the
negative sense of mere freedom of mobility and elimination of prejudices and petty
philistinism.”?"® It is not simply given — it must be asserted. Simmel continues:
The essential point is that the particularity and incomparability, which uéiynat
every human being possesses, be somehow expressed in the working-out of a way

of life [der Gestaltung des Lebdn$hat we follow the laws of our nature—and

"% |bid., 409. ; Ibid., 116.

2% |bid., 415. ; Ibid., 121. Simmel makes a similairp in Money “the enlargement of the group goes
hand in hand with the individualization and indeghemce of its individual members.” Simm®lpney 346.
; Simmel,Geld, 377.

277 Simmel, "Metropolis," 418-19. Simmel, “GroRt&dté26.

*"bid., 419-420. ; Ibid., 127.
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this after all is freedom -- becomes obvious and convincing to ourselves and to
others only if the expressions of this nature differ from the expression of dthers.
Simmel argues that we experience freedom only by recognizing oursebsscHe,
free individuals amongst others. We assert our specificity by “woikirttjour own
“way of life.” Although Simmel characterizes this impulse as followitigg‘laws of our
nature,” it is hardly “natural.” “Nature” in this context becomes somethmgxpress
while considering other people’s reactions to it — it becomes self-consaimatural
The need for self-differentiation is a historical product, only becoming acute in t
modern urban setting. Moreover, this freedom needs to be acknowledged by®Sthsrs.
Birgitta Nedelmann explains, individuality “is not identical with idiosysgrand
isolation,” but must be “authenticated.” She continues: “The metropolis is the social
marketplace in which individuals struggle for social recognition of theiopatfiies.”®*
Simmel allows that the variety of “stimulations, interests, [and] usesefand
consciousness” offered by the metropolitan marketplace make the development of
personality (and its recognition by others) “infinitely easier.” Thadferings “carry the
person as if on a stream, and one needs hardly to swim for oneself.” Yet to regist bei

overtaken by the “fullness of crystallized and impersonalized spirit,” the chdil/imust

assert his own unigueness and particularity “in order to remain audible even to

219 Simmel, "Metropolis," 419-20. ; Ibid., 127.

280|n a promotional essay fdMoney Simmel writes: “freedom is not simply isolatiaather it is an utterly
specific social relation: it is necessary that adtghould exist and be perceived if one is to pesitively
free with respect to them.” Translated by Poggi mctlided in his book. Pogdiloney and the Modern
Mind, 66.

281 Bjrgitta Nedelmann, "On the Concept of 'ErleberGieorg Simmel's Sociology," (Beorg Simmel and
Contemporary Sociologed. Michael Kaern, et al. (Dordrecht ; Bostonuwér Academic Publishers,
1990), 234.
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himself.”?®? Such a development is necessary as a defense to mitigate the “atrophy of
individual culture” in the face of “the hypertrophy of objective culture.”

The metropolis is at once the place that allows and demands the creation of
individual personalities, even as it undermines them. Simmel concludes his essay by
citing “the most profound reason” the metropolis “conduces the urge for the most
individual personal existence” -- the dominance of the “objective” spirit over the
“subjective spirit.?® The “tragic” interplay between subjective and objective culture are
essential to Simmel’s philosophy and appear throughout his many texts. hopblet’
he describes this struggle with powerful phrasing: “The individual has beconre a me
cog [einem Staubkoinin an enormous organization of things and powers which tear
from his hands all progress, spirituality, and value in order to transform themtHeir
subjectiveform into the form of a purelgbjectivelife.” ?®* On the one hand Simmel
recognizes that all cultural production is based on the transformation of sugbject
energies into objective products. This is the ‘nature’ of a process that igtixplic
‘unnatural’ but rather human, or cultural (mattrlich butgeistig. Without the forms of
objective culture — such as language and technology — our subjective energies — our
personality — could not be realized. However in the modern age, objective culture — the
enormous organization of things and powers — has become so complex that the subjective

self is broken up into so many fragments. “Spirituality,” un-tethered from coram

22Simmel, "Metropolis,” 422. ; Simmel, “GroRtadte 30t For commentary on this theme see Charles
Camic,Reclaiming the Sociological Classics : The StatdefScholarshigMalden, Mass.: Blackwell
Publishers, 1997), 247.

283 Simmel, "Metropolis,” 421. ; Simmel, “GroRtadta29.

24 |bid., 422. : Simmel, "Grosstadte," 129-30. My dmagis. The literal translation of “a mere cog”as *
single dust particle.” The original German phrasanguably renders the individual even more insigaift
as a “mere speck of dust” is not essential to thaton of the finished product, whereas as a “cogiht
be. Edward A. Shils also uses “cog” in his 1948gtation, reprinted in Simmeln Individuality and
Social Forms; Selected Writing337.
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traditions and authority, is overwhelming in its complexity and variety, and “value,”
measured by the most abstract of phenomenon — money — becomes empty of positive
content. In the 1912 essay, “The Concept and Tragedy of Culture,” Simmelthaites

the “endless process between the subject and object” begins when humans, in oontrast t
animals, confront the “natural facticityGlegebenheliof the world as an othéf® If the
carpenter saw his labor transformed into objective form — he still recaghiegroduct

as an extension of himself. The modern laborer by contrast is “a mere cog.”

Yet Simmel accepts this troubling condition as a necessary product of “olir time
where the “carrier of man’s values is no longer the ‘general human being’ in every
individual, but rather man’s qualitative uniqueness and irreplaceability.” Self-
differentiation is a necessary defense under the division of labor and Simditsl tre
metropolis as providing “the arena for this struggle and its reconciliation
[Einungsversuche ?®® Simmel does not indicate what form such reconciliation might
take. He ends “Metropolis” by saying: “it is not our task either to accutsepardon, but
only to understand®®’ However his discussion of this struggle in other places suggests
that reconciliation is not possible. “The Tragedy of Culture” and related piestiistile
position Simmel takes in much of his work — that the conflict between subjective and

objective culture will never cease because the creation of culture depends orothg ong

and unequal struggle between these two elements. To solve the conflict woultierase

85 Georg Simmel, "The Concept and Tragedy of CultireSimmel on Culture : Selected Writingsl.
David Frisby and Mike Featherstone (London: SAGE)7), 55. Hereafter “Tragedy.” ; “Der Begriff und
die Tragddie der Kulture” in Georg SimmeEhilosophische Kultur: Gesammelte Ess@erlin:
Wegenbach, 1998), 195. Hereafter “Tragtddie.Money Simmel writes: “The awareness of being a
subject is already an objectification. This is gibdeature of the mind in its form as persondli§immel,
Money 64. ; SimmelGeld, 10.

286 Simmel, "Metropolis," 423. -------- , “GroRtadte]’31.

%7 Ibid., 424. ; Ibid., 131.
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conditions that allow for the emergence of the modern ‘free’ individual — hence the

“tragic” nature of cultural, and individual, development.

[I. The Individual: Simmel’'s “Unity of Meaning”

The Individual versus Fragmenting Rationalization

The tragic struggle between subjective and objective culture is essential t
Simmel’s vision?®® However, the component parts of this dualism do not simply act for
and against each other but are mutually dependent interactions which crestie soci
culture, and individualism. It is crucial to understand Simmel’s vision of culturehand t
conflict between its subjective and objective components because this is whatrafftow
to connect the greatest developments of modern life with the process of individuation on
the everyday level. This dialectical vision provides Simmel with a thread, @ use
metaphor he often employed, between the high and the low, the eternal and the everyday
The large-scale tragedy of culture is reproduced in the individual; asebimrote in one

of his last essays: “The struggle between life and form” is also “fouglatsoaitstruggle

#8T0 a large degree Simmel sees this “tragedy” lsrant in civilization as culture itself dependsthis
culture. K. Peter Etzkorn offers a strong deferfahie view: “In Simmel’s dialectic, man is alwais
danger of being slain by those objects of his oreation which have lost their original human cazéfint.
This process, however, always occurs for Simméiiwithe framework of social relations regardless of
specific historical periods. The dialectic is neitltharacteristic of capitalism, nor of socialisrar of

liberal democracy, it is much more. For Simmeik thialectic between life and more-than-life reprs

the very nature of human existence, the very desfimivilization.” Translator’s introduction to Geg
Simmel, The Conflict in Modern Culture, and Other Essél{lew York,: Teachers College Press, 1968), 2.
Guy Oakes takes a similar position: “the propeftiragedy can be ascribed to phenomena only wheen th
following condition is satisfied: the force thatsti@ys life is created by the immanent necesgitidiée

itself. In the final analysis, therefore, the tagonflict between life and the world is an instauod self
contradiction. According to Simmel, all culturakiios are involved in this conflict. In other wordsiture

is inherently tragic because forms, which becoméajuosed to the energies and interests of life, are
necessary products of the process of life.” Oakesroduction," 40.
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between individuality and standardizatidfi” The ammunition for the individual’s

defense is provided by the “freedom” he gains in the money economy. This freedom is
exercised partly through increased opportunities for consumption, which also provide
compensation for the more distressing aspects of the money economy. Howeuse beca
he sees the tragic interplay between subjective and objective culturbéeddet in the
processes of individuation and sociation themselves Simmel is unable to suggest wh
any, kind of political action might alleviate this struggle.

In Simmel’s philosophy the counterpart to the sociological categories of faim a
content are objective and subjective culture. The content of sociology -- social
interactions -- are only analyzable in the forms, or sociations, they pasghhSuch
forms can be large or small, fleeting or enduring, from “the temporary ajgne@f
hotel guests to the intimate bond of the medieval gdiftdEor Simmel “culture” itself is
the product of the interactions between these two elements. Through acts afrsociati
individuals (subjective) produce the social forms (objective) which creatxfiegience
of society. Individuals in turn draw from objective culture for their own personal
development® In the 1908 essay, “On the Essence of Culture,” Simmel provides an
example of this process: “forms of etiquette; refinement of taste reMeatetical
judgment; the acquisition of tact, making the individual an agreeable member ¢f socie

all these are forms of culture which take the process of perfection intocealeal

289«The Conflict in Modern Culture” (1918) in Simmé&jmmel on Culture87. ; Georg Simmel,
Gesamtausgabe Band WBrankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1999), 168.

290«The Problem of Sociology” (1908) in Simmén Individuality and Social Forms; Selected Wrigng
24. ; Simmel Soziologie : Untersuchungen Uber Die Formen Dergésellschaftungl8.

21 Donald N. Levine, "Introduction," i®n Individuality and Social Forms; Selected Wrisr{Ghicago,:
University of Chicago Press, 1971), Xix.
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spheres beyond the individu&P® An individual who displays proper manners is
performing actions which follow from a particular ideal of civilization but whicleha
real consequences. Because these spheres are the product of severalsdréianof
customs and conventions, they lay outside the influence of a single individual, hence they
are “objective.”

As Simmel explains in “Tragedy,” culture relies on both “the subjecou¥ sind
“the objective intellectual product” — “neither of which contains culturesiglifit?®®
Despite this mutual dependence however “there emerges a split within thigretafct
culture, one that is in faeiready located in its foundationand which turns the subject-
object synthesis — the metaphysical meaning of its concept — into a paradox, imeed, i
a tragedy.?®* The roots of this tragedy begin with the basic process of cognition.
Objective culture is not the same thing as “nature” for nature exists astiauous
interdependent totality.” Nature becomes “objectively delineated” ongnwbur human
categories cut individual pieces out of4t>'In order to be intelligible to us, life, both
biological and social, demands form, but forms run counter to life with “its surging
dynamism, its temporal fortunes, the inexorable differentiation of all imsezits.” “Life”
Simmel concludes, “Is ineluctably condemned to become reality only in the gutise of

opposite, that is form.”?%°

29240n the Essence of Culture” (1908) in Simnf&iimmel on Culture43-43. ; “Von Wesen der Kultur” in
Georg SimmelGesamtausgabe BandBrankfurt Am Main: Suhrkamp: 1993), 367-68. Sinhmeakes a
similar point in “Tragedy”: “Those objectively ifdtectual constructs of which | spoke initially -t and
morality, science and practical objects, religiod ¢he law, technology and social norms — arecstati
through which the human subject must pass in dadacquire the specific personal value know as its
culture.” Simmel, "Tragedy," 57-58. ; “Tragddie,98.

293 Simmel, "Tragedy," 58. ; Simmel, “Tragddie,” 198.

294 |bid., 66. My emphasis. ; Ibid., 208-209.

2% |pjid., 60.; Ibid., 201-202.

298 «The Conflict in Modern Culture” (1908) in —Simmel on Culture89-90. ; “Der Konflikt der
Modernen Kultur” in SimmelGesamtausgabe Band,1672.
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As individuals we experience this tragic paradox in our own “psychological
process.” For we find that our thought is connected to immovable “logical norms,” our
hearts “to moral ones,” and that “the entire course of our consciousness is filleith up wi
knowledge, “which constitute the contents of objective culture. These logical and moral
norms, knowledge and tradition crystallize with a “solidity” that confronts thetléss
dynamism of the subjective psychological procéss.”

In modern societies the products of culture are so highly developed, complex, and
far from their origins, they appear to us with “almost chemical insolubitityidly
impervious to our influenc&® Culture is a product of both subjective and objective
energies. Yet while the individual depends on the objective forms of culture for his or her
own development, objective culture does not depend on any specific individual and can
become substantially (though not completely) independent of subjective étiitimst
as industrialization increases the complexity of material production, in themagie
cultural production also becomes so complex it achieves “its own kind of independent
existence” as its products “follow more and more obediently their own inner logic.”
Ultimately subjective culture cannot keep up with the “objective realmthvbenefits
from the “innumerable contributors” provided by the division of 1a86r.

The individual faces the “achievements of culture” — “primary motifs of latw, a
or morality” as forms which, despite their subjective origins, are “no longairin

hands.” The mature forms are “no more concerned with the demands of our individuality

2’Simmel, "Tragedy," 59. ; “Tragddie,” 200.

2% |bid., 59 ; Ibid., 200. In “The Crisis of Cultur¢1916) Simmel writes: “One book after another, one
invention after another, one work of art after &eotall add up to an endless, formless mass caiigpn
the individual with the demand that he absorblit a——, Simmel on Culture92.

2940On the Essence of Culture” (1908) in Ibid., 45.

39 bid.
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[ ...]regardless of how central these might be, than are physical forcémand t
laws.”* In Simmel’s telling, objectified cultural forms are as non-negotiablacts of
nature. Such a rigid view of things seems at odds with Simmel’s description dicgsocia
as process driven by reciprocity, where all actors play a role inrgyesicial forms.
Recall that Simmel offered the example of an audience’s influence oalkesjps
evidence that all social actionirgeractionand that even subordinates exerts influence.
But just as no leader is impervious to the “apparently passive mass” no individual,
whether subordinate or dominate, can match the force of objective culture wothirhis
subjective development. Simmel cites language as an example of this conditiwe. For
cannot think, even to ourselves, without the objective form of language. And while
language requires multiple individuals to operate, “this parallelism of olgeantd
subjective developments nevertheless possess no fundamental neééskipguage is
not custom-made and is ultimately independent of any single individual. That isevhy w
sometimes “feel language to be an alien natural force, which distortsidatsanot only
our utterances, but also our innermost intentiois.”

As objective culture grows more sophisticated, it outpaces the ability of subjec
culture to assimilate it and “a frightful disproportion in growth between the twanies
evident.®*** In an 1896 essay on the women’s movement Simmel provides an example of
this disproportion. Industrialization has “torn the proletarian woman away” frorh wha
Simmel uncritically calls her “natural calling” — the care of home anailf. At the same

time industrial production has “impoverished the domain of the bourgeois woman.” Due

s01 , "Tragedy," 66-67. ; “Tragodie,” 209.
%2 pid., 67. ; Ibid.
393 |bid. ; Ibid.

304 , "Metropolis," 421. ; Simmel, "Grosstadte," 129.
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to technological advancements the domestic sphere has become much easier to manage
leaving women tied to the home with “unused energies” and liable to “all sorts of
breakdowns.” Simmel concludes that, though working at cross-purposes politicdlly, bot
the proletarian and bourgeois woman are victims of “the facthbatevelopment of
objective conditions has progressed faster than the development and adaptation of
individuals.”®®

With Weberian echoes Simmel describes how the “tragedy of cultures piay
While technology undoubtedly makes more things possible it ultimately reveals the
limitations of individual perspective and actionMioney Simmel writes: “It is true that
the infinite distances between ourselves and objects have been overcome by the
microscope and the telescope; but we were first conscious of these distanaglonly
very same moment in which they were overcome.” The “ingenious methods with whi
we penetrate the inner aspects of nature” can never replace the unified wodtlthew
Greeks who believed their gods to be reflections of themselves and who had “a
teleological concern for the welfare of man.” Today the promise of a diviaebtiened
purpose recedes further and further so that “the more the distance in the extedhal w

[aufserlicher HinsicHtis conquered, the more it increases the distance in the spiritual

world [innerlicher HinsichL.”*° Finally, “the idea of an ultimate purpodendzwecKsin

395 «The Women’s Congress and Social Democracy” (1&6)mel,Simmel on Culture273. In many
ways Simmel’'s analysis of gender was progressiv@iftime, though as the passage above shows he
retained a problematic essentialism about sexti@rdnce. Max Weber’s wife, Marianne took Simmel to
task for some of his positions. She respondedsd i3 essay “Female Culture” collegially but cetiy

in “Die Frau und die objektive Kultur,” see MariamieberFrauenfragen Und Frauengedanken;
Gesammelte Aufsatg€ubingen,: J.C.B. Mohr,, 1919), Microform.

30% Simmel,Money 476. :Geld, 540.



115

which everything is again reconciled” becomes ever more distant givenagenénted
nature of our culture®”’

The secular ‘religion’ of enlightened progress cannot bridge the digiatice
spirit either. As Weber did, Simmel recognizes that the modern world is “diseed|iant
and that rather than empower individuals, science makes them feel their own dependenc
As it has advanced, knowledge has become so specialized that no single individual can
hope to assimilate it all. Simmel writes that, where once “all cognitienvesl “the
maintenance and promotion of life,” today “cognition is no longer used in the service of
this practical achievement: science has become a value in #8dif. The Dialectic of
Enlightenmentdiscussed in Chapter Four), Horkheimer and Adorno argue that science,
like all kinds of practical knowledge, has become not only a value in itself, bubdar fr
remaining neutral, serves the forces of economic and political domination. Smake$
no such connection and does not consider how the form of modern science might serve
political or economic goals. As he sees it, the increasing independence anctiabsifa
science is a product of the growing dominance of objective culture, and this dominance
concerns Simmel primarily for its impact on subjective culture.

Again, for Simmel the struggle between objective and subjective culture is as old
as culture, which is also rooted in the process of sociation fSeHociety makes an

oxymoronic demand as it “requires the individual to differentiate himself fnem t

7 |bid., 360-61. ; Ibid., 395.

308 , The Sociology of Georg Simmé&0-41.

309 , "Tragedy," 58. ; “Tragodie,” 198. Simmel creditietzsche with being “the first to feel, with
fundamental distinctness, the difference betweenrtterests of humanity, of mankind, and the irgeref
society.” From th&rundfragenin Simmel, The Sociology of Georg Simmél-62. For Simmel’s
relationship to Weber, see Lichtblau, "Der 'Pathes Distanz'. Praliminarien Zur Nietzsche -- Rekapt
Bei Georg Simmel."
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humanly general, but forbids him to stand out from the socially gendfallddern
conditions, particularly the division of labor, which requires specialization in a narrow
field, render the sides of this struggle starker than ever:
Society asks of the individual that he employ all his strength in the service of the
special function which he has to exercise as a member of it; that he so modify
himself as to become the most suitable vehicle for this function. Yet the drive
toward unity and wholeness that is characteristic of the individual himbelkre
against this role. The individual strives to be rounded out in himself, not merely to
help to round out socief{?
The needs of the individual are at odds with those of society. At the same time, the
individual cannot become “rounded out in himself” — in his subjectivity — without
incorporating the objective cultural forms produced by society. Simmellszesodern
individual as we understand it to be a historical product. During the Renaissance the
individual was liberated “from the rusty chains of the guild, birth right, and church.”
the nineteenth Century the individual evolved from the Enlightenment’s “universal man”
into one which had to: “become independent [and] also wished to distinguish himself
from other individualg>*? The ‘freedom’ provided by the money economy helps the
individual in this process of distinction.
In Money Simmel writes that in the highly developed money economy, both “the
production manager and the laborer,” the department store’s director andesaegesem

“equally subordinated to an objective purpose.” As such, though the relationship may still

310 From theGrundfragenin Simmel, The Sociology of Georg SimmeéR-63.

311 From theGrundfragenin Ibid., 59.

312 |bid., 78. However historicizing the individualddnot solve what Simmel called (in a essay pubtishe
posthumously) “the deepest mysteryoaf world view,” that “unanalyzable unity” — the indilal. “Eros,
Platonic and Modern” (1921) in Simmeén Individuality and Social Forms; Selected Wrisng
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be harder for the worker, “it none the less contains an element of freedom in that his
subordination is no longer subjective-personal in nature but is now a technical one.”
Simmel explains that under more traditional contractual relationshipsvtir&ihg
personis hired,” that is “the person as a total, unlimited complex of labor power.” The
“dependence and subordination” of an employee in this position is most clear in the case
of domestic servants who live in the home of their employer. However when labor is
treated like a commodity, as in the metropolitan money economy, “we are dedhng
the offer of a completely objective work activity.” Rather than submit Hfrasea
“working persoti the worker performs a specific task, or works for a specified amount
of time. As Simmel argues, the metropolitan money economy provides an upside to
objectification:
The growing self-confidence of the modern worker is the result of the fact that he
no longer feels subordinate as a person, but rather contributes only an exactly
prescribed amount of work — prescribed on the basis of its monetary equivalent —
which leaves the person as such all the more free, the more objective, impersonal
and technical work and its regulation becotte.
According to Marx, the implication of wage labor is “the worker sinks to the leeel of
commodity and becomes indeed the most wretched of commoditfagtile Simmel
understands that the changing nature of production has significant, very often negative
consequences for the individual, he believes that when labor is measured monetarily and
laborers are not defined in terms of loyalty to class or estate, the individuslegaegree

of flexibility not available in traditional economies. While he realizes thatfteedom is

313 Simmel,Money 335. :Geld 362.
314 Marx and EngelsThe Marx-Engels ReadeTO.
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not without its problems, Simmel maintains it has unique possibilities for indlvidua
development.

As early as 1896 Simmel predicted:

Modern man’s one-sided and monotonous role in the division of labor will be

compensated for by consumption and enjoyment through the growing pressure of

heterogeneous impressions, and the ever faster and more colorful change of

excitements. The differentiation of the active side of life is apparently

complemented through the extensive diversity of its passive and receivifgside.
Simmel was one of the first to explore how the growth of the “passive and retainiag
of life allows individuals to enjoy the “compensatory” effects of a broademeslicner
marketplace. Yet while Simmel describes the development and function of individual
subjective culture extensively, his analysis of modern consumption, although
provocatively suggestive, does not name specific practices or products. Evepraséi
artfully captures the pace and power of “heterogeneous impressions,” he dogdaiot e
exactly how the modern urban-dweller’s “passive and receiving side” works.
Nevertheless by shifting from Marx’s “focus upon production” to “one upon circulation,
exchange, and consumption,” Simmel can, more explicitly than Marx or Weber, consider
not just how individuals are harmed, but what they gain in the modern money

economy?'®

315«The Berlin Trade Exibition” (1896) iSimmel,Simmel on Culture256.
%1% Frisby, Georg Simmel32.



119

Simmel: Mediator Between the Discourses

One exception to Simmel’s general discussion of consumption is his recognition
of the role modern fashion plays in creating cohesion and distinction at the individual a
group level. Simmel argues that desire for the newest fashions is indoidivceeper
tension — the restlessness and insecurity of a society no longer based on “major,
permanent, unquestionable convictions,” but the circulation of something — money —
which is itself empty of content. Fashion is one of “the fleeting and fluctuekemgents
of life” that gains “more free space” in the metropolitan money ecorfohWhile
traditional modes of stability decline and communal, class, and religioudickdns
weaken, identity itself becomes fluid, creating the demand for new fashions.

In the 1905 essay “The Philosophy of Fashion,” Simmel argues that the middle
classes, which are the most “variable” and “restless” due to their inheséeatility, are
the greatest consumers of fashidh.In drawing a connection between status-anxiety and
consumption practices, Simmel foreshadows later analyses of mass ¢ibtwexer
unlike those later critics, including Kracauer, Horkheimer and Adorno, he does not ti
mass culture to the economic and political domination of the working and salaried
classes. Simmel is ultimately more optimistic, believing that the gaougibt by a
varied modernity might compensate for the fracturing of traditional ways of.deifge
Philosophy of Moneyg concluding chapter he writes:

If modern man can, under favorable circumstances, secure an island of

subjectivity eine Reserve des Subjektiyensecret, closed-off sphere of privacy

— not in the social but in a deeper metaphysical sense — for his most personal

317«The Philosophy of Fashion” (1905) in Simmsimmel on Culturel93. ; “Die Mode” in Georg
Simmel,Philosophische KultuBerlin: Verlag Klaus Wagenbach 1998), 47.
318 Simmel,Simmel on Culture202-03. Philosophische Kultyr47.
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existence, which to some extent compensates for the religious stylealf life

former times, then this is due to the fact that money relieves us to an ever-

increasing extent of direct contact with things, while at the same timexgniaiki

infinitely easier for us to dominate them and select from them what wee&tuir
As the daily struggle for physical existence takes up less time argyeB8anmel sees a
space opening up for the contemplation of things, such as privacy and personalexistenc
which cannot be measured.

Simmel’s sophisticated theory of cultural development and the new forms it takes
in the metropolitan money economy, coupled with his attention to the changing context
of individual experience, makes him a mediating figure between the firseaodds
discourses. Like Weber’s, Simmel’s unsentimental analysis of the drasvbaick
modernity is executed without nostalgia for an imagined past, or in the hope of aghievi
future political or spiritual resolutioff. Yet while Weber focused on major economic
and social structures (even as questions of culture haunt his analysis), in his own
examination of rationalization, Simmel turned to less expected placesimaesalthe
tempo of city life, and the role fashion plays in social positioning. Siegfriecaldeac
discussed in the next chapter, followed Simmel in investigating the surfacéyairtbain
life to measure the drawbacks and benefits of rationalization (for freedom and
community) at the individual level. Whereas Simmel did not acknowledge potential

political or economic obstacles to experiencing the new freedoms of the me&opolit

319 , Money 469. ;Geld 531.

320 ike Weber, Simmel saw socialism as the ultimaggiiutionalization of rationalization — not an age
from it. Simmel describes socialism as “directeddnds a rationalization of life” which seeks to izt
“the complete control of production by reason” dtadorganize the social totality in the supreme
rationalism of the machine.” Ibid., 346, 52. Foraaralysis of Simmel’'s assessment of socialism,Jeee
Shad, Jeffrey A., "The Groundwork of Simmel's N&totey' beneath Historical Materialism "@eorg
Simmel and Contemporary Sociologg. Michael Kaern, Bernard S. Phillips, and RC8hen (Dordrecht ;
Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1990), 312-13.
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money economy, Kracauer suggests that there are many such obstactedjd@tts of
his study, white-collar workers, die Angestelltensee their ability to “dominate and
select from” objective culture curtailed by the tough economic and politaigies of
Weimar Germany.

An examination of the connections between the money economy and politics is
conspicuously absent from Simmel’s work. Although he died in 1918, before the rise of
the Nazi party, Simmel could scarcely be unaware of the fierce nationaltsema-
Semitism that surrounded World War One. And although he wrote in several places about
the dislocation and anxiety that followed, to borrow Nietzsche’s term — thth“dka
God” — Simmel did not ask if the free-floating individuals of the modern metropolis
would be drawn to movements that provided solid (if irrational) solutions to the
dilemmas of modernity. He did not give much consideration to collective political
solutions — liberal or illiberal — that might aim to mitigate the problemgeedered by
rationalization. Although the process at the heart of Simmel’s sociology -tisoecias
one of interaction, it as the same time a process wherein individuals stauggle t
differentiate themselves in the very arena — society — that demands tifematy. Such
a view leaves little room for collective identification and action. As copiaghanisms
for the trials of modern living, the adoption of a blasé attitude and the cultivation of a
“closed-off island of subjectivity” remain individual and apolitical.

Simmel’s lack of political grounding for his philosophical approach was eetici
by Marxist theorists, particularly those associated with Criticabijhevho were much

less optimistic about the “passive and receiving side” of moderitlife.their view, not

321 James Bergey argues that Simmel has come in &myteriticism because many theorists “shoehorn
Simmel’s theory into their own totalizing framewbignoring the positive potential of the life made
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only did Simmel fail to consider the historically created conditions of economic
inequality, he never offered a comprehensive total vision. Luckécs lauded Smmel
“boundless and unrestrained sensibility,” but with the caveat “one most also speak of its
missing center, of an inability to make ultimate, absolute decistéhErhst Bloch

described his former teacher as a “collector of standpoints” and “the philosopher of
perhaps” for Simmel’s refusal to make final judgmetftsAdorno was much less

generous, writing that Simmel’s “need for philosophical externalizatiomeéd to

disappear into the object, becomes distorted into a readiness to philosophize about
anything and everything,” ultimately weakened his conclusiths.

In its essentials, Simmel’s analysis of the characteristicsiohadization -- a
calculating spirit that favors quantification over qualification, depersmatedn, and the
increasing distance between means and ends — is no different than that of Weber,
Kracauer, or Zygmunt Bauman. But Simmel’s understanding of the roots of these
developments, and the individual’s response to them, is all his own. Ultimately Simmel

did not see rationalization as a problem to be solved; despite its modern inteosjficat

possible by the modern metropolis. While his arialgkearly supports the Marxist critique of alieztht
labor, Simmel offers an important “caveat aboutdidgtlitan uniqueness and opportunities for a unique
kind of individual freedom.” Bergey, "Georg SimnseWetropolis: Anticipating the Postmodern."

