Chapter II: A Theory of Conflict 
Ich halte den unausgleichbaren Conflikt, also die Notwendigkeit steter Compromisse, für das die Werthsphäre beherrschende; wie man die Compromisse machen soll, kann Niemand, es sei denn eine „offenbarte“ Religion, zwingend entschieden wollen.
Max Weber 
Letter to Robert Wilbrandt, 2 April 1913
MWG II-8: 165
In the 1970s and 1980s the reception of Weber’s work was mainly ceantered around the analysis of his main conceptsof its ideal typesof social action, domination, bureaucracy, charisma,  etc. In that context, Economy & Society was of the highest interest and was seen as his most significant contribution to the field of social sciences. After all, both Marianne Weber, in her 1921 preface to its first edition, and Johannes Winckelmann, in his Studienausgabe, described E&S as Weber’s “Hauptwerk”. Intrigued by the fact that Weber’s most read and best-known work was not E&S, but rather the Protestant Ethic, F.H. Tenbruck proposed another understanding of Weber’s œuvre and argued that his fundamental interrogation could only be unravelled by focusing on his, back then, less well-known, Sociology of religion.[footnoteRef:1]. In it, we not only find Weber’s most accomplished reflection on the origins of Western modernity, but also, an attempt to reveal the inner workings of that process itself, that of rationalization. Tenbruck believed this to be the centrepiece around which Weber’s work was organized. [1: 	 Weberologists enjoy pointing out that Weber’s English-language readership still does not have access to a good translation of his sociology of religion. Hans H. Gerth’s translations of Konfuzianismus und Taoismus (1951), Hinduismus und Buddhismus (1958), and Ancient Judaism (1967) are notoriously behind today’s standards. In France, in contrast, the recent revival of the Weberian studies was brought about in large part by a number of new translations of Weber’s work. To remain strictly on the question of Weber’s Religionssoziologie, Jean-Pierre Grossein proposed Sociologie des religions in 1996 (Paris: Gallimard), closely followed by Isabelle Kalinowski’s translation of L’Éthique protestante et l’esprit du capitalisme (2000), Hindouisme et Bouddhisme (2003), Sociologie de la religion (2006), and Judaïsme antique in 2010 (all published by Flammarion). Following the French example, one can only hope that new English translations would help boost Weberian studies, in the English-speaking world first, but eventually, given our present circumstances, all around the world.] 

The discussion that ensued from the publication of Tenbruck’s The Problem of Thematic Unity in the Work of Max Weber[footnoteRef:2] significantly influenced Weberian studies, reorienting it around new and larger questions like the nature of the rationalization process, the uniqueness of the West, and the development of different types of man [Menschentum][footnoteRef:3]. These new questions all shared a common concern for the role of ‘historical development’ in Weber’s thought. In itself, Weber’s conception of history was not a new object of research topic, as it had already received sustained scholarly attention.[footnoteRef:4]. Tenbruck was, however, highly innovative, and provocative, because he concluded that Weber ended up endorsing a quasi-evolutionary theory of historical progress (1989: 64).[footnoteRef:5]. [2: 	 cf. Tenbruck, “The Problem of Thematic Unity in the Work of Max Weber”, in British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 31, 1980. This is a slightly abridged translation of an earlier piece, “Das Werk Max Weber”, published in the Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie (Vol. 27, 1975). A third version of the article, this time with “Prefatory remarks”, was published in the pages of Reading Weber (K. Tribe, ed., 1989).]  [3: 	 cf. Tenbruck himself (1989), but also to Schluchter (1981), Kalberg (1979, 1980), and Hennis (1987).]  [4: 	 cf. Salomon (1934, 1935), Jordan (1938), Manasse (1944), Bergstraesser (1947), Hughes (1958), Schumpeter (1954), and Kolko (1959).]  [5: 	 Talcott Parsons (1902-79) was really the first to acknowledge Weber’s evolutionist thinking. See his Introduction to Ephraim Fischoff’s translation of The Sociology of Religion (Boston: Beacon Press, 1963: xxvii). However, this attempt was not nearly as successful as Tenbruck’s. For more on this, cf. Roth, “Sociological Typology and Historical Explanation” in Scholarship and Partisanship: Essays on Max Weber, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971, pp. 109-114.] 

Certainly, Weber did not adhere to the kind of simplistic theory of historical progress evinced by Ferguson, Macaulay, and James Mill, or for that matter, to the more sophisticated ones promoted by Hegel or Marx. Beyond their many differences, all these authors shared a linear conception of history where each era corresponded to the corollaryfollowed as the consequence of the previous one. Therefore, they saw history appeared to them as the story of progress, however, defined,[footnoteRef:6], as a necessary, continuous and cumulative process. Weber explicitly rejects all notions of ‘necessity’ or ‘law-like’ causality in favour of historical contingence and repeatedly underlineemphasizes that all social action entails unwanted, unintended and unanticipated consequences (Cherkaoui 2007). In his Introduction to the GAR, Weber specifies that his project, far from amounting tobeing a general theory of religious evolution, rather seeks to approach the world religions on the basis of their uniqueness:	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: d’abord au long	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: « address world religions from the standpoint »? [6: 	 From Macaulay’s description of England’s progress as increases in capital, population and industrial capacities (cf. Southney’s Colloquies, Infra: XX-XX) to Marx’s view of the ever-increasing “subjection of Nature’s forces to man” (Manifesto of the Communist Party, Chapter I: Bourgeois and Proletarians), almost all nineteenth-century definitions of progress revolved around the idea of technological innovation as a corroboration of intellectual attainments. Weber is certainly not to be associated with those linear and cumulative conceptions of historical progress.] 

Diese sind untereinander weder in dieser noch in anderer Hinsicht einfach in eine Kette von Typen, deren jeder gegenüber dem andern eine neue „Stufe“ bedeutet, einzugliedern. Sondern sie sind sämtlich historische Individuen höchst komplexer Art und erschöpfen, alle zusammen genommen, nur einen Bruchteil derjenigen möglichen Kombinationen, welche aus den sehr zahlreichen einzelnen dabei in Betracht kommenden Faktoren denkbarer weise gebildet werden könnten. (GAR I: 263-4)
Christianity was not a more evolve form of Judaism, nor monotheism a more sophisticated religious dogma thaen reincarnation. Weber would investigate each religion in its own terms and not, as often been donewas often the case in the nineteenth century, as a teleological process leading to Christianity.
Moreover, in Die “„Objektivität“” sozialwissenschaftlicher und sozialpolitischer Erkenntnis Weber vigorously criticizses all theories whothat conflaicted their “genetic classification”, as obtained by the application of a theory unto reality, with reality itself. Any “developmental sequence” thus obtainedreached that way can seems to be a “historical sequence responding to the necessity of a law”, but in fact “it is to do violence to reality” not to realize that the “logical classification of analytical concepts” is but a heuristic construct (i.e. an ideal-type). [footnoteRef:7]. Weber’s admonitions waswere directed at Marxism, but his critique could as easily be addresseddirected at any form of teleological thinking. [7: 	 “In noch gesteigertem Maße liegt dieser Fall dann vor, wenn die Idealkonstruktion einer Entwicklung mit der begrifflichen Klassifikation von Idealtypen bestimmter Kulturgebilde (z.B. der gewerblichen Betriebsformen von der »geschlossenen Hauswirtschaft« ausgehend, oder etwa der religiösen Begriffe von den »Augenblicksgöttern« anfangend) zu einer genetischen Klassifikation ineinander gearbeitet wird. Die nach den gewählten Begriffsmerkmalen sich ergebende Reihenfolge der Typen erscheint dann als eine gesetzlich notwendige historische Aufeinanderfolge derselben. Logische Ordnung der Begriffe einerseits und empirische Anordnung des Begriffenen in Raum, Zeit und ursächlicher Verknüpfung andererseits erscheinen dann so miteinander verkittet, daß die Versuchung, der Wirklichkeit Gewalt anzutun, um die reale Geltung der Konstruktion in der Wirklichkeit zu erhärten, fast unwiderstehlich wird”. (GAW: 203) See also (1976a: (agrarian studies: 357). Trouver une bonne traduction en anglais et tout remplacer.] 

On its very face, the kind of developmental logic Tenbruck ascribes to “Weber’s evolutionism” (1989: 64) must be quite different from the linear and cumulative conception of progress of earlier philosophies of history. According toIn his reading, Weber’s conception of modernity and rationality was unique because he claimed that the historical development of Europe could only be understood as the development of a religious process. Where many authors, in the purest tradition of the Enlightenment, associated religion with irrationality and deemed it to be a constraint on progress, Weber rather came to believe that religion was the decisive element in the development of all culture, and thus of historical progress.
 Instead of proposing that our rationalized culture was the resulted offrom a progressive substitution of metaphysical cogitations bywith the tenets of the scientific method, Weber states that occidentalWestern rationalism came precisely from those metaphysical interrogations, specifically from our need to possess a rational answer to the problem of theodicy. Weber saw all religions as anmen’s attempt by men to answer their fundamental need for an image of the world [Weltbild] that could account for their place into it. Religions, once established, initiate the compulsory search for a rational answer to the problem of theodicy. Human suffering being inexorable, no explanations ofregarding the existence of evil remained satisfactory forever stayed satisfactory. Each religion ‘evolved’ in accord withalongside the logic of its own theodicy,[footnoteRef:8], apace with the rational development of religious images of the world corresponding to ever more articulated conceptions of the problem of theodicy and of its solution (Iibid: 65).	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: « find »? « give »?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: humans’s?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: worldview?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Je ne comprends pas ce que tu veux dire	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: « When ibid. is used in an in-text citation it is not capitalized » https://guides.lib.unc.edu/citing-information/chicago-notes-intext [8: 	 “Wie tiefgreifend auch immer die ökonomisch und politisch bedingten sozialen Einflüsse auf eine religiöse Ethik im Einzelfalle waren, – primär empfing diese ihr Gepräge doch aus religiösen Quellen. Zunächst: aus dem Inhalt ihrer Verkündigung und Verheißung”. (GAR I: 239) Put another way, Weber believed that religion, like politics, economics, the arts, and all spheres of human activity, was a field that could never be truly understood through elements that were exterior to it. Compare this with Spencer’s Principle of Sociology (Infra: XX, fn).] 