322| ukéacs, "Memories of Georg Simmel." In the judgineiBryan TurnerPhilosophy of Moneyis “a
classic study of the roots of modernity and modemsciousness” on par with WebelPsotestant Ethic
Turner also demonstrates convincingly that Luckéwsory of reification owes much to Simmel’s
description of cultural production. Bryan S. Turi&immel, Rationalization and the Sociology of
Money," The Sociological Revie@4, no. 1 (1986): 100-01. Recent scholarship haenged the long-
held view that Simmel’s work lacked overall cohererNewer research shows there is a case to be made
for a “coherent sociological program” Frisiyeorg Simmell13. See also Levine, "Introduction." ; Levine,
"Sociology's Quest for the Classics: The Case winsl." ; Levine, "Simmel Reappraised: Old Images,
New Scholarship." ; Kohnk&er Junge Simmel : In Theoriebeziehungen Und Sazigewegungen A.

M. Bevers,Dynamik Der Formen Bei Georg Simmel : Eine StudierDie Methodische Und
Theoretische Einheit Eines Gesamtweyl&sialwissenschaftliche Abhandlungen Der GorreseBschaft

; Bd. 13 (Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 1985).

323 Quoted in FrisbyGeorg Simmell46. FrisbyGeorg Simmelxxv.

324 Theodor W. AdornolNotes to Literaturgtrans. Rolf Tiedemann, European Perspectivesy (Kark:
Columbia University Press, 1991), 215.
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rationalization is but another manifestation of the basic dilemma at theohealtural
development. Simmel’s analysis is both present and eternal — he describetiecdaity
experience and timeless conflict. The center of both Simmel’s sociology dosiopiiy
is the individual. As his one-time student and life-long friend, Kracauer, wrote, while
Simmel “still owes us a far-reaching, all-encompassing notion of the wofttie unity
of meaning that Simmel denies to the world he accords instead to indivitiials.”
Kracauer, the key figure of the second discourse, looks at a more historically
specific situation to examine how a particular set of modern individdial&yngestellten
are able to negotiate rationalization given their positions in work, play, and plitics
Weimar Berlin. Kracauer found inspiration in Simmel's demonstration that thedewer
and the fleeting could provide access to a deeper reality:
Simmel is a born mediatoMittler] between phenomen&isheinung and ideas;
using a net of relation of analogy and of essential homogeneity, he advamces f
the surface of thinggJberflalche Symbolcharakieto their spiritual/intellectual
substrate everywhere he looks. [ . . . ] The most trivial event leads down into the
shafts of the soul; from some perspective there is a significant meaning to be

obtained from every actioii®

32> «Georg Simmel” in KracaueiVlass Ornament225, 53. Historians of sociology have also ndbed
Simmel’s emphasis on the individual was centradlisooverall project and unique for a sociologishisf
time Birgitta Nedelmann argues that “Simmel is eliént from the other classics [Weber, Durkheim,
Tonnies] of sociology because he has a systenméieist in the analysis not only of social struetand
institutional arrangements, but also of the effscish external factors have on the life of indialu
Nedelmann, "On the Concept of 'Erleben’ in Georgr#l's Sociology,” 226. Bernard Phillips makes a
similar point: “For Georg Simmel — more than foyasther classical sociologist — the quest for
individuality is the central problem of the modevarld.” Bernard S. Phillips, "Simmel, Individualitgnd
Fundamental Change," ®eorg Simmel and Contemporary Sociologgy. Michael Kaern, et al.
(Dordrecht ; Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers9@p 259.

Donald Levine calls the fate of the individual tihey concern” that gives unity to Simmel's works.
Levine, “Simmel as Educator,” 102.

320 KracauerMass Ornameni253.
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The influence of Simmel is clear in Kracauer’'s most famous Weimagssiay, “The
Mass Ornament” (1927):
The position that an epoch occupies in the historical process can be determined
more strikingly from an analysis of its inconspicuous surface-level estpnss
[unscheinbaren OberflachenalRerunptran from an epoch’s judgment about
itself [ . . . ] by virtue of their unconscious nature, [these expressions] provide
unmediated access to the fundamental substance of the state ofthings.
Like Kracauer, Simmel sought, not to “accuse or pardon” but “to understand”
what rationalization means for individual experience. Simmel recognized that ne
technology could, rather than liberate us from our dependence on nature, equally be seen
as “fetters” that master “the self-reliance” of earlier times afjued that the money
economy, which demands specialization on the part of individuals, in essence turns
people into means, who are then unable to grasp the ends or “final purposes” of their
labor. The division of labor fragments their experience, producing a condition of
estrangement, or alienation. Yet at the same time Simmel believeddtlielaus
expediency and the complicated precision of machines, products and the supra-individual
organizations of contemporary culture” could help modern individuals round out
themselves again by selecting what they require from the endless offarings
“contemporary culture®® He did not consider how culture, rather than a refuge, might

become another system of domination.

%7 bid., 75.
328 Simmel,Money 483. :Geld, 549-550.
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As Kracauer noted earlier in his Simmel essay: “he [Simmel] tétkesaccount
of the historical situation people find themselves at any given monfémt/hile
following Simmel’s lead in mining the surface manifestations of daily urbatol access
the “shafts of the soul” and “the fundamental substance of the state of thingsUdtraca
situates his analysis historically by looking at very specific phenomeha indrld of
salaried employees: dance halls and cinemas, cafes and weekend gatnigays
broadsheets and management manuals, advertisements and training cer#{gtie
next chapter shows, because Kracauer is examining a much more narrow context, the
limitations that rationalization creates for individuals — and the corresponadvegfoir

escape into popular culture and mass politics — becomes more apparent.

329 KracauerMass Ornament225.
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Chapter Three

Siegfried Kracauer and the Rationalized World ofdie Angestellten

I. Die Angestelltenat Work

“Unknown Territory”

In 1929 Siegfried Kracauer, on assignmentda Frankfurter Zeitungset out to
uncover the “exoticism of commonplace existerieeotik des Alltags’>*° In an essay
entitled “Unknown TerritoryUnbekanntes Gebigt Kracauer explains that he is not
exploring a foreign or underground world, but one in “full public view,” which despite its
visibility is actually poorly understooti* His subject is the working and leisure lives of
Berlin’s die Angestellter the white-collar workers who make up theue Mittelstand
(New Middle Estate).

Rationalization and the increasingly visible presence of salaried wankersan
Germany were far from “unknown” phenomena during the Weimar Republic, yet
Kracauer’s approach to these developments is unique. Whereas most analysis of

rationalization and changing social trends remained at the ‘high’ level démaoa

330

, Salaried 29. HereafteBalaried Siegfried KracaueDie Angestellten : Aus Dem Neuesten
DeutschlandFrankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1971), 11. HereafamestelltenVerso’s English edition of
Die Angestelltemloes not use the literal translation — “The WiGitar Workers: From the newest
Germany” — for its title. “The White-Collar Workeéris less precise and does not imply the same lefvel
group cohesion as the German tedie“Angestellteri

31 Kracauer offers this analogy by way of explanatitinis precisely its public nature that proteittfom
discovery, just like the ‘Letter to Her Majesty’ lidgar Allan Poe’s tale: nobody notices the Idiecause
it is out on display.” KracaueBalaried 29. ; KracauerAngestellten11. Michael Hoffman discusses
Kracauer's investigation of the everyday exotidichael Hoffmann, "Kritische Offentlichkeit Als
Wrkenntnisprozess. Zu Siegfried Kracauers Essays Die Angestellten in Der Frankfurter Zeitung " in
Siegfried Kracauer : Neue Interpretationesd. Michael Kessler and Thomas Y. Levin (Tubingen
Stauffenburg, 1990).
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economics and sociology, Kracauer follows Simmel down to the “shafts of thetgoul”
see how rationalization plays out at the everyday level — the territory sétioad
discourse. In his investigations of employee culture, Kracauer gives fabessimall
components of Weber’s large bureaucratic organization (as described istthe fir
discourse). By examining not just the working, but the leisure and political I\ie of
AngestelltenKracauer anticipates the highly influential analysis of Max Horkheimer and
Theodor Adorno iDialectic of Enlightenmenginally, in laying bare the daily
humiliations and struggles of Weimar-era white-collar employees, he bodls builand
embellishes the image of economically and socially vulnerable “little raet’women
whose politically naiveté is potentially very dangerous.

Kracauer devoted a whole seriedalfilletons or newspaper essays,die
Angestellterand in 1930 published them in a book titlBie Angestellten: Aus dem
neuesten Deutschland (The White-collar Workers: From the newest GerifaHygir
rapid increase in numbers, the significant percentage of women among theithamks
role in workplaces using the most advanced rationalization practices, anapibetite
for the newest cultural and consumer goods niisglédngestellteprime markers of the
“newest” Germany. Using interviews with Berlin employees and his oportefrom
the workplace scene, Kracauer was able to show how rationalized workingawhditi

stifled employee solidarity, individual agency, and devalued personal ex@eridribe

332 On the translation afie Angestelltensee note above. Edhard Schiitz suggesfetilteton— “the
intellectual essay on the issues and ideas ofalewlas crucial for creating the myth of Berlin&btlden
Twenties,” for both contemporaries and historidriard Schiitz, "Beyond Glittering Reflections of
Asphalt: Changing Images of Berlin in Weimar Litgrdournalism," irDancing on the Volcano : Essays
on the Culture of the Weimar Repubkd. Thomas W. Kniesche and Stephen Brockmann(@woh, SC,
USA: Camden House, 1994), 119. Other famous Weiealietonwriters include Walter Benjamin and
Joeseph Roth. Michael Beinert considers both, aldtiyKracauer, in his useful book. (Notably he npe
with a discussion of Simmel’s writings on the mewbis). Michael BienertDie Eingebildete Metropole :
Berlin Im Feuilleton Der Weimarer Republi&tuttgart: Metzler, 1992).
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same time an increasingly powerful consumer culture, offering goods bothatetel
intangible, promised new ways to forge individuality while compensating for akesmte
economic and social power. Kracauer’'s analysis of the impact of ratioralipat
individuals, both in and outside of the office, makés Angestelltera key text of the
second discourse.

The effects of rationalization were exacerbated by the volatile economic
conditions of Weimar Germany, which put those searching for or simply tiying t
maintain employment in an extremely tenuous position. Given the high number of job
seekers, businesses could be picky about personality, education, aptitude (aedinas
job placement tests), and even appearance. EddieiAngestelltenKracauer reports
that a “friendly,” “nice,” and young appearance was most attractive ptogers>>3In
one revealing exchange a personnel manager in a large department stiracalier
what he looks for in an employee: “Not exactly pretty. What's far moraatrisc. . .
oh, you know, a morally pink complexioBEipe moralisch-rosa Hautfarp&®** To the
manager’s “oh, you know,” Kracauer responds, “I do. A morally pink complexion — this
combination of concepts at a stroke renders transparent the everydayt igefldshed
out in window displays, salary-earnefmpestelltehand illustrated papers>®
Kracauer's commentary on this remark distills two central topics of thelissourse.

First is the description of a “salaried typ&ngestelltentypys- an idealized “pleasant” -
- that is compliant -- individual who, with the help of the right consumer goods, produces

him or herself as a desirable employee in a tight job matk8econd is the control of

333 KracauerSalaried 38. ;Angestellten24.
% |bid. ; Ibid.

33 bid. ; Ibid.

%% Ibid., 39. ; Ibid., 25.
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erotic and political desires — morality — by surveillance veiled as mamagetwork,
and outside of the office through redirection into specific kinds of consumption enforced
by an increasingly powerful culture industry.
This essay is entitled “SelectiomAsles¢ and Kracauer considedse
Angestellterio be the central targets of department store and magazine advertising
campaigns precisely because employees must continuously cultivate their
employability**® The imperative to have a “morally pink complexion” means to be fully
acquiescent to employer demands; employees should both appear and behave ‘morally.’
For those doing the selection “would like to cover life with a varritsimis] concealing
its far-from-rosy reality.” This varnish must not only conceal, but also §rethe
eruption of desires.” It is to the benefit of both employers and the market tbiatyem
desire and ambitiorBegierden, be directed towards consumption; that is away from
political or private actions that could disrupt busin&s&racauer continues:
The gloom of unadorned morality would bring as much danger to the prevailing
order as pink that began to flare up immorally. So that both may be neutralized,
they are tied to one anothdihe same system that requires the aptitude test also
produces this nice, friendly mixture: and the more rationalization progresses, the
more the morally pink appearance gains ground. It is scarcely too hazardous to
assert that in Berlin a salaried typaAngestelltentypusis developing,

standardized in the direction of the desired complefitautfarbg. Speech,

337 My use of the term “culture industry” is anachsiit, as it was not coined by Max Horkheimer and
Theodor W. Adorno until 1944. However | believésigermane in this context and will argue latethis
chapter and the next that Kracauer’'s Weimar writingre important precursors to Horkheimer and
Adorno’s post-war analysis of mass culture. Seeudision at the beginning of this chapter’s Paoelbw.
338 The term Auslesé can also refer to “genetic selection,” as in séle breeding.

339 Kracauer Salaried 38. ;Angestellten25.
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clothes, gestures and countenances become assimilated and the result of the

process is that very same pleasant appearance, which with the help of photographs

can be widely reproduced. A selective breedifchtwah] that is carried out
under the pressure of social relations, and that is necessarily supported by the
economy though the arousal of corresponding consumer fi€eds.
“Unadorned morality” — a person who does not accommodate him or herself to the
standard of the complacent, de-individualized employee type, is as threatehiag to t
system as uncontrolled desires (“pink” that “flares up immorally”). Conifiyrin both
appearance and behavior are enforced by being “tied to one another.” Ratimmaliza
progresses in the office, where it is enforced by management (as in “apestel, and
outside of it, where consumer culture promotes “the morally pink appearance.” A
“salaried type” emerges as new media disseminates a standardizeshdlesrkets the
products necessary for its emulation. By policing the boundaries ofStagid(estate)
and by participating in an economy which “arouses corresponding consumer needs,”
employees themselves support the “selective breeding” behidihtestelltentypus
The relationship between rationalization, status insecurity, politicaMigssind
consumption, as it plays out in the livesde# Angestelltenis the central theme of the
second discourse. This discourse coheres most clearly in the Weimar erat veleei®
on the reality and stereotypesdi¢ Neue Mittelstandl heAngestelltentypusf this
discourse represents the “little” men and women of popular and academi@ntarigs,

the twentieth century petty-bourgeoisie, who are “politically” homekess thus

340 |bid., 38-39. ; Ibid., 24-25. My emphasis. “Compten” and “selective breeding” have racial overtsne
but Kracauer does not make an explicit connectetwben Weimar “race science” and the “system” he is
discussing here. Nevertheless his choice of phggsiints to the ubiquity of racialized languagehag

time.
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politically dangerous. The subjects of the second discourse reemerge ilgaiseas

the bureaucrats and “cogs in the machine” of post World War Two analysis. The authors
of these analyses sought to integrate the Holocaust into the story of moderribyy- a s

that had previously been understood as one of progress. Many post-war thinkers
concluded that the calculating, impersonal, and dehumanizing nature of bureaucratic
rationality was essential for the perpetration of the Holocaust and cabeguiestion the
premises of western civilization itself. Tellingly, the figure thaheao dominate these
discussions was not a sadistic monster of a Nazi, but the man depiEtedrimann in
Jerusalemthe “banal” bureaucrat who followed orders and did not ask questions, even of
himself. Arendt’s Eichmann shares many characteristics with Kracamgestellten

Like the employees of Kracauer’s study, Eichmann was cowed by his sapevien as

he envied and tried to achieve their social status.

The second discourse is characterized by its subjects, but also its mediums and
methods. Kracauer’s examinationdi® Angestelltegonsists not of discrete analyses of
economic policy or social practices, but in the description of the working, leisure, and
even fantasy lives of his subjects -- of their unique cultural world. As such, h@aahppr
has justly been called ethnographi¥dlKracauer too saw himself as a kind of urban
anthropologist, claiming that the lives of salaried employees were ‘umdr@wn than
that of primitive tribes” and thatie Angestellteenjoyed a distinct culture “made by
employees for employees and seen by most employees as a ciftiyiet. even as he
describes a specific group, Kracauer’s analysis privileges the expesi of specific

individuals. Whereas Simmel describes an abstract, psychological subijeet — “

341 Mulder-Bach, "Introduction," 14-17. See also Cliis Sieg, "Beyond Realism: Siegfried Kracauer and
the Ornaments of the Ordinar\lew German Critiqu&7, no. 1 (2010).
342 KracauerSalaried 29, 32. Angestellten11, 15.
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individual” — in Die AngestelltenKracaueipresents multiple individuals who are waging
a daily battle for their subjective selves in conditions of extreme obgatidn. The
feuilletonas “the realm of the quotidiaptovides Kracauer with an ideal form for this
exploration®*®

Kracauer’s biography and diverse professional background influenced his style
and methodology. Born in Frankfurt in 1889 to a comfortably middle-class Jewish
family, Kracauer, an architect by training, published his first piece iRrduakfurter
Zeitungin 1907. Kracauer continued to write literary pieces even as he finished his
dissertation and was employed by an architectural¥tfrim 1921 he became a salaried
writer for theFrankfurter Zeitungand by 1924 was made a full editdtIn 1928 his
autobiographical noveGinster, appeared anonymously. After the publicatioml e
Angestelltenn book form in 1930, Kracauer and his wife, Lili, moved to the capitol
where he joined the Berlin bureau of the paper. The Kracauers left Gemeanyyi
1933 for Paris. After a trying period of exile and much difficulty emigratimg, t
Kracauers arrived in New York in the spring of 1941. In New York Kracauer found
employment at the library of the Museum of Modern Art working on film rekeénc
1947 his study of Weimar cinemiaom Caligari to Hitler, was publishedt remains
Kracauer’s best-known work in the United States and accounts for his reputation (until

recently) as primarily a film theorist. Kracauer lived in New York umtldeath in

33 Thomas Y. Levin, "Introduction," ithe Mass Ornament : Weimer Essé9ambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1995), 5. On this point see Blsbmut Staubmann, "The Ornamental Form of the Iron
Cage: An Aesthetic Representation of Modern Sogiétyernational Journal of Politics, Culture, and
Societyl0, no. 4 (1997): 592.

%44 A legacy of his architectural training, the imgorte of spatial metaphors and imaigeiracauer’s
work has been noted by many commentators. Seeiabp&ravid Frisby,Fragments of Modernity :
Theories of Modernity in the Work of Simmel, Krasraand Benjamir{Cambridge: Polity, 1985), 141-47.
34> «Kracauer published nearly two thousand artictetheFrankfurter Zeitungduring the 1920s and
1930s.” Levin, “Introduction,” 3.Levin, "The Mass@ament," 3.
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1966>%° His Theory of Filmwas completed in 1956 and his final waristory: The Last
Things Before the Lasappeared posthumously in 19%1.

Die Angestelltepalong with the important Weimar-era essays collect8dhe
Mass OrnameniDas Ornament der Masgeavere products of a change in Kracauer’s
theoretical focus that occurred in the mid 19¥8¢1e rejected the abstract categories of
formal sociology in favor of a more immediate examination of the “individual and
meaningful” phenomena of everyday experietfédhis turn to the tangible lead
Kracauer out of the long shadow cast by German idealist philoSobhyg.early as 1922
he wrote that: “The overburdening of theoretical thinking has led us, to a horrifying
degree, to become distanced from reality—a reality that is filled witdrate things and
people and that therefore demands to be seen concré&eBy"1925 Kracauer's chief
theoretical concern had shifted from the metaphysical to the eveifday.

To understand “the reality of the everyday world,” Kracauer looked to Marxist
theory®*2 In particular the work of the Georg Lukéacs, and his notion of “transcendental

homelessness,” was important for Kracauer, who would later desiegidengestellteras

3% Thomas Elsaesser’s critical history of Weimar miaerelies orCaligari as both touch point and foil.
Thomas Elsaesséifeimar Cinema and After : Germany's Historical Inimagy (London ; New York:
Routledge, 2000).

347 The most complete biographical details, along withuments and photographs, are in Ingrid Belke,
Siegfried Kracauer 1889-19681arbach am Neckar: Marbach am Neckar, 1988).

348 This collection, selected by Kracauer himself, Vst published in 1963. Kracaudvlass Ornament
HereafteMass Ornament, Siegfried Kracaueas Ornament Der Masse : Essd¥sankfurt am Main:
Suhrkamp, 1977). HereaftBas Ornament

349 Miilder-Bach, "Introduction," 8. See also Gertruack, Siegfried Kracauer : An Introductigtrans.
Jeremy Gaines (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton UniveRitss, 2000).

0 Uwe Pralle suggests theuilletonprovided Kracauer with a form adequate for hisilggophy in
fragments,” which responded to the disintegratibfdealism post World War One. See Uwe Pralle,
"Philosophie in Bruchsticken Siegfried Kracauersilketons " inSiegfried Kracauer : Zum Werk Des
Romanciers, Feuilletonisten, Architekten, Filmwissshaftlers Und Soziologeed. Andreas Volk (Zurich:
Seismo, 1996), 77.

#1«Those Who Wait” (1922) in Kracaudvlass Ornament139-40. Das Ornament118.

%2 0On this theme see Sieg, "Beyond Realism."

%3 Frisby, Fragmentsl17.
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“spiritually homeless” (eistig obdachldy.*** However Kracauer's appropriation of
Lukacs, and Marxist theory generally, was incomplete and idiosyncrafidiram
Hansen describes:
Kracauer not only rejected Lukacs’ notion of the proletariat as both object and
subject of a Hegelaian dialectics of history; he also balked at the conception of
reality as a totality that the theoretical intellect presumed to knowdrposition
outside or above. For Kracauer, the recognition of the historical process dequire
the construction of categories from within the matéal.
Reality was most observable in “incarnate things and people,” rather thaa fyosition
outside of everyday experience; analytic categories should be drawn from, mstor
laid over top of it. Kracauer’'s materialism, like Simmel’s, depended as much eromor
the phenomenological tradition as it did a Marxist Sfi&racauer tended to use the
terminology of Marxism (“proletariat,” “bourgeoisie”) as adjectivest nouns. These
terms had meaning for Kracauer because he recognized socio-econoses akaseal.
At the same time, he did not treat them as fixed parts of a forgone histooicasgrHe
aimed to describe an existing reality, not lay out the path to creating adretfend he
did not organize the results of his analysis according to an overarching trsoneiitel.
In Kracauer’s own words “The core of the wobk¢ Angestelltehis made up of
direct quotations, conversations, and observations. These should be seen not as examples

of any theory, but as exemplary instances of reatitgmplarische Fallder

%4 KracauerSalaried 91. ; KracauerAngestellten95.

355 Miriam Hansen, "America, Paris, the Alps: Kraca(srd Benjamin) on Cinema and Modernity " in
Cinema and the Invention of Modern Liézl. Leo Charney and Vanessa R. Schwartz (Berkelgiyersity
of California Press, 1995), 370. See also Frislbggmentsl26.

%% Frisby, Fragmentsl17.
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Wirklichkeif.”**” Kracauer found these “exemplary instances” in the off-hand comments
made in office and department stores, aptitude tests, management manuals, company
newspapers, and union statemehits understood the presentation and analysis of this
reality, more than its theoretical grounding, to be his task. Kracauedeagihimself to
be writing about a “situation still barely explored,” so any final conclusibostat were
bound to be prematuré®

Yet by 1930 the situation afie Angestelltegould not fairly be characterized as
“barely explored.” In Weimar Germany there were numerous commentariesth
rationalization and thBleue Mittelstand®® How was Kracauer'Bie Angestellten
different? The authors of other major studiesiEnAngestelltefiocused on employee
unions and organizations, class and status distinctions, rationalization measures and
political activity; Kracauer addressed all of these issues as wellduied his study was
unique because it privileged the needdiefAngestelltelmver those of the employei¥.
His unique ‘ethnographic’ approach yielded a field studgiefAngestelltemhat

presented the experience of the employees themselves.

Surface Investigation
To write Die AngestellterKracauer went beyond cold data to the places where the

employees were — unemployment agencies, job placement centers, and traimg car

%7 KracauerSalaried 25. ; KracauerAngestellten?.

%8 |bid. ; Ibid.

39 For a brief sampling see “White-Collar Worke¥ittelstandor Middle Class?” in Anton Kaes, Martin
Jay, and Edward Dimendberfhe Weimar Republic Sourcebot¥eimar and Now ; 3. (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1994), 181-94. HdterW.R.S.B.

%0 Kracauer Salaried 25. Ibid., 7.
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weekenders to the countryside — just to name a few. He interviewed his sutjects a

included their voices in his work (albeit often accompanied by condescendingagditori

asides). Kracauer could disregard the conventions of social science bHecavese

writing outside the academy for the popular (though high-brow) pféss.David

Frisby’s astute characterization, Kracauer’s critical persgeetas not “from above’

but from below.3¢?
Kracauer never explicitly articulated a wholesale theory of intefpoea but did

offer intermittent explanations for his methodologyDiie Angestelltels opening essay

Kracauer explains how his approach goes beyond mere “reporting.”
Writers scarcely know any higher ambition than to report; the reproduction of
observed reality is the order of the day. [ . . . ] But existence is not captured by
being at best duplicated in reportage. The latter has been a legitimate counterbl
against idealism, nothing more. [ . . . ] A hundred reports from a factory do not
add up to the reality of the factory, but remain for all eternity a hundred views of
the factory. Reality is a construction. Certainly life must be observedttor it
appear. Yet it is by no means contained in the more or less random observational
results of reportage; rather it is to be found solely in the mosaic that mstdsde
from single observations on the basis of comprehension of their meaning.

Reportage photographs life; such a mosaic would be its inBigg {°°

%1 Kracauer was free to be less conventional than &immel; whereas the later had been marginalized
within the academy, Kracauer was never in it, othan as a student. For Kracauer as a perpetusitieut
see Jay “The Extraterritorial Life of Siegfried I€guer” in Martin JayPermanent Exiles : Essays on the
Intellectual Migration from Germany to Ameri¢bllew York: Columbia University Press, 1985).

32 Frisby, Fragments of Modernity183.

363 KracauerSalaried 32. ; KracauerAngestellten15-16.



137

Kracauer complains that writers have become, rather than critics, eper¢ers. His
problem is not with the profession of journalism (after all he is working as aeepor
himself), but with an uncritical approach that merely “duplicates” yeedther than
subjects it to critical analysis. While Kracauer concedes that repastagéegitimate”
response to idealism, he warns that documentation alone gets no closer tthaality
abstract idealism. Strict empiricism may work for understanding theahatarld, but in
the human one, “reality is a construction.” That is, social and economic relatiodships
not unfold according to objective natural laws, but are the products of human actions. The
understanding of such relationships demands not the simple reproduction of “random”
observations, but the purposeful reassembly of “single observations” — a mosaic. The
difference between a photograph and an image is that between somethingtaicardte
something intentional. Kracauer's phenomenological approach involves aelaatl
interpretation; as Kracauer scholar Helmut Michael Staubmann explaatguér
practices “the dissolution of the essential from the empirically rand8m.”

Given Kracauer’s position it is fair to ask how he can reveal “exemplagnicest
of reality” if reality itself is a constructioff> The essay “Film 1928” goes a ways
towards answering this question. In it Kracauer discusses the 198¢ilim: Symphony
of a City (Berlin: die Sinfonie der Grosstada silent documentary which presents un-
editorialized images from a single day in Berlin. Kracauer explairystia‘objective,’

eye of the camera doesn’t really tell us anything:

34 Staubmann, "Ornamental Form," 595.

3% Kracauer's concept of reality was never whollysistent but oscillated “among metaphysical and
material, perceptual, social, psychoanalytic, idgimal, and political meanings” Miriam Hansen,
"Decentric Perspectives: Kracauer's Early Writingg-ilm and Mass CultureNew German Critiqu®,
no. 54 (1991): 62.
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A film without a real plot, it attempts to allow the metropolis to arise out of a

sequence of microscopic individual traits. But does it convey the reality i Ber

No: it is just as blind to reality as any other feature film, and this isadize lack

of a political stanceHaltungslosigkeit Instead of penetrating its enormous

object in a way that would betray a true understanding of its social, economic, and

political structure, and instead of observing it with huroancern fnenschlicher

Anteilnahméor even tackling it from a particular vantage point in order to

resolutely take it apart, Ruttmann leaves the thousands of details unconnected,

one next to the other, inserting at most some arbitrarily conceived trandi@bns t

are meaningles&®
The director Walter Ruttmann has essentially offered “a hundred reportsBidm but
failed to communicate anything about its reality. Ruttmann’s arbitranyeseing of
unconnected details is as unrealistic as feature films which preségitctagd plots that
fail to reflect the experiences of their audiences. The absence of amédigwpoint,
which is intended to promote objectivity, ultimately fails to expose “a singsnimgful
relationship.3®’

Kracauer’s problem witBerlin is not with the film’s subject — scenes of ordinary
daily life -- but with the director’s uncritical presentation. Rather tiaply observe and
record, the critic should aim to penetrate his object of study with “human concesn,” onl
then can observations be rendered meaningful. In another essay from 1928, Kracauer
praises his friend Walter Benjamin for forgoing fidelity to pure repradncinstead

believing “that it is not necessary to respect the immediate — that the fagatibe torn

386 KracauerMass Ornament78. ;Das Ornament307-308.
%7 bid., 318. ; Ibid., 308.
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down, and form cut to pieced® Unlike Benjamin, Ruttmann gives “the immediate” too
much respect. A better approach is the one taken by Kracauer’s teacher, Sumone|
Kracauer praised in a 1919 study as “someone who breaks apart the surfabtarnessm
[Vordergrundséhnlichkeitdrthat exist everywhere between things, demonstrating in the
process the fallaciousness of various doctrines based on the silent acceptaaolke of s
resemblances®® In his Weimar-era writings, Kracauer perfected his own technique of
critical surface investigation.

In critic Christian Sieg’s astute phrasing, Kracauer “searchesifiaice
phenomena, which—like a mosaic—lay bare their own principles of construttfon.”
One such phenomenon is the “Tiller Girls,” a British ‘chorus line’ type dance fbap.
one of his most famous essays, 1927’s “The Mass Ornament,” Kracauer dissects thei
routine to demonstrate the power of surface-level investigation.

The position that an epoch occupies in the historical process can be determined

more strikingly from an analysis of its inconspicuous surface-level estpnss

[unscheinbaren Oberflachen&usserurigban from that epoch’s judgments

about itself. Since these judgments are expressions of the tendencies of a

particular era, they do not offer conclusive testimony about its overall

constitution. The surface-level expressions, however, by virtue of their

3% bid., 261. ; Ibid., 252. In the Weimar art woftitm was also being “cut to pieces” and reasseminled
collage.

39 pid., 235. ; Ibid., 221. The complete essay anrBel has only recently been published, see Siepfrie
KracauerFrihe Schriften Aus Dem Nachlags Aufl. ed., 2 vols., vol. 2 (Frankfurt am MaiBuhrkamp,
2004). Klaus Koziol discusses Simmel’s influencekmacauer’'s methodology in Koziol Klaus, "Die
Wirklichkeit Ist Eine Konstruktion. Zur MethodolagiSiegfried Kracauers " Biegfried Kracauer : Neue
Interpretationered. Michael Kessler and Thomas Y. Levin (Tubindggtauffenburg, 1990).

370 sjeg, "Beyond Realism," 106.

371 Kracauer calls the Tiller girls “products of Amean distraction factories,” but they were actually
British, KracauerMass Ornament75. ;Das Ornament50. Kracauer returns to an analysis of “girl b
in the 1931 essays “Girls and Crisis” — only tliset in the context of world-wide economic depressio
and the failure of rationalized capitalism, in Kagsy, and Dimendberdly.R.S.B.565-66.
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unconscious nature, provide unmediated access to the fundamental substance of

the state of thingErundgehalt des Bestehengléff
Kracauer argues that “inconspicuous” and seemingly inconsequential everyday
phenomena are more revealing than formal pronouncements (an “epoch’s judgments
about itself”). Reading the surface yields greater insights bedsuseressions are
unconscious and uncensored. Knowledge of lived reality -- “the state of thirggsy --
only be gained from critical analysis of things themselves.

Arguing that “the hands of the factory correspond to the legs of the Tills;"Gi
Kracauer contends “the structure of the mass ornament reflects that of the enti
contemporary situatior™ The official line on rationalization may be that it improves
the quality of life for all, but surface-level analysis shows that human valliéy they
wayside when: “Like the mass ornament, the capitalist production processd ian e
itself [ist sich SelbstzweLk®”* When producing the mass ornament, dancers cease to
function as individuals, becoming instead “indissoluble girl clusters whose mowement
are demonstrations of mathemati¢& Paralleling the public spectacle of the Tiller Girls
“the production process runs its secret course in puBfidst like the dancers, workers
in the rationalized economy “perform a partial function without graspingthbty.”

The modern firm, organized according to the Taylorized factory model, functions as an

end in itself -- not “for the sake of values,” but “in order to expand the business.” Thus

372 KracauerMass Ornamen(75. ; Kracauemas Ornamens0.
373 KracauerMass Ornament78. ;:Das Ornament53.

37 |bid. ; Ibid.

37 |bid., 76. ; Ibid., 50.

37 |bid., 78. ; Ibid., 53.
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Kracauer concludes, “the mass ornament is the aesthetic reflex to whichuaginy
economic system aspire¥.”
Kracauer’s investigations into popular culture, including sports, the dance craze,
and especially film, are made possible by this interrogation of the suefesl.As
Sabine Hake puts it: “the superficial products of entertainment are thergdedbjects
[of critique], since their meaning lies close to the surfi€&Yet the relative
transparency of their messages does not render them benign. In the 1927 essay, “The
Little Shopgirls go to the Movies” Die kleinen Ladenmadchen gehen ins Kino
Kracauer explains how the ‘surface level’ of popular films are revealeggaly
because of their unreality? While he admits most popular films “are pretty unrealistic,”
Kracauer argues they still have much to tell us:
The films do not therefore cease to reflect society. On the contrary: the more
incorrectly they present the surface of things, the more correct themwbend
the more clearly they mirror the secret mechanism of society. [ . . . ] Stupid and
unreal film fantasies are tliaydreams of societyn which its actual reality
comes to the fore and its otherwise repressed wishes take offform.
Thus the critic can learn more from an unrealistic melodrama than iaticc&lm like
Berlin, (and perhaps even a sociologist’s ‘scientific,” report). Hansen provides a pithy

assessment: “Within this basically Freudian model of cultural analgsiity resides

7 |bid., 78-79. ; Ibid., 54.

378 sabine Hake, "Girls and Crisis: The Other Sid®ivErsion,"New German Critiqud0, no. Winter
1987 (1987): 155.

379 Heide Schliipmann puts it nicely: “llusion hasthesic significance not as the veil of truth butlie
uncovering of reality which lacks any true cohegehtleide Schlipmann, "Phenomonology of Filtigw
German Critique40, no. Winter 1987 (1987): 102.

%0 KracauerMass Ornameni292. ;Das Ornament280.
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both in the mechanism of repression and in what is repre¥Sesilin fantasies distract
their audiences from contemplating the conditions that created the need forieshape
first place; at the same time, they reveal secret desires for econairecadic liberation.
Through surface investigation Kracauer practices critical analytie averyday.
In this he distinguishes himself from the “radical intelligentsia” whiclsgmés itself as
an opponent of all powers working against “a reasonable human order.” For despite their
sincerity, these radicals make protesting “too easy” because thépased only by
extreme cases” and fail to appreciate the “imperceptible dreadfulnessnudl
existence.” Thus their approach:
does not really impinge on the core of given conditions, but confines itself to its
symptoms; it castigates obvious deformations and forgets about the sequence of
small events of which our normal social life consists — events as whose product
those deformations can alone be underst§4d.
An analysis focused only on large events and causes may produce bold slogans, but
cannot reach a full understanding of a reality which consists of “small evéhts.”
nature of daily life must first be recognized before it can change, and it isrotitg
level of the everyday that a truly radically restructuring of sociatyaczcur. Kracauer
gueries the experience of work -- what most people spend most of their time doing — to
understand the social life produced by a rationalized economy and culture. The
practitioners of the first discourse—Weber, Horkheimer and Adorno, and to somg exte
Simmel, are concerned with the relationship of producers to the products of their labor

and consumption, but not with the shape of the workday itself. Kracauer examines

31 Hansen, "Decentric Perspectives," 64.
382 KracauerSalaried 101. : KracauerAngestellten109.
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employees’ relationships with one another, with their bosses, their unions, and-finally
with a culture of distraction targeted at them specifically. The firsbdise is concerned
with what Kracauer identifies as the “dreadfulness of normal existence”xisaenee
indelibly influenced by the climate of pervasive rationalization in Weinan@any, a

climate that affected one grougie Angestelltenmost profoundly.

Who are die Angestellten?

Die Angestelltenvere “discovered” as objects of study shortly before World War
One3® Sociologist Emil Lederer’s pioneering studdje Privatangestellten in der
modernen Wirtschaftsentwichkluagpeared in 1912, and he continued to publish on the
topic throughout the 20s and 388 For this chapter | have used the sociologist’s Carl
Dreyfuss’ 1933 monograp@ccupation and Ideology of the Salaried Emplojgeruf
und Ideologie der AngestellteDreyfuss’s more traditional academic approach
corroborates Kracauer on several key points, including on the importance of popular fil
Other key Weimar-era works include monographs from Erich Fromm, Hans Speier, and
Theodor Geiger®® These are just some of the best known studies of a group, commonly

called ‘die Neue Mittelstantior the “New Middle Estate,” which growing rapidly, was a

33 Eric D. Weitz,Weimar Germany : Promise and Tragd@yinceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
2007), 156.

34 For Lederer and his context see Jirgen Kocka, XiiaBocial Analysis and the Problem of White-
Collar Employees,State, Culture, and Society no. 2 (1985): 637-53.

385 Emil LedererDie Privatangestellten in Der Modernen Wirtschafisecklung European Sociology.
(New York: Arno Press, 1975). Kracauer was familigth Lederer’s work, and cited him Die
AngestelltenKracauerSalaried 30, 81, 95. Theodor Geigéje Soziale Schichtung Des Deutschen
Volkes(1932). Erich FromnmiThe Working Class in Weimar Germany : A Psycholdgiad Sociological
Study(Leamington Spa, Warwickshire: Berg, 1984). Tratish of Arbeiter und Angestellte am Vorabend
des Dritten Reichedlans SpeieiGerman White-Collar Workers and the Rise of Hifldew Haven: Yale
University Press, 1986).
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highly visible and commented on phenomenon of the new reptiblit Die
AngestelltenKracauer reports that in Berlin the situation of die Angestellten “has been
utterly transformed since the pre-war years.” He continues: “there amalBoh salaried
employees in Germany today, of whom 1.2 million are women. Over a period in which
the number of workers have not yet doubled, salary earners have multipliedfalmost
times.”*®” The number of salaried employees had been rising since the turn of the century
in tandem with shifting social patterfs.

The “New” in Neue Mittelstandlid not simply refer to a new century but was a
new group all togethef? Prior to the twentieth century, théittelstandconsisted largely
of shopkeepers, artisans, and other small business men and women, typically ycultura
and politically conservative group. As salaried employees in large businessnsooc
clerks in the new department storé® Angestelltemvere the product and beneficiaries
of industrial concentration and the advanced division of labor, the very forces against

which theAlte Mittelstandwere struggling™®

3% For a historical overview see Jirgen KodRi& Angestellten in Der Deutschen Geschichte 1838Dt
Vom Privatbeamten Zum Augestellten Arbeitnehi@ammlung Vandenhoeck. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1981). See also Ginther Schidie, Angestellten Seit Dem 19. Jahrhund&rizyklopadie
Deutscher Geschichte ; Bd. 54. (Munchen: Oldenh20g0).

37 KracauerSalaried 29. ; KracauerAngestellten11.

3%8n his history of Weimar Germany, Eric D. Weitz tes: “between 1885 and 1925, the number of white-
collar workers had increased fivefold, while thah@mnual workers had not even doubled. Strikingly,
1930, only one-fifth of salaried employees haddeshwho pursued a similar occupation. In other word
white-collar labor was one of the few realms ofgfigant social mobility in Germany. [ . . . The We
Middle Estate’s] numbers, roughly 5.3 million ireth925 census, surpassed the roughly 4 million
members of the old middle class and the indepenglef¢ssions.” WeitzlWeimar Germanyl56.

39 Following G. Schmoller’'s 1897 speech “Was verstele unter dem Mittelstand?” the concept of the
NeueMittelstand“facilitated the adoption of the traditional corptesténdischeconnotations of the term
Mittelstandat a time when thes#éndischestructures were in fact crumbling.” Jirgen Kockalass
Formation, Interest Articulation, and Public Polidihe Origins of the German White-Collar Classha t
Late Nineteenth and Early Twentieth CenturiesOnganizing Interests in Western Europe : Pluralism,
Corporatism, and the Transformation of Politiesl. Suzanne Berger (Cambridge [Eng.] ; New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1981), 130.

399 David Blackbourn, "The Mittelstand in German Sogiend Politics, 1871-1914Social History2, no.

4 (1977): 414.
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Yet if their employment circumstances were different, the socialadsis of the
old and newMittelstandwere markedly similar. Self-consciousigt proletarian they
shared many cultural-social values with the bourgedisignlike the proper bourgeoisie,
however, the typicdlittelstanderwas more suspicious of change, innovation, and
personal exploration, in other words, more conservative. Above afittedstandwas a
group marked by status anxiety, ever fearful of slipping down (or back down, as many
Angestelltecame from working-class families) the social and economic |&dder.
reality, many members of tiMittelstandwere in an economic position equal to the
proletariat, thus inclusion in what they perceived as a socially privileged asta
paramount, especially for its newest members. The extreme political and economi
conditions of Weimar put the self-image and aspirations of status-consceigastellten
to the test.

According to historian Jiurgen Kocka, at the beginning of the twentieth century the
dividing line betweerrbeiter (worker) andAngestellt§demployee) was becoming
increasingly distinct®® As their numbers grew, the terrrigestellte’became an
important self-identifier for salaried employees and ‘Alngestelltenfragemerged
politically and socially.?** Important for the differentiation of employees and workers
was the promotion and eventual passage of a distinct white-collar insurancénlaw — t

Angestelltenversicherungsges@i¥’G) — enacted in 1911. Legislative language describes

31 These aspects of bourgeoisie identity are elabdiat——— "The German Bourgeoisie: An
Introduction,” inThe German Bourgeoisie : Essays on the Social Histbthe German Middle Class from
the Late Eighteenth to the Early Twentieth Centad; David Blackbourn and Richard J. Evans (London
New York: Routledge, 1991), 9.

392 For a history of the development of tReue Mittelstandjuestion, and in particular the issue of “status
panic” see Val Burris, "The Discovery of the Newddie Class, Theory and Society5, no. 3 (1986).

393 Kocka argues that the line betwefreiterandAngestelltavas stronger in Germany than in the U.S.,
Britain, or France due to Germany'’s tradition ofdaucracy, with which salaried persons longed to be
associated. Kocka, "Class Formation," 66-67.

%*1pid., 68.
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the goal of giving employees “a higher measure of state support than caarbd tf
them through the workers insuran¢&>'In fact employee associations demanded an
insurance system modeled as much as possible after the pension schemes of civil
servants ® The passage of the/Gwas justified by employees and their legislative
supporters on ideological grounds. In a 1911 speech before the Reichstag Clemns von
Delbrick explained:
[Employees] by comparison with workers occupy a socially and economically
elevated position [. . .] These are persons who are of special importance to their
respective company because of their particular expertise [and] special
trustworthiness; persons who, owing to their training and the nature of their
contract, have positions similar to those of civil servatits.
In this description the “elevated position” and “special importance” of the eemlne
not tied to specific skills. Their “expertise” remains undefined, and their
“trustworthiness” assumed rather than explained. The distinction betweernyemplad
worker is not justified on practical grounds; instead it relies on a perceived moral
superiority of employees and the work they do that translates into higher safttisl s
These self-conscious members of the “new” middle class were at thehiert

rationalization movement sweeping Germaty.

39 Cited in Jirgen Kocka, "White-Collar Employees #&mdustrial Society in Imperial Germany," Tine
Social History of Politics : Critical Perspectiveas West German Historical Writing since 194%. Georg
G. lggers (Dover, N.H.: Berg, 1985), 134.

3% Kocka, "Class Formation," 73. Employees trieddst¢hemselves a®tivatbeametg the private

sector equivalents of prestigious civil servantswdver,Angestellterenjoyed neither the secure benefits
and salary of state employees, nor their socialdsta.

397 Cited in . "White-Collar Employees ", 134.

3% The reach of rationalization mania was wide, gaitighe way into the domestic sphere and women'’s
bodies. See Atina Grossmafgitlkultur or Thoroughly Rationalized Female: A New Womamigaimar
Germany?," inWomen in Culture and Politics : A Century of Charegt Judith Friedlander (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1986). ; Janet Wav@jmar Surfaces : Urban Visual Culture in 1920s 1Gany
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Rationalization in Weimar Germany

Consider the following contemporary description of modern office:
The chairs and desks of the female employees were mounted on roller tracks, so
that, sitting at their desks, they rode back and forth in front of the filing cabinets
In this way they were spared the effort of bending down to lift up sections, and
also saved time. [. . .] This office contained ‘efficiency’ desks, to which even the
older employees had become accustomed. These desks provided the most

rationalized place and position for ink stand, note book and grooves for géhcils.

Like workers on a factory line, the employees in this office are positionethieva the
maximum amount of work with minimal physical exertion. Even older employees have
accepted that the smallest personal decisions, such as where to place notebooks and
pencils, are now decreed from above.

The ‘rationalization’ that Weimar Germans were familiar with had raootke large-
scale developments that Weber had described but was understood primarily afsca speci
set of techniques and principles targeted towards increasing thenefficeproduction
in many areas of ifé°° Historian Mary Nolan offers a useful summary:

At the factory level, rationalization meant increasing productivity byynateon and

consolidation, technological modernization and labor process reorganization, the

assembly line, and the time and motion studies of Frederick W. Taylor. It implied a

Weimar and Now ; 27. (Berkeley: University of Caltifia Press, 2001), 74-91. ; Mary Nolafisions of
Modernity : American Business and the Modernizatib@ermanyNew York: Oxford University Press,
1994), 206-26. For sex and reproduction rationtfimespecifically, see Atina Grossman, "The New
Woman and the Rationalization of Sexuality in Weit@&rmany," inrPowers of Desire : The Politics of
Sexuality ed. Ann Barr Snitow, Christine Stansell, and $harhompson (New York: Monthly Review
Press, 1983).

39 Fritz Giese, “Monschenbehandlung beim Biiropersbivdbrksleiter 2. Jahrgang, Heft 5 p. 148. Cited
in Dreyfuss, Vol. I., 68.

400 See “Imaging America: Fordism and Technology” iael§, Jay, and Dimendbely,R.S.B.393-411.
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new worker, who would embrace the idea of productivity in the factory and
restructure his life outside according to the principles of discipline, order, and
efficiency. For some, rationalization also meant new consumer products, improved
marketing, and enhanced consumption possibiflties.
As Nolan demonstrates, rationalization measures were not limited to thesppbces
production but were promoted at both work and home, and tasked with creating a new
kind of worker, consumer, and even political citizen. German proponents of
rationalization looked to America, particularly to the ideas of Frederickagot, an
expert on “scientific management,” and to the pioneer of the modern assembly line,
Henry Ford'? In his 1911 bookThe Principles of Scientific Managemenaylor wrote
“the best management is a true science, resting upon clearly defined lawsanal
principles, as a foundation.” He argued further that the principles of scientific
management were “applicable to all kinds of human activif&sTaylor believed his
approach would eliminate the conflicts between worker and employer by masgmi
productivity and thus prosperity for both of these traditionally antagonistic groups.

For its advocates on opposing sides of the political divide, rationalization
appeared as a potential cure for the ills of the republic. Businesses hopasgeadcre
efficiency would compensate for the setbacks of a lost war, an inflatias, ansl, after
1929, a worldwide economic depression. More ambitiously they believed in what
historian Detlev J.K. Peukert describes as the “grand ambitions of social emgjyieer

that “scientific management and the integration of workers inttMdksgemeinschaft

01 Mary Nolan, "Imagining America, Modernizing Gernyehin Dancing on the Volcano : Essays on the
Culture of the Weimar Republied. Thomas W. Kniesche and Stephen Brockmanm(@inga, SC, USA:
Camden House, 1994), 72-72. See also Ndl&ions of Modernity

‘92 Ford’s biography was a bestseller in Germany.Jaeeby The Bureaucratization of the World

%3 Taylor, The Principles of Scientific Managemegint
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(work community) would dissolve class conflié®*In other words, rationalization
promised “an escape from having to accept class confrontation and social ditision.”
Unions also tended to accept rationalization measures, if less enthusjastaall
employers, not because they believed, like Taylor, that greater profits fmaphalist
would translate to higher wages for the workers, but because they countedfds bene
such as extended welfare measures and a shorter working day, to offset tivesi®ga

The belief that the best management is “true science” meant that, in 1920s
Germany, the rationalized factory model was applied to the office andisales asks
were timed and standardized with the help of new technologies such as “tygwriter
calculating machines, [and] card punchéf$ Rationalization also included the
deployment of modern psychological techniques meant to engineer modern Wrkers
As historian Eric D. Weitz explains: “Workers were to be tested, observewdrand
managed—incessantly. As a result, managers assumed more power and the pdce of wor
intensified.”® ‘Science’ was the purported impartial arbiter behind these measures, but
as Charles Maeir concludes, the “findings of science tended to confirm tloacippoif
management, not labot*® For example, the political scientist and rationalization
apologist, Wilhelm Kalveram, argues in a 1929 essay that while rationalizahamesult
in “serious social problems,” such as making some employees obsolete, italjitima

benefits everyone: “The rationalization of office operations, if it is@dmut in the

404 Detlev PeukertThe Weimar Republic : The Crisis of Classical Maitgr(New York: Hill and Wang,
1992), 114.

%% Charles Maier, "Between Taylorism and Technocraeyropean Ideologies and the Vision of Industrial
Productivity in the 1920s Journal of Contemporary Historfy (1970): 29.

“%vet as Peukert argues, the republic was nevertalaeliver on its promises to workers and emplsyee
a failure which fatally undermined its legitimacgesPeukerfThe Weimar Republi€&specially 112-115.

07 \Weitz, Weimar Germanyl57.

“% |bid., 151.

99 |bid.

“1% Maier, "Between Taylorism and Technocracy ": 31.
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proper spirit, has to result in an increase in per capita productivity and the living
standards of the general population, and therefore lead to new employment
opportunities.** However he fails to explain how to achieve the “proper spirit” or how it
will ensure “new employment opportunities.” Here Kalveram betrays a nesticaly
belief that rationalization is uniformly good. Kracauer recognizes thatcarohction is
based, not on science, but on faith and contends: “All arguments in favor of the
prevailing economic system are based on belief in a preordained harfffony.”

Both the promoters and critics of rationalization acknowledged the changing
nature of white-collar work in Weimar Germany, namely — the depersathahzf the
work process and the resulting employee insecurity and alienation. As an army of
“mutually interchangeable private soldiers,” employees were constaninded that
they were replaceabfé® In an interview Kracauer asks an office manager: “If ever,
Heaven forbid, you should suddenly fall ill . . . can someone else take your place at once
and assume control?” After the manager replies in the affirmative, lWeaoaflects on
his answer. “He feels tremendously flattered because his foresight in canptowe
replaceable at all times is recogniz&t However, this situation, as much as it might
“flatter,” had a darker side. As Hans Speier explains, in interwar Geraraagmployee
at any level was in constant danger of losing his job “regardless of his pertarfiz

Rather than acknowledge the vagaries of a changing economy, management kept the wh

“1Wilhelm Kalveram, "Rationalization and Businessrdgement " iW.R.S.Bed. Anton Kaes, Martin

Jay, and Edward Dimendberg (Berkeley: Universitafifornia Press, 1994), 185-86. Kracauer addsesse
Kalveram directly, see Kracau@alaried 97. ;Angestellten31.

12 KracauerSalaried 97. ;Angestellten103.

“13|bid., 30. ; Ibid., 13. With this phrase Kracaeehoes Marx, who referred many times to the “indiaist
reserve army” produced by international capitalism.

“bid., 41-42. ; Ibid., 28.

1> Speier, 74.
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behind promotion and dismissal mysterious. Employees were only aware of their own
small tasks in the enterprise, and major decisions were simply pronounced from above.
The rationalized division of labor (as so well described by Simmel), resutts in t
depersonalization of work; laborers perform as functionaries, not people. In a modern
firm individuals lack perspective on the overall process of production, or of “even a
single transaction?!® Kracauer notes that even positions that allow for a more individual
work style, such as salesperson, are increasingly regulated. For exaitiptbe advent
of fixed prices, sales clerks have less control of transactions, and their ‘ahaties

417
d:

mechanize Employees become as interchangeable as mechanical parts, or, as in

Kracauer's words, “a fragmentary functiofejlifunktiorj” **2

Even the rationalization cheerleader Kalveram acknowledges that individual
employees are excluded “from the overall context of the work process.’t|n fac
“employees have no need of individual experience, of memory, because the processes run
mechanically and someone else can quickly take their place.” Kalverarts daldatithis
depersonalizations is a problem —éonployersas it “impedes the employees’ full
devotion to their assignments.” Therefore “an attempt must be made to preserve the
employees’ feeling of duty and pleasure at wdk.”

Die Angestelltencludes an examination of the two major ways employers try to
nurture feelings of “duty and pleasure at work.” One is by assuring emplof/éee

middle-class nature of white-collar work; the second is to provide extra @ittivities

and entertainment. Both of these techniques rely on the ‘scientific’ findings

1% Dreyfuss, Vol. I., 76-77.

17 KracauerSalaried 30. ;Angestellten12.
*®pid., 44. ; Ibid., 32.

19 Kalveram, "Rationalization," 186.
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psychology. Kracauer points out the fallacy behind such thinking: “At one moment it
[science] is supposed to rationalize firms and at another create the chesotuthat it
has rationalized away?

Employees are encouraged to think of themselves as specially selectedraatt t
middle-class professional§: In the essay “SelectionA(islesy Kracauer details the
processes of “industrial psychology” that determine “telephone giHartlsand
typist:"*?* He quotes from a management announcement: “Let everyone be employed at
the job he is best capable of performing — according to his abilities, his knowledge, his
psychological and physical qualities: according, in short, to the specifisatbaof his
whole personality. The right person in the right place!”” Kracauer’'s commenitathis
mantra is brief, but devastating: “whole personality, right person and rigiet pleese
words drawn from the dictionary of a defunct idealist philosophy give the impnetbsit
what is involved in the test procedures currently being implemented is a genuine
selection of persond® The truth is that in a rationalized working environment
personality is superfluous. Kracauer continues:

Thanks to the intellectual labor invested in the equipment, its handmaidens are

spared the possession of knowledge; if attendance at commercial collegetvere

compulsory, they would need to know nothing at all. The mysteries of the firm

too are a closed book to them, since they deal only with figures. Just one thing is

20 KracauerSalaried 44. ;Angestellten32.

2L Kracauer calls “certificates and diplomas” therftisome weapons” of the middle class. Ibid., 34. ;
Ibid., 19.

*22|pid., 37, 35. ; Ibid., 20, 22.

% Ibid., 35. ; Ibid., 19.
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required of them: attention. This cannot wander free but is under the control of the
apparatus it controfé?
Education is but a social distinction, the knowledge it produces in itself is uselass. Ne
technologies mean employees are but “handmaidens” to machines and procedures. In
Kracauer’s presentatiatie Angestelltemppear more subordinate to the rationalized
work process than even industrial workers. He argues that when employees perform work
for which they have no broader context, they are “controlled” — and not just at the office
but also by a system that demands they acquire a sham education.
In his review ofDie AngestellteWalter Benjamin asks: “in all articles on
imbuing wage labor with fresh, more spiritual and deeper values, is it a feag®f
vocabulary than of a perversion of language itself, which covers the shabaliggtiith
the most intimate word, the vilest with the most refined, the most hostile with the mos
peaceable?® The lie behind management’s “prating about personality” is the
implication that the employer’s primary concern is not profit, but that theircyraps
find fulfilling work. **° In reality, managers recognize work aptitude tests and training
certificates as tools that encourage employees to identify with thpiogers (a move
that would be nearly unthinkable for wageworkers).
Despite their tenuous economic and social position, most empldgeessider
their social position to be closer to that of their bosses than to the proletariabéniaiie

termsdie Angestellteonstitute éstand(estate) — a grouping based on a “social

*4pid., 42. ; Ibid., 29.

425 \Walter Benjamin, “An Outsider Attracts Attentioniri Salaried 112. ; “Politisierung der Intelligenz” in
Angestellten120.

426 KracauerSalaried 44. ;Angestellten32.
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estimation of honor” — rather than economic redffyEducation plays an important role
in maintaining thestandishmentality ofdie Angestellten(Both Arendt and Bauman,
discussed in Chapter Four, will also argue that status-hunger is a powerful ondavat
officials). As Weber writes of this group:
[They] have to beducatedn quite a definite way, and who therefore (it must be
added) have the character of a defiegéate It is no coincidence that we see
commercial high schools, trade and technical colleges springing up like
mushrooms everywhere [evidence of . . . ] the desire to be assimilated into the
strata of so-called ‘society.” Nothing is further from the minds of tlaisscthan
solidarity with the proletariat; indeed, their aim is, rather, to differentia
themselves increasingly from the proletaffAt.
Employers benefit frondie Angestelltes status consciousness which discourages their
subordinates from joining with workers to demand greater equality in the production
process.
While Weber recognized the importance of cultivating social status, he did not
consider how participation in mass culture might perform a similar role toteztuca
this process. The analysis of consumption and culture is left to practitioners econe s
discourse. This analysis begins with Simmel, who described how individuals could fight
back against the depersonalization wrought by rationalization by differegtiati

themselves in the social marketplace of the modern metropolis. Although Simmel

“2"\Weber Economy and Societ932.

428 ug0cialism” (1918) in ~Political Writings 293-94. Originally published as a pamphlet. Henri
Band also makes a connection between Weber’s aachkier's respective analyses of the status concerns
of the lower middle class. See Henri Band, "SiedfiKracauers Expedition in Die Alltagswelt Der

Berliner Angestellten " irsiegfried Kracauer : Zum Werk Des Romanciers, Fatoihisten, Architekten,
Filmwissenschaftlers Und Soziologen. Andreas Volk (Zirich: Seismo, 1996), 223.
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understood self-definition through consumption to be a response to the division of labor,
he did not see mass culture as a tool of the capitalist for maintaining a camplia
producing (and consuming) population. Kracauer would in fact be one of “the first to

describe the functional connection between work and leiétite.”

[I. Die Angestellten at Play

The Business of Pleasure

Just as he penetrated the glossy surface of pro-rationalization managpeadat-
to reveal a much more dissolute reality, Kracauer employed the samigjtecbh
surface investigation when he turned to the products of mass culture. His origaality |
in his recognition that it was not just the firms, but also an entire culture teatdstd
the existence of the employee, a culture that operated both in and outside of the
workplace. InDie AngestelltemandThe Mass Ornametdracauer parallels Weimar
Berlin’s cabarets and theme taverns, or “pleasure barrR&si¢rkasernely’” with the
office, arguing: “At the same moment at which firms are rationalizedg thes
establishments rationalize the pleasures of the salary-earning.atffiiesis employee
culture was characterized by what Miriam Hansen calls “the compenpgaibnomy
between the everyday drudgery of business and the business of entertaffiment.”

Whereas Simmel believed this “compensatory economy” could provide opportunities for

29 Mulder-Bach, 5. See also Frisisragments of Modernityl65.
430 KracauerSalaried 91. ;Angestellten95-96.
3 Hansen, "America, Paris, the Alps," 383.
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self-distinction, Kracauer argues “the business of entertainment” exiistarily to keep
employees compliantly engaged in the “business of wbk.”

In this vein, many of Kracauer's Weimar essays analyze employee&ipatitin in
what Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno would later term “the culture indu$tty.”
In Die Angestellten’®nly essay devoted exclusively to leisure and consumption,
“Shelters for the homelessAsgyl fur Obdachloge Kracauer describes employees’ drive
for “distraction.” He writes “where they flock together, as in Berlin, spestialters from
the homeless are erectéd*Die Angestellterare particularly drawn to these shelters
because, unlike “the average worker” whose life “is roofed over with vulgerist
concepts,” they are “spiritually homele$€>He continues:

Nothing is more characteristic of this [employee] life, which only in fictsd

sense can be called life, than its view of higher things. Not as substance but as

glamour. Yielded not through concentration, but in distrac#@ndtreuungy

[...] ‘Home’, by the way, should be taken to mean not just lodging, but an

everyday existence outlined by advertisements in magazines for emplogess

mainly concern: pens, Kohinoor pencils; hemorrhoids; hair loss; beds; crepe

soles; white teeth; rejuvenation elixirs; selling coffee to friendsaplanes;

432 KracauerSalaried 91. ;Angestellten95.

433 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic For Kracauer as precursor to this work see: MiBkech, 12.,

Koch, 35., Levin, “Introduction” tdlass Ornament3., Hansen, "Decentric Perspectives," 60.
Schlipmann, "Phenomonology of Film."