Each conceptualization of the theodicy problem produced a unique “hinterworld behind the facticity of things”, wrote Tenbruck, a specific “supposition of reality, from which practical maxims derive” (Iibid: 72). By prescribing different ways of conductings ofone’s life [Lebensführung], different religions created different cultural realitiesy for men to inhabit. The very first sentence of the Introduction to Die Wirtschaftsethik der Weltreligionen, underscoresline how religions are different “Systeme der Lebensreglementierung” (GAR I: 237), they representing different civilizations[footnoteRef:9], all following their own evolutionary path based on the consistent rationalization of the inner logic of their theodicy (GAR I: 357).	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Humans?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Si j’ai bien compris ta phrase [9: 	 It should be noted from the outset that Weber did not use the word “Zivilization” in his work. Following the comparative scholarship of his days, he rather refers to China, India, Ancient Israel, Greece, Rome and the West as “Kulturen” or “Hochkulturen”. Unfortunately, as Kalberg notes it, “a literal translation of these terms fails to convey Weber’s meaning, all the less today owing to the common understanding of ‘culture’ as referring to ‘types’ and ‘gradations’. […] None of these familiar usages conform to Weber’s broad interest: namely, in the distinctiveness of the civilizations of China, India, the ancient world, the medieval West, the modern West, etc. The appropriate English term that corresponds to his research and usage is ‘civilization’” (2014: 208, ff.6.).] 

Availing himself of Weber’s metaphor of ideas acting as signalwitchmen [Weichensteller] determining the tracks along which social action has been pushed (GAR I: 252), Tenbruck asserts that Weber discovered in religious rationalization a process that permeates not only the development of the modern Western world, but also the development of all cultures. To Tenbruck, Weber’s sociology of religion is a “multilinear genealogical tree”, each world religions corresponding to one of its branches:
As in a decision tree, this can run along several paths, some of which are ‘blind’, others going further to higher levels which is why, in universal-historical terms, they were both successful and consequential. Whether a society remains stationary at one point, or whether it is embarked upon a particular path depends on circumstances. For every option taken, other future options are excluded. The ‘genealogical tree’ reproduces the specific logic of religious rationalization and the directional role of ideas. The genealogical tree […] presents the important facts of the developmental history, and provides an ideal-typical explanatory schema of religious rationalization. (1989: 70-1)
From a primordial conception of the world where magic, ethics, law and religion were one and the same forked two branches. The first one, based on the idea of ‘world acceptation’, evolved into the ‘magic garden’ of Confucianism, from which a Taoist excrescence came to grow. The Ssecond branch, based on the idea of ‘world rejection’, was itself divided byinto two ideas. Either one was the instrument of god and could not try to attain salvation through magic, or one believed that through mystical contemplation man could become a receptacle of the divinity. The first branch was the path taken by Judaism, and culminating in Calvinist asceticism; the second by Hinduism, also giving birth to Buddhism and Jainism. According to Tenbruck, Weber does not present us with one developmental history, but with several, all autonomous and evolving around the inner logic of their own worldview.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Et non « acceptance »?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Et non « God »?
Some aspects of Tenbruck’s interpretation are debatable, notably his tendency to overestimate the influence Weber attributed to ideas and consequently his failure to make allowances for the role of institutions in shaping social actions (Love 1993: 345). After all Weber never advocated the autonomous power of ideas. On the contrary, he underlinedpointed out how “Interessen (materielle und ideelle), nicht Ideen, beherrschen unmittelbar das Handeln der Menschen” (GAR I: 252). Nonetheless, the idea that the Religionssoziologie contains an evolutionist philosophy of history hasis now imposed itselfestablished in the field.[footnoteRef:10]. Schluchter, for instance, in his study ofn The Rise of Western Rationalism: Max Weber’'s Developmental History, made hisused Tenbruck’s thesis and complemented it withadded an institutional approach (1981: 5, 25-39, 70-81). For Mommsen the Vorbemerkung is nothing less than a brief but “substantive outline of world history” (1974: 13).[footnoteRef:11]. Gerth and Mills see in the rationalization thesis “a sociology of knowledge” which would be the most general element in Weber’s's philosophy of history” (1991: 51).[footnoteRef:12]. Strongly echoing Tenbruck’s reading, Kalberg has recently undertaken a reinterpretation of Weber’s Religionssoziologie as a Sociology of Civilization (2014).[footnoteRef:13]. What no author addresses, however, is the centrality ofhow the notion of conflict insits at the core of this philosophy of history.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Où termine la citation? [10: 	 See also Robert N. Bellah, “Religious Evolution”, in American sociological review 29 (1964): 358-74) and Günther Dux “Religion, Geschichte und sozialer Wandel in Max Weber Religionssoziologie”, in Seminar: Religion und Gesellschafte Entwicklung, Frankfurt: Shurkamp, 1973.]  [11: 	 See also “The Two Dimensions of Social Change in Max Weber’s Sociological Theory”, in The Political & Social Theory of Max Weber, (Cambridge: Polity Press, pp.144-66, 1989) where Mommsen directly addresses the ‘rationalist’ thesis of Bendix, the ‘neo-idealist’ theory of Tenbruck, the ‘neo-evolutionist’ views of Schluchter and the anthropological interpretation of Hennis before trying to put forth his own reconstruction of Weber’s two-dimensional model of social and historical change.]  [12: 	 Other voices vehemently oppose any association of Weber with evolutionary or developmental views. Dirk Käsler, for instance, complained that associating Weber with evolutionary theory was a fundamental mistake (1977: 204). Hennis complained that “one of the most incomprehensible features of contemporary Weber scholarship […] was that minds as different as Friedrich Tenbruck, Wolfgang Schluchter and Jürgen Habermas cannot resist discovering evolutionary elements in Weber’s work”. According to him, Weber recognized the existence of “developmental stages” [Entwicklungsstufen] and of elective affinities and incompatibilities between them, but what he did not believe in was historic evolution, the “liberal confidence in progress” (1987: 203-4). Andreas Anter seconded Hennis’s complaint, writing that “In no respect does Max Weber argue that there is a teleology inherent to the historical development of the Occident” (2014: 191). If, as those authors seem to assume, evolutionary ideas were effectively reducible to teleological ways of thinking, then their critique would be fully justified. However, as will become clearer and clearer throughout this chapter, evolutionary thoughts do not have to be teleological. In fact, the prime example of evolutionary theory, Darwin’s principle of natural selection, is not. Neither is the evolutionary conception of history Tenbruck has found in Weber.]  [13: 	 On the theme of Weber as a sociologist of civilizations, also see (Nelson 1974) and (Anderson 2003).] 

An untold number of pages haves been dedicated to Weber’s conception of conflict in relation withto his nationalistic views and his belief that modern economics was markedinfluenced by thea revival of “imperial capitalism” (WuG Vol.1: 526)[footnoteRef:14]. They normally rely heavily on analysis of his 1895 Antrittsrede, wherein which, with a choice of words selectedchosen mostlyre for itstheir provocative quality than anything else, he argues that the human existence is essentially an “eternal struggle of human against human:” [14: 	 cf. Mommsen, “The Champion of Nationalist Power Politics and imperialism”, in The Age of Bureaucracy: Perspectives on the Political Sociology of Max Weber, Oxford: Blackwell, 1974.] 

Schon der dunkle Ernst des Bevölkerungsproblems hindert uns, Eudämonisten zu sein, Frieden und Menschenglück im Schoße der Zukunft verborgen zu wähnen und zu glauben, daß anders als im harten Kampf des Menschen mit dem Menschen der Ellenbogenraum im irdischen Dasein werde gewonnen werden. [...] Nicht Frieden und Menschenglück haben wir unseren Nachfahren mit auf den Weg zu geben, sondern den ewigen Kampf um die Erhaltung und Emporzüchtung unserer nationalen Art[footnoteRef:15]. (GPS: 12,14). [15: 	 Weber’s vocabulary drew heavily from the ambient Social Darwinism of the era: the mention of the ‘population problem’ is a reference to Malthus, just as the choice of words “die Erhatung und Emporzüchtung der nationalen Art” echoes Über die Entstehung der Arten, the German title of On the Origin of Species. See also the entry on “Selection (Auslese) in Richard Swedberg’s Max Weber Dictionary (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005, p. 244)] 