34 KracauerSalaried 91. ;Angestellten95. Hoare translated\$yl’ as “shelter” both here and in the
essay'’s title. The literal translation &Syl is “asylum,” however, “shelter” fits with the aritectural
metaphor that Kracauer uses throughout the es&aystig’ can be translated as “intellectually” (as
Sabrina Hake does). A case can be made for eithite GermaGeistcan mean both spirit and intellect.
| prefer the broader “spiritually” in this context.

**Ipid., 88. ; Ibid., 91.
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writer’s cramp; trembling, especially in the presence of others; qédityds on

weekly installments; and so 8ff.

Kracauer is generally sympathetic to employees but his tone becomesazntieg
when he discusses life outside the offiten an earlier essay he acknowledged the
importance of an attractive and youthful appearance when job-seeking, but iefShelt
he criticizes employees for their easy susceptibility to frivolous preduat pursuits. He
describes the lives alie Angestellteias lacking substance and characterizes them as
living life only “in a restricted sense.” Even their homes have been colonizéeé by t
culture of empty consumption.

Kracauer cites an employee union’s study that concludes “employees do indeed
devote less money to food than the average worker, but they rate so-called meédsa
more highly.**® This hunger for middle class distinction is encouraged by employers. A
department store brochure claims employees from “modest background” wiit bene
from contact with “refined and well-educated” customfét<Company newsletters
explain how one only needs to budget properly in order to afford the finer things in life.

As with industrial psychology, these are but false promises, as Kracgues dhat a

3 bid. ; Ibid.

437 As an example of his sympathy, consider Kracawtismissal of claims that employees were to blame
for their unemployment. In the essay “Repair ShgReparaturwerkstat, he writes: “Laid-off workers

do not go on the dole for pleasure, and casedwftesce to work are exceptions. An hour’s objessbn

in the waiting-rooms of any labor exchange wouldlggly desirable for everybody.’ Ibid., 66. ; Ibi@é3.

38 |bid., 89. ; Ibid., 92. A 1928 study by the ReBtatistical Office reached similar conclusions,vsiny

that white-collar employees “after allowing for fhaspent more on personal hygiene, clothing, haldeh
goods, holidays, and leisure and recreational iievthan did their working-class counterpartsesRlts

and brief commentary on the study are in AnthonyEMgott, The German Urban Experience, 1900-1945
: Modernity and CrisigLondon ; New York: Routledge, 2001), 133. Foraaalysis of the relationship

between status and consumption, lskenri Band, Mittelschichten Und Massenkulture:
Siegfried Kracauer Puplizistische Auseinandersetzung Mit Der Popularen Kultur
under Kulture Der Mittelschichten in Der Weimarer Republik. (Berlin: Lukas

Verlag, 1999).
439 KracauerSalaried 89. ;Angestellten92.
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taste of glamour “is indeed supposed to bind the mass of employees to society — but to
raise them only just so far that they will remain more certainly in theoiajgul
place.**° These “higher things” help shore-up the middle-class identidjeof
Angestelltenand at the same time, keep them from protesting their proletariat-like
working conditions.
Employee “shelters” included places like “Haus Vaterland” whereging of
19" century panoramas was revived through facades of far-away splendors — from the
American Wild West to “Mohammedan half¥* At the Moka-Efti-Lokal, Kracauer
describes “a moving staircase, whose functions presumably include symbolizeasihe
ascent to the higher social strata, [which] conveys ever new crowds frotrette s
directly to the Orient, denoted by columns and harem gratifiggvhy the clamoring
after such exotic fantasies?
The more monotony holds sway over the working day, the further away you must
be transported once work ends — assuming that attention is to be diverted from the
process of production in the background. The true counter-stroke against the
office machine, however, is the world vibrant with color. The world not as it is,
but as it appears in popular hits. A world every last corner of which is cleansed, as
though with a vacuum cleaner, of the dust of everyday existéhce.
The fantasy world of entertainment is a legitimate “counterstroke” aghmsfaily grind
of work. Ultimately however, this colorful world distracts from reality, making

impossible to alter the world “as it is.”

449hid., 90. ; Ibid., 94.
41bid., 92-93.; Ibid., 97.
4421bid., 93. ; Ibid., 97
443 bid. ; Ibid.
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“Little Shopgirls”

For Simmel, the metropolis offered the chance for individuals to fight the
depersonalization of rationalized labor and gain back a measure of autonomy by re
distinguishing oneself in extra-work pursuits. In Kracauer’'s vites Angestellteiare as
good as drugged by the entertainment industry and just as subject to ratiomadind
standardization by it as by their bos§&dn the essay “A few choice specimens”
(“Kleines Herbariurt) he reports:

Salaried employees today live in masses, whose existence — esped@aliin

and the other big cities — increasingly assumes a standard chagacter [

einheitliches Geprade[We see | the emergence of certain standard types

[Normaltypeh of salesgirl, draper’s assistaktdnfektionareh shorthand typist

[Stenotypistinndrand so on, which are portrayed and at the same time cultivated

in magazines and cinemas. They have entered the general consciousiogss, whi

from them forms its overall image of the new salaried straheugn

AngestelltenschichtThe question is whether the image decisively catches

reality **°

In this description of “standard” employee characters, the examples Kras®s --
salesgirl, draper’s assistant, shorthand typist — are all female. Tdrediscussed “New

Woman” of Weimar, a financially independent, pleasure-seeking, modern cltywgs

4 bid., 94. ; Ibid., 99. Kracauer finds that somdividuals do manage to become fully human again in
their off hours. He describes a group of male eyg#s in a dive bar who “metamorphosed before my
eyes. They were no longer repressed office empiyyme real elemental forces breaking out of thage
and enjoying themselves in quite reckless waysviéicer, Kracauer suggests this transformation wés on
possible because these employees are older antbpedeheir personalities before the reign of
rationalization. Younger people “adapt themselvesawr less easily to the firm.” Kracau8alaried 70.

; Angestellten67-68.

4> KracauerSalaried 68. ;Angestellten65.
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often depicted as a memberdi¢ Angestelltefi*® Kracauer noted in his book’s opening
essay, the “utter transformation” die Angestelltemcluded the high number of female
employee$?’ As historian Ute Frevert's explains: “The presence of so many single
women in white-collar positions was one of the notable developments of the Weimar
economy.**® This new reality was simultaneously exciting and threatening. Salaried
work meant new opportunities for many women. At the same time, old attitudes about
what kind of work was appropriate for women, and what kind of women worked,
persisted. Female employees typically had lower rates of pay, less aytonahe job,

and fewer chances for career advancement than their male coll&&gues.

Due to their weaker earning power, few women were capable of living-out the myth
of the financially independent New Woman. Without questioning its fairness, déaca
acknowledges as much, noting that female employees who live on their own need a male
“friend” if they are to take full advantage of the consuming opportunities preseytae
metropolis. He writes that the most sensible girls forgo such friendshipsitivéheir
parents, and take pains to distinguish themselves from make-up wearing “gaty of e

virtue” who “eat slap-up meals in male company at Kempinksi’'s.” These rabpegirls

“4® The English term “girl” was often used to pointthe New Woman’s ‘American’ qualities. For primary
sources and commentary, see “The Rise of the Nem&xdin Kaes, Jay, and DimendbeWy,R.S.B.
195-219.

7 KracauerSalaried 29. ;Angestellten11.

48 Ute FrevertWomen in German History : From Bourgeois Emancigatd Sexual LiberatiotOxford ;
New York: Berg, 1989), 177. By “1925 there were adtnone-and-a-half million female white-collar
workers — three times a many as in 1907, whichesrted a jump from 5 to 12.6 per cent of all woinen
work,” 177. Of these, most were, like the sterguest New Woman, young (under twenty-five) and
single, 179. See also Susanne SDie, Weiblichen Angestellten: Arbeits-Und Lebenvériigse(Berlin:
1930).

“49|n fact: “Wage agreements for commercial whitelarolvorkers in Weimar Germany stipulated that pay
for women across the board should be 10-25 perloastr. The reason proffered was that men generally
had higher clothing and living expenses than didnen, who could knit, sew, darn and cook.” Frevert,
Women 178. This institutionalized discrimination wadiime with female employees’ experiences in the
pre-Weimar era, see Carole Elizabeth Adawismen Clerks in Wilhelmine Germany : Issues of Clasl
Gender(Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Prek338).
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(and presumably make-up wearing ones too) long for marriage and a husband who “earns
so much that they no longer need wot® Female employment was generally
considered temporary and employers needing to downsize relied on “natuegjetast
young women leaving the workforce voluntarily when “they feel old age approaéfiing
For many women, a job “functioned merely as a temporary place of safe-keepmg’ bef
their wedding day>? Marriage and motherhood, believed to be incompatible with work
outside the home, was still the goal for most.

Kracauer warns that if women wait too long to secure a husband, they may find
themselves jobless with little prospects for employment or marriage ngvatiout
female employees dismissed before retirement-age, Kracauer:ciiensown
foolishness is often to blame for the girls’ misfortune. Since they can manage quit
tolerably on a salary augmented by office bonuses, they shrink from anygeanria
which they do worse materially® Of these “salaried-bohemian” girls “who come to the
big city in search of adventure and roam like comets through the world of salaried
employees,” Kracauer concludes that “even the best astronomer cannotraeterm
whether they will end up in the street or in the marriage B5¥d% Jill Suzanne Smith
points out, in this passage Kracauer “merges images of shopgirls and secreithri

455
S

those of prostitutes:® His analysis suggests that whatever new opportunities the modern

Weimar economy and culture brought, women'’s choices were ultimately végdim

50 KracauerSalaried 71. ;Angestellten69.

**1pid., 54. ; Ibid., 45.

52 Frevert,Women 179.

53 KracauerSalaried 54. ;Angestellten46.

***1pid., 73. ; Ibid., 72.

5 Jill Suzanne Smith, "Working Girls: White-Collardfkers and Prostitutes in Late Weimar FictioRie
German Quarterh81, no. 4 (2008): 450.
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Kracauer’s discussion of female employees evidences both a realistic
acknowledgement of their tenuous condition and their sexist treatment. Yet, his
characterization of women as particularly susceptible to the fantasiesdetie by
magazines and movies reflects a prejudice as old as the analysis of maestsalfur
that its consumption is a passive activity, rendering one weak, feminine raafl"%°
Kracauer often uses “little” to describe his subjects (as in “LittlesNlgoist”).
Employees in general were often described as small. One of the most populaohovels
the Weimar-era, about an unemployed retail clerk, was entittidel Man, What Now?
(Kleiner Man, Was Nun?y’

Another bestselling novel, Irmgard KeuiTke Artificial Silk Girl (Das
kunstseidene Madchepjovides a sympathetic but bleak portrait of a young woman,
Doris, who'’s attempt to live her life according to the examples she seewiess
ultimately self-destructiv&®® While planning to pursue a career as an actress, Doris
works for an attorney who constantly pressures her to engage in sexual relations.

Although she rejects her boss’s advances, Doris does sleep with other men for food and

%6 Kracauer did not reject popular culture out ofdhais Hansen explains: “Kracauer (like Benjamirg di
not object to serial production, standardizatiord aommodification as such.” She continues, “hisqure
was aimed less against the lure of cinematic ifleation in general than against the cultural aotitieal
practices responsible for the unrealistic tendesfcguch identification, the growing denial of the
discrepancies of the social process.” Hansen, "KmagParis, the Alps," 377.

5" Hans Falladal,ittle Man - What Now/trans. Susan Bennett (London: Libris, 1996). Nefeaturing
members oflie Angestelltenvere popular during the Weimar yeafseiner Mann Das kunstseidene
Madchen and several others are discussed in Christa dafdaschen Zerstreuung Und Berauschung :
Die Angestellten in Der Erzéhlprosa Am Ende Deréger RepublikStudien Zur Deutschen Literatur
Des 19. Und 20. Jahrhunderts, Bd. 7. (Frankfurbam ; New York: P. Lang, 1988). See also Jenny
Williams, "Hans Fallada's Literary Breakthroug@auren, Bonzen Und BombandKleiner Mann -- Was
Nun?," in German Novelists of the Weimar Republic : Inteisastof Literature and Politicsed. Karl
Leydecker (Rochester, NY: Camden House, 2006).pEbSmail White-Collar Workers, Mass Culture
and Neue Sachlichkeit in Weimar Berlin : A Readihglans Fallada's Kleiner Mann--Was Nun?, Erich
Kastner's Fabian and Irmgard Keun's Das Kunstsegdgléidchern(Bern ; New York: P. Lang, 1999). And
Marion Heister Winzige Katastrophen : Eine Untersuchung Zur Sdiweise Von Angestelltenromanen
(Frankfurt am Main ; New York: P. Lang, 1989). Roreview of female-centered literature on whitdaol
work in the 1920s see Lawrence Rainey, "Fablesadédnity: The Typist in Germany and France,"
Modernism/modernit{1, no. 2 (2004).

% rmgard KeunjThe Artificial Silk Girl trans. Katharina von Ankum (New York: Other Pre&g02).
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small presents. Her feelings for these men are lukewarm but theihgip her
approximate a glamorolige-style that she could not afford on her of#AMore at home
in the world of fantastical entertainments than in her frustrating work anty/fiseni
Doris even models her diary along cinematic lines. “I want to write like aanbgtause
my life is like that and it's going to become even more so. [ . . . ] everything wikeoe
at the movies — I'm looking at myself in the picturé®.Doris could be one of those
hopefuls that Kracauer describes in the 1927 essay “Little Shopgirls Go to the

Movies.”6?

Employees on Screen

In “Shopgirls,” Kracauer argues “Films are the mirror of the prangil
society.”®?While a profit-seeking producer must satisfy “the tastes of the audidrece,”
“will never allow himself to be driven to present material that in any waglattihe
foundations of society, for to do so would destroy his own existence as a capitalist
entrepreneur.*®* Because they must give the audience what they want while at the same

time holding up social and economic norms, popular films have an inherent tension

9 Doris wears artificial silk because she cannatrafthe real thing.

%0 Keun, The Artificial Silk Girl 3.

%1 patrice Petro tackles the complex problem of Weilmmale spectatorship by building on, and
critiquing, Kracauer. See Patrice Peffoyless Streets : Women and Melodramatic Represamia

Weimar, GermanyPrinceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 19880 see Patrice Petro, "Perceptions
of Difference: Woman as Spectator and Spectagi@/amen in the Metropolis : Gender and Modernity in
Weimar Cultureed. Katharina von Ankum (Berkeley: University@sdlifornia Press, 1997).

“52 For film consumption statistics in 1920s and 3@sr@any, and a sharp analysis of them, see Corey
Ross, "Mass Culture and Divided Audiences: Cinam Social Change in Inter-War Germariest &
Presentl93, No 1, no. November (2006). The literaturadgimar mass culture is large, but see especially
Stephan and Anthony Phelan Lamb, "Weimar Culturez Birth of Modernism," itcerman Cultural
Studies : An Introductigred. Rob Burns (Oxford ; New York: Oxford UnivaysPress, 1995).

%3 KracauerMass Ornament91. ; Kracaueas Ornamen279.
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which can be exploited by the crifl! Thomas Levin has suggested that Kracauer’s
interests in the phenomena of mass culture, and particularly his innovative loak at fil
and its reception, grew out of his investigation of employee cuffiiieevin creditsThe
Mass Ornamentvith being “one of the first sustained attempts at cinema theory,
intricately embedding the discussion of film within a much broader spectraaitofal
theory” — as opposed to analyzing films solely on aesthetic gréffhidsacauer argues
that while mainstream films might not count as art, they are all the meeevdey of
critical attention. For the poorer they “are in holding their own against agsthetic
judgment, the weightier become their social significariéeiracauer tells us that films
are inadvertently “blabbing a rude secret,” namely “how society wants ttseg To
break the spell of “the sum of society’s ideologies” Kracauer interpifets &extbook
cases *%®

He finds that plots in employee-centered films reflect the myths thatatiean
the actual office. In films, employees are handsomely rewarded with carsecial
advancement for their hard work, firm loyalty, and sexual morality. The egpEaof
employees on the screen is no accident; like the rhetoric of advancementiimeal

films help ensure the prevailing order. Plots featuring membete #&ngestelltemvere

“54 Adorno credited Kracauer with decoding “film agadbgy,” by recognizing: that when a medium
desired and consumed by the masses transmits @oggehat is internally consistent and cohesities t
ideology is presumably adapting to the needs ottimesumers as much as, conversely, it is progmedgsiv
shaping them. Adorndyotes to Literaturg66.

% Levin, "The Mass Ornament," 25.

%% |pid. See also Jafpermanent Exilesl56. And Hansen, "Decentric Perspectives," 59.

47 Kracauer, “The Task of the Film Critic” (1932) ktaes, Jay, and Dimendbely.R.S.B.634. Kracauer
makes a similar point in “The Mass Ornament,” anguithe aesthetic pleasure gained from ornamental
mass movements is legitimate.” After all, “The nesserganized in these movements come from offide an
factories; the formal principle according to whitley are molded determines them in reality as Well.
Therefore the potential exists for the massesdogeize their own reality in the products of masiture.
Whatever its value as art, the mass ornament’sr&dedf reality is still higher than that of artisti
productions which cultivate outdated noble sentitmé@mobsolete forms.” Kracaudvlass Ornament79.
Das Ornament54-55.

%8 KracauerMass Ornament294.;Das Ornament282.
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popular themes of Weimar cinema, and “the single largest segment” of tee@udias
the employees themselV& Films depicted individual tragedies and transgressions but
not “the real social crimes” of widespread poverty and destitution. “All mentiolass c
difference is avoided” and redemption is singular as “saving individual peoale i
convenient way to prevent the rescue of the entire cf&%B&ople are encouraged to
think of themselves as individuals, not a group with mutual interests.

Dreyfuss also argues that employees “form a large part of the cinereaatli
and his analysis of employee centered film and their effects supports Kiacaue

conclusiong?’

!In the fantasy-world ofngestellteilms, virtuous female employees are

advanced up the social ladder through marriage, and hard-working male empleyees a

rewarded with career advancement (and sometimes marriagé*oo.)
Motion pictures frequently demonstrate to the audience the possibilities of social
and occupational promotion . . . The office employee[s] . . . are shown a world
without class contrasts. The film action proves that even the lowest employee can
enter the paradise of his dreams. On the screen, the bookkeeper, the salesgirl, and
the private secretary who distinguish themselves by their unusual zeal, great
interest in their work, strong sense of duty, and exceptional loyalty aremestic

with open arms by the members of the upper class. In most cases, mariiage wit

the employer or the employer’s daughter crown the up-hill strdggle.

*91pid., 307. ; Ibid., 295.

“1pid., 295. ; Ibid., 284.

471 Carl DreyfussQccupation and Ideology of the Salaried Employems. Eva Abramovitch (New York:
Arno Press, 1977), 111.

*21pid., 110-13.

47 |bid., 112. The fantasy of ‘marrying-up’ was jtisat — a fantasy. Most female employees married
employees of similar social status, or workersvérgWomen 182-83.
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Dreyfuss provides a detailed synopsis of the 1930Ritar as a Church Mous@&rm

wie eine Kirchenmaysthe plot of which demonstrates these fantatfeshe film opens

with shots of an office staffed by unproductive employees reading newspapers
conversing, and even knitting. By way of contrast, the heroine, a young stenographer
named Susie, is so dedicated to her job she declares “We two, my type-writer and |,
belong together.” Her boss’s conduct is also “impeccable,” and he turns down the
advances of his first secretary. Instead he takes the diligent Susie on asbingines

Paris where she is instrumental in securing a deal that will help mores gieabl
employment. Finally, “the aristocratic bank manager leads her to &éne &lteyfuss

points out three major fallacies in the plot. Number one, the work ethic of the other
employees, has to be portrayed as so laughably poor because in no other way could an
individual employee stand out so starkly. Secondly, male bosses were unlikely to turn
down advances from attractive subordinates, and often made them themselves. Finall
secretaries, “however efficient and diligent,” do not have the power to further $gisine
mergers, which in any case lead to fewer jobs, not more. Despite these conditons, it
the business of entertainment to provide the happy ending which Kracauer ctanos “
only the dream of many girls but also a tested means of transforming them imicacdm
instruments.*”® These girls may identify with their counterparts on screen, but this
identification does not lead them to reflect on their own position. As long as they believe

in fantasyland, the little shop-girls are less likely to try and chandjgyrea

47 For an analysis of this film that considers gemui#itics see Angelika Fuhrich, "Women and
Typewriter: Gender, Technology, and Work in Lateilva Film," Women in German YearbodR000).
47> Kracauer, “Working Women” (1932), WRSB
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l1l. “Revolt of the Middle Classes”

Divided and Conquered

As the tumultuous 1920s came to a close, observers of “The New Middle Class”
acknowledged that it had not, as predicted, merged with the proletariat. Kracaesr quot
Emil's Lederer 1929 reassessment of a study he had published just thresaylears
“Even if the capitalist intermediate strata today already share thieydesthe
proletariat, the majority of them have nevertheless not yet abandoned thgedisur
ideology.”’® In the essay “Among Neighbors,” Kracauer demonstrates how this
entrenched ideology leads to a “false consciousness.”

Large sections of the population today do indeed base their bourgeois existence,

which is no longer bourgeois at all, on monthly salaries, so-called intellectual

labor and a few other similarly trivial characteristics. In total lweryrwith the
experience articulated by Marx: that the superstructure adapts itseflomly to

the development of the base provoked by forces of production. The position of

these stratajchichtehin the economic process has changed, their middle-class

conception of life mittelstdndische Lebensauffasspihgs remained. They

nurture a false consciousness. They would like to defend differences, the

acknowledgment of which obscures their situation; they devote themselves to an

individualism that would be justified only if they could still shape their fate as

individuals?’’

7% KracauerSalaried 81. ;Angestellten81.
*"bid. ; Ibid., 81-82.
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In Weimar’s rationalized economy, the nature of production had changed, for non-
manual “intellectual” labor could be as automated as any on the assembl\elifiarye
sections of the population”die Neue Mittelstand failed to face this reality. Members
of this stratum persisted in regarding themselves as middle class and syutdbtentied
their separation from workers. Instead of organizing with each other, they alang t
untenable “individualism.” This false consciousness provided employers with tleir tw
greatest weapons against the political radicalizatiaheoAngestelltenthe employees’
lack of solidarity with each other and their steadfast opposition to making common cause
with the proletariat.

Kracauer discusses the unofficial hierarchies of the workplace. Civérssr
consider themselves superior to other salaried employees, women workiegaiféic
look down on sales girls, and technical and commercial employees in the samelfirm ea
have their reasons for feeling their function is more important. Atomizatemcsuraged
by the structure of the rationalized firm; for, “the more systemistithe firm'’s]
organization, the less people have to do with one another.” Kracauer describes
“labyrinthine” big offices as something out of Kafka, where “relations betwesen t
spheres of the firm have become even more abstf&tAtcording to Dreyfuss, this
fragmentation is a conscious goal of the employer who wants to prevent “theyeesplo
of his enterprise from confronting him as a homogenous group.” He therefore “attempt

to undermine and split their strength through minute subdivision and differentiftion.”

8 bid., 48. ; Ibid., 36.
" Employees are even forbidden from using the ingdriorm of address, “Du,” with each other.
Dreyfuss, Vol. I., 3-4.
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Kracauer cites the encouragement of these prejudices as part of an agaaigment
technique Divide et imperd.**°

Yet as Kracauer shows, all the differences between employees “sbriaele
nuances in comparison with that between workers and salaried employees.f@lhizs
a class distinctionklassengegensdtalthough [ . . . ] it is no longer oné® Concerned
with differentiating themselves, many salaried employees make paivgitiosacial
contact, even the exchange of greetings, with “workers” at the offtabe/Central
Association of Salaried Employepsospective employees fill out questionnaires stating
the preference for commercial work. “’Because | prefer a job that’s antat” or “I
wouldn't like to work in a factory.®®? Career choices were not necessarily financial;
wages for blue-collar work were comparable. These answers reveal aelareness
about what type of work job seekers who regarded themselves as, or aspired to be,
middle-class should consider.

Employers were also sensitive to employee backgrounds as they befnefited
the estate consciousnessl@ Angestelltenin an interview with Kracauer, a manager
speaks proudly of the bank’s employees: “some of them come from good middle-clas
families [gutbiirgerlichem Hays Their level is definitely not proletaria® It was in the
employer’s interest to encourage this bourgeois identification, not only to digeoura
employees from seeking political solidarity with the proletariat, taat & provide them

with compensation for positions with no autonomy, little job security, and low pay.

80 KracauerSalaried 85. ;Angestellten87.
*®11pid., 83-84. ; Ibid., 84.

**2|pid., 33. ; Ibid., 17.

*pid., 34. ; Ibid., 18.
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Kracauer endBie Angestelltenvith an essay on the efforts of firm-sanctioned
employee trade unions to mitigate the ills of rationalization. Recogrizaidjobs no
longer afford any pleasure nowadays,” such groups attempted to salve thedispir
desolation of the working population” with extra-office activities drawn fronfidlés of
“art, science, radio, and of course, sp8tf.Kracauer warns that “to proceed in this way
means cordoning off mechanized work like the source of an epidemic,” and that such
efforts are doomed to faif> For the harm of rationalized work:
can be reduced not by a consciousness that looks away from it, but only one that
includes it. [ . . . ] The opinion according to which the drawbacks of
mechanization can be eliminated with the help of spiritual contents admidistere
like medicines is itself one further expression of the reificat@rdinglichung
against whose effects it is direct&a.
These “spiritual contents” are no different than the entertainment offef@driy’s
“pleasure-barracks.” They provide distraction and temporary relief fromdheng day,
but they do not approach the source of the illness. The campaign for an economic order
that gives the work of individuals “comprehensive meaning” is undermined when these
same individuals are plied with contents that do no change their “relationship to
mechanized work.”
The community-building initiatives of such organizations are also bound to falil
because they neglect “the human individual,” who “is formed not by community as such
but by knowledge.” The socialist’s belief that the mass alone ensuresébeedr

being” is no different in substance than the capitalist’s conviction that “individual

484 bid., 102. ; Ibid., 110.
85 bid. : Ibid.
88 |bid., 102-03. ; Ibid., 110-111.
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initiative will do the same.” Thus “collectivity” is merely the opposite pufléhe
entrepreneur’s private initiative.” When posited as “content in itself,” callgcts not
community, but only the will to it. This collectivism for its own sake can only meae mor
standardization. For, as Kracauer continues, “In both cases, you accept pduple wit
inquiring what relationship they have to the aims in question.” Or, what the aims are in
the first place; “general well-being” is never defined. Kracauer conglt#é¢hat matters

is not that institutions are changed, what matters is that human individuals change

institutions.™&’

The Rise ofRatio

Kracauer was not just skeptical of organized socialism, but of the premise behind
theBurgfrieden — the post World War One “civil peace” between labor and capital. The
supposed harmony between the entrepreneur and the masses was asserted but never
explained'®® Kracauer warned that as long as both sides failed to address their inherently
divergent interests, genuine reconciliation was impossible.

Not that such arguments are not made in good faith; but they do not develop

coherently from the logic of capitalism. For if profit-seeking or pleasure in

economic power count as guarantees of order, a social ousionkle

87 |bid., 106. ; Ibid., 115. Here, in the closingdmofDie AngestelltenKracauer asserts his “concern for
the integrity of the individual personality.” J&Bermanent Exilesl63. Historian Peter Fritzsche states the
case well: “If Kracauer thought in terms of redeimptit was a lowercase kind in which an active
discussion of historicity and contingency offereitlence that things did not have to be as theyrather
than in the uppercase terms of transcendence drabesfrom history.” Peter Fritzsche, "Critical Rea:
History, Photography, and the Work of Siegfried ¢&raer (Review),Central European Histor0, no. 1
(1997): 146.

“88 Kracauer Salaried 97. ;Angestellten104.
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Gessinnunly however conciliatory its intentions, is a bonus suspended

ideologically in the void®®
This idealWerksgemeinschafivork community) was ungrounded. For concessions to
employees could not be made “on the basis of capitalist assumptions” — a fantlprove
their quick retraction whenever they were pitted against “more primitpiéatiat
desires.” Kracauer argues: “Better suited to these desires than aonaofdhuman
feelings is the widespread theory that enterptisedrnehmehas such is an end in
itself.”**° When “enterprise as such” is the stated goal — ultimate ends recedédmm
Production under these conditions does not to meet the needs of human individuals, but
operates for its own sakg"

Eventually even the entrepreneUnternehmefrbecomes just another part of the
system, acting not as an agent, but as a function: “he becomes the servant of histwork |
as the King of Prussia was the servant of the st&té\ in Weber's ideal-type
bureaucracy, no one is the true author of his actions; the enterprise becomes self-
propelling. Eventually:

The work as such is a concept without content, which precisely through its

emptiness proves that it merely reflects the entrepreneur’s sovergighéy

objective sphere, without subordinating this sovereignty to anything higher. Even

if one replaces the entrepreneur by the enterprise, there is no warramy fo

belief in harmony between that enterprise and the desired social construsgon. T

*® |bid., 98-99.; Ibid., 106.

0 Ipid., 99. ; Ibid.

*910r, as he puts it in the “The Mass Ornament”: “Theitalist production process is an end in itfistf
sich SelbstzwetkThe commaodities that it spews forth are not altyyproduced to be possessed; rather
they are made for the sake of a profit that knoavéimit.” , Mass Ornament81. ;Das Ornament
53.

492______ Salaried 99. ;Angestellten106.
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Werksgemeinschaft admittedly supposed to represent the accord between work
and community, but rather community serves the accumulation of power of an
undefined work®®
The whole society comes to be defined by “the power of undefined work” — work for
work’s sake. Even the entrepreneur is not subordinated to sovereignty higher than the
needs of the enterprise. TWéerksgemeinschdfias not amounted to more than a
temporary truce between capital and society to serve the needs of production and has
never really addressed the “development of true human relationsger menschlicher
Beziehung€ld’ When work is emptied of content — people will look for purpose
elsewhere.

By the end of 1931, Germany was two years into a worldwide depression and
experiencing an economic crisis even more serious than the inflatiorofd&23-24.
The population was becoming increasingly disparate and radicalized. Political
movements on the extreme right and left gained members as the architkets of t
Burgfrieden — the Social Democrats, the liberals, and the Catholic centrists -- were
rapidly loosing ground. In an essay from December 1931 Kracauer assessedita¢ poli
situation.

“Revolt of the Middle Classes” Rufruhur der Mittelschichtét, “An
examination of th@ at Circle,” looks at the movement surrounding the right-wing journal
Die Tat This movement identified the group, which, while extremely frustrated with
Weimar democracy, had no ideological apparatus for processing that founstratine
lower middle class. The ideal targetlaie Tats campaign was “a tired petite bourgeois

[muderKleinbtrgel,” for while “the middle classes” have become economically

49 bid. ; Ibid., 106-107.
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proletarian, “in conceptualdeelled terms, they are homeles§*As the middle classes
refuse to give up their social distinction by joining with the proletariat, theiqonest
becomes: “what means remain available to them for escaping their id¢ation
homelessness?” For, as Kracauer warns: “They are standing in a void and have&o choi
but to try to develop a new consciousness that will provide the ideational framework for
their social survival #°

This void is largely the result of the rationalized economy. Production as an end
in itself is propelled not by humanist Reason, but by what Kracaue Rzlts--
instrumental, means-end rationality. In “Revolt,” he writes: “I haegltto sketch the
terrible consequences of thikatioinduced disintegration, above all for the middle
classes, in my booRie Angestellteri*®® The leaders of th&at circle also recognize the
desperation oflie Angestelltenbut they misjudge the source of employee discontent and
do not properly confront “the actual object of its attatk.”

This object iRatig which denies its origins and no longer recognizes any limits,

as opposed to reasovidrnuf] in general and “liberalist reason” in particular,

which is, after all, based on faith in humanity. This unleagted . . .

overpowers everything reasonable. . . . BRatiq it is this that inspires profit-

lust to undertake its transactions, that produces the irresponsibility of ia certa

type of yellow journalismdiner gewissen Journaillethat is to blame for the

494 . Mass Ornamentl21, 22. Das Ornament97, 99.
495 |bid., 123. ; Ibid., 100.

4% |bid., 112-13. ; Ibid., 87.

97 bid., 112. ; Ibid., 87.
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precipitancy of the process of rationalization and for all those calculations of a

degenerate economwhich take every factor into account except ft4n.
Ratiois no longer constrained Mernuft a human-based reason that is not technical, but
intellectual — one capable of not only setting means to an end, but of consideriny the f
implications of those ends. Novernufthas been overpowered by “bliRdtic’ -- the
unrestrained and self-propelling rationalization behind an economy that produces for
profits, not people. In “The Mass Ornament,” Kracauer argues that leftawntslevices
“the capitalist economic system is not reason itself but muyétyjbté reason” — it is
abstracRatio, which “does not encompass msh®

As Kracauer explains, the problem with capitalism is not that “it ratiorsalce
much but rathetoo little.”>% In contrast tdRatio, Vernufinot only promotes scientific
and technological progress, but can also critically dismantle the abdealdgies of
employers, union leaders, and governments. Under the reRgtiof the positive work
of the Enlightenment — demythologization — has halted and the current “relations of
production and the conditions of life that result from them” are treated as undhi@ngea
nature®’ Only Vernuftcan restart the process of disenchantment and make way for the
“man of reason > Fifteen years later, Horkheimer and Adorno, writindialectic of
Enlightenmentecho Kracauer when they argue that the Enlightenment has devolved into

a myth. However unlike Kracauer, who still believes ¥atuftmay reign again,

%8 |pid., 112-13.; Ibid.

9 |pid., 81. ; Ibid., 81.

% |hid. ; Ibid. Emphasis in the original.

%01} evin, "The Mass Ornament," 17.

02 KracauerMass Ornameni82. ;Das Ornament59.
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Horkheimer and Adorno argue that all reason has collapsed into instrumentalitgtiona

into Ratio>%®

Mittelstand: The Problem Class

In “Revolt,” Kracauer places the center of political rebellion in Gernmeotywith
the working class or conservative reactionaries, but with “the disposseskid mi
classes*®* Kracauer's identification of the lower middle class as “homeless” tsopan
older tradition. Both the high and low discourses rely on a traditional understanding of
the GermarMittelstandand, more broadly, the European petty bourgeoisie. What
historian David Blackbourn calls the “perennially awkward class in recemh&h
history,” has long been problematic for social theorists due to its ambiguous economic
position®% The traditionaMittelstandhad their own means of production (tools, shops,
etc.) but still performed manual labor, putting them in a peculiar position with regard t

traditional understandings of capitalist class divisfifis.

%3 Jiirgen Habermas, the most prominent member afebend generation of the Frankfurt School, has
made a much more vigorous distinction between tindskof reason, which he calls “communicative
rationality” and “instrumental reason.” See JurgtabermasThe Theory of Communicative Actighvols.
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1984). Habermas's theargmimunicative rationality is a direct response to
Horkheimer and Adorno. See especially Jurgen HahgrtiThe Entwinement of Myth and Enlightenment:
Max Horkheimer and Teodor Adorno," Tthe Philosophical Discourse of Modernity : Twehexiures
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1990).

% KracauerMass Ornamentl22. ;Das Ornament98.

%% Blackbourn, "Mittelstand," 432. Some of the eatigociological attempts to deal with this class
include: Werner Sombart “Was verstehen wir unten déittelstand?” (Gottingen, 1897); Johann Wrnicke,
Kapitalismus und Mittelstandspolitidena, 1907); Emil Dederer and Jakob Marschak, f2ee
Mittelstand,” Grundriss der Sozialokonom®& pt. 1( 1926); and Theodor GeigBie sociale Schichtung
des deutschen VolkéStuttgart, 1931). Cited in Arno J. Mayer, "Thenar Middle Class as Historical
Problem,"Journal of Modern History##7, no. 3 (1975): 420.

% Heinz-Gehard Haupt, "The Petty Bourgeoisie in Gerynand France in the Late Nineteenth Century,"
in Bourgeois Society in Nineteenth-Century Euragak Jirgen Kocka and Allan Mitchell (Oxford ;
Providence: Berg, 1993), 302.
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In “The Communist Manifesto,” Marx and Engels write that “the lower sthta
the middle class” are destined to “sink gradually into the proletafia¥t despite their
inevitable proletarianization, the petty bourgeoisie form the heart of politaaioa and
are almost always harmful to the cause of socialism. Accordingly, the' et
bourgeois” has come to function as a general term of abuse within the socialist
movement® What Marx said in 1850 of the French peasantry following the election of
Louis Bonaparte, has become a typical descriptor of the petty bourgeoisyedéthet
form a class. They are consequently incapable of enforcing their classiite. . |
They cannot represent themselves, they must be represétited.”

TheMittelstandhas not fared much better in general histories where they have
typically been portrayed as a prime example of Germany’s political batkess ™
They rejected liberalism, and in some accounts even “modePhttgdnservatives
considered them to be a source of easily manipulated political support, acting as a
“buffer” between the upper and lower classes that was immune to the appeals of the

socialist agenda*? For a long time, historians have largely concurred with this ¥éw.

7 Marx and EngelsThe Marx-Engels Readet79-80.

*% For typical despairing remarks on the petty-boaigje’s role in political revolution and the dangerf
“petty bourgeois socialism” see Marx’s 1879 circuédter to leaders of the SPD Ibid., 553., Alse Hee
1850 “Address to the Communist League” Marx andéisdhe Marx-Engels Reades04. And finally,
Friedrich EngelsGGermany: Revolution and Counter-Revolutiplew York,: International publishers,
1933). (Especially the section on “petty traders.”)

*9«The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte” intMand EngelsThe Marx-Engels ReadeB08.
*1% Mayer, "The Lower Middle Class as Historical Pesh|" 415-16.

*11 See Shulamit VolkovThe Rise of Popular Antimodernism in Germany : UHean Master Artisans,
1873-1896(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1978

*12 Blackbourn writes: “its complex amalgam of subrivsaess and volatility rendered thtttelstand
incapable of becoming a reliable ally of the poditiRight.” Blackbourn, "Mittelstand," 412. Althobgt
was not unusual for the SPD to receive some vobtes theMittelstand the socialist party normally did
not seek support from non-industrial workers, 432.

*BWwinkler's is the classic account of the Mittelsleas an essentially “backwards and pre-industrial”
element in a re-feudalized Kaiserreich. Heinrichgast Winkler,Mittelstand, Demokratie Und
Nationalsozialismus. Die Polit. Entwicklg. V. Harehw U. Kleinhandel in D. Weimarer Repub{[K&In]:
Kiepenheuer & Witsch, 1972). Blackbourn gives estem references for this tendency in the
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In the traditional historiography thMdittelstandsaga culminates in 1932/33 when
the oldMittelstandis joined by the new to give the Nazis the electoral support necessary
for theMachtergreifungseizure of power)**In this telling, radical nationalism offers a
solution to the ‘political homelessness’ from which lhigtelstandhad long suffered.

The interwar economic and social dislocation experienced bMittelstand old and

new, left them ripe for the political picking. Dismissed by the Left astr@nary and

“long taken for granted” by the traditional conservative parties, the onsebnbmic
Depression made them ready to support drastic cirangs.the Weimar Republic begin
to crumble, many contemporary commentators noted that the economically vulnerable
Mittelstandwere successfully courted by the rising Nazi paityriting in Die Artbeit

in 1930, Theodor Geiger put it bluntly: “No one needs doubt that we can thank the old

historiography, Blackbourn, "Mittelstand." Begingiim the 1970s this view of thdittelstand along with
the Sonderweghesis of which it is a part, has been revised.eSpecially Blackbourn, "Mittelstand.”

14 That the story ends here reveals a flaw inMiteelstandthesis — why does this group, so crucial to the
Nazi rise to power, all but disappear from the BRilitical arena? On this point see Friedrich Lenger
"Mittelstand Und Nationalsozialismus? Zur PolitisahOrientierung Von Handwerkern Und Angestellten
in Der Endphase Der Weimarer Republikrthiv fuer Sozialgeschich9 (1989): 198.

*1>Blackbourn, "Mittelstand," 433. As Childers pointst the Nazis were appealing for what they wese
“unlike the DVP and DNVP, the Nazis were not asated with either big business or big agriculture] a
unlike the DDP and Zentrum, they were not taintgdddlaboration with the Social Democrats.” Thomas
Childers,The Nazi Voter : The Social Foundations of Fasdis@ermany, 1919-193@hapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1983), 268.

*1%|n their appeal to the Middle classes, the Nagedurhetoric similar to that of traditional consaives,
promising to protect thlittelstandway of life. The 1920 party program demanded tieation of a
“gesunden [healthy] Mittelstandes.” See point 16hef25 point program:
http://www.dhm.de/lemo/html/dokumente/nsdap25/
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and newMittelstandfor the electoral victory of the National Socialists”This
“Mittelstand Thesis"dominated the literature for the next several decatfes.

Historians have begun to revise this pictat&While theMittelstandwas slightly
overrepresented among Nazi voters, their support alone did not ensure the party’s
success. In his meticulously researched bdbk, Nazi VoterThomas Childers
concludes that while, “In periods of economic crisis this hard core of Nazi allector
support was augmented by protest voters from the new middle class [. . . ] theidepress
simply did not produce the oft-asserted concentration of support for the NSDAP within
the social heterogeneoAsigestelltenschafemployee society]>*° In his 1991

monograph, Jiirgen Falter reaches a similar concld&ion.

*17«Niemand zweifelt daran, dass der Nationalsoazialis seinen Wahlerfolg wesentlich dem Alten und
Neuen Mittelstand verdankt.” Cited in Lenger, "Mltand Und Nationalsozialismus? Zur Politischen
Orientierung Von Handwerkern Und Angestellten irr Badphase Der Weimarer Republik," 177. Lenger
discusses several contemporary and secondary sahatesupport theMittelstandthesis.” See also
Robert GellatelyThe Politics of Economic Despair : Shopkeepers@atman Politics, 1890-1914
(London ; Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 197206-07. See Theodor Geiger, "Panik Im Mittelstand,"
Die Arbeit(1930).

*18 Childers sums it up nicely: “Regardless of theioettorganization or methodological approach, liy
every analysis of Nazi support produced betweer® B@l 1980 concluded that the social bases of the
NSDAP were to be located almost exclusively in edata of the Germalileinblrgertumor petty
bourgeoisie.” Thomas Childers, "The Middle Classed National Socialism " ilthe German Bourgeoisie
: Essays on the Social History of the German Midtikss from the Late Eighteenth to the Early Tvethti
Century ed. David Blackbourn and Richard J. Evans (Londdaw York: Routledge, 1991), 318. For the
most significant early analysis, see Geidde Soziale Schichtung Des Deutschen Volkesemy Noakes,
The Nazi Party in Lower Saxony, 1921-193&ford Historical Monographs. (London,: Oxford idersity
Press, 1971)., Geoffrey PridhaHifler's Rise to Power; the Nazi Movement in Baaafi923-1933
(London,: Hart-Davis MacGibbon, 1973)., Seymour fifakipset,Political Man; the Social Bases of
Politics, [1st ed. (Garden City, N.Y.,: Doubleday, 1960)nWer, Mittelstand

*1%n addition to the sources referenced directlihia section, see Rudy Kosh&plintered Classes :
Politics and the Lower Middle Classes in Interwarr&pe (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1990)., Thomas
Childers,The Formation of the Nazi Constituency, 1919-1@3#don: Croom Helm, 1986). And finally,
Michael H. Kater,The Nazi Party : A Social Profile of Members anadders, 1919-1948Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1983).

2 Childers,The Nazi Voter263-64. Historian Peter Fritzsche agrees withdehé's assessment that the
Nazis enjoyed a broad base of support. Howevezdetile argues that “German voters acted more
coherently and more ideologically” than Childerewak. Peter Fritzsch&ermans into Nazi€Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1998), 212-13.

2! Jiirgen W. FalteHitlers Wahler(Miinchen: Beck, 1991).
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Yet in spite of this recently complicated historiography, commentators have
continued to present this group as a threat to both democracy and economic liberalism.
To give one example - the back matter of the 1998 English translation of Kradaieer
Angestellterreads: “these white-collar workers [. . .] were to flee into the arms of Adolf
Hitler.” The question remains then, why has Migelstandthesis been, and continue to
be, so powerful? Historian Richard Hamilton speculates that commentators have been
“moved by a ready paradigm,” one with an impressive pedigree: “The petty-bmiege
as Marx and Engels put it, ‘are reactionary for they try and roll back the aheel
history.”™?? The image of the petty bourgeoisie (literally ‘little’ people) as déffja
ignorant and unwilling participants in the grand and often threatening project of
modernity is an imminently appealing one. However such a useful paradigm alone cannot
explain the persistence of tMittelstandthesis. As | argue, the petty-bourgeoisie, and
die Angestellteparticularly, are, by virtue of their unique position in the worlds of
capital and culture, especially suitable subjects for critiques of ratiatiah and
bureaucracy.

As Kracauer explains in “Revolt,” this group is at the center of the soulal a
political upheavals wrought by pervasive rationalization. Their lives are thieshegsed
by rationalization, but they are the least able to mitigate its powegthtbought or
action. Not only dalie Angestellteihack the political will and power to unite and
advocate together, they (mistakenly) identify their own interests with thdakeiof

employers, thus becoming active participants in their own oppression.

*22Richard F. Hamilton, "The Rise of the Nazis," eviofHitler's Wahler by Jurgen W. Falter,
Contemporary Sociolog82, no. 4 (1993): 543. See also Richard F. Hamilého Voted for Hitler?
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1982)
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TheMittelstands employees and bureaucrats — ‘little men’ in the office and
‘cogs’ in the machinery of industry and states — characterize the sesgodrde. This
discourse in turn, relies on the more theoretical critique of the impersonal batgauc
rationalization that rules both state and enterprise, as laid out in the fiaimgis.
Writing from within academia, Weber and Simmel described how rationaliz &ts
embodied by bureaucracy and the money economy, demands consistency and conformity,
while discouraging idiosyncrasy. Die AngestelltenKracauer argues that white-collar
employees meet these demands in both body and soul, believing that the right
appearance, training certificate, and subordinate attitude can secups#igon in a
shaky economy. They cannot face the reality of their powerlessness anuzedtbgt
they serve not as individuals, but functions. Just as their perspective on the workings of
the firm is blinkered, so is their understanding of the larger economic structuhechf
they are a part.

The second discourse shows how the impersonality demanded by rationalization
becomes dehumanization — a state most visible anhieryngestellterwho compound it
by remaining willfully blind to the nature of their position. In his revievDed
AngestelltenBenjamin writes that Kracauer is a Marxist in so far as he recogniees “t
primary task of Marxism,” which Benjamin holds to be: “the production of a proper

consciousness® Kracauer has irrefutably demonstrated:

2 An “unaffiliated and experimental leftist,” Kracauwas never aligned with any specific socialist
movement or ideology. JaRermanent Exilesl61. Nevertheless, he drew important contents farx,

if not from orthodox Marxism. In a 1926 letter tonst Bloch, he pointed out Marx’s often
unacknowledged heritage “from the French Enlightentthand argued: “This means that decisive
categories of Marxism such as the concept of thendm being’ or even ‘morality’ can be understootyon
if one builds a tunnel under the massive mountéidegel from Marx to Helvetius.” Cited in Frisby,
Fragmentsl26. In other words, Marx’s origins extended beybtadjel’s idealism, back to the
enlightenment champions of Reason and the univerdaidual. The concerns are evident in bbile
AngestellterandThe Mass OrnamenkKracauer’s letters to Bloch during the Weimarrgeare the best
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There is no class today whose thinking and feeling is more alienated from the
concrete reality of its everyday existence than the saldr@angestelltehh And

what this [false consciousness] means, in other words, is that accommodation to
the degrading and inhumane side of the present order has progressed further
among salaried employees than wage workaskrarbeitef.>**

As the most reliable servants of rationalizatidie, Angestelltemave lost the ability to
reason and to think, in other words, to be fully human. In “Revolt,” Kracauer writes:
“Having been emptied of all substance, these classes are now no longer subject to
anything other than the blinding neutrality of contentless thoughiri the post-

Holocaust social theory examined in the next chapter, discussions of economic and
political rationalization combine with analyses of the individual produced byaewf
instrumental rationality and mass distraction that closes off consideratiamudtel

ends. The first and second discourses converge to describe how “the blinding neutrality

of contentless thought” erases the proudest product of the Enlightenment — the thinking

individual.

source for determining Kracauer’s feelings aboutMmand Marxism at this time. See Inka Miilder-Bach,
ed., 'Briefwechsel Ernst Bloch-Siegfried Kracauer 19258'9in Ernst BlochErnst Bloch Briefe: 1903-
1975 ed. Karola Bloch et. al., 2 vols. (Frankfurt amaikt Suhrkamp, 1985).

24 Benjamin, “An Outsider Attracts Attention” in Krager,Salaried 110. ; ‘Politisierung” in
Angestellten117. Ernst Bloch had a similar take in his owview of Die Angestelltenwriting: “Their

[the employees’] tedious work makes them more thalh rebellious, authorization papers nurture éeeas
consciousness which has no real class conscioubabsdl it all.” “Artificial Centre” in Ernst Bloch
Heritage of Our TimegBerkeley: University of California Press, 19924, For a critique of Bloch’s
“Laudatory but reductive” review, see Dagmar Bamp@ritical Realism : History, Photography, and the
Work of Siegfried KracaugBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994),-02.

°% KracauerMass Ornamentl13. ;Das Ornament8s.
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Chapter Four

Explaining Eichmann: Post-Holocaust Critigues of Réionalization

I. The Dialectic of Enlightenment

From the “Iron Cage” to Eichmann

This dissertation’s final chapter looks at three different attempts to extphai
Holocaust'’s relationship to rationalized modernity. These three distinct appsoaof
Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno, Hannah Arendt, and recent historians — rely on
earlier critiques of rationalization made in both the first and second discolineesgh
there can be no definitive answer to the question of rationalization’s role in gertbeide
debates discussed in this chapter are the culmination of a powerful traditidigaédry
German social theorists and their critics.

As argued in Chapter One, the first discourse is typified by the approach of Max
Weber, who deals with large structures by examining rationalization at tee sta
institutional, and broad societal levels. The first discourse treats ratiminati as part of
larger historical developments such as urbanization, the division of labor, and
technological advancement. Weber’s contemporary, Georg Simmel, discus$eptarC
Two, examined the radical social changes that resulted from the specalaaabor
and urbanization. At the same time Simmel focused on the individual’'s response to
rationalization (often through consumption), thus providing a bridge to the second
discourse, which describes everyday experiences. A generation lateyrtiedigd
Siegfried Kracauer’s reportage on the worldi@f Angestellteifwhite-collar workers)

deepened the investigation of rationalization’s effects on daily life, in thés-camsthe
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offices and entertainment halls of Weimar Berlin. As argued in Chapter Three,
Kracauer’s study was part of a larger trend that diasngestelltemas the face of
economic rationalization and as the primary consumers of new mass culturalidigods
critique of the political ineptitude afie Angestelltemvas also part of a longer tradition
chronicling the failure of the petty-bourgeoisie to understand and act acctodivegr
true economic position. According to many of their contemporaries and histoni@ns, t
political decisions oflie Angestelltemvere largely responsible for bringing the Nazis to
power.

In the years following the collapse of the Weimar Republic, Marxist autielals
had to confront the failure of the left to present a unified front against the NazisoMos
these theorists, having fled political and racial persecution in Germang, threid
assessments from abroad. Horkheimer and Adorno waited the war out in the United
States before returning to Germany; Arendt came to the U.S. and stayed,ngeaomi
citizen in 19522%° The Polish-born Zygmunt Bauman fled to Soviet territory during the
war and fought with the Soviet controlled Polish National Army; in 1968, after anti
Semitism stalled his career, he moved to England, where he still lives £didimyr
thinkers wrestled with the events of the Holocaust, and the challenge that fia¢éidha
genocide posed for the meaning of modernity, enlightenment, and humanity.

After the Second World War, the first and second discourses converged and
continued the critique of rationalization as scholars sought to explain why Nationa
Socialism had taken hold in Germany and how ordinary men and women had become

culpable in genocide. In these discussions, means-ends rationality is understaed to ha

been a vital tool of so-called “desk murderers” and their collaborators asaimegitted

526 Horkheimer, Adorno, Arendt and Bauman were all@fish descent.



185

murder on an industrial scale. Time Dialectic of Enlightenmentiorkheimer and
Adorno argue that a civilization built on the enlightenment principle of ‘Reasontovas
blame for the triumph of fascism and the failure of the West to achieve an equitable
society. Along with their colleagues in the Frankfurt school, HorkheingtAdiorno
practiced a neo-Marxist “Critical Theory” which drew on both the firstalisse critique
of rationalization and the second discourse’s phenomenological analysis of the
individual's experience of modernitRialectic, written in 1944, while the chaos of
World War Two was still unfolding, has been an enormously influential text, though its
conclusions are widely considered to have been overly extreme.

In the early 1960s the international community confronted the still raw legacy of
the Holocaust in sensational fashion when the SS officer Adolf Eichmann ptasech
by Israeli police and put on trial for mass murder in Jerusalem. Owingyldog&tendt’s
presentation of him in her boodkichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of
Evil, Eichmann became an iconic (if highly contested) figure for our understanding of the
Holocaust and its perpetrators. In Arendt’s portrait, the man in charge of sending tens of
thousands of Jews to their death appears not as a monster, but as a “banal” bureaucrat
Accounts of the Holocaust, such as Arendt’s, that emphasize the normality of
administrative means, professional practices, and modern technology rajsestien:
do all modern societies, including those built on rational enlightenment principles,
contain the potential for genocide? Ultimately, the historical personafyeodif
Eichmann became a discursive “Eichmann” figure, essentially a kind of shorthdhd for

deepest problems of an overly rationalized society.
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The Eichmann figure continues to haunt historiographical debates about the
Holocaust, but no more so than those surrounding the publication, in 1989, of Polish-
British sociologist Zygmunt Bauman’s bod¥pdernity and the HolocausBauman
argues that the Holocaust, rather than a deviation from civilization, was the psbduct
society driven by means-end rationality. Bauman’s argument has come under hea
criticism by historians, but his central point — that genocide is not an aberati an
inherent possibility of modernity — has arguably been born out by recent hist@y. Thi
chapter’s concluding section examines Bauman’s argument and its eskaosy how the
responses of historians and social theorists to the interpretative chajp@sgesy the
Holocaust have roots in earlier critiques of rationalization. The icon of Eichmann has
currency in large part because it emerges from analyses of rataicaialready
developed in the first and second discourses. The iconic Eichmann is a variant of
Weber’s “specialist without spirit,” Simmel’s modern individual who quantifistead
of qualifying, Kracauer’s preening but powerldsgyestellterand an example of what
Horkheimer and Adorno identified as the negative outcome of enlightenment — the use of
knowledge as a tool for economic and political domination in place of critical reflect

“Critical Theory” is the name the scholars of The Institute of Social Rdsea
(later known as the “Frankfurt School”) gave to their work. The Institute ovagied in
Frankfurt in 1923 by the Marxist scholar Felix Weil who, along with his father algas
its chief financial backer. The generous funding of the Weil family meanhstiéute
enjoyed a high degree of autonomy, although it was loosely affiliated with thersity
of Frankfurt, and later Columbia University in New York. Max Horkheimer assumed the

directorship in 1931 and was responsible for bringing the Institute’s most famousghinke
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into its orbit including Theodor W. Adorno, Herbert Marcuse, and Walter Benjamin.
Following the Nazi seizure of power in 1933 the Institute relocated to Geneva befor
moving to New York in 1935. In 1941 it moved again to southern California where
Horkheimer and Adorno begin work on the “philosophical fragments” that would be
published in 1944 adialectic of Enlightenment

Although the members of the Institute were Marxist in orientation, when
Horkheimer assumed the directorship he pointed the Institute in an academichaather
activist direction. The reasons for this stance were many, but a signifreantas the
rise of fascism in Europe, which constituted a devastating defeat for the odyanize
Left.>?” Dialectic is a deeply pessimistic assessment of the current state and possible
future chances of socialist revolution, and of western civilization gendrahheimer
and Adorno argued that all reason had become instrumental rationality: efficikat i
determination of means but incapable of reflecting on the value of ends. This is Weber’'s
description of modern rationalization, but with no chance of charismatic political
leadership or innovate entrepreneurship left to challenge universal bureaticnadti
Even the proletariat — in traditional Marxist theory the engine of socialug»olwas, as
Horkheimer wrote in an earlier essay, now inclined to see the world “supkyfieind
“quite different than it really is>*®

According to Horkheimer and Adorno, European fascism was not a deviation

from modern, western civilization, but its darkest variation. They made thamard by

%27 Callinicos,Social Theory247. For a general history of the Frankfurt S¢heee Martin JayThe
Dialectical Imagination : A History of the FrankfuSchool and the Institute of Social Research, 1923
1950(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998ke also Rolf Wiggershaukhe Frankfurt School :
Its History, Theories, and Political Significanf@ambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1994).

28 Max Horkheimer, "Traditional and Critical Theoryr'Critical Theory; Selected Essagdew York:
Herder and Herder, 1972), 214.
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demonstrating how knowledge, the celebrated product of the enlightenment, had
increasingly taken the form of instrumental, or means-ends, rationality amehé@ectool
of coercion. For Horkheimer and Adorno the term “enlightenment” does not refer to a
discrete historical movement of the eighteenth century, but a project spanmungese
of Western developmenDfialectic begins with an analysis of the ancient Greek text,
The Odyssgy This program of knowledge building was promoted as a value-free search
for ‘objective’ truth; in reality it aimed to bring the natural and human worlds uotir t
control to better serve “the dominant means of producfioh.”

By rewriting the story of enlightenmerdjalectic functioned as an all-out attack
on the West's cherished notions of its own achievenéhis.the traditional telling, the
process of enlightenment began when a group of European thinkers articulatedra progra
of intellectual progress based on secular and scientific principles that walithten’
society by sweeping away old beliefs entrenched in religious superstitid uncritical
tradition. The enlightenment promoted the power of the human intellect to understand
and shape the world. Each individual (or at least any European male) could ascess thi
power through the exercise of his Reason. The ability of humans to understand and shape
their environment appeared limitless, no corner of the world need be left uniltachina
The story of progress — the West’s slow climb out of a dark world where liferwas
Hobbes’s words “nasty, brutish, and short,” began with the enlightenment. What had
once seemed mysterious, random, and uncontrollable, could now, with the power of

language, definition and categorization, become knowlddge Wisseh The

% Max Horkheimer, “Reason and Self-Preservation4@)9cited in JayDialectical Imagination 258.

>0 «Dpialectic der Aufklarungvas an attempt by Adorno and Horkheimer to fuffiecisely the cognitive
task which Benjamin had identified in 1940 as thestipressing, that is, to dismantle they myth efdry
as progress.” Susan Buck-Mor$se Origin of Negative Dialectics : Theodor W. AamrWalter Benjamin
and the Frankfurt InstitutéNew York: Free Press, 1977), 60.
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production and application of knowledge was the great achievement of the
enlightenment. IDialectic, Horkheimer and Adorno argued that knowledge was no
longer a means of liberation, but had become a tool of oppression. Thought had become
labor, and like physical labor it was un-free, controlled and driven by the demands of
capitalist production. These conditions had allowed fascism to triumph in Europe and
they continued to pervade Western civilization generally.

Although it was relatively autonomous due to the Institute’s position and its
scholars’ unorthodoxy, Critical Theory was practiced almost exclusively inaemic
environment. Its publications used specialized language and were written atevhigh |
with an intended audience of other university-trained intellectuals. Like Vitsber
practitioners embedded a critique of existing society in their examinati@oobdmic
and political history. Unlike Weber, the group was Marxist, though it did not endorse a
specific political program or adhere to party dogii@or all of these reasons, the work
of Critical Theory belongs in the first discourse. At the same time how@iadectic
draws from and advances the second discourse.