Fifteen years later, but still before the War, Weber will describe his turgid choice of words as juvenile [unreif] (Weber 1989[1926]: 416). Nevertheless, his Inaugural Lesson introduced themes and ideas that will stay lifelong concerns of his.
Before, during and after the Great War, the notion of struggle is omnipresent in Weber’s work. In the §8 Begriff des Kampfes oft he 1920 Soziologischen Grundbegriffen from, the notion of “struggle” is introduced in a pairtandem with that of “selection”. It is defined as follows: the struggles, often latent, which takes place between human individuals or social types, for advantages and for survival, but without a meaningful orientation in terms of struggles, will be called “‘selection”. He adds that if the selection takes place within a single individual’s lifetime then it is a question of “social selection”, and if it has to do with hereditary traits, “biological selection” (E&S: 38 ???). Conflict on a large enough scale leads to the selection of certain qualities. Selection is as such inevitable in complex and large human societiesy. Both ‘conflict’ and ‘selection’ are afterwards central to §16 Macht, Herrschaft, and §17 Politischer Verband, Hierokratischer Verband. The notion of conflict also plays a central role in all of Weber’s political publications. In Parlament und Regierung  (1918) for instance, Weber defines politics as the “art of fighting for a cause” (GPS: 364). In Politik als Beruf  (1919) he describesd how the modern state wasis the result of a struggle over the control of the administrative means and their eventual monopolization by princes (GPS: 508-10); or again, in the Einleitung of Die Wirtschaftsethik der Weltreligion (1919), where the modern state is also presented as the result of the conflict and competition between the Princes and the hierocratic lords of the Church (GAR: 271). ‘Struggle’, ‘conflict’, ‘concurrencecompetition’, ‘selection’, ‘monopolization’, those are the concepts Weber’s political thought is based upon, culminating in his famous definition of the state as “das Monopol legitimer physischer Gewaltsamkeit” (GPS: 505).	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Unh?
This heavy emphasis on the notion of conflict [Kampf] in the late phase of Weber’s life led Stephan Breuer to ask whetherif it was duecould be chalked up to the influence of Social Darwinism or of Nietzsche, before concluding that it was the experiences of the Great War, “die Weber zu einer derart starken Betonung des Kampfbegriffs gedrängt” (1994: 23)[footnoteRef:16]. To me, this line of thought seems to too rapidly evacuateglance over the fact that, as we have just seen, that the notion of conflict was already central to Weber’s thought way before the war. Actually, all throughout Weber’s work, the notion of conflict plays an unambiguous role: it is displayed as the engine of progress. Tenbruck’s metaphor of the ‘multilinear genealogical tree’ ascribes to different religiously established worldviews the shapes of the junctions in Weber’s conception of history development; I claim that we should see conflict as what that which drives a civilization from one stages of development to the next. It is this ‘theory of conflict’ that the present chapter exposes.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Pis c’est quoi le mot pour « struggle »? [16: 	 Hennis will argued that Weber’s understanding of “selection” follows from Nietzsche’s “moral breeding” (1998: 34). See also Runcinam, W.G. “Max Weber a Selectionist Despite Himself”, in Journal of Classical Sociology, Vol. 1:1, p. 13-32.] 

To this end, the first part of the chapter will be dedicated to extirpateextracting Weber’s philosophy of history out offrom his Religionssoziologie. As such, Weber’s writings on India and China, beyond being two enquiries into why modern capitalism did not emerge in Asia, also form a consistent description of how dynamic civilizations, when subjected to the hegemony of a single power, fall prey to social petrification. By oppositionIn contrast, Weber portrayed the European civilization as characterized by an ‘institutional heterogeneity’ that, if certainly the source of great social tensions, also revealed itself essential for its historical development.
We already encountered a very similar philosophy of history in our previous discussion of Guizot’s influence over Mill’'s conception of progress (Infra: XX). “We believe with M.  Guizot”, wrote Mill: 
“that modern Europe presents the only example in history, of the maintenance, through many ages, of this co-ordinate action among rival powers naturally tending in different directions. And, with him, we ascribe chiefly to this cause the spirit of improvement […] in the European nations. At no time has Europe been free from a contest of rival powers for dominion over society. (CW XX: 269-70)
Earlier thinkers had already suggested that conflict and strife had played a positive role in the development of Europe.[footnoteRef:17]. Guizot, however, was the first to base a whole theory of civilization on the idea that systematic antagonism of rival powers was conductive to long-term progress. His dichotomy between ‘static’ and ‘dynamic’ cultures based on this idea will not only be expressly claimed by Mill, but, I claimedcontend, will also heavily influence the work of Weber. Assuredly, Guizot and Weber’s conceptions of history are far from identical. The former displays none of the evolutionary aspects that are so central to the conception of historical development of the latter. Walter Bagehot, with his essay on Physics & Politics, was one of the first to try to incorporate Darwinian ideas to the treatment of history. In the last section of the chapter, I suggest that Bagehot should be seen as an intermediary figure between Guizot and Weber.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: « a stepping stone »? [17: 	 For instance: “Without the rivalry of nations, and the practice of war, civil society itself could scarcely have found an object, or a form”. (Ferguson 1782: 37)] 

Hinduism under Weber’s Gaze
Hinduism and Buddhism opens with a long description of India’s many noteworthy cultural achievements. Trade, both domestic and foreign, appeared there early in the subcontinent. States creditors, public contractors, and transport monopolies were active in India way before their occidentalWestern counterparts. India’s legal system was sophisticated and its merchant class highly specialized. In medieval India politics was playedwere conducted according to rational state doctrines, some of them havingwhich had nothing to learn from Machiavelli.[footnoteRef:18]. In warring times armies equipped by princes wagged battles. Artillery was used on the subcontinent abefore its appearedance on European battlefields, bearinga testament therefore witness to an elaborate and innovative scientific activity. The positional number system is of Indian origins and its crowning achievement, the zero, started being used in the fifth century CE, opening the way to many arithmetic and algebraic discoveries. Furthermore, an incalculable number of philosophical schools and religious sects originated in India. Tolerance for religious and philosophic doctrines was significantly greater there than anywhere in the Western World until mostmuch more recent times. In fact, it looks like India was once a culture that even Mill would have described as “at the head of the movement of the world” (CW XVIII: 273). How is it then, asks Weber, that the Indian development did not end up on something akin to Western rationality, and more specifically, how can it be that modern capitalism never set roots in India (GAR II: 3-4)?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Pourquoi le titre en anglais?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: c’est pas immédiatement évident ce que ça veut dire [18: 	 This is a point Weber reiterates in Politik als Beruf: “Der wirklich radikale „Machiavellismus“ im populären Sinn dieses Wortes ist in der indischen Literatur im Arthashästra des Kautilya (lange vorchristlich angeblich aus Chandraguptas Zeit) klassisch vertreten; dagegen ist Machiavellis „Principle“ harmlos.“ (GPS: 555)] 

Many of the above-mentioned elements display highly advanced processes of rationalization and could well have played a significant role in shaping a native modern capitalism. After all, it is to analogous phenomena in medieval Europe that Weber attributes its emergence in the West. To use Bagehot’s words, how is it then that India sagged into the “family of arrested civilizations”, that sheit seemed “to be ready to advance to something good – to have prepared all the means to advance to something good, – and then to have stopped”. India and China, thought the British essayist, “though differing in nearly all other things”, had both “paused when there was no reason for pausing” (WL X: 35). The exact same question puzzled Weber. How was it that India, though richer than many European countries ever were, never managed to produce its own brand of modern capitalism, that it had to take it over from the West as an “Importprodukt”, as a “fertiges Artefakt” without any connection to its social tissue (GAR II: 4)?
Weber assumes that the emergence of an Indian form of modern capitalism was at one point possible; otherwise, his study would be a pointless exercise. Therefore, his enterprise is not a demonstration of the incompatibility of modern capitalism with Indian or Asiatic culture[footnoteRef:19], but is rather a search for the hindering factors that account for its absence on the subcontinent. According tTo him, Hindu religiosity was that determining element. Translated into Weberian vernacular, I would say that he was looking for elective affinities between the life-conductsways of conducting one’s life promoted by orthodox Hinduism, and the absence of the economic development characteristic of the West. As such, Hinduism and Buddhism’s main argument revolves around how the specific influence played by the cast system on the rationalization process of the Indian economic sphere could not end up in inner-worldly asceticism compatible with the “spirit of capitalism”.[footnoteRef:20]. [19: 	 Weber was convinced that modern capitalism could be adopted by, and would flourish in, a number of Eastern civilizations. For instance, he identified the forces that would make it possible in Japan (Schwentker 1998 and Eisenstadt 1999).]  [20: 	 For more on this, cf. Surendra Munshi, “Revisiting Max Weber on India” in Max Weber religionssoziologie in interkultureller perspective, Hartmut Lehmann & Jean Martin Ouédraogo (ed.), Göttigen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003, pp. 53-68.] 

According to Weber, classic Hinduism teaches the existence of four main castes [varna]: the Brahman priests, the Kshatriyas knights and nobles, the Vaishyas merchants and artisans, and lastly the Shudras, servants of the so-called “twice-born” of the three other varnas. Contrarily toIn contrast with the social division one can find in a sectarian context, caste membership does not depend on individual qualifications.[footnoteRef:21]. The whole system is based on the notion of “family or clan [Sippe] charisma”, meaning that certain families are deemed to be the bearer of some specific qualities (Iibid: 51-6). The four varnas form a hereditary system where thein which kinship determines what is to be expected of an individual.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Pourquoi en italique et au singulier? [21: 	 In Hinduismus und Buddhismus, Weber distinguishes between a sect and a church: “Eine »Sekte«, im soziologischen Wortsinn also: ein exklusiver Verein religiöser Virtuosen oder doch religiös spezifisch Qualifizierter, rekrutiert sich durch individuelle Aufnahme nach Feststellung der Qualifikation. Eine »Kirche«, als universalistische Massen-Heilsanstalt, erhebt, wie ein »Staat«, den Anspruch: daß jeder, mindestens jedes Kind eines Mitgliedes, ihr durch Geburt angehöre” (GAR II: 6). For more on this essential distinction in Weber’s Religionssoziologie, I refer the reader to Die protestantischen Sekten und der Geist des Kapitalismus (GAR I: 207-238, especially 211), Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft (p. 724-6), and Sung Ho Kim’s Max Weber's Politics of Civil Society, 2004: 75-83.] 

As such, each caste gets assigned a specific Dharma, a set of ritualistic duties that forming a religiously sanctioned way of life (GAR II: 25). To respectabide by one’s Dharma is to conform oneself to the idiosyncratic rights and duties of one’s caste. ThisIt means that, unlike within Christianity, Hinduism has no place for natural law or any other universal moral standard. ThisIt leads Weber to the conclusionde that the doctrine of Dharma implies a form of ethical relativism: as long as they can show abidance for their caste’s Dharma, different actors can find quite contradictory moral justifications for their actions.[footnoteRef:22]. This plurality in the rights and duties of each varna led to a series of ritual barriers between members of different castes. Beside the most obvious ones, like the general prohibition of inter-caste marriage, the caste system perpetuates an intricate system of taboos affecting all spheres of life and making inter-caste commensalism impossible (Iibid: 43-44). Paul had broken away from Judaism by promoting the universal equality of men before God. According to Weber, this would become one of the key components of citizenship in Medieval Europe. The cast system precluded that type of universal fraternization tofrom ever occurring in India,[footnoteRef:23], and with it the very possibility of cities as self “self-govern confraternity” [Gemeinde], like in the West.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Minuscule ou majuscule? t’utilises les deux... [22: 	 Badrinath argues that Weber’s “central error” in his portrayal of the Indian religion derives from his misunderstanding of the notion of dharma. Instead of strictly define moral obligation relative to specific castes, he claims that dharma, when properly understood, is itself a universal concept (“Max Weber’s Wrong Understanding of Indian Civilization”, in Recent Research on Max Weber’s Studies of Hinduism, Kantowsky (ed.), Munich: Weltforum Verlag, 1986, p.45-86.) On that same topic, see also Dieter Conrad’s “Max Weber’s Conception of Hindu Dharma as a Paradigm” also in Recent Research (p. 169-192).]  [23: 	 “Die Abstreifung aller rituellen Geburts-Schranken für die Gemeinschaft der Eucharistie, wie sie in Antiochia vor sich ging, war auch – hingesehen auf die religiösen Vorbedingungen – die Konzeptionsstunde des »Bürgertums« des Occidents, wenn auch dessen Geburt, in den revolutionären »conjurationes« der mittelalterlichen Städte, erst mehr als ein Jahrtausend später erfolgte. Denn ohne Kommensalität, christlich gesprochen: ohne gemeinsames Abendmahl, war eine Eidbrüderschaft und ein mittelalterliches Stadtbürgertum gar nicht möglich. Die Kastenordnung Indiens bildete dafür ein – zum mindesten aus eigenen Kräften – unübersteigliches Hindernis.” (GAR II: 39)] 

What could lead individuals to accept thisthe rigid caste system and the restrictive duties imposed by their Dharma?[footnoteRef:24]? According to Weber, two other “dogmatic beliefs” of Hinduism are at play here. The first, samsara, is the belief in the transmigration of souls from one life to the next. As for the second, karma, it preaches that every action, including, naturally, the fulfillment of one’s caste duties, have inescapable consequences for the actor’s fate (GAR II: 116-22). Taken independently, they do not amount to much. Yet, together, those twin doctrines form “the most complete formal solution to the problem of theodicy” ever identified by Weber, portraying the world “as a completely connected and self-contained cosmos of ethical retribution” where guilt and merit “are unfailingly compensated by fate in a potentially infinite succession of incarnations of the soul” (E&S: 525). Properly understood, the doctrines of samsara and karma are the most powerful justification the caste system could ever have been based on. They proclaim that a Hindu’s social status is the deserved reflection of his ethical worth.[footnoteRef:25]. As a corollaryIn consequence, thisit also means that Hindus pursueits histheir “salvation” not in the transformation of histheir present condition, not through an ethics of world-mastery, but in the hope that an exemplary life spentd in the service of histheir Dharma would lead him to a higher social status in future lives. It is his adherence or deviance to histheir caste’s duties that makes the difference between his rebirth “as a worm in a dog’s intestine” or in “in the womb of a queen” (GAR II: 122). The stakes could not be higher. [24: 	 Jainism and Buddhism are two attempts at breaking away from orthodox Hinduism discussed by Weber: cf. Hinduismus und Buddhismus, § 2 Die heterodoxe Soteriologie des vornehmen Berufsmönchtums: 1. Der Janismus (p.202-16), 2. Der alte Buddhismus (p.217-50).]  [25: 	 “Ein korrekt gläubiger Hindu wird im Hinblick auf die klägliche Lage eines zu einer unreinen Kaste Gehörigen nur den Gedanken haben: er hat besonders viele Sünden aus früherer Existenz abzubüßen”. (GAR II : 120)] 

The “spirit of Hinduism” –the combined effects of the caste system with the twin doctrines of samsara and karma– proposesputs forth a highly traditionalistic worldview. It plunges the individual in an “organic” society that understands itself as an eternal social order (dharma) where the only possible mobility possible is that of the soul from one life to the next (samsara) in accordance with one’s moral worth (karma). Inside that worldview “revolutionary ideas or the pursuit of progress” are simply “unthinkable”. Indeed, since any novelty bears with it the “fear of magical consequences” resulting from a potential transgression of the caste duties, all changes become suspicious, and the uninterrupted repetition the old ways reassuring. Furthermore, because they are those who have the most to gain from their “ritual correctness” (GAR II: 121-2), the lower castes are also those least tempted byto innovateion andor exact change. Mill’s phrase about the tendency of “beliefs and practices to degenerate into the mechanical” (CWXVIII: 267) is certainly finds echoeds in Weber’s description of India.
A world-view whothat holds that it is “better to deficiently fulfill one’s [caste] duty than admirably that of someone else” is certainly not supportive of the kind of innovative upheavals required by modern capitalism requires. In fact, Weber concluded that the whole spirit of Hinduism was running against that of capitalism (GAR II: 110). The caste system repressed the development of new work methods and vocational mobility [Berufswechsel], deeming both to be “ritually dangerous” (Iibid: 102). It also prevents free market competition tofrom ever setting foot in India by making some occupations and tasks the preserve of particular castes (Iibid: 103). Finally, the profound social divide between castes made modern factory work difficult (Iibid: 112). Weber’s enquiry is specifically about Hinduism’s influence on the economic development of India. Yet, his conclusion about how the caste system came to refuseblock all changes and innovations for fear of “ritual degradation” (Iibid: 111) can be applied to all spheres of Indian life. Hinduism as described by Weber is a religion that created a cage, not of iron but of infinite rebirths, one whothat forced an entire civilization to yield to a social illness that Mill had already labelled as “the sway of customs”. [footnoteRef:26].	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Avec ou sans trait d’union?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Pas le bon mot (le bon ne me vient pas) [26: 	 “[Der fromme Hindu] bliebe hineingebannt in das Gehäuse, welches nur durch diesen ideellen Zusammenhang sinnvoll wurde und die Konsequenzen davon belasteten sein Handeln.” (GAR II: 121 emphasis added).] 

In a jab at historical materialism, Weber asserts that the “ingenious manner” in which the cast system was combined with the twin doctrines had nothing to do with “economic conditions”. It emerged as a product of the ethical rationalization of the Brahmanical theodicy. Hinduism, as an intellectual structure [Gedankengebilde], existed long before it made its influence felt on India’s social order (Iibid: 131). It comes then as no surprise that the Brahmans are the “carriers” [Träger] (Iibid: 3) of the spirit of Hinduism. As the highest caste in the cosmic order, they represent, rather than nobility, the most influential force in India.
Under the caste system, the political power of the Kshatriyas, going from kings to village leaders, was always judged inferior to the Brahmans’ religious responsibilities. This is what Weber means when he writes that, under Hinduism, political authority was the fruit ofresulted from a “strictly secular conception of politics”. China, to take a contrasting example, was governed by its “imperial Supreme Pontifex”. The emperor was simultaneously the “living vassal of the sacred tradition” and the “sole legitimate secular ruler” of the Chinese “church-state”. Owing to his indisputable authority, the specific qualifications requestedrequired from those aspiring to administrative positions were left to the emperor’s good will. ThisIt transformed the country’s literati into a bureaucratic stratum, thus marking the victory of the patrimonial rule over feudalism. In India, an opposite story played out as no king “ever was able to claim pontifical power” (RI: 139-40). Yet, if the Kshatriyas never managed to claim a part of the Brahmans’ religious authority, it does not mean that the opposite was also true.
In fact, Weber argues that Brahmans commanded an “astonishing position of power” (Iibid: 50), describing their influence as “all-dominant”, and saw in this caste the true rulers of an autocracy [Alleinherrschaft der Brahmanen] (Iibid: 130).[footnoteRef:27]. According tTo him, the Brahmans’ authoritative social position was brought about by their monopoly over the position of private priests in royal households [fürstliche Hauskaplan]. More than a simple director of consciencespiritual adviser, the Brahman’s Dharma gave him authority to judge both religious and political matters and to advise his prince consequentlyaccordingly. Hence, the activities of a prince’s personal priest extended far beyond mere religious purposes as he exercised a decisive influence over all disputes concerning social positions and judicial functions. For his services, the Brahman was offered gifts in the forms of prebends and land grants (Iibid: 60-2). 	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Je dirais plutôt « stipend » comme « prebend » s’applique spécifiquement à un contexte chrétien et que ce n’est pas un mot bien connu [27: 	 In Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, both the Indian kingdoms and the Chinese empire are defined as patrimonial domination, not as a hierocracy (Chap. XII, and XIII). It has led J. Rösel to ask “why is and why can Weber be content to operate with the mere concept of patrimonial power without ever trying to describe Indian traditional state system as a detailed and precise variant of this category” (1986: 139) when, by comparison, he devoted more than a hundred pages to the analysis of the patrimonial state in China? It is true that Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft describes India’s patrimonialism in only the briefest of ways. If it certainly has to do with the post-mortem production of the book, it is also definitely the result of the much more limited availability of early Indian historical sources than in the case of China (Reiniche 2003: 77, f.34). Nevertheless, it leaves Weber’s readers in the delicate situation of having very few resources to reconcile the Brahmanic autocracy described in his Religionssoziologie with the Indian feudal patrimonialism of his political sociology.] 