Horkheimer and Adorno saw the political and economic situation as inseparable
from the cultural one. Like Simmel, they exposed the interplay between objeddive a
subjective cultural forms. In their accounting however, the balance betiaeemnd
forces was not just uneven, but fatal to the development of a whole personality capable of
critical reflection and conscious political actidialectic's analysis of the overwhelming
power of objective culture was arguably its most innovative and influential section.

Horkheimer and Adorno’s description of “The Culture Industry” universalized

31«One of the essential characteristics of CritiEaeory from its inception has been a refusal tosizter
Marxism a closed body of received truths.” Jalectical Imagination 254.
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Kracauer’s analysis of Weimar cultural output and its role in buttressingetailprg
political-economic order. Their critique of politics radicalized earlaratusions about
the political manipulability oflie Angestellteby applying them to the population at
large.

Horkheimer and Adorno’s critique of rationalization emerged from both
discourses but in its broad-ranging ambition it was unique. The domination they
described was not just a by-product of capitalist production, but part of “the specifi
historical form of domination characteristic of the bourgeois era of Westernytistor
This enlightenment driven domination was in turn traceable back to the “largertconflic
between man and nature both without aithin.”*** Humans had estranged themselves
from nature by controlling it to meet the needs of industrial production. The same
instrumental reason behind the triumphs of science and technology was now obggctifyin
people themselves, who become interchangeable functions in the “administdced wor
[verwalteten WeJt">3*

The focus on “conflicts within” built on themes already explored by Kracauer and
Simmel while also recasting ti@&eistversusNaturwissenschaftetdebates of Weber’s
day. Critical theorists did not ask which subjects and methodologies belonged to which
science, but sought to counter the logic of enlightenment where rationalizatidn rule
science as much as industry. Rationalized science rejected out of hand aionsjues
related to slippery and incalculalgeistlicheconcepts such as “meaning.” In its place,

the Frankfurt School promoted “Critical Theory” — an analysis of culture dieaized by

%32 |pid., 256.

3 |bid. My emphasis.

534 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic xi. ; HereafterDialectic. ; Horkheimer and Adorndialektik ix.
HereafteDialektik
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relentless self-criticism, a method by which they intended to avoid the fatkesf
scientists who, consciously or not, ended up defending bourgeois society by representing

its conditions as natural.

The Critique of Enlightenment

Horkheimer and Adorno begialectic with the contention that enlightenment has
resulted in a world “radiant with triumphant calamity>Their critique builds on and
radicalizes Weber’s disenchantment thesis, wherein he argued that as rhere/ofd
is understood scientifically, questions of ultimate meaning are pushed intaltheofe
the irrational. In a 1946 speech Horkheimer echoes Weber, explaining: “Re$igion i
concerned with man’s goals and destiny, science with truth alone. It is/ibierli
between the search for knowledge, on the one hand, and the evaluation of norms, on the
other, which threatens to destroy all meanitij.3cience has not just broadened its
domain, but it has become more specialized, offering more facts but less compeehensi
explanations. ‘Knowledge’ is no longer included the evaluation of norms — the meaning
of these facts for society and individual lives; it only asks how things work, nothéya
mean>®’

According to Horkheimer and Adorno, the program of enlightenment seeks first to
“disenchant” and then to master the world. Knowledge is now the seantietioods

Rather than pursued for philosophical reflection, it is produced exclusively faicptac

>3 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 1. ; Dialektik 9.

*3 Max Horkheimer, “Reason Against Itself: Some Rewmam Enlightenment” iwhat is

Enlightenment?: Eighteenth Century Answers and TirettnCentury Questiong¢Berkley and Los

Angeles: Universityf California Press, 1996).

*37On their way toward modern science human beirmye lliscarded meaning. The concept is replaced
by the formula, the cause by rules and probabiliigrkheimer and Adorndialectic 3. ; Horkheimer and
Adorno, Dialektik, 10.
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application>*® Where once the application of Reason meant not just the gathering of facts
but the ability to reflect on the ethicality of their use, it has devolved into resaEhor
instrumental, rationality.
In the opening pages Bhalectic, Horkheimer and Adorno explain:
Knowledge, which is power, knows no limits, either in its enslavement of creation
or in deference to worldly masters. Just as it serves all the purposes of the
bourgeois economy both in factories and on the battlefield, it is at the disposal of
entrepreneurs regardless of their origifis.
Employers of knowledge as means do not use it to question their ends. From the factory
to the battlefield, knowledge maintains and protects the capitalist market, when
necessary, with violence. Knowledge is a technique employable by whoever is abl
wield it, regardless of their cultural or economic background: “Kings controht#ogy
no more directly than do merchants.” Weber called bureaucracy a “preaslband
Horkheimer and Adorno describe knowledge in a similar way. Technology isyequall
effective whether a king or merchant uses it; it does not privilege habitdranaAs a
value-neutral tool, knowledge provideb@w, but not avhy. By eliminating “the last
remnant of its own self-awareness,” enlightenment transforms humaiisnsthép to
the natural world. Ultimately, the domination of nature becomes the domination of people
as “what human beings seek to learn from nature is how to use it to dominate wholly both

it and human beings®

>3 Under the conditions of Enlightenment, everythirgomes “measured by the standard of utility.”
James Schmidt, "Introduction," iWhat Is Enlightenment? : Eighteenth-Century Answeis Twentieth-
Century Questionsed. James Schmidt (Berkeley: University of Catifa Press, 1996), 23.

39 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 2. ; Dialektik 10.

>4 bid. ; Ibid.
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This domination works by turning people into things. Rationalization — for
Horkheimer and Adorno a product not of industrialization, but enlightenment itself —
treats human beings no differently than any other raw material.

Being is apprehended in terms of manipulation and administration. Everything—

including the individual human being, not to mention the animal—becomes a

repeatable, replaceable process, a mere example of the conceptual mdwels of t

systenm™
The individual human being is brought into a system that replaces qualification with
quantification in an effort to make the world “calculabfé®To be counted things and
people must be stripped of their individual qualities — a process of abstrdttiothe
bourgeois economy both producers and consumers are no longer individual agents, but
“repeatable, replaceable processes” — functions in a system. Thekgpderds result in
alienation for “the more heavily the process of self-preservation is based lmoutigeois
division of labor, the more it enforces the self-alienation of individuals, who must mold
themselves to the technical apparatus body and 3tul.”

This assessment reveals the debt Horkheimer and Adorno had to the Hungarian
Marxist critic Gyorgy Lukacs and his theory of reification, as laid out irl&#8 book
History and Class Consciousnegsikacs, a student of both Weber and Simmel, was able
to integrate their analysis of objectification and rationalization “intdvthexist critique

of the capitalist mode of productior’® As Lukécs explains, rationalization is the

>!|pid., 65. ; Ibid., 91.

>2pid., 4. ; Ibid., 13.

*3“Bourgeois society is ruled by equivalence.” Téigiivalence “makes dissimilar things comparable by
reducing them to abstract quantities.” Ibid. ; Ibid

> Ibid., 23. ; Ibid., 36.

%% Callinicos,Social Theory205.
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principle that underlies reification — literally “thingification®érdinglichung.>*°

Reification first appears in bureaucratic institutions when relations betiwaetions
replace relations between persons but soon comes to characterize “eiary soc
relationship under capitalism?

Luk&cs’s theory of reification built on Marx’s analysis of “the fetishism of
commodities.?*® This phrase refers to the process whereby producers and consumers
confront commodities as autonomous objects whose origins as products of human labor
are obscured. In turn wage-laborers workers come to view their own labor-power
(measured in time) as an object outside of themselves. Hence reificattatad to the

alienation of labor*®

Failure to recognize the true conditions of production thus hinders
any attempt to change those conditions as “a relation between people takes on the
character of a thing,” which conceals its “fundamental nature: the relatiwadre
people.®°

The instrumental rationality behind reification creates a bureaucraticesult
which Lukacs argues “implies the adjustment of one’s way of life, mode of wdrk a
hence of consciousness to the general socioeconomic premises of the capitalist
economy.® Lukéacs believed the proletariat still had the potential to recognize the true,
exploitative nature of production and incite revolution; for Horkheimer and Adorno, this

possibility has disappeared. THomlectic constitutes a more radical and pessimistic

critique, one that calls into question the West's most precious myth about itsesfwnits

>4 Gyorgy LukacsHistory and Class Consciousness; Studies in MaBiatectics(Cambridge, Mass.,:
MIT Press, 1971), 88.
*47 Callinicos,Social Theory205.
>4 Marx and EngelsThe Marx-Engels Reade819.
49| ukéacs History and Class Consciousness; Studies in MaBiatectics 87.
550 ||hi
Ibid., 83.
! Ipid., 96.
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inevitable progress — and replaces it with a potentially fatal diagnlesistdte of
thinking is in acute decline. Horkheimer and Adorno describe a closed system where
genuine reflection, and thus meaningful resistance, is impossible.
In confirming the scientific system as the embodiment of truth—the resukd
at by Kant—thought sets the seal on its own insignificance, because ssiance i
technical operation, as far removed from reflection on its own objectives as is any
other form of labor and the pressure of the systém.
When it became synonymous with truth, science removed itself from the contisxt of i
own production — its history’® By making it serve the needs of technology exclusively,
enlightenment has completely divorced science from philosophy — that igioeffae
Science cannot critique a system with which it is complicit. Enlightenment,itheabr
myth-destroyer has itself become as rigid and unquestionable as &yt amgth>>°
Existence, thoroughly cleansed of demons and their conceptual descendants, takes
on, in its gleaming naturalness, the numinous character which former ages
attributed to demons. Justified in the guise of brutal facts as somethinglgternal
immune to intervention, the social injustice from which those facts arise is a
sacrosanct today as the medicine man once was under the protection of his

556

gods:

52 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 66. ; Dialektik., 92.

53 See Horkheimer, “Traditional and Critical Theory "

*54“Thinking, where it is not merely a highly spedald piece of professional equipment in this ot tha
branch of the division of labor, is suspect as ldAfashioned luxury: ‘armchair thinking.’ It is sppsed to
‘produce’ something.” Horkheimer and Adormiialectic 167. ;Dialektik, 211.

> Jay, 260. See also Buck-Mor&xigin 59.

**® Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 21. ; Dialektik 34.
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In this passage, Horkheimer and Adorno are describing the same process that Weber, a
generation earlier, called “Disenchantment” or “De-magicifarat’®’ Science has made

the entire world explainable, eliminating the need for mythical explanatiofgemmons

and their conceptual descendents.” Horkheimer and Adorno then go a step further,
arguing that “existence,” now “thoroughly cleansed” of magic has itdedhtan the

divine aura of an eternal and unquestionable myth. The social injustice that underlies
those facts is “sacrosanct” and immune to intervention. The prevailing I'sguaitice”

is further inculcated against protest by another part of the system — the€'anttustry.”

The Culture Industry

The “bourgeois economy” has created an entire industry tasked with preventing
critical reflection. In the chapter “Enlightenment as Mass Deceptidorkheimer and
Adorno introduce the idea of the culture industry, which works in tandem with the
economic and political imperatives of capitalist production. Rationalization sades
the entertainment world “that the off-duty worker can experience nothing but aft
images of the work process itself.” Art is no longer for pleasure or to stemet#ection
— it is a tool to recuperate from the working day — in order to work again tomdttow.

As in science, the purpose of art has been reduced to that of a function. By
denying its consumers escape from “the principle of utility” that rileis working lives,
the role of art is subverted. “What might be called use value in the reception oflcultura
assets is being replaced by exchange vaitielhe personal experience of viewing a

particular film or dancing to a popular song is irrelevant. It matters noowbayloes

5’ The German term iEntzauberung
%58 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 109. ;Dialektik 145.
*9bid., 128. ; Ibid., 167
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something, only that she does: “enjoyment is giving way to being there andréieg |
know.” The “commodity character of art” renders the evaluation of works basedrdn m
irrelevant>® In The Philosophy of Monegimmel showed how the money economy is a
relentless leveler — pulp novels and Hamlet are qualified by their prckgiege value)
not their contents (use value). This leveling is a result of rationalizationhwasc
employed by the culture industry creates standardized products and standardized
consumers, which are both equal parts of the same syStem.

Defenders of the culture industry claim that standardization is a letgtima
response to the demands of millions of consumers. Horkheimer and Adorno argue
however that “In reality, a cycle of manipulation and retroactive need is nagpitftye
system ever more tightly® The culture industry creates the appetite for its own
offerings by cultivating consumers worn down by their role as replaceatnpanents in
the system of production. However it is not simply that the market provides emenmta
for consumption, this entertainment plays a role in keeping the population compliant.
Where Simmel, and to a lesser degree, Kracauer, believed consumersrsigeexa
degree of choice, for Horkheimer and Adorno, all agency is disappearing. The masses
may experience success, sex, and glamour vicariously, but must not zagivaty for
their own economic and political freedom or personal plea§trre.

Horkheimer and Adorno write that amusement “is indeed escape, but not, as it

claims, escape from bad reality but from the last thought of resistingetiay. The

%0 pid. ; Ibid.

*SL«Culture today is infecting everything with sameseFilm, radio, and magazines form a system.”. Jbid
94. ; Ibid., 128.

%2pid., 95. ; Ibid., 129.

%3 «pleasure becomes an object of manipulation, itrftitally perishes in the administrative arranger
This development extends from the primitive feaghe holiday” Ibid., 83. ; Ibid., 113.
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liberation which amusement promises is from thinking as negafidiHinking as
negation could lead to change (negation) of the existing conditions of production.
Kracauer also pointed to a link between work and leisure and demonstrated how they
resemble each other both in experience and in effect. While he saw the function of mass
culture as primarily keepindie Angestelltefimore firmly in their appointed place,”
Kracauer acknowledged that new forms of entertainment, such as the ratidnali
dancing of the Tiller Girls dance troop, offer the chance for genuine refldetcause
they mirror the working audience’s own daily experience more closely thaclassical
art form could®®® For Horkheimer and Adorno however, any such potential no longer
exists. The culture industry administers art like any other consumer pasdiculture
becomes just another calculable good, rather than an opportunity for critnt@hghiThe
formulaic products of the culture industry mean the spectator “needs no thoughts of his
own: the product prescribes each reacti$h.”
Like Kracauer, Horkheimer and Adorno identify the lower middle class — “the
workers and salaried employees, the farmers and petty bourgeois” as thg pangets
of the culture industry?’ (They also, like Kracauer, imply women are particularly
susceptible to the deceptions of mass cultiffe).
[Film stars] are ideal types of the new, dependent Middle Claakkargigen
Mittelstand$. The female starlet is supposed to symbolize the secretary
[Angestelltg though in a way that makes her seem predestined, unlike the real

secretary, to wear the flowing evening gown. Thus she apprises the female

% |bid., 116. ; Ibid., 153.

65 5ee “The Mass Ornament” in Kracaudiass Ornament

%66 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 109. ; Dialektik 145.

%7 |bid., 106.“Arbeiter und Angestellten, die Farnoexd kleinbiirger.” Ibid., 142.
%8 For another example see, Ibid., 123. ; Ibid., 142.
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spectator not only of the possibility that she, too, might appear on the screen but
still more insistently of the distance between them. Only one can draw the
winning lot>®°
The culture industry is not just about creating and selling products, but controliefg be
about what is possible. Here, Horkheimer and Adorno’s analysis of popular film echoes
Kracauer’s in several key respects. Films invite spectators to imagimselves as the
glamorous starlet — but that sense of escape only lasts as long as theitjintsizmrel
dimmed. Audience members are like diners who “must be satisfied with reading the
menu.®’® The secretary on screen may rise up above her station but her lucky break
reminds the audience that their own rescue is out of the question. Identificatiomesly g
so far, individuals are saved, but there is no hope for the collective and members of the
audience do not identify with one another.

Collective action is based on the cooperation of individuals, but under advanced
capitalism “The individual is entirely nullifiec®™ In place of individual agency, the
culture industry offers “the peculiarity of the self,” where individuaktyaduced to the
moustache, the French accent, the deep voice of the prostitute, the “’Lubitsch t&tich.”
The power of capitalist objective culture precludes the ability of subjeciluae to
develop, much less fight back, as Simmel suggested might be possible. Horkheimer and
Adorno warn:

Through the mediation of the total societief totaler), which encompasses all

relationships and impulses, human beings are being turned back into precisely

%89 hid., 116. ; Ibid., 153.
5% pbid., 111. ; Ibid., 148.
" bid., xvii. ; Ibid., 4.

>21bid., 125. ; Ibid., 163.
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what the developmental law of socieBggungen erfassenden Gesellsghtfe
principle of the selfPrinzip des Selbkthad opposed: mere examples of the
species, identical to one another through isolation within the compulsively
controlled collectivity>”

The Bourgeois economy — “the developmental law of society” was originally where the

individual (the self) reigned supreme, free to pursue its interests in the ecamm

social marketplace. Now, as all have become “mere examples of the specibsgl-

assertion is impossible. The path to success and self-empowerment loops backion itsel

a closed system.
The possibility of becoming an economic subject, and entrepreneur, a proprietor,
is entirely liquidated. Right down to the small grocery, the independent firm on
the running and inheriting of which the bourgeois family and the position of its
head were founded has fallen into hopeless depend&ihbave become
employee$Angestellteh and in thecivilization of employees
[Angestelltenzivilisatignthe dignity of the father, dubious in any case, ceases to
be>"

The industrial production model and its partner in domination, the Culture Industry, have

usurped traditional modes of economic independence —“the dignity of the father.” Firs

the manual laborer, then the office worker, and now all are rendered powerless in the

“Angestelltenzivillisatiofi By demanding everyone “identify wholeheartedly with the

>3 bid., 29. ; Ibid., 43.
> |bid., 123. My emphasis. ; Ibid., 162.
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power that beats them,” the culture industry achieves “the miracle of integratiich

“signifies fascism.>”

For Horkheimer and Adorno, fascism is but the most extreme manifestation of the

general direction of “enlightened” civilization.

Enlightenment expels difference from theory. It considers “human actions and
desires exactly as if | were dealing with lines, planes, and bodies. b igarian
order has put this into effect in utter seriousness. Freed from supervision by one’s

own class, which had obliged the nineteenth-century businessman to maintain

Kantian respect and reciprocal love, fascism, which by its iron discipliesesl
its peoples of the burden of moral feelings, no longer needs to observe any
discipline. Contrary to the categorical imperative, and all the more deeply i

accord with pure reason, it treats human beings as things [ . . . ] the totalitaria
order has granted unlimited rights to calculating thought and puts its trust in

science as such. Its cannon is its own brutal efficiéffcy.

“The totalitarian order,” which is here implied to be the ruling force gfsaate in the
modern West, cannot tolerate difference or dissent of any kind. Following thetdbe
capitalist market, all superfluous or limiting constraints, such as “molaldeg have
been eliminated. Fascism functions according to “pure reason,” unlimitedlataig
thought” and unquestioned “science,” and “treats human beings as things” tditsetter

own brutal efficiency.”

" bid., 124. ; Ibid., 163.
"% |bid., 67. ; Ibid., 93. The quoted text is Spinoza
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After its initial publication in 1944, Horkheimer and Adorno added a concluding
section taDialectic on “Elements of Anti-Semitism,” where they attributed the
prevalence of anti-Semitism partly to the modern facility for “stigq@ed thinking” — the
only kind of thinking lef’’
The individual no longer has to decide what he or she is supposed to do in a given
situation in a painful inner dialogue between conscience, self-preservation, and
drives. For the human being as wage eafBex¢rbstatigehthe decision is taken
by a hierarchy extending from trade associations to the national adntioistia
the private sphere it is taken by the schema of mass culture, which appropriates
even the most intimate impulses of its forced consumers. The committees and
stars function as ego and superego, and the masses, stripped of even the
semblance of personality, are molded far more compliantly by the catthaod
models than ever the instincts were by the internal céffor.
Thinking individuals have given way to standardized automatons whose inner worlds are
no longer immune from the system of domination. The activities of the producers,
consumer, and even the experiencing self — down to “the most intimate impuéses” ar
now un-free. Between the hierarchy of work and state (“trade asscamatemtional
administration”) by day and Hollywood stars in the evening — every feeling gndsen
is supplied as rationalization down to the smallest detail erases any wésale
management. In this passage, Horkheimer and Adorno foreshadow the tone of Arendt’s
portrait of Eichmann. As in this description of an everyman employee, Arendt’s

Eichmann also lacks an internal censor — he is a cipher, “full of catchwords and.inodel

5" bid., 166. ; Ibid., 210.
58 1bid., 168. ; Ibid., 213.
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[I. Eichmann in Jerusalem

Eichmann in Court

Chroniclers of the Holocaust often describe it as a rationalized mass murder
perpetrated by the means of an impersonal and self-propelling bureaucracy, which
released its functionaries, “desk-murderers,” or “cogs in a machine,tfemoral
ramifications of their actions. Much of this imagery can be traced back to Manna
Arendt’s account of the 1961 trial of the S.S. officer Adolf Eichmann, published in book
form in 1963 a&£ichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of. After the war,
Eichmann escaped from allied custody and fled to Argentina with his famikyalde
living there under an assumed name when Israeli operatives captured him in 28&Q of
and brought him to Israel to stand trial. The following spring the State of ¢$raged
Eichmann on fifteen counts, including “war crimes,” “crimes against humaaitg
“crimes against the Jews.” Eichmann was convicted on all counts and, after logsing hi
appeal, was executed on May 31, 1963.

According to Arendt, Eichmann, and so many others like him, were “neither
perverted nor sadistic” but “terribly and terrifyingly normai*From the time she filed
her first report for th&lew Yorkein 1961, until the present day, Arendt’'s presentation of
Eichmann as a ‘banal’ bureaucrat has been hugely controversial, but milgegtial as
well. Several points of Arendt's analysis of the man Eichmann and the circunsstéince

his crimes have been key themes in later histories. In particular, steedithe

57 Arendt,Eichmann 276.
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importance of euphemistic language surrounding the execution of genocide, the
unemotional and objective nature of bureaucracy, and the ways in which totalitarian
political systems function to eliminate independent thotht.

Arendt’s analysis relied heavily on the pioneering work of the historian Raul
Hilberg who detailed the role of bureaucracy in Nazi Germany’s “maghafe
destruction” in his 1961 bodkhe Destruction of European Je#$ Eichmann was
integral to this machinery. A member of the Si€herheitsdiengiSecurity Service), in
1934 Eichmanmegan working in the Jewish affairs office of Berlin. After reschluss
in 1938, Eichmann was transferred to Vienna where he directed the transportation of
Jews to concentration camps. Following the 1942 Wannsee Conference implementing the
so-called Final Solution, Eichmann became responsible for assembling amdysendi
Europe’s Jews to their deaths in the East — a charge he executed with effiogéncy a
effectiveness.

For the last fifty yeargichmann in Jerusalefimas been thoughtfully critiqued
and willfully mischaracterized, but always vital. Arendt’s Eichmann has provieave
life well beyond the pages of her book as the iconic soulless bureaucrat, and the phrase
“the banality of evil” has become the go-to shorthand for the problems of an intensely
rationalized modern world. Arendt’s portrayal of Eichmann (and its afterliéeysifrom
both the first and second discourses. Horkheimer and Adorno might have chosen him as

the perfect exemplar of a man who is at once firmly in control of his instrumreatain

%0 The following passage is typical of Arendt’s arsidy “This ‘objective’ attitude—talking about
concentration camps in terms of ‘administrationd atout exterminating camps in terms of ‘economy’'—
was typical of the S.S. mentality, and somethinghEiann, at the trial, was still very proud of. By i
‘objectivity’ (Sachlichkeit)the S.S. disassociated itself from such ‘emotiagpkes as Streicher,” Arendt,
Eichmann69.

%81 Raul Hilberg,The Destruction of the European Jedsudent ed. (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1985).
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while completely unable to exercise Reasder(uf) — or critical reflection. Arendt’s
Eichmann embodies their dictum: “To be free of the stab of conscience is agkgsent
formalistic reason as to be free of love or hdtOr, as Weber put it:sine ira studié —
without hatred or lové®® In Eichmann’s unwavering adherence to organizational
authority and institutional norms, he functioned as a Weberarian ideal-typical trateau
Simmel described how the modern division of labor divorces workers from the overall
context of the production process, reducing them to mere fractions of a whole — or cogs
in a machine. During his testimony, Eichmann repeatedly emphasized thas hetva
subordinate part of the system of destruction — that it had not been his place, or in his
power, to plan or judge. Perhaps most surprising however is the ways in which Arendt’s
Eichmann is reminiscent of KracaueRagestellte an unimaginative man with a
petite-bourgeois mentality who is eager to please his superiors and tenyadiogsl to

the prestige provided by his position.

Eichmann’s defense was built around the argument that he was a not a murderous
anti-Semite, but rather a loyal servant of his state and his position — a goodesmploy
other words. In his testimony Eichmann emphasizes repeatedly that the had oo decis
making powers, no ill will towards the Jews personally, and was only “followingsirder
— and reluctantly at that. He redirects all discussion about killing into tethmatirs,
describing himself as an “instrument,” and “transmitting ageAtyAt one point,
Eichmann’s refusal to assume any responsibility whatsoever so enragessinauting

attorney that Hausner yells “What are youQdrersturmbannfiihreor a shorthand-

*82 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 75. ; Dialektik, 102.

83 \Weber,Economy and Societ@25. ;Wirtschaft 129.

84 Transcribed from the documentary film, “The Sphsid Eyal Sivan, "The Specialist,” (New York:
Kino International, 1999).
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typist?'°® Yet Eichmann could never be goaded into admitting that he had exercised his
own initiative.

From her opening description of Eichmann to her conclusion that he ultimately
“never realized what he was doing,” Arendt’'s own analysis overlaps in praidenays
with the presentation of the defense. Her Eichmann is weak and lacks initiatise; he i
scarcely capable of having an original thought and appears less a monstesitham a
possessed of an “undeniable ludicrousn@¥sShe describes the 55-year-old defendant
in unflattering terms: “medium-sized, slender, middle-aged, with recedinglhfiting
teeth, and nearsighted eyes, who throughout the trial keeps craning his scraggy neck
toward the bench®®’ Arendt’s condescending description of Eichmann at times borders
on infantilism. Her Eichmann has only a child’s sense of right and wrong. Heltam f
the rules, but not judge for himself. According to Arendt, Eichmann presents his
innocence if not convincingly, than genuinely, — that is he really seems to babé¢ Vet
could not have done otherwise — indsbduld nothave done otherwise.

Arendt’s description of Eichmann resonates with the empty-headed employees of
Die AngestellterandThe Dialectic of EnlightenmenAlthough she points out that
Eichmann was born of a “solid middle-class family,” she reports: “IntcBichmann
gave the impression of a typical member of the lower middle classe$isnmdpression
was more than borne out by every sentence he spoke or wrote while in ptideis.”

own lawyer held the same dismissive opinion, declaring “his client’s pergowak that

%% Transcribed from Ibid. It is interesting to notat Hausner addresses Eichmann directly in German.
After Hausner calms down, he goes back to spedhafiyew.

%8 Arendt,Eichmann 54.

**7|bid., 5.

% Ipid., 31.
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of ‘a common mailman.®®® For Arendt, Eichmann’s extreme deference to authority was
evidence that he was motivated, not by “fanaticism” but by the opportunity toipeaiei
in the “Good Society” by serving his social superfSPsThe Nazi party allowed
Eichmann, who as a young man had been a failure professionally, to make good, and his
time in the party constituted “the twelve years that were hisTifeOf these the best was
the year spent overseeing the forced emigration of Viennese Jews, whHemdgig for
the first time in his life, discovered in himself some special qualitésitendt’s
analysis on this point resonates with Weber’s description of how bureaucracy ¢nsures
slavish devotion of its functionaries by providing professional status in exchange for t
bureaucrat’s free will. Weber writes:
A strong status sentiment among officials not only is compatiblethgth
official’s readiness to subordinate himself to his superior without any will of his
own, but — as in the case with the officestatus sentiments are the compensatory
consequencef such subordinatigrserving to maintain the official’s self-
respect®
Bureaucracies operate efficiently and reliably by marshallingitjielevel of
commitment among functionaries who have sacrificed their own agency for the
“‘compensatory consequence” of the status they receive from their position.
Eichmann’s entire defense was built around his role as an ideal bureaucrat —

“without any will of his own” — and it was a part he played exceedingly well.n/dne

¥ pid., 145.

0 pid., 149, 26.

¥1pid., 43.

%92 Arendt claims this characteristic of Eichmann’s@mts for “the politeness he often showed to
German-speaking Jewish functionaries” who he reieeginas “socially his superiors.” lbid., 126.
9% \Weber,Economy and Societ958. My emphasis.
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of the judges grew tired of Eichmann’s evasive answers, the defendant excuselfl him

by saying “OfficialeseAmtssprachigis my only language>®* Arendt’'s commentary on

this point is key to understanding her analysis of Eichmann; she writes: “the poirg here
that officialise became his langudgecause he was genuinely incapable of uttering a
single sentence that was not a cli¢h&® For Arendt, Eichmann’s reliance on clichés was

not a product of bureaucratic conditioning so much as a symptom of a much larger defect
— “an inability tothink.”>%® She continues: “To be sure, the judges were right when they
finally told the accused that all he had said was “empty talk” — except thahtheyht

the emptiness was feigned, and that the accused wished to cover up other thoughts which,
though hideous, were not emp&/”In Arendt’s view, this emptiness was very real. The
functioning of Nazi German society relied on what she calls a “languatgsybuilt on
clichés and lies, in short, on language robbed of its critical capacitiesltAngues that

during the twelve years of Nazi rule virtually all Germans, whethereact passive

supporters of the regime, adopted these language’ftiBst Eichmann did no just

adapt, he excelled, given his “great susceptibility to catch words and stoskghra

[which] combined with his incapacity for ordinary speech, made him, of course, &n idea

subject for “language rules>®® Even after the state that enforced these rule had long

9 Arendt,Eichmann 48. My emphasis.

% |bid. My emphasis.

> |pid., 49.

7 |pid.

*8B«German society of eighty million people had bekielded against reality and factuality by exathly
same means, the same self-deception, lies, andlisyughat had now become ingrained in Eichmann’s
mentality.” 1bid., 52.