Naturally, the Kshatriyas always remained the main landowners in medieval India. They enjoyed a large degree of local autonomy and administered justice on their territory, thus explaining Weber’s decision to ultimately classify India as a patrimonial state. However, because of this political fragmentation and of the ensuing absence of a central bureaucratic administration like in China, nothing in a prince’s court could compete with the authority of the local Brahmans. Their monopolye over the religious rituals, their knowledge of the sacred texts and holy languages, and their personal share in their caste’s charisma as sorcerers, healers, and priests made the Brahmans “more and more the sole authoritative leaders” (Iibid: 60) of their communities. Outside of princely courts, their high social status allowed them to become gurus – “living gods” acting as spiritual leader for the masses (Iibid: 351). Sacred texts teach that “the Brahmans who have learned the Veda and who teach them are human gods” (Iibid: 140). As such, they became “the object of the hagiolatry of the laity” (Iibid: 159). Paradoxically, the asceticism cultivated by the Brahman in the hopes of escaping the cycle of rebirths made him the center of the mundane world, and, for all practicalintents and purposes, its ultimate master.
Indology & Imperialism
In his 1978 seminal work on Orientalism Edward Said wrote that Weber’s religious studies “blew him (perhaps unwittingly) into the very territory originally charted and claimed by the Orientalists” (1978: 259). It is certainly true that many notions ofdisseminated by English imperialist literature did find their way into Weber’s depiction of India. For instance, Weber believed Indians incapable of representing themselves as a “national political entity”. Not only did the caste rituals hindered the Asiatic intellectual strata of intellectuals to participate in the emergence of “the idea of the nation” likeas their occidentalWestern counterparts had done, but moreover, India also lacked a “speech community”. Sanskrit, being a sacred and literary language, could not be a popular one (GAR II: 376). In a turn of phrase that could just as rightly have been found in Macaulay’s writing, Weber stated that there waswere “good grounds” to argue that:	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Become?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Vernacular?
the removal of the thin conquering strata of Europeans and the Pax Britannica enforced by them would open wide the life and death struggle of inimical castes, confessions, and tribes; the old feudal robber Romanticism of the Indian middle ages would again break forth” (Iibid: 359).
In the absence of an indigenous national sentiment, thought Weber, the British presence acted as a pacifying presence preventing the Indians to drift back into barbarism. One musts exhibits a willful blindness to argue, as Marie-Louise Reiniche did, that Hindusim & Buddhism “has nothing to do with colonial praxis” (2003: 73).
As seen in the previous chapter, Weber was not the first to come up with the idea that India was in a state of cultural stultification or to ascribe this petrification to the undue influence of the Brahman caste. To an English mind, those were old ideas. As early as 1774, the first Governor General of India, Warren Hastings  (1732-1818), claimed that the Hindus “had been in possession of laws which continued unchanged from remotest antiquity” and that those well versed in this “ancient constitution”, the Brahmans, received “a degree of personal respect amounting almost to idolatry” (quoted in Cohn 1996: 26). Hastings believed that to be successful in their administration of the subcontinent the British needed to learn as much as possible about the Hindus’ ancient customs. In 1784, William Jones, founding father of Indology, created the Asiatic Society of Bengal trusting that the colonial administration would know how to take advantage of a deeper insight into the Indian culture.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Vérifie la citation: c’est probablement « the remotest antiquity »	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Pas sûre qu’il devrait y avoir une majuscule en anglais
By the turn of the century, Indology took Germany by storm. With his 1808 Über die Sprache und Weisheit der Indier Friedrich Schlegel was the instigator of what was soon to become the romantic fascination of German intellectual circles with Sanskrit, the ancient language of the Aryans. His brother, August Wilhelm Schlegel  (1767–1845), the first German professor of Indology, edited in 1823 a bilingual Sanskrit-Latin version of the Bhagavad-Gitá.[footnoteRef:28]. Three years later, the then Prussian ambassador to London, Wilhelm von Humboldt  (1767-1835), also published an essay on the Bhagavad-Gitá. Humboldt had learned Sanskrit, while in England, under the tutelage of his friend Franz Bopp  (1791–1867), a pioneer in the comparative study of Indo-European languages. Yet, as Sheldon Pollock rightly points out, the prolificacyabundance of the German scholarship on Aryanism and oOrientalism “was, to a degree not often realized, available to the Germans already largely formulated for them at the hands of British scholarship” (1993: 83). For instance, during his time in London, besides teaching Sanskrit to Humboldt, Bopp had also made thebecome acquaintedance ofwith Sir Charles Wilkins  (1749-1836), the first translator of the Bhagavad-Gitá into English, in 1785, and a founding member of Jones’s Asiatic Society. By the end of the nineteenth century the German state would invest more in Indology than the rest of Europe and America combined.[footnoteRef:29]. How interesting is it then to realize that despite the vast amounts of literature available to him in German, Weber’s writings on India are predominantly based on English sources.?  [28: 	 A central part of the Hindu epic Mahabharata (chapters 25 to 42 of its sixth book), this text is considered an essential exposition of orthodox Hinduism.]  [29: 	 In 1903, for example, Germany had a total of 47 professors for “Aryan” Orientalism. By comparison, England, despite its vested interest in colonial administration, had at that time but four comparable professorships (Pollock 1993: 82, 118 f.5).] 

Hinduism & Buddhism is one of the rare instances wherein which Weber took the time ofto provideing his readers with a selected bibliography. Naturally, Germans authors are not entirely absent from Weber’s mind. However, it is striking to see how much English sources really dominate his reading listthe picture. OfIn his own admission, his “knowledge of contemporary India and of the caste system” is largely based on the documents of the colonial administration, namely the “excellent statistical and sociological studies of the ten years Census of India” especially those of 1901 and 1911. Weber also specifiespoints out that he saw in the Imperial Gazetteer an encyclopedia of India that is an “exemplary work of reference”. BHe refers to both the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society and the Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal are also referred to, bealongside many English monographs on India’s religion, history, and law (GAR II: 1, f.1).	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Check la citation: c’est bizarre comme formulation… je dirais « the ten-year Census »...
Highly interesting for our endeavor is also the fact that the caste system described in those documents, so central as it is to Weber’s argument about the spirit of Hinduism, only fully developed under the British rule. The Laws of Manu, the standard source of authority for the division of the castes, only achieved its strict legal status once the colonial administration started using Jones’ 1794 translation into English to structure their codification of the Hindu law and conduct surveys. Contemporary Sscholarship often refers to Jones’s translation as ‘invented’ or ‘remembered tradition’ (Davis 2010: 16)[footnoteRef:30].	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: “endeavour” si t’utilises UK ou CA spelling [30: 	 On the Laws of Manu, cf. Brick, David. “Transforming Tradition into Texts: The early development of Smṛti” in Journal of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 34, (2006): 287–302.] 

In fact, even the notion that there had been distinct ‘Hindu’ and ‘Muslim’ communities in India started in the late eighteenth century, under British rule. Thomas R. Metcalf points out that this “was simply a product of administrative convenience, as the British sought to devise comprehensive systems of law that would at once respect the customs of their new subjects and yet reduce them to a manageable order”. As for Hinduism in particular, “by imposing their ‘knowledge’ upon it, the British made Hinduism, previously a loosely integrated collection of sects, something resembling a religion” (1994: 133, 134). [footnoteRef:31]. Scholars of religion still debate as to whether pre-colonial Hinduism ever corresponded to a fixed religion, with a set orthodoxy, or if it was more akin to a set of social practices embedded in India’s larger cultural environment. [31: 	 Metcalf’s Ideologies of the Raj (1995) brings a fascinating light on the intellectual and political strategies put in place by the colonial administration to legitimate their rule over the subcontinent. As such, this essay broadens the range of the discussion started by Eric Strokes’ seminal work in The English Utilitarians and India (1959) on the role and influence of the liberal debates in the self imposed civilizational mission of England in India.] 

In the caste system the English Orientalists thought to have found the directing principle of Hinduism they had been looking for around which to organize the colony’s administration around of. They eliminatedremoved the multiplicity of social groupings observable in the Indians’ daily life (races, languages, birthplace, clans, professions,  etc.) and only conservedkept the four main varnas, thenceforth conferring to them a rigidity they never had before. The unbending caste system the colonial administration ended up using was unquestionably modelled after an old -Hindu conception of the cosmic order, but it had very little to do with the multifarious castes and social grouping of pre-colonial India[footnoteRef:32].	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: This is UK spelling: http://grammarist.com/spelling/model/	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Ancient? [32: 	 cf. Reiniche, Marie-Louise, “Des ‘Brahmanes’ et des ‘dieux’ en sociologie: Le système Indien des castes revisités” in Archives européennes de sociologie, Vol. 39, No. 2, 1998, pp. 283-308.] 

In that context, as the highest cast and, “in Jones’s time, as collaborators in the study of the ancient Sanskrit texts, Brahmins were naturally perceived as the focal point of the faith, and with it of the Hindu community” (Metcalf 1994: 134). The long chapter on The religion of Hindus in James Mill’s History presents the Brahman as the creator of the caste system. As such, he condemned them as the chief culprits of India’s cultural backwardness. Their “system of priestcraft”, he stated, “built upon the most enormous and tormenting superstition that ever harassed and degraded any portion of mankind”, had “enchained” the minds of the Hindus (Vol.2: 166-7). Benthamites understood their task as subjecting all authorities to the judgment of reason and to denounce all those that were based on superstitions (Houghton 1957: 94)[footnoteRef:33]. In Hinduism James Mill saw what the utilitarian frame of mind saw in all dogmatic religious beliefs:; a mere set of irrational delusions taught by a corrupted class of self-serving men. [33: 	 As Huxley would later summarize it: it is simply “immoral” to live in a “cloud castle of sweet illusions and darling lies” “Agnosticism and Christianity” in Science and Christian tradition, 1889: XXX.] 

Be it in the work of Friedrich Schlegel or in Hegel’s highly influential Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion  (1832) or of History  (1837), German scholars soon put forward an alternative view of Hinduism. They held that the “universal rationality” which Benthamites called “human nature” did not exist. Rather, human nature was a mixture of rational and irrational elements combining in different forms according to historical circumstances; it varied through time and space, and each nation of the world exhibited some of its characteristics. In their idealist search for India’s “essence” these Germans scholars started trying to understand its religiosity ion its own terms. Comparing Hindu guruship to ‘Catholic popery’ and saint worship, as James Mill had done, made no sense to them. In their views Hinduism was a system of “dreamlike knowledge” (Hegel 1956: 140-41). Where the Western mind was ‘materialistic’ and ‘rational’, the Hindu one was ‘imaginative’ and ‘passionate’. What German idealism ended up doing was to rationalize Mill’s more or less disconnected examples of Hindu irrationality and superstition into the core metaphysics of that religion, making the predominance of creative imagination over reason its inner essence to be the predominance of creative imagination over reason (Inden 1990: 92-6). Weber’s research questions about how the ways of conducting one’s life conducts promoted by orthodox Hinduism lead India away from Western rationality, I claim, isare highly influenced by this line of reasoning.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Huh?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Parce que « questions » est au pluriel...s
Hinduism & Buddhism brings together the rigid caste system of the British colonial administration and the distinctive portrayal of India as a culture irretrievably alien to the Western rationality of his own German intellectual milieu. In fact, Weber couples these two notions by concluding that it was the rigidity of the caste system, underpinngirded by the karma doctrine, which hadthat pushed India away from Western rationality. We now know that despite his intellectual integrity and his attempt at working with all the information available in his time, Weber’s depiction of India is as historically inaccurate as that of the nineteenth- century English and German Indologues’ it was based upon.
Factual errors in Weber’s work should be addressed and they are.[footnoteRef:34]. It is, however, ridiculous to expect of him to abide by anthropological and historical ideas developed in the post-colonial second half of the twentieth century. So for instance, when Kieran Allen hyperbolically claims that Hinduism & Buddhism’s only merit is to reveal “the prejudices of an early-twentieth-century German gentleman” (2004: 53), he not only displays his poor understanding of the work, but, moreover, he occludesfails to point out the link at workrelationship between the ideas of the British colonial administration and Weber’s portrayal of Hindu religiosity.[footnoteRef:35]. [34: 	 cf. John Love (2000 : 192-197) and Surendra Munshi, “Revisiting Max Weber on India” in Max Weber Religionssoziologie in interkultureller Perspective, Hartmut Lehmann & Jean Martin Ouédraogo (ed.), Göttigen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003, pp. 53-68.]  [35: 	 In his Critical Introduction to Weber Allen proposes a Marxist critique of Weber’s Œuvre that tries to recast his intellectual legacy away from the “iconic value-free sociologist of the Cold War” he is still often portrayed as, especially in the Anglo-Saxon world, into a “highly ideological advocate of imperialism and capitalism” (2004: 1-14). If this portrait of Weber is not unfounded, Allen’s incendiary tone constantly undermines his arguments. For example, he states that Weber “provides no rationale for why his study should focus on Indian religiosity rather than the destructive impact of colonialism” (57) to explain the absence of capitalism in India, thus displaying his staggering unfamiliarly with Weber’s intellectual project. Allen also claims that Weber did “not appreciate the devastating effects of colonialism”, once more revealing his poor knowledge of Weber’s writings on the subject. If Weber was indeed an “ardent and passionate champion of imperialism” (Mommsen 1974: 42), it was not because he ignored the nature of the relation at work between a metropole and its colonies, but in spite of it. In a section of Economy & Society entitled The Economic Foundations of ‘Imperialism’, Weber states that the “overseas imperialism of Britain” is targeted at “foreign eras that are politically weak” with the express goal of imposing onto them “monopoly trade rights” and to turn them into “protectorates”. Throughout history, he writes, be it in Rome or Carthage’s “overseas expansion”, in the case of “the Spaniards in South America”, “in the Southern States of the Union” or for “the Dutch in Indonesia” this sort of “imperialist capitalism” has always been “based on direct force and compulsory labor” (914-20). Weber was well aware of the effects of colonialism on local populations, but, as the European gentleman that he was, he just did not question them.] 

The Middle Empire
If India was a land of villages, China was since time immemorial already a “country of large walled cities” (GAR I: 276). However, the Middle Empire provided itself to be just as hostile to modern capitalism thanas the rest of Asia. Between the seventeenth and the nineteenth centuriesy, China’s population multiplied bygrew eightfold, rising from fifty to four hundred million (GAR I: 340). The combined effects of this massive demographic upsurge, with the increase in the use of precious metal and of coinage (RC: 2-12), and the accumulation of many great and small fortunes throughout the land should have allowed China to cast off the “stahlhartes Gehäuse” of its traditionalism and to find a path toward its own modernity, to develop its own form of modern capitalism.[footnoteRef:36]. Yet, “Chinese intellectual life remained completely static, and despite seemingly favorable conditions modern capitalist development simply did not appear” (GAR I: 340). Konfuzianismus und Taoismus is Weber’s enquiry into the socio-economic conditions behind this victory of traditionalism over modern capitalism. His conclusion points out to two interwoven factors: first, the administrative organization of the empire, and, secondly, the Confucian ethic and the literati class it engendered. [36: 	 Eisenstadt, Shmuel. N, “Multiple Modernities” in Daedalus, Vol. 129, No. 1 (Winter, 2000), pp. 1-29.] 

The end of the Warring sStates pPeriod and the inauguration of the imperial era in the third century BCE not only signifiedsignalled the end of “legitimate opportunity for internal warfare”, but also ascribed to the new imperial government the responsibility of defending the land against barbarian invasions (RC: 26). Moreover, much like in Egypt, China’s hydrological system called for extensive regulation to prevent flooding (E&S: 1047). Be it military fortifications, dikes, canals, or the maintenance costs of the army and construction workers, such large-scale projects could only be made possible by a tax-financed centralized administration. Hence, in comparisoncompared to Europe in the West or to Japan into the East, owning both to military and agricultural exigenciesrequirements, the Chinese empire achieved a high degree of political unification early on in its history a high degree of political unification. ThisIt, in turn, had two interrelated effects on China’s development.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Tu présentes le point de vue de Weber ou « la vraie histoire »? Parce que tu ne mentionnes pas Weber, contrairement à la section précédente où c’était pas mal toujours clair que tu paraphrasais Weber
First, the imperial court had already consolidated its hold over all the land long before urban settlements could fully develop into cities. ThisIt meant that when China’s massive urban development occurred,[footnoteRef:37], cities were already under the administrative authority of the imperial officials. As such, they were never given the opportunity to develop political autonomy. Contrarily toIn contrast with the English city, Weber remarks, whose “liberties” were enshrined in its “charter” (GAR I: 293), the Chinese city was simply the seat of a mandarin (RC: 91). Furthermore, because of the importance of kinshipfolk in relations towith the spirits, an urban dweller identified himself with the “native place of his sib, its ancestral land and temple” not with the city he was living in. Even in the empire’s largest towns, social organization was still conducted along the traditional line of ancestral filiation; “the fetters of the sib were never shattered” (RC: 14). The city, writes Weber, “was therefore never the ‘hometown’ but typically a place away from home” (RC: 90). Hence, like in the case of India, the concept of citizenry never emergeding in imperial China; a town never “was a polis as understood by ‘Antiquity’ and it knew nothing of the “city’s law” of the Middle Ages, for it never was a ‘commune [Gemeinde]’ with political privileges of its own” (GAR I: 291). With no merchant guilds, no political autonomy and no armed citizenry, the Chinese city did not have much in common with its European counterpart.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Ça veut dire quoi? [37: 	 For instance, the official registry of Hangzhou, the second capital city of the Sung dynasty (1127-1279), indicates a population well over one million inhabitants between 1265 and 1274, a time when only a few European towns had more than a hundred thousand citizens. Between the twelfth and the fourteenth century, Hangzhou was often considered as the largest in the world (C.f King-Shen 2009: 702).] 