¥ Ipid., 86.
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been defeated, Eichmann still adhered to tA8He thought in clichés until the very
end. Arendt reports that as Eichmann went to the gallows:
He was completely in command of himself, nay, he was more: he was caljplet
himself. Nothing could have demonstrated this more convincingly than the
grotesque silliness of his last words. [ . . .] “After a short while, gentlewn,
shall all meet againSuch is the fate of all men. Long live Germany, long live
Argentina, long live Austrid. shall not forget ther In the face of death, he had
found the cliché used in funeral orat&fy.
According to Arendt, Eichmann acted not out of conviction, but pathological
conformity. He was attracted to the Nazi party not for its ideology, but for theehan
be a part of “a Movement® He could not recognize his own guilt because “he always
thought within the narrow limits of whatever laws and decrees were valid\ara g
moment.*® In Nazi Germany, criminal acts were legal and for Eichmann, “a lavawas
law, there could be no exceptiorf§”
Arendt’s portrait of Eichmann is completely at odds with the one presented by the
prosecution which, lead by Attorney General Gideon Hausner, painted Eichmann as the
mastermind behind the entire Final Solution, grossly over-inflating his role andnoé

in the Third Reic®® Hausner called dozens of survivors to the stand; most had never

899 pid., 53. The judges “were outraged as well asaticerted when they learned that the accusedthad a
his disposal a different elating cliché for eachqmbof his life and each of his activities.”

1 pid., 252.

€92 \When asked to explain the appeal of the Nazi MamEichmann could only repeat the — what else? —
“same embarrassed clichés about the Treaty of Wessand unemployment.” Ibid., 33.

93 pid., 157.

% pid., 137.

% |ipstadt’s analysis of the difference is pithy:d0f& Hausner and Arendt had extrajuridical agenda fo
the trial. He acknowledged his (educating Israelith and delivering a Zionist message). She faded
acknowledge hers (warning about totalitarian reginaed brutally castigated Hausner for his.” Dehdfa
Lipstadt,The Eichmann TriafNew York: Nextbook/Schocken), 181.
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heard of Eichmann. Their testimony (as the judges recognized) was larglelyant to
the legal case against Eichmann. Hausner however, with the backing of Israeli P
Minister David Ben-Gurion, wanted to use the trial as a public accounting for rtinescri
of the Nazis against Jews. Hausner believed the survivors had a moral right &odge he
and their testimony was undoubtedly among the most riveting and memorable gagts of t
trial.?% Yet the case against Eichmann was strong enough on its own merits that these
measures were unnecessary. In Arendt’s eyes, Hausner’s tadtied oé@olitical
manipulation and undermined the integrity of the trial by trying Eichmann, not for what
he had done, but for “what the Jews had suffe?®dThe point of a criminal trial after
all, is to determine guilt or innocence of the accused in reference to speatls. What
it owes history is a truthful account, no more, no f8$€ne of Arendt’s primary
concerns was of the legal veracity of the trial. The international commuagyery
much split about Israel’s right to try Eichmann (to say nothing of the mannerch Wwéi
was captured and brought to Jerusalem). Arendt convincingly defended Isghlte r
bring Eichmann to trial and many of her criticisms of the prosecution wetk vali

While she had harsh criticism for the prosecution, Arendt had high praise for the
three presiding judges, who continuously (if not effectively) directed Hausrestt@t
himself to discussing Eichmann’s deeds. She lauded their final judgment, which

recognized the unique nature of the crimes of the Holocaust, namelyhthaegree of

6% Arendt,Eichmann 51-55.

%7 |bid., 608.

%8 «f the defendant is taken as a symbol and the &S a pretext to bring up matters which are apyir

more interesting than the guilt or innocence of peaeson, then consistency demands that we boweto th
assertion made by Eichmann and his lawyer: thatd®brought to book because a scapegoat was néeded.
Ibid., 286.
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responsibility increases as we draw further away from the man who uses the fatal
instrument his is own hand&° Arendt summarized the judgment:
Eichmann, it will be remembered, had steadfastly insisted that he wasoguyity
of “aiding and abetting” in the commission of the crimes with which he was
charged, that he himself had never committed an overt act. The judgment, to one’s
great relief, in a way recognized that the prosecution had not succeeded in proving
him wrong on this point. For it was an important pointouched upon the very
essence of this crime, which was no ordinary crime, and the very nature of this
criminal, who was no common crimirfaf
Though the prosecution had been unable to prove that Eichmann himself had ever
physically killed a Jewish person (and they tried mightily), the judges tudedy
“aiding and abetting” Eichmann was guilty of mass murder. Eichmann maintased hi
innocence until the end, insisting that his superiors were to blame for issuing immora
orders and that he was blameless for following them. He denied ever having had any
personal ill will towards the Jews. Amazingly, Arendt takes Eichmann at his wohison t
point and explains why the judges could not. “Because they were too good, and perhaps
also too conscious of the very foundations of their profession,” they failed to intuit what
Arendt saw as the real “lesson” of Eichmann: “that an average, ‘normsfimpeareither
feeble-minded nor indoctrinated nor cynical, could be perfectly incapable of taifinig
from wrong.®** The law is founded on the belief that an individual of able mind and
body can distinguish right from wrong. Eichmann, the unthinking but relentlessly

obedient bureaucrat, spewing clichés for his final words: “was summing ugstual

€99 Judgment as quoted by Arendt, with her italic&l.|lR46-47.
®19pid., 246. My emphasis.
" Ipid., 26.
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that this long course in human wickedness had taught us—the lesson of the fearsome,

world-and thought defyinganality of evil”®*?

The Banality of Evil

While far and away the most cited aspect of her argument, “the banality”of evil
remains an elusive conceptiichmann and it appears in the original text only once.
Despite its relatively weak conceptualization the “banality of evil” masxgplanatory
appeal that has extended far beyond its first appearance. (In this respeobys the
reception of Weber’s “Iron Cage” phrasing). Perhaps the biggest reason fadésrac
and popular success is that the “banality of evil’ gets at one of the most disturbing
aspects of the Holocaust — that it happened in a society not much different than our own
and that the perpetrators included so many ordinary men and women. Arendt’s thesis
went to the heart of this problem — she beliekzedhmann represented a “new type of
criminal.”®2 It was his novelty that was especially threatening, for it lay in his riibyma
— his banality.

Rather than a “monster,” Eichmann was one of many who “commits his crimes
under circumstances that make it will-nigh impossible for him to know or to fediehat
is doing wrong.®** Arendt does not deny that Eichmatid wrong — only that he could
“know or feel” that he was doing wrofi§ These circumstances do not excuse

Eichmann, and Arendt ends her book with a rhetorical address to its subject, denying his

®12|pid., 252.

13 pid., 276.

®4 |pid.

®15 Arendt does not back off from these conclusioniseinpost-script, writing: “Except for an extraardiy
diligence in looking out for his own personal adsament, he had no motives at all. [ . . . JrHerely to
put the matter colloquiallyjever realized what he was doithithid., 287. Emphasis in the original.
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right to claim innocence because he was just “following orders”: “Forgmolg not like
the nursery; in politics obedience and support are the sdfhe.”

Nevertheless, it is easy to see how these kinds of statements got Arendt into
trouble. Obedience implies the power to choose to obey, a power which Arendt rightly
does not deny Eichmann. Yet she does not satisfactorily explain her certaimtyviea
“well nigh impossible” for him to understand his actions. While she successfullysargue
that Eichmann and his collaborators cannot be dismissed as sadistic monstelss Are
insistence on his banality blinds her to the possibility that he was committed to Nazi
ideology, and that his protestations to the contrary betray nothing so much as a
commitment to saving his own life.

Moreover, Arendt never fully accounts for Eichmann’s total “thoughtlessness.”
Did the Nazi “machinery of destruction” force its functionaries to turn off fodgment
— was this the key to its technical triumphs and its moral failures? Or did thee Nazi
purposely select empty-head&dgestelltettypes that would best serve the regime?
Arendt seems to suggest the latter: “It was sheer thoughtlessness-hiagrogtno
means identical with stupidity — that predisposed him to become one of thetgreates
criminals of the period®’ Although she ends the post-script with the statement: “The
present report deals with nothing but the extent to which the court in Jerusaleedsatcc
in fulfilling the demands of justice,” her own passionate plea that we heed tber'lex
the trial suggests she recognized there was much more at stake than onaiithan’s g

innocence!®

618 |bid., 279.
517 bid., 287-88.
518 bid., 298.
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Arendt’s detractors justifiably faulted her for de-emphasizing Eichmann’s
personal initiative and essentially accepting the defense’s argumemathar than an
initiator of genocide, he was merely an obedient bureaucrat. Indeed, theegiaus
problems with her book: her analysis of Eichmann’s motivations is almost conaoaly
dimensional; her account was not always historically accurate; her dammiaggecof
the Jewish leadership in Europe was cruel at worst, tone-deaf at best. Fros today
perspective, we can also see that she failed to grasp the full signifiéaheeraal, and
especially witness testimony, for not only the young state of Israelpbdes,
especially survivors, and the understanding of the Holocaust around thé#orld.

At the same time Arendt’s one-sidedness and passionate intensity agcivimann
continues to be a riveting and challenging r&&he was right in citing the novelty of

the crime’s rational-bureaucratic execution (if not the crime itsehagoints out,
genocide was not a new practice). If she failed to see the full sigruéice# Eichmann’s

trial, she was prescient in citing the Nazis as committomigries against humanity
perpetrated on the body of the Jewish peofffetlere she was predictive about the place
the Holocaust would hold in debates on the causes and prevention of genocide and the
unique challenge such crimes present in that “an altogether differentolieken and

an altogether different community is violatéd*Arendt recognized that the Holocaust is
at once a particular story about Germans and Jews and a universal storithéhentire

human race sits invisibly beside the defendant in the d¢k.”

19 Deborah E. Lipstad@he Eichmann Tria{New York: Nextbook/Schocken, 2011), xi.

20 Thjs section has been influenced by Deborah Lift'stavell-balanced account of Arendt and the firial
Chapter Six (pages 148-187) of her bdtie Eichmann Trial

621 Arendt,Eichmann 269.

%22 |bid., 272.

®2 |bid., 286.
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Eichmann and Dialectic

With its unrelentingly negative diagnosis of the current state of Western
civilization, Dialectic of Enlightenmertonstitutes a much more damning critique of
modernity and enlightenment than any potemgading ofEichmann Arendt herself did
not implicate the enlightenment legacyHithmannor elsewhere; on the contrary she
remained committed to liberal, democratic, and humanistic, enlightenmenpiasnd et
she did see a stark danger in the dehumanizing effects of means-ends raimmalht
how its dominance could result in the rule of “Noboff/Such a rule denies any
deliberations based on reflective judgment, favoring instead instrumesdahteArendt
argues, “When Hitler said that a day would come in Germany when it would be
considered a ‘disgrace’ to be a jurist, he was speaking with utter consietdnsydream
of a perfect bureaucracy?® Bureaucracy perfected would mean the end of judging, the
end of critical thinking.

Citing the fact that the mentally disabled and terminally ill were tise\fictims
of the Nazis organized murder, Arendt warned “that in the automated economy of a not-
too-distant future men may be tempted to exterminate all those whose emiedlig
quotient is below a certain levél?® Yet as dark as these reflections are, Arendt also
recognized that the Eichmann trial, whatever its flaws, was a triumphwhzed, if
imperfect order. For under the rule of just law “all the cogs in the machimermpatter

how insignificant, are in court forthwith transformed back into perpetrat@sigto say

524 1bid., 289.
523 |bid., 290.
528 |bid., 288-89.
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into human beings®®’ Those individuals acting as even the smallest parts of the
“machinery of destruction” are still responsible for their obedience —afreey
perpetrators. Thegould have chosen otherwise because they are, after all, human.
While she rejected the “cog” defense, in the Postscripidomann Arendt
grants:
It is important to the political and social sciences that the essence datali
government, angerhaps the nature of every bureaucracy, is to make
functionaries and mere cogs in the administrative machinery out of men, and thus
to dehumanize thef®
As historians have long noted, the Nazis subjected their victims to intensely
dehumanizing treatment as a way to prevent perpetrators and bystanders from
experiencing empathy with them. However Arendt suggests that what Wébdr ca
bureaucratic rule also dehumanizes those running the “administrative masgacre” b
turning them into non-thinking co§&’ On this point Arendt’s analysis resonates strongly
with Horkheimer and Adorno, who also identified the state of the legal system as a
measure of the health of the thinking man.
In late-industrial society there is a regression to judgment without judégihgn,
in fascism, the protracted legal process was replaced by an accepematedure
in criminal trials, up-to-date people had been economically prepared for this
development. They had learned to see things unreflectingly, through ready-made

thought models, theermini techniciwhich provide them with iron rations

%27 bid., 289.
%28 |bid., 189. My emphasis.
2 The phrase “administrative massacres” appearsge p8s.
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following the decay of language. The perceiver is no longer present in the process
of perceptiorf>°
When reflection — “process” — is replaced by “procedure,” citizens do not protesisee
they have been conditioned to consume whatever the system offers them. Those “up-to-
date people” who follow the output of the culture industry most closely see evgrythin
even justice, as just another ready-made product. By looking at the systeabatecof
rationalizationandits effects on the capacity for critical thinking at the individual level,
Horkheimer and Adorno, along with Arendt, pick-up themes from both discourses.
Arendt’s Eichmann thrived in a bureaucratic culture that could have been desgribed b
Weber, one that demanded nothing but obedience. Like Krac&umgytstellter rather
than recognize the true nature of his subordinate status, Eichmann emulated losssuperi
and protected his own precarious position in the hierarchy. Horkheimer and Adorno
radicalize Weber’s analysis by describing a culture so thoroughly ritech#hat even
thought comes in “ready-made” models. They radicalize Simmel’s thesithéhmoney
economy replaces qualification with quantification by arguing furtherthieatapitalist
economy has “economically prepared” the citizens of “late-industrial gb&ost

“jludgment without judging.”

830 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 167. ;Dialektik 211.



218

[lI: Modernity and the Holocaust

Modernity and the Holocaust

As first described by Hilberg and Arendt, the image of a “machinery of
destruction” powered by modern bureaucracy has run through numerous subsequent
histories of the Holocaust. George Mosse and Hans Mommsen are just two examples
prominent historians whose works employ these themes. In hisTloveded the Final
Solution: A History of European RacisMosse argues: “The holocaust could not have
taken place without the application of modern technology, without the modern
centralized state with its card files and communication syst&thsibsse also names
“the new sciences of the Enlightenment” as one of the major sources of.t&cisn
both Hilberg and Arendt did, Mommsen points to the “orderly” nature of Nazi destruction
as part of what made it possif@ Mommsen too relies on the metaphor of “bureaucratic
machinery” which he says functioned “more or less automatically,” and bleseri
destructive process that “developed an internal dynatfiéviediated by decades of such
scholarship, the “banality of evil” and the “dialectic of Enlightenment” dis@surs
coalesced in Polish-British sociologist Zygmunt Bauman'’s 1989 Mumlernity and the

Holocaust and ignited these debates anew.

831 George L. Mosseloward the Final Solution : A History of Europeaadism(New York: H. Fertig,
1985), 233.

832 |bid., xxix-xxx. The second major source was tRéetistic revival of Christianity,” xxx.

33 Hans Mommsen, "The Realization of the Unthinkaflee 'Final Solution of the Jewish Question' in the
Third Reich," inFrom Weimar to Auschwitz : Essays on German HigfGambridge, England: Polity
Press, 1991), 249-50. Mommsen called Eichmannéatapular example of the mechanism of
compartmentalized responsibility,” 252.

®Ibid., 250, 51.
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In Modernity and the HolocaudBauman argues that the Holocaust demands a
reexamination of the methods and prejudices of the social sciences -- methdds whi
uncritically accept what Horkheimer and Adorno called the myth of enligleetnmthat
Western civilization is inherently good and getting better. Bauman sejeet
understanding of the Holocaust as a single aberration of the post-enlightevoridnt
Instead he argues that it was the conditions of modernity and the enlightenmerddba
the Holocaust possible: “Without modern civilization and its most essential
achievements, there would be no Holocafi&tThese “essential achievements” include
highly rationalized bureaucracy, centralized state power (and state monoplody on t
means of violence), and modern technology and scidtmgernitys provocative
argument has been enthusiastically received by many — but historians haleskee
receptive’>® Historians have been critical of Bauman’s monolithic conception of self-
propelling rationalization, arguing that even within hierarchical bureaustatictures,
individual initiative and agency were essential to the program of genocide.

Debates about the Holocaust's place in the story of modernity respond to specific
and unique historical events but the terms and stakes of these arguments have roots in
earlier critiques of rationalization. The phrase “machinery of destrudtas’turrency
because we can now conceive of ‘organization’: time tables, files, spediatbcabulary,
office hierarchy, and the division of intellectual labor, in shdstireaucracy-- as a
machine Bauman examines the dominance of rationalization — not just in factories,
offices, and entertainment halls — but also at the highest possible level -pksithéa

totalitarian state to reengineer society. The Nazis employed the dvasicad

83> BaumanMaodernity and the Holocaus87.
%3¢ Modernitywon the European Amalfi prize, given biannually &ohievement in sociology.
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technological and administrative means available to work towards theialradit
terrible ends. For Bauman, the destruction wrought by the Third Reich would have bee
impossible without the power of modern bureaucracy, which treats everything in its
purview, including humans, as objects.
In the opening tdlodernity, Bauman quotes Raul Hilberg on one of the most
chilling aspects of the Holocaust:
The machinery of destruction, then, was structurally no different from organized
German society as a whole. The machinery of destruatasthe organized
community in one of its special rol&¥.
Bauman'’s critique is built around this most distributing fact -- what Areaiéitd
“administrative murder” was carried out by the same “organized” soeieitgh
determines the daily existence of modern individ&&3his was an order enforced by
ordinary, not evil, men. Such an insight requires a difficult confrontation with the
fundamental premises underlying modern society. Eichmann was a key member of the
Nazi rule of order, and that is why he emerges as an iconic perpetrator and why the
meaning of his status is so contentious. Depending on one’s stance in these debates, the
Holocaust either represent the flight from enlightenment-inspired Reasos most
intense and deadly case of an enlightenment-derived rationalization treaitehaes
modern life generally.
By presenting the second positidtiodernity and the Holocaugbins a tradition
of diagnosing the inherent ills of modern civilization that goes back to NinetzBthis

conclusion Bauman references Weber and Nietzsche as he describes tlygarciieed

37 BaumanModernity and the Holocaus®.
%% bid., 151.
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by the presence of powerfully destructive technologies combined with thbrateng”
of an all-powerful creator (and explainer), as one of the defining chaséictef the
twentieth century:
Together with the new unheard-of potency of man-made technology came the
impotence of self-limitations men imposed through the millennia upon their own
mastery over nature and over each other: the notadisaachantment of the
world or, as Nietzsche put itéath of God®**
While Bauman is working in a tradition with such grand themes and metaphors
Modernityalso discusses many of the nuts and bolts of rationalization described in early
critiques. His analysis paints the picture of a society-wide bureaucudtiice that
promotes abstraction and increases the distance between means and ends, which are
characteristics of rationalization identified by Simmel, whom Bauntas ci
specifically®*® Bauman relies on Weber's theory of bureaucratic power and function, but
in his attack on Western civilization’s most cherished principles he is more witime
the radical critique of Horkheimer and Adorno. Finally, he aligns himséif Avendt as
a Cassandra warning us to heed the dark lesson of the Hol%taust.
Making generous use of secondary sources (including Hilberg, Arendt,
Mommsen, and Christopher Browning), Bauman builds his argument on historical
scholarship that has corrected earlier characterizations of Nazcprantl ideology as

highly anti-moderrf*? From this conclusion however, many historians have described the

%% |pid., 218.

640 |hid. See pages 36, 53, and especially 228.

%41 Bauman considers Arendt one of the first, andiele to see the implications of the Holocaust for
modernity. He writes: “For many decades -- to tlésy day, one may say — Arendt's remained a vaice i
the wilderness,” Ibid., 211. Also see page 177.

%42 Some of this historiography has also includedcthrgention that the Nazis were ‘anti-modern’ in
ideology if not always in practice. More recentibisography suggests that the real issue is wieat th
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Nazis as practicing a kind of “perversion” of modernity — the implicationgogiat
modernity proper could never lead to state-sponsored genocide. Bauman, while accepting
the revision of the “anti-modern” Nazi argument, takes issue with the conclusidhethat
Nazi version of modernity was necessarily an “unnatural” one. He argueadrhkat the
Holocaust is an inherent potential of modern civilization, writing:
The Holocaust was born and executed in our modern rational society, at the high
stage of our civilization and the peak of human cultural achievement, and for this
reason it is a problem of that society, civilization and culttffe
The failure of modern society to appreciate fully the implications of tHeddast for
itself is “a sign of dangerous and potentially suicidal blindn&$8auman believes the
cordoning off of the Holocaust from the “normal” chronology of the history of Wester
civilization, a move made by educators, theologians, the popular imagination, and many
academics, represents a dishonest, defensive mé&sure.
Essential to Bauman’s argument is the point that the day-to-day functioning of
Nazi bureaucracy was not essentially any different than “the sobeiptiescof modern

administration offered by Max Weber” — only the goals were different. Acugtdi

particular Nazi version (or perversion) of modermiteans for the general category of modernity &ed t
enlightenment project specifically. For an exangdléhe view that the Third Reich represented a
“perversion” of modernity see Jeffrey HelRfeactionary Modernism: Technology, Culture, andtieslin
Weimar and the Third ReicfiCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984)chislel Thad Allen gives a
useful summary and critique of the anti-modernithes“Modernity, the Holocaust, and Machines witho
History,” Gabrielle Hecht and Michael Thad AllemiseTechnologies of PowdCambridge: MIT Press,
2001). In his fascinating essay, “Nazi Modern,"d?dfritzsche takes a different approach, arguiagttie
Nazis can be viewed asodernists“Nazi Modern” (Modernism/Modernityd.1, 1996: 1-22).

3 Bauman, x. Emphasis in the original.

* Ipid.

%45 Bauman, 3, 9, 10. Bauman also sees the reluctaramknowledge the darkest potential of moderrsty a
the primary reason behind the wide-spread dismafshle Milgram experiments, 154. In his important
influential book,Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 and fi@al Solution in Poland
Christopher Browning used the Milgram experimertii;manalysis (New York: HarperPerennial, 1993).
Police Battalion 101 is also at the center of Da@eldhagen’ditler's Willing ExecutionergNew York :
Alfred A. Knopf, 1996), where the author argueg Battalion 101’s actions are an example of an
“eliminationist anti-Semitism” unique to Germany.
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Bauman, the activity of Eichmann’s office — the RHSA (Reich Securdindffice):

“did not differ in any formal sense (the only sense that can be expressed in tragtang

of bureaucracy) from all other organized activities designed, monitored angisegdy
‘ordinary’ administrative and economic sectiofi¥ Bureaucratic language is “formal”

and so cannot articulate moral concerns or questions. Bauman’s argument rests on thi
understanding of bureaucratic process, which he further descrituigesting the use

and deployment of violence from moral calculus, and of emancipating the desiderata of
rationality from ethical norms and moral inhibitioi&"’

Bureaucracy is built on the separation of moral reflection and deeds. The
Holocaust represents a case where this separation “was pushed to the artiem
revealed its full potential®® According to Bauman, the Holocaust would be unthinkable
without the conditioning of institutions and people by rationalization. Means-ends
rationality allowed bureaucrats like Eichmann to do their job in a moral-freextdnyte
separating the doer from the “others” who were affected by his §€d&8suman cites
Weber again on the honor of the civil servant who executes the orders of his superiors
“exactly as if the order agreed with is own conviction,” and summarizes “through, honor
discipline is substituted for moral responsibilify®

In short, physical extermination was “the matter of dull bureaucratic ralffihe
While Bauman concedes that mass killing has occurred in history without the help of

modern bureaucracy, he positd€e very idea of the Endldsufignal Solution]was an

646 BaumanMaodernity and the Holocaust4.
%47 |bid., 28. Emphasis in the original.

*% |bid., 144.

®49 |bid., 185.

%% pid., 22.

®1pid., 17.
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outcome of the bureaucratic cultuit®? “Bureaucratic culture” includes “means-ends
calculus, budget balancing, universal rule application” and the search fon&lati

solutions to successive ‘problems,” all of which demonstrate “the self-progell

capacity” of expertise “to expand and enrich the target which suppliedsits

d’etre.”®>® In Bauman’s description, bureaucracy becomes an animate object that sustains
itself by “expanding and enriching” its target as human agency disappear

Once set in motion, the machinery of murder developed its own impetus: the more

it excelled in cleansing the territories it controlled of the Jews, the actikely it

sought new lands where it could exercise its newly acquired skills.
Even after it was clear that Germany would lose the war, the murderitgn@a&ept
going, powered “solely [by] its own routine and impetus.” According to Bauman the
perpetrators persisted not out of personal commitment to Nazi ideology, but from the
desire to employ their murderous skill “simply because they were tfére.”

However bureaucratic culture does not just produce the means of the Holocaust,
Bauman suggests that the modern “engineering” approach to society accothds for
emergence of the scientific racism that determined the Nazis®&HBisuman
characterizes western civilization as a “modern gardening state” tiast Sttee society it
rules as an object of designing, cultivating and weed-poisofitigtie “coolly rational
bureaucratic process” of genocide emerged from this modern “gardereculibere

scientists act as taxonomists, cultivators, and destroyers — nourishirtgyhekments

52 Bauman, 15. Emphasis in the original. For a arigf Bauman’s treatment of rationality and
bureaucracy see Paul du Gay “Is Bauman’s bureaweWehureau?: a commerBritish Journal of
SociologyVol. 50 No 4 (December 1999) pp. 575-587.

653 BaumanMaodernity and the Holocaust 7.

®* |bid., 106.

853 |pid., 73. Emphasis in the original.

% Ipid., 13.



225

and eradicating dangerous ‘weeds.’ The demands of modern science meant that the
“natural” difference of the Jew had to be identified and “manal€dt’its racist variant,
garden culture operatethfough cutting out the elements of the present reality that
neither fit the visualized perfect reality, nor can be changed so that tH& dthis
gardening imperative drives western civilization and its spirit was thesgeof scientific
racism and the deadly ideology that it helped to dgtSBauman is ultimately making a
broad argument about the nature of heavily rationalized modern society generally
society characterized by pervasive abstraction and de-persowaljzatich ultimately
combine to result in dehumanizati®i As Simmel did, Bauman makes a connection
between the modern money economy, which requires the reduction of everything to
“gquantitative measures” and dehumanization, as people become objects to be counted and
organized, indistinguishable from each other and from tHitigs.

In the “gardening state” all rationality is instrumental rationataygeted towards
“the rational pursuit of efficient, optimal goal-implementati?f This position allows
Bauman to make the extraordinary statement: “At no point of its long and tortuous
execution did the Holocaust come in conflict with the principles of rationaBguman
qualifies his claim: “This is not to suggest that the incidence of the Holocaast w
determinedby modern bureaucracy or the culture of instrumental rationality it

epitomizes.” Yet he maintains:

%7 bid., 57.

%8 |bid., 65. Emphasis in the original.
89pid., 18.

660 hid., 103.

%1 bid., 102-03.

%2 hid., 17.
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The rules of instrumental rationality are singularly incapable of prewxgastich
phenomena; that there is nothing in those rules which disqualifies the Holocaust-
style methods of ‘social-engineering’ as improper or indeed, the actions they
served as irrationaf®
The problem is the modern Enlightenment, or “garden culture” has elevated scientifi
language and instrumental rationalization to the exclusion of moral consideratocis
are not quantifiable. Rationalization can only promote the most effective of nitedans
incapable of judging ends.

Bauman powerfully demonstrates the role of bureaucracy and professional
institutions in the Holocaust. The physical and psychic distance from the kiimghk
bureaucracy afforded Eichmann and his colleagues, and the ‘cover’ of science that
allowed medical professionals to participate in forced euthanasia angdataide — are
important for understanding the roles and motivations of the perpetrators. Yet Bauman’
emphasis on bureaucracy ignores the motivating role that ideology may hawkfplaye
“desk murders,” such as Eichmann, as well as for those perpetratodsdduonmit face
to face murder — for example the “ordinary men” of Christopher Browning'’s stuitig of
Einsatzgruppemvho acted outside of the “industrial” mod&tWhile Bauman does not
forget that it wapeoplewho set the “murdering machine” in motion, other kinds of
motivation, such as ideology, personal advancement, and peer pressure, fall by the

wayside in his analysf§®

663 [|1;
Ibid., 18.
654 Christopher R. Browning)rdinary Men : Reserve Police Battalion 101 and fireal Solution in
Poland(New York, NY: HarperCollins, 1992), 1992.
%5 BaumanModernity and the Holocaust 06.
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We do not have to give rationality an unambiguously positive value to recognize
that the Nazi genocide, whatever its dependence on bureaucracy and technology, was not
a smoothly unfolding, “efficient” process. Bauman forgets that the Holocaust o pl
in the historically specific context of unprecedented war and was directedriiyiee
and ideologically driven dictatorship. For if his point is that the Holocaust could happen
in any modern society, why was it that it only happened in one? In other words what were
the conditions that allowed for the Holocaust to originate in modern Germany, and not in
other modern societie¥? To a degree, the a-historicismMbdernityis intentional as
Bauman endeavors to place the Holocaust in the story of modernity, past and present, in
and outside of Germany. However his failure to ground the Holocaust in its historica

context ultimately weakens his overall argument.

Situating the Holocaust in History

Historians challenge and compliment the picture offered by Bauman bggplaci
the universal aspects of bureaucracy and rationalization he identified in treehisf
Germany, Europe, racism, nationalism, and war. Historical accounts can both sngport a
undermine Bauman'’s theory about the relationship between the Holocaust and modernity.
The historian Detlev J.K. Peukert’s influential essay “The Genesis oflaé $olution
from the Spirit of Science” supports Bauman’s analysis by arguing thatrthleS€lution

emerged from more mainstream cultural concthat the same time Peukert situates

8% Tzvetan Todorov makes the point well: “It happdmsyever, that the camps existed in the Soviet tUnio
and Germany—that is, in two countries with total#a political structures-and not, in spite of ggbing,

in the United States.” Tzvetan Todorov, "Measuiiivij," The New Republiz02, no. 12 (1990).

%7 peukert, "Genesis."
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the Holocaust firmly in German history and is careful to qualify it as an outcome of
modernization that relied on very specific historical circumstances.