The second effect of China’s early unification was its rapid escaped from the social fragmentation of feudalism. Under the imperial system, political authority was not exercised by the local nobles able to raise private armed forces but by officials designated by the imperial court. In fact, the latter put a great deal of efforts into making sure that those professional administrators, the mandarins, would never be able to assume a quasi-feudal status: they were assigned short-term offices, forcing them to constantly move between provinces; working in one’s home province was prohibited; and an important network of informants was set up to monitor their action on behalf of the imperial court.
The most effective measure to preserve the emperor’s authority, and incidentally the one ending up having the largest impact on the Chinese culture, was to entrust offices solely on the grounds of qualifications and never on hereditary basis. Official examinations appeared for the first time in history, and qualification for rank, for promotion as for demotion, came to depend exclusively on them (E&S: 1048). Thus, the literary education endorsed by the central administration became the very “yardstick of social prestige” and any territories not administered by officials educated in accordance with this orthodoxy became considered as foreign and barbarian. Henceforth, even if the formal prestige of the emperor was upheld, it was not he and his court, but the literati strata, the carriers of the Chinese culture, who reallyactually ruled China (RC: 107-8). The empire was more of a “confederation of satrapies under a pontifical head” than a trulye centralized state (RC: 48-50). Nevertheless, by sitting at the head of the imperial administrative apparatus the emperor’s authority over the mandarins was always strong enough to prevent them from trying to turn the tide of history back to feudalism.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Ça veut dire quoi?
The process of political unification had not been easy and the establishment of the mandarinate system had been markedmet by staunch opposition from the local nobility, but once in place, the imperial patrimonial bureaucracy would prove itself to be almost unchallengeable. From its creation at the end of the Warring States pPeriod to the abdication of the last emperor on February  12,  1912, the Chinese patrimonial bureaucracy would stand for twenty-two centuries, supporting a total of thirteen dynasties. According to Weber it “constitutes the most radical application of bureaucratic objectivity” ever seen. If other cultures, like the Ancient Egyptians for instance, had displayed “the beginnings of a bureaucratic ethos and philosophy” only in China was a “bureaucratic philosophy systematically elaborated and brought to theoretical consistency” (E&S: 1048, 1050). This bureaucratic philosophy was Confucianism and after the administrative organization of the empire Weber saw in it the second great hindrance to the emergence modern capitalism in China.
To conceive of two distinct explanations would be misleading, since the incredible political stability of imperial China could never have arisen without the specific worldview provided by Confucianism.[footnoteRef:38]. As Weber put it, “the unity of Chinese culture is essentially the unity of that status group which is the bearer of the bureaucratic classic-literary education and of Confucian ethics with its ideal of gently” (E&S: 1050). Confucianism was first and foremost “an inner-worldly morality of layman” teaching “adjustment to the world, to its orders and conventions” by a set of “maxims and rules of social property” destined to the “cultured men of the world” (RC: 152). Confucianism accepted the world as given and saw in it a meaningful cosmos already perfectly ordered. The nature of the bond between Heaven and Earth was as inalterable as were social relations between men: “the ‘happy’ tranquility of the empire and the equilibrium of the soul” could both be attained “if man fitted himself into the internally harmonious cosmos”  (153). As such, the Confucian ethics waswere not orienteddirected toward salvation from the world, be it from an endless circle of reincarnations or from divine punishment, but rather toward a harmonious existence into the world  (156). A Confucian gentleman had nothing to be saved from, his conception of the good life was rather to try to perfect himself to such a degree that his soul would come to mirror the cosmic order, thus transforming his life into “a ‘work of art’ in the sense of a classical, eternally valid, canon of psychic beauty”  (131). Classical literature was supposed to provide him with the example upon which to base his actions and in the absence of a belief in radical evil, failures to abide by cosmic harmony could only be attributed to deficiency in education[footnoteRef:39]. [38: 	 English literature plays an important role in Weber’s sourcing about China, though to a lesser extent than in the case of India. Weber relies on English publications to write the “Zentralwerk der klassischen chinesischen Literatur”. First, on James Legge’s (1815-97) translation and critical edition of the Chinese Classics (London: Trübner, 1861–1872) and secondly on Max Müller’s The Sacred Books of the East, a gigantic fifty-volume work translating Asian religious writings into English (Oxford University Press: 1879-1910). Müller was a German-born but Oxford-based indologist, the institution’s first Professor of Comparative Philology and, amongst other things, to be appointed to the Privy Council in 1896. Moreover, when discussing Confucianism it is to Legge’s The Life and Teaching of Confucius (London, 1867) that Weber draws our attention (GAR I: 276, f.1). Incidentally Legge is also the author of The religion of China (1880), the title under which Hans H. Gerth published in 1951 his translation of Konfuzianismus und Taoismus in English. For someone following such a heavily textualist methodology as Weber, the translations from which he worked are of great significance. Müller, for instance, first moved to England in 1846 expressly to have access to the East India Company’s Sanskrit collection. Müller’s views on Asia, on India in particular, fit perfectly into the High Victorian spirit. Like James Mill, he hoped his work would fight off what he saw as the great scourge of modern Hinduism, namely superstition and idolatry (Sugirtharajah 2003: 61). He assumed that Hinduism, like all religions, had been perverted over time and, hence, that its pure, benevolent, and true form was its original one. The purpose of Müller’s work on the Vedas was to restitute them to the Hindus but “free from many blemishes that affected it in its later states” (quoted in Waardenburg 1999:87). He believed that the translation of the Vedas in vernacular languages (English before any native languages) combined with the close study of these fundamental texts would set in motion a “reformation” of Hinduism comparable to the one Luther’s work initiated in Christian Europe. Education was to play a central role in this “grand modernization” of India. In 1868, he wrote to Gladstone’s first Secretary of State for India, George Campbell (1823-1900): “India has been conquered once, but India must be conquered again, and that second conquest should be a conquest by education. [...] By encouraging a study of their own ancient literature, as part of their education, a national feeling of pride and self-respect will be reawakened among those who influence the large masses of the people. A new national literature may spring up, impregnated with Western ideas, yet retaining its native spirit and character [...] A new national literature will bring with it a new national life, and new moral vigour. As to religion, that will take care of itself. The missionaries have done far more than they themselves seem to be aware of, nay, much of the work, which is theirs they would probably disclaim. The Christianity of our nineteenth century will hardly be the Christianity of India. But the ancient religion of India is doomed—and if Christianity does not step in, whose fault will it be?” (Müller 1902: 357-8) Though he does not go as far as Macaulay in dismissing Indian native literature as having no value whatsoever, his long-term plan was however the same.]  [39: 	 This Confucian view is highly similar to the Socratic thesis that evil is only a lack of knowledge: “For you have admitted that it is from a defect of knowledge that men err, when they do err, in their choice of pleasures and pains—that is, in the choice of good and evil; and from defect not merely of knowledge but of the knowledge which you have now admitted also to be that of measurement. And surely you know well enough for yourselves that the erring act committed without knowledge is done through ignorance. (Protagoras 357d-e) and “Then if, I proceeded, the pleasant is good, no one who has knowledge or thought of other actions as better than those he is doing, and as possible, will do as he proposes if he is free to do the better ones; and this yielding to oneself is nothing but ignorance, and mastery of oneself is as certainly wisdom” (Ibid: 358b-c).] 

Consequently, because of their familiarity with traditional knowledge and classical texts, members of the literati strata enjoyed a form of class charisma, the masses believing them to be better attune to the cosmic order, and thus in possession of “magical powers” [shen]. In the case of officeholders, this belief signifiedmeant that they were deemed to be magically qualified to exercise authority, their eminent state of harmony with the world having even been attested by an examination  (135). Notwithstanding their magical-charismatic qualifications and the high level of social devotion they elicited, the literati never assumed the form of a priesthood, an institution totally absent from China’s religious development.[footnoteRef:40]. On the contrary, Ttheir education always stayed that of laymen, “bound to the fixed norm of the orthodox interpretation of the classic authors”  (121) and solely “oriented to purely practical problems as well as to the status interests of the patrimonial bureaucracy”  (127). The educated class in its whole was a monolithic stratum of officials and of those aspiringants to hold offices. The only difference between two of its members was in the level of their education, since only one kind existed, classical literary education  (134). The elective affinities between the Confucian gentleman ideal and the requirement of the Imperial system are manifest.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Pourquoi la majuscule? [40: 	 Eisenstadt rightly notes that the degree of centralization displayed by imperial China was highly unusual, even amongst other imperial socio-political configurations. Contrarily to the Russian or the Byzantine empires, which had semi-distinct military hierarchies and fully autonomous religious institutions, the Chinese emperor sat at the summit of the only hierarchy of the land (2003 Vol.1: 286).
] 