Peukert’s area of specialization is social welfare education, and héenesaime
relationship between the polices of the Weimar welfare state, which “hedrés
‘Utopian’ view of social policy,” and the radical policies of the Third R&EHe begins
by arguing that with the success in the early twentieth century of “corglegidemic
disease” came the expectation for equal success in combating varioa$’ “soci
disease§® These expectations were embodied in the social welfare policies of the
Weimar Republic. However the myriad problems of the Republic prevented it from
advancing very far in its goal of perfecting the social b88yVhile the Republic could
not remedy its problems, the sciences found their own solution, specificallytin wha
Peukert, resonating with Bauman’s description of “gardening cultures’‘thé racist
paradigm of selection and eradicatidf-"Though medical science could ultimately not
perfect individual bodies (or prevent them from dying), the conceptualization of the
“collective ‘body’ of the nation,” th&olkskorper solved this dilemm&? What followed
was the emergence, in broad strata of public policy, of “a ruling paradigm aletgui
action . . . whereby people were divided into those possessing ‘value’ and those lacking

‘value.’ ‘Value’ was to be selected and promoted, and ‘non-value’ was to be segregat

%8 Editors note appearing in Peukert, page 274.

%9 peukert, 280.

670 The failure of social welfare to deliver on it®prises contributed to a legitimization crisis d th
Republic itself. Peukert develops this argumertisnbook,The Weimar Republic: The Crisis of Classical
Modernity, trans. Richard Deveson. (New York: Hill and Wah§89).

®"1 peukert, 289.

872 peukert, 282.
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and eradicated®®® Nazi policy acted to “perfect” théolkskdrperand “protect” it from
deviant “enemies” within.

Peukert emphasizes, as have other historians, that Nazi racial polices wer
bound-up “with the pattern — at first sight so normal — of German society; in other words
with everyday life.®”* Though he does not argue that the human and social sciences he
discusses are German specific, Peukert carefully historicizesithgue developments,
and maintains “such an evolution was [not] absolutely inevitaRather, “several
critical junctures and strategic shifts were required” before theemmattation of such a
radical solution. Peukert elaborates:

When the Nazis came to power in 1933, the paradigm of selection and

elimination, already dominant, is made absolute . . . racist terminology isegleva

into thelingua francaof the human sciences and social welfare professions. And,
as yet another change, one single branch of modern social thought, namely
racism, is given supreme state backif§.”
The necessity of “supreme state backing” is a point Bauman also makes, asydo ma
scholars of comparative genocitféHowever, both Bauman and Peukert do not want to
dismiss the Third Reich as an absolute aberration. Thus while Peukert acknowiatiges t
the radicalization of the language and actions surrounding the “value/non-value”
paradigm was “owing to the particular character of historical changerm&y,” he

maintains that all of these shifts “represented options implicit in the hyldeiehf the

73 peukert, 277.

7 peukert, 276.

675 peukert, 286.

676 peukert, 289.

677 See Norman M. Naimarkires of Hatred: Ethnic Cleansing in Twentieth QegytEurope (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2001) Norman M. Naim#&ikes of Hatred : Ethnic Cleansing in Twentieth-

Century Europ€Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 208&g also Eric D. WeitA Century of
Genocide: Utopias of Race and Nati@®rinceton & Oxford: Princeton University Pres803).
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human and social sciences in the modern wéffi&s Bauman does, Peukert promotes a
critical history of the Holocaust that reflects on the “past and present” anthms that
“the crimes of the Nazis” are but “one among other possible outcomes of teetrisi
modern civilization.”®”®

Historians looking specifically at the Nazis’ daily operations have foutitkira
than a self-propelling bureaucratic process, that the persecution of thauktlogied on
dedicated individuals. Michael Thad Allen is one of the historians who has taken on
Bauman most directly, attacking an approach, which he traces back to Arendt;tivbere
connection between administrative function and human engagement has receded from
view.”®® Allen argues that “emotional allusions to the ‘machinery of extermination’ and
the ‘technocrats of death™ have caused historians to overlook the role innovation and
ideology played for Eichmann and his counterparts. In contrast, Allen arguéthat
bureaucrats functioned best when ideologically motiv&teish the Third Reich,
ideological beliefs were institutionalized and ideology drove the perceptionaanuhdy
of administrative issues. For example, one Nazi official explained the high rdéaof
prisoners as a result of their “racial inferiority,” that is he understoidéalogically®®?
In his 2002 bookThe Business of Genocide: The SS, Slave Labor, and the

Concentration Campsillen takes as his subjects engineers and mid-level managers of

the WVHA. Allen argues that these men were not morally empty “desk mtsddyet

°78 peukert, 291.

®7% peukert, 295, 279.

880 Michael Thad Allen, "The Banality of Evil Reconsigd: Ss Mid-Level Managers and Extermination
through Work","Central European Historg0, no. 2 (1997): 258.

%81 |bid.: 259. Allen notes another important diffecerof Nazi management, in the case of the labopsam
mid-level managers were organized along militaagher than traditional managerial, lines (266, 269)

882 «Maurer] defined mortality rates as a medicallgemof the prisonersnstead of confronting the fact
of the catastrophic mismanagement of supply, sheitsanitation in IKL, not to mention violence,llén,
“The Banality of Evil Reconsidered 283. Emphasithia original. See also 267.
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ideologically driven supporters of the Third Reich and its genocidal polioiéss |
introduction, Allen explicitly challenges the image of the “humb and inane one-
dimensional” Nazi bureaucr&t Allen argues that “the most hardworking individuals
were those who knew and believed in what they did,” while the most ineffectiveaatte
of “material ‘self-interest.”®®* Administrators’ commitment to ideology was important
because it was uniting and “lent otherwise impersonal institutions an air of common
identity and purpose, enabling corporation and trust among strafitfefdién
essentially reverses Bauman'’s claim that, “The SS leaders countety/(itgvould
appear) on organizational routine, not on individual zeal; on discipline, not ideological
dedication.®®®

Allen’s intervention upsets some widely held understandings of the Nazi S¢ate. H
aims to take down two different kinds of arguments about the Third Reich. One
interpretation, which he associates with thinkers such as Arendt, Mommsen and Bauman,
describes individual bureaucrats and engineers as “mere,” though lethah acgf-
propelling machinery of murder. The second interpretation that Allen contends with
characterizes the Third Reich administration, and the SS in particular, asifdiofing
and power struggles. The first argument downplays personal motivation, the second sees
narrow self-interest in the place of shared belief in a future-orientatdidal ideology.
In the article “Bureaucracy and Mass Murder” (discussed belowdriastChristopher

Browning claims, “Few bureaucratic documents reveal the intelleatdainaral odyssey

883 Michael Thad AllenThe Business of Genocide : The Ss, Slave Laborthen@oncentration Camps
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres9@), 3.

®% |pid., 277, 113.

%% Ibid., 283.
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of their authors®’ By contrast Allen uncovers examples of subjective ideology in
official and informal perpetrator documents, as well as in the modern monuments — the
factories and camps, which the Nazis built and imagined.

Businesss a meticulous and exhaustive study of the WVHA's activities and
plans, everything from manufacturing of furniture to imagining the futurleeofd-
Germanized East. Allen shows that Nazi ideology often trumped efficiency, or
“rationality.” The use of slave labor occupied an important place in the Nazi economy
however production in the camps was not organized to best utilize large numbers of
unskilled manual laboref&® Allen successfully upsets the assumption of a “practical’
nature, or an austere value-free ‘rationality’ supposedly natural to engjif€ His
research shows that many SS managers refused to recognize the hodribkala
conditions of camp life as a problem for production. They made no attempt to improve
the conditions and life span of Jewish prisoners; racism overcame “rational” pvdgucti
concerns.

Allen carefully corrects the characterization, made both popularly and by
historians, that many Third Reich engineers operated independently of Nazi idaatbgy
even in resistance to the SS. This picture of the morally neutral, rationaéengias
created retroactively from post-war testimonies and reconstructiotséffbAllen’s
contribution herés important; he identifies a potential danger in some of the conclusions

of Bauman.

887 Christopher R. Browning, "Bureaucracy and Massdéur The German Administrator's Comprehension
of the Final Solution," iMhe Path to Genocide : Essays on Launching thelBpation(Cambridge ;
New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press, 19a25.
688 Allen, The Business of Genocide : The Ss, Slave Laborthen@oncentration Camp89.
689 [|a;
Ibid., 255.
% |pid., 272.
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[Bauman] asks us to believe that it was not the conscious initiative of the
perpetrators and their first principles of racial supremacy that ‘catlsed’
Holocaust but some kind of global mentality of science and technology spawned
by Enlightenment. Such arguments divide German society from its institutions,
such that Germans do not act through institutions, but institutions act upon
Germans®*

The bureaucrats described by Allen and Browning were more than lethal “cogs,”
they demonstrated lethal initiative. Allen’s focus is narrow, his subjeetSazis deeply
involved in genocide and he does not venture larger conclusions about German society
before or during the Holocaust. He does however stress the specificitydzls use
of “the benefits of modernity,” which they sought to “conform to their own dodiiat”
is the exceptional nature of the Third Reich that leads Allen to reject the inge of t
Holocaust as an indictment of modernity. Allen argues that while “modernitynietsl
the unique means of the ‘Final Solution’ . . . it is wrong to see this as the necessary
teleology of the Enlightenment rationality.” For “the crassest anatity and
modernization have never contradicted each other, least of all in the minds of Anti-
Semites.®®?

In “Bureaucracy and Mass Murder: The German Administrator's Compreimensi
of the Final Solution,” Christopher Browning’s subjects are the “lower and middle

echelon personal” of what Hilberg called the “machinery of destructf8ma’ an earlier

L |pid., 276.

%92 |pid., 273.

893 Michael Thad Allen, "Modernity, the Holocaust, adéchines without History," ifechnologies of
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article Browning acknowledged: “The mere existence of a corps of Jevpshex
created a certain bureaucratic momentum behind Nazi Jewish pSfisytiile the
language Browning uses to describe Nazi bureaucracy, such as “buieaucrat
momentum?” is often similar to Bauman’s, by exploring the histories of threeumnats,
Browning shows that this “momentum” was powered by men who responded, not as
mere functionaries, but as individuals, to the demands of the bureaucratic machinery.
Browning points out that all three individuals, although new to Jewish affairs,
were Nazi party members and ambitious career men who “accepted unquestidm@ngly t
existence of a ‘Jewish problenf® In this respect they were not unique, for Browning
argues “virtually all German officials, fully shared the view that Jeadto
disappear®’ Browning contends that “none of these men conceived on his own of mass
murder as a solution to the Jewish questfSiilh fact, he continues: “None of these case
studies provides evidence that the Final Solution was launched or triggered by middle-
echelon bureaucratic initiatives from below rather than by signals from af6ve.”
“Signals” is the operative term here — for none of these men receivedctegpliers
from above.*® To put it crudely, these three administrators were able to anticipate their
superiors’ wishes and “go with the flow.” This conclusion lends support to Baumann’s
point that bureaucracy relies on subordinates recognizing the wishes of thaewrsupe

and making them their own. At the same time Browning's research also @xdibat

89 Christopher R. Browning, "The German Bureaucray(3enocide, Critical Issues of the Holocaust : A
Companion to the Film, Genocided. Alex Grobman, Daniel Landes, and Sybil Milbns Angeles,

Calif. ; Chappaqua, N.Y.: Simon Wiesenthal Cenfeossel Books, 1983), 147.
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importance of individual initiative; individuals are missing frdodernity and the
Holocaust

Browning shows how personal beliefs informed these men’s actions, even as they
were just “following orders.” In stark contrast to Arendt’s portrait of Eiahn,
Browning concludes: “These were not stupid or politically inept people; thdg cead
the signals, perceive what was expected of them, and adjust their behavior
accordingly.”® These bureaucrats may not have been ideology makers, but in their
capacity as administrators they willingly executed actions aimsolahg “the Jewish
problem.” Although the subjects of Browning’s analysis were elective manobéne
Nazi party who choose their own career paths, Browning describes theibetoitr to
genocide, as a process of acclimation — a “gradual, almost imperceptibntdesst the
point of no return.”? This description contrasts with Bauman'’s picture where
bureaucrats arrived on the scene ready to execute their duties regairthessnd result.
In Browning’s analysis individuals were aware of and largely reconciled itor¢he in
genocide, at the same time that participation was made easier by the pyaentation

of the “Jewish problem” as an administrative concern.

The Convergence of the High and Low Discourses

When situating the Holocaust in the framework of modern power structures, such
as institutional science, bureaucracy, and the state, it is important to hskiNezi
genocide was perpetrated in the conditions of normative modernity, why did tise Nazi

keep the killing concealed from the majority of the public and use euphemisms to

01 hid.
021hid., 144.
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describe it, even in their own directives? That this was the case suggeste th
perpetration of genocide violated (to different degrees no doubt) shared values about
what were acceptable actions — values that existed, (or persisted?) in thiemceiodi
modernity. It need not lessen the guilt of the perpetrators to recognizesthaiansen
has reiterated in a recent article: “Relying on bureaucratic orddraaepting them as
legitimate helped to neutralize possible moral apprehension concerrmogjedgron a
hitherto unheard of scalé® At the same time we should remember that, however much
the form of bureaucracy in the Third Rich corresponds to modern bureaucracies
generally, the Nazi bureaucracy functioned in a historically unique situatsoArefdt
has emphasized in Nazi Germany moral actions were no longer legal onesnitiilum
had been declared legal.

A further argument against placing the Holocaust in the conditions of normative
modernity is that the Nazi genocide was executed during world war. Manoyidmns of
the Holocaust (and of twentieth century genocide in general) have pointed to the
importance of war for the context of genocide. War, like legality, helped inhumdne a
atrocious actions appear appropriate and even necessary. One could argaddveamw
and an illiberal legal system (or dictatorship) were as important for tloaitexe of the
Holocaust as modern bureaucracy.

Furthermore, while the complicity of modern institutions and technologies in the
Holocaust should not be understated, Bauman perhaps goes too far when he grants
bureaucracy agency. Weber called bureaucracy a “precision tool” appltoadblariety

of ends as determined by its user. Yet Bauman goes further — according to him

"3 Hans Mommsen, "The Civil Service and the Impleration of the Holocaust," ifthe Holocaust and
History : The Known, the Unknown, the Disputed, Hr@lReexamineed. Michael Berenbaum and
Abraham J. Peck (Bloomington: Indiana Universitg$a, 1998), 224.
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bureaucracy is not value-neutral, but rather a uniquely modern set of techniques which
dictate its methods of use.
Bureaucracy is not merely a tool, which can be used with equal facility at one
time for cruel and morally contemptible, at another for deeply humane purposes.
Even if it does move in any direction in which it is pushed, bureaucracy is more
like a loaded dice. It has a logic and a momentum of its8fvn.
Here Bauman’s more radical critique lines up with Horkheimer and Adorno, wdo als
saw enlightenment-style rationality as inherently dehumanizing and dowends the
service of domination. Bauman'’s critique overlaps \Btalectic of Enlightenmernt
significant ways. Like Horkheimer and Adorno, Bauman argues that the inalbility
Western society to be self-critical rests on its “deeply entrenchegihi onyth, namely
“the morally elevating story of humanity emerging from pre-sociabduiy.”
Commitment to this “etiological” myth means that the Holocaust is most eXelained
as demonstrating civilization’s “fragility,” rather than its “awete potential.” In the
“Afterward” to the 2000 edition dflodernity, Bauman calls Adorno and Arendt “solitary
writers” who have undertaken the necessary but neglected task of viewing theuldploca
not as an “aberrant episostemodern history,” but instead as “an integral part of that
history.””%°
In painting fascism as the most visible manifestation of a “total socBigléctic
represents the extreme conclusion of both the first and second discourses. Inriarkhei

and Adorno’s view rationalization dominates all areas of society, from tieedstan to

the level of individual consciousness. Rationalization, born of enlightenment reason, has

94 BaumanModernity and the Holocaust04.
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erased the other great product of the enlightenment -- the thinking individtedtdnies
and cinemas all people are now “harnessed to the same rhythms,” creatingtaveolle
based on conformity, not a community of authentic individuals. While there exist
“conscious influences” deflecting the oppressed from the truth, “the powerlessgrbe
workers is not merely a ruse of the rulbud the logical consequence of industrial
society’"*’ The most disturbing conclusion to be drawn firalectic is this — that
rather than a conscious program of oppression it is a self-sustaining systeniotdl
society” — which keeps us in an “iron cage.” What Weber in 1905 calktdhdhartes
Gehausd“shell as hard as steel”) has become so strong that in 1944 Horkheimer and
Adorno write that all “efforts to escape it have finally transformed theeanhconcept of
fate.””°® “Fate” is no longer handed down to us by the gods, but in our efforts to be
masters of our own destiny, we have ultimately enslaved ourselves. As thefreign o
Enlightenment continues, “progress is reverting to regression,” and prdtlees
international threat of fascism®

By the time Arendt and Bauman were writing the threat of fascism had decede
but the “banal” conditions of a society run by instrumental rationality had not. firdhe
decade of the twentieth century, Simmel wrote that the “paradox” of “&lehigultures”
is that progress increases the steps between our goals and their attalivae
something as simple as buying bread now involves modern man in “an entanglement of
apparatus, innumerable actions, and traffic patterns.” The “long strandsmd areh

ends” that characterize modern life “make it completely impossible tamentearly

97 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 29. ; Dialektik, 43. My emphasis.
708 |1hi . H

Ibid. ; Ibid.
%9 |bid., xviii.
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aware at every instant of the terminus of each strafi&Immel understood this
situation primarily as a problem of the individual, who faced with a “jungle of ergespr
and institutions” found that “final and definitely valuable goals are misaingether.***
At the same time he recognized that the individual benefited from the increaisty ofar
experiences that the “complexity of higher life” offefé@Writing in the decade after a
disastrous world war, and on the eve of another one, Kracauer was much more skeptical
about the benefits of rationalization, especially as offered to those mosthehnes
“enterprises and institutions”die AngestelltenAt work die Angestelltenvere not
agents but dispensable functionaries, at play they were distracted, in the worltdas, pol
they were dangerous. In Arendt’s account of Eichmann, the Nazi bureaucrat ttatasns
nothing so monstrous as an employee personality — attempting to shore up a sla&ky soci
status through advancement in the enterprise, incapable of thinking for himselladyd re
to perform all proscribed tasks regardless of the ends. When he attempts thenrite
Holocaust into the story of modernity, Bauman finds that Simmel’s ever lenggheaman
tangling strands of means and ends have resulted in a fatal blindness.
[When] actions are mediated by a long chain of complex causal and functional
dependencies, moral dilemmas recede from sight, while the occasions for more
scrutiny and conscious moral choice become increasingly'rare.
Instrumental rationality, which characterizes not just the Nazi bureay¢naicnodern

life generally, pushes the end goal of a given action so far out of view that moral

"% Simmel,Schopenhauer and NietzsgBBe
711 .
Ibid., 4.
2 pid., 3.
"3 BaumanModernity and the Holocaus2s.
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contemplation, and action, in regards to that goal becomes “increasinglymdre” a
difficult.

In his exhaustive and now canonical history of the Holocdirst,Destruction of
the European Jew®aul Hilberg described a “machinery of destructions” motored by
personnel who “were not supposed to look to the right or to the left” or “to have either
personal motives or personal gairi¥ Tellingly, Hilberg uses the passive voice to
explain the operation of the Nazi machine: “At the threshold of the killing phasepihe fl
of administrative measures was unchecked. Technological and moral obstxees
overcome as the machinery moved “on a track of self-asseffid8ifce the publication
of Destructionin 1961, historians have built on Hilberg’s work even as they have put the
deeds of the perpetrators in more “active” terms, recognizing that Eichanahmany
like him were motivated largely by ideology and acted not as mere “cogss lant a
agents. Ultimately the revision of Eichmann’s story tempers the dark camngus
Horkheimer and Adorno, Arendt, and Bauman. When we put the ideology back in we
uncover a more human, if no less disturbing story — one where agency rests with people,
not inanimate processes.

Historians’ accounts irrefutably demonstrate that the “machinery otidastr’
did not run itself. As Arendt shows, in the courtroom, “cogs” are revealed to be human
beings after all. In the work of the historians discussed here, instrunegrgahtization
is not the master of human beings, but a tool in their employ. As Hilberg himself

acknowledged, “the onslaught did not come from the void; it was brought into being

" Hilberg, The Destruction of the European Je®g7, 75. Michael R. Marrus call®struction
“probably the single most important book ever weritbn the subject,” Michael R. Marrus, "The Histofy
the Holocaust: A Survey of Recent Literaturétie Journal of Modern Histor§9, no. 1 (1987): 116.

"> Hilberg, 267.
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because it had meaning for the perpetratBfsThis is not to deny the power of
bureaucratic momentum, or that ends out of sight are easier put out of mind. This is to
say that while the development and functioning of bureaucracy and rationalization mus
be understood historically at the level of government and economy, this is only k partia
view. What these institutions mean for how individuals conduct their everyday life must
also be considered. As the convergence of the two discourses shows, the division of the
structural development of rationalization cannot be separated from what such
developments mean for life. Even Weber failed, to our great benefit, to keep these two

guestions apart.

"®Hilberg, 263.
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Conclusion: “All Have Become Employees”

Reflecting on the history of culture, Simmel wrote that in the nineteenth gentur
“the idea of society” was for the first time understood to be “the trueyredldur lives.”
Individuals, no longer the heroic “men of reason” celebrated by Enlightenmenhistsna
a century earlier, had become reduced to “a point of intersection of various saoeml's
While the individual wasrequiredto relate his entire life to society,” the sum of the
machine society had become much larger than its ‘individual’ parts. SocietpeSim
explained, served as the “form” through which interactions between multipleduodisi
functioned, but society itself was not dependent on any single indivifual.

The nineteenth century vision of society as a set of relationships, built around
exchange (or interaction), was expressed most profoundly in Marx’s critique of his
century’s rapidly ascendant form of economic exchange -- industriahlisipit In the
notebooks that preced€pital, Marx wrote: “Society does not consist of individuals,
but expresses the sum of interrelations, the relations within which these individuals
stand” In other words, “society” is more than a collection of people; it is the force that
determines the fates of its individual members. As Marx argued, the variegiotiual
social and economic statuses are not givens, but “are social characteelkstizms
between human beings.” Foreshadowing Simmel's own terminology, Marx contended
that one is not a slave or a citizen independently of society, but only “in and through

society.”8

7 Simmel, "Tragedy," 79. ; “Konflikt,” 153.
"8 Karl Marx, Grundrisse; Foundations of the Critique of Politi€conomy (Rough Draft)The Pelican
Marx Library. (London,: Allen Lane, New Left Revied973), 265.
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Society, as understood by the social theorists discussed in this dissegation, i
constituted by social interactions — exchanges between individuals. How ssciety i
organized determines the nature of these interactions, and the ways available to
individuals to practice and assert their ‘individuality.” The nineteenth cgesaw the
transformation of manual labor as the production of physical goods moved from the
household and small workshops to the factory floor. Instead of directing the
transformation of raw materials to finished products, the people producing industrial
goods were increasingly involved in only a small portion of the production process.
Personality was excised from the assembly line; instead of skill andisgp#re factory
model of production relied on the standardization of tasks, and the exchangeability of
individual workers who now served, not as agents, but functions in the industrial
machine.

As mechanization was to the nineteenth century, organization was to the
twentieth’?in the twentieth century, the rationalization of the industrial production
process was transposed to areas of non-manual, or “intellectual laborié®balar
employees, such as clerks, office-workers, and department store salespecgasingly
performed a standard set of tasks. Like those of factory-workers, thawyers valued
conformity above individuality. The rationalization of white-collar work oried that of
the factory assembly line, in so far as it aimed to standardize and stretalmerk
process. In spirit however, white-collar work followed the path blazed by modern
bureaucracy. Intellectual labor of all kinds increasingly relied on the carhearchies

and fixed procedures that had been perfected by the bureaucracies underggding lar

firms, militaries, and governments. Whereas the interests of industrieérsand their

9 Jacoby;The Bureaucratization of the Woyld@s.
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employers were openly acknowledged to be divergent, the ideal salaried eenwy
expected, like the ideal bureaucrat, to treat the goals of his superior as his own, and t
execute his tasksin ira studio” (without hatred or love}?° Employees and bureaucrats
were trained to manage the methods, or “means,” of their particular function, without
guestioning, or perhaps even knowing, the ends.

Yet the methods of rationalization and bureaucracy were not limited to
professional and bureaucratic offices. Modern society increasingtd i@h complex
economic, political, and technical structures in order to function. However, as these
technologies of organization grew more complex, they became more difficthefor
individuals who depended on them to understand. The social theorists discussed in this
dissertation took the analysis of this situation as their primary task.

Weber argued that as technical knowledge and its applications increased, large
meaning-giving explanations for the state of the world, most notably religious ones
became impoverished. As he wrote in 1917, the “savage” knows incomparably more
about the mechanics of his daily life than a citizen of the most advanced metrapelis. T
modern world had become a “disenchanted” place, where the abundance of means
pushed ultimate ends to the realm of the irrational.

In a rationalized society, all relationships come to be viewed through the lens of
utility; people too were treated as means rather than ends. Rationalizasitiy gre
determined the tenor of social relations, and the range of options for maintaining
individuality while surrounded by relentless standardization. For Simmelchange
was most visible in the struggle between individuality and standardizationvedrethe

money economy’s demand for economic specialization and the metropolitan cultural

"20\Weber,Economy and Societ§00.
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economy’s requirement of its citizens to showcase their personality. Aau@rac
demonstrated in his study of white-collar workers, within these highly competit
monetary and cultural economies, rationalization quashed solidarity.

By the time Horkheimer and Adorno wrddalectic, rationalization had come to
color all areas of modern life: its production, its society, its wars. The-kErgle changes
brought by the rationalization and bureaucracy described by Weber, in whatddtiade
the “first discourse,” had, as the theorists of the “second discourse” arguedocome
determine, not just the means of production, but the “style of life.” Horkheimer and
Adorno warned:

The more heavily the process of self-preservation is based on the bourgeois

division of labor, the more it enforces the self-alienation of individuals, who must

mold themselves to the technical apparatus body and%oul.
Under rationalization, individuals are quantified; as they become functiondptgethe
ability to reflect on their roles and actions. Just a decade earlier, thestfand former
Weber student) Luckacs had argued that the proletariat could achieve insigheinto t
alienation and its causes, because “A position in the social structure edthet . . . the
probability that he who occupies it will think a certain wé¥.For Horkheimer and
Adorno, all positions in a thoroughly rationalized, “enlighten&dtjestelltionzivilization
produced false consciousness, for “all had become emplofédswas the
Angestelltionzivilizationguided by the rational, bureaucratic spirit of means over ends

that produced fascism.

2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 23.

22 This summary of Luckacs’ position History and Class Consciousndd923) comes from his
contemporary, the sociologist Karl Mannheim. Kadihheimdeology and Utopia : An Introduction to
the Sociology of Knowledd&an Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1985), 264.

2 Horkheimer and Adorndialectic 123. ;Dialektik, 162.
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As Arendt and Bauman argued, bureaucracy is hostile to the self, to ends-based
reasonVernuf), and to humanityMenschentum The industrialized murder of the
Holocaust relied not only on the dehumanization of its victims, but also on what Arendt
called the near “perfect bureaucracy” practiced by its perpetratofs aSuareaucracy
privileges means over ends and closes off the question of absolute ends, thus signaling
the end of ethical judgment, and of critical thinking itself. The “perfect bureatiavh
Arendt’s Eichmann is motored by self-propelling means, the original ends hadiedj f
from view, just as Weber’s “specialist without spirit,” encased in a st¢laed as steel,
or an “iron cage,” can remember only that he has a duty to the “calling” wb&agion,
but not why.

By looking at major texts of Weber, Simmel, Kracauer, Horkheimer and Adorno,
Arendt, and Bauman, | have argued that two strong and overlapping traditiongjaégrit
or discourses, demonstrate a lineage that runs from the “iron cage” to the iconic
Eichmann. This is not to say that Weber, Simmel, or Kracauer did, or could have
predicted Eichmann, they did not. Instead, | am arguing that Eichmann’s lethal
“banality,” as described by Arendt, made sense in large part due to the azaliesis of
rationalization and bureaucracy made by the German social theorists disoubsed |
dissertation.

Last year, the 8Danniversary of Eichmann’s Jerusalem trial was marked by
museum exhibitions, public lectures, and academic conferences throughout North
America, Europe, and Israel. The trial is rightly regarded as a key mamtéet

evolution of international law and in the understanding of the Holocaust’s place in the
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histories of genocide and humanify At the same time | believe that Eichmann, who
claimed indifference to the ends achieved by his deeds, continues to resonat®m@i€ an ic
figure for a different reason as well. Today more than ever, we live in whatebimm

called a “mature culture,” where the smallest actions, from buying afccoffee, to

making an online purchase, involves us in a “multiplicity” of means, so that “our pursuits
take on the character of chains, the coils of which cannot be grasped in a single
vision.”’?* | believe we continue to read these thinkers, not just for their unarguable
historical importance, but because the world they describe is still our own.

All of the thinkers and texts analyzed in this dissertation are well known. Looking
at them together, organized around what | have called the first and second dsseburse
rationalization, grounds the iconic Eichmann in a broader tradition of critiqusolt a
demonstrates that the full impact of large-scale rationalization ascpraby states and
institutions is best understood and analyzed along side the impact of ratiomalkzat
the level of everyday life — in the office, the cinema, and the voting booth. Finally,
framing these critiques of rationalization and bureaucracy around the disdetsses
look at familiar thinkers and texts in new ways. Reading Weber from this pevepac
can appreciate not only a masterly analysis of high-level bureaucracyhatusweh
pervasive rationalization means “for life.” Simmel, often dismissed as ajuing but
overly eccentric and undisciplined thinker, is no longer intellectually homeless, but
mediating figure between eternal questions of economic and cultural orgam;zeud
the everyday world of the modern metropolitan citizen. By treating Kraesusot only

a recorder, but also as a theoretician of the everyday, his Weimar wbéogse, not

2 See especially LipstadEhe Eichmann Trial
2> Simmel,Schopenhauer and Nietzs¢iBe
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just lively snapshots of the period, but pioneering examples of the analysis of mass
culture. Finally, the connections between fascism and modern rationalizatemguad

by Horkheimer, Adorno, and Bauman, are tested, revealing that such connections may
not be as direct as they argue, and that rationalization and bureaucracyhare nei

inherently evil nor benign, but tools whose outcomes depend on the humans that wield

them.
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