Another strong support provided to the patrimonial bureaucracy by Confucian ethics was the high premium it put on piety [hsiao]. In his 1748 De l’'esprit des lois Montesquieu (1689-1755) had proposed that each political regime had a defining principle, a combination of “human passions which set it in motion” (3.1): democracy, he thought, was moved by the love of virtue; monarchy was based on honour and despotism on fear of the ruler. In a section interestingly reminiscent of Montesquieu’s view Weber states that in its passage from feudalism to patrimonialism, China’s cardinal virtue [Kardinaltugend] changed from honour to piety [Hsiao]: “the reliability of the vassal’s allegiance was based upon the former; the subordination to the imperial servants and officials upon the latter” (RC: 157 / GAR: 444). The respect initially due only to one’s parents was extended to all social superiors: be it a teacher, an imperial official, or the emperor himself:; “the identical principle of hsiao applied to all of them”  (445). With a whole officialdom wielding a fatherly authority over its underlings it is no surprise that Weber regarded China as the classic instance of patrimonial bureaucracy.
Submission to authority was a celebration of peace, an active acceptance of the heavenly order of the world and of one’s place within it. Consequently, all conflicts within the boundaries of the empire were considered illegitimate, the body contesting the status quo deemed to upset the balance of the world. From a military standpoint, the idea that the empire was one and indivisible meant that they were no doctrine of the just war applicable within its frontiers  (114). From an economic standpoint “as in the Roman Empire, political competition for capital disappeared following the unification of the Chinese Empire”  (103). From a social standpoint, conformity became praiseworthy and eccentricity was judged to be a disruption of the cosmic harmony. Confucian wisdom held “insubordination” to be “worse than low thinking” and “Extravaganz” to be the brand of a “plebeian” attitude “unbecoming to a cultured man’s station” (158 \ 446). The combine effects of the Confucian ethics, of the far-reaching authority of the imperial bureaucracy and of the monolithic culture of the administrative strata coincided to form a fixed socio-political order celebrating total subservience to authority as moral rectitude. Out of a “strong attachment to the habitual” the Chinese spirit had broken off from all “intellectual curiosity” and was now characterized by an “absolute insensitivity to monotony” and a “slowness in reacting to unusual stimuli, especially in the intellectual sphere”  (231). As we know, Weber was far from the first to conclude that China had succumbed to the “sway of customs”. Even if heWeber did not use hisMill’s 1905 phrase of “Chinese Petrification” in his study, Weber'shis description of China’s cultural development is in every respect conforms in every respect to Mill’s portrayal of the “Chinese stationariness” in On Liberty.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Si j’ai bien compris
Still, as Weber felt the need to restatereiterate, his study of Confucianism never assumed or tried to demonstrate that the Chinese were “‘naturally ungifted’ for the demands of capitalism” (248). On the contrary, so many of the elements he deemed essential for the emergence of modern capitalism in the West were present in China that his question was not if capitalism could have occurredsprung in China, but how it was that it did not take roots there (248). In accordance with the thesis he had laidn forward in the Protestant Ethic he concluded that the determining factor was the absence of any notion of “vocation”. This absence was the precise results offrom two tenets of Confucianism. On the one hand, the Confucian ethics of world adjustment exalted material welfare to a very high degree  (237). On the other, however, it also “rejected the educated official from direct or indirect participation in profitable enterprises”  (158). Active commercial activities were regarded as morally dubious and unbecoming to a man of good station. For the member of the literary class a position in the patrimonial bureaucracy was the only legitimate path toward material wealth and, as such, it was represented to the whole population as the supreme symbol of social success. Furthermore, the Confucian ideal of a cultured man was simply incompatible with the idea of specialized professional labour. An educated Confucian was striving for the exact opposite: in his constant adjustment to the world and in his self-perfection the “princely man” was an end unto himself, not a means for any functional end, and not a tool, be it that of god (RC: 246, E&S: 1049). Thus, Confucianism could only foster a powerful “rentier mentality” (RC: 61) that was opposed in every sense to the ethos of the capitalist entrepreneur. Whereas Puritanism in Europe had been this powerful revolutionary force, in China, Confucianism ended up to being the very underframelinchpin of the tradition, strengthening it constantly, up to the extent wherethat every element of the Chinese culture had becoame an aspect of its tradition.[footnoteRef:41] [41: 	 In many respects, Weber’s description of China has been shown to be historically inaccurate. Recent scholarship has shown that China was never the static entity Weber describes. In his monumental contribution to the history of science in China, Joseph Needham (1900-95) has demonstrated how new technical developments regularly emerged in China: see his seven-volume Science and Civilisation in China (1954–[2015], Cambridge University Press). In the field of ideas, Weber’s thesis of an unbroken continuity of Confucianism down the ages was also refuted. The so-called Chinese Renaissance under the Sung dynasty (960-1279) and innovative schools of thoughts like Neo-Confucianism demonstrates that China could break apart from its cultural tradition (cf. Metzger, Escape from Predicament: Neo Confucianism and China’s Evolving Political Culture, New York: Columbia University Press, 1977). In Konfuzianismus und Taoismus as in Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft Weber certainly overstated the political stability of Imperial China by too readily equating it with the example of other patrimonial settings, nominally ancient Egypt. Likewise, his parallel between Late Antiquity and China is also specious. By stressing how he believes the Late Roman Empire and the Middle Empire had been both asphyxiated by their officialdom, Weber most certainly turned a blind eye to all the other differences that made Imperial China survive the fall of Rome by more than a millennium. Despite all its failings, Weber’s work is still recognized as groundbreaking for it has successfully taken Chinese Studies beyond the field of philosophy and folklore and put them into the framework of comparative world history (Eisenstatd 1985: 47).] 

The European Warring States

Critiques addresseddirected at Weber’s study of Asian religiosities have been largely aimed at his historical inaccuracies, at the emphasis he put on the early historical stages of the Chinese and Indian civilization as well as at his neglect of their chronological development. Indeed, as social and economical histories both works would be highly problematic. But that is not whathow they were intended to be. Rather, the objectivegoal behind both works was to find counter counterfactual arguments supporting the thesis laidy down in the Protestant Ethic, according to which modern rationality and its specific form in the economic sphere, modern capitalism, could never have occurred without the inner worldly asceticism of the Puritan sects.
In the 1920 Vorbemerkung Weber reiterated that his ambition was fixset exclusively on the historical development of the West:
 “Universalgeschichtliche Probleme wird der Sohn der modernen europäischen Kulturwelt unvermeidlicherund berechtigterweise unter der Fragestellung behandeln: welche Verkettung von Umständen hat dazu geführt, daß gerade auf dem Boden des Okzidents, und nur hier, Kulturerscheinungen auftraten, welche dochwie wenigstens wir uns gern vorstellenin einer Entwicklungsrichtung von universeller Bedeutung und Gültigkeit lagen?” (GAR I: 1, our emphasis added)
Could Weber have formulated the research program of his Religionssoziologie any more clearly? The staggering scope of his comparative enterprise was not a turn away from his interest into the historical development of the West. It was rather called by it. Wolfgang Schluchter is absolutely right to notes that Weber’s Religionssoziologie was not based on a genuine interest forin Asia. Rather it was first “aimed at enlarging the developmental history of modernity which he had begun with his study of Protestantism” (1981: 149).[footnoteRef:42]. This is what Weber meant when he wrote that the objective of those studies was to find “Vergleichspunkte mit der […] okzidentalen Entwicklung”, not to be “umfassende Kulturanalysen”. On the contrary, they deliberately emphasize “was im Gegensatz stand und steht zur okzidentalen Kulturentwicklung. Sie sind also durchaus orientiert an dem, was unter diesem Gesichtspunkt bei Gelegenheit der Darstellung der okzidentalen Entwicklung wichtig erscheint” (GAR I: 12-3). By comparing the specific evolutionary paths of different civilizations, what Kalberg labelled as the Sociology of civilization hidden in his sociology of religion (2011: 345-8, 2014: 205-32), Weber hoped to better understand Europe’s historical development. [42: 	 Gunther Roth is points out that Weber’s use of the term Entwicklung, and its different compound nouns and adjective are difficult to translate into English. The adjective entwicklungsgeschichtlich, for instance, cannot be translated smoothly as ‘developmental-historical’ and therefore appears in English as ‘historical’ or ‘developmental’. In Economy and Society and The Economic Ethics of the World Religions Weber speaks of ‘developmental history’, ‘developmental process’, ‘developmental conditions’, ‘developmental tendencies’ and ‘developmental stages’. Under Weber’s pen, the ‘historical development’ of an institution, of an image of the world, or of a culture should be understood as the record of its structural changes and transformations through time. (Roth 1979: xix fn.9)] 

One of, if not the most, important difference between the European and Asiatic civilizations Weber became aware of was the institutional heterogeneity and the resulting high level of internal tension that characterized the former. The roleeffect of different stages and directions of ethico-religious conduct on the development of modern capitalism is indubitably the foundational cornerstone of Weber’s sociology of religion. Yet it shroudsobscures a second one, that of the establishment and influence of hegemonic social power, also to be found in all parts of his argumentation. An underlying element of Weber’s analysis is that the worldviews resulting from Confucian and Hindu theodicy legitimated two distinct institutional ensembles, two civilizations, in which one social power came to dominate all others, thus progressively depriving them of their cultural vitality. Be it in the far-reaching religious authority of the Brahman or in the all-encompassing power of China’s imperial bureaucracy, Weber sociology of Rreligion is the twice-told tale of how a civilization, when structured around a single principle, are plungesd into a state of social petrification.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Puisque la préposition est « on »	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Huh?
Weber explicitly point outstates that both China and India started as innovative civilizations and that it was only in a second stage of their development that they progressively lost their innovative quality. In the case of China, for example, Weber is keen to point out that, before the imperial unification, the patrimonial bureaucracies of the Warring States were actually both the products and the carriers of relentless political and economical rationalization:
We may recall that, in the Warring States, the very stratum of the state prebendaries who blocked administrative rationalization in the world empire were once its most powerful promoters. […] Just as competition for markets compelled the rationalization of private enterprise, so competition for political power compelled the rationalization of state economy and economic policy both in the Occident and in the China of the Warring States. […] The impulse toward rationalization which existed while the Warring States were in competition was no longer contained in the world empire. [In contrast] in the Occident there were strong and independent forces. With these princely power could ally itself in order to shatter traditional fetters. (RC: 61-2)[footnoteRef:43]	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Si c’est ta traduction, utilise un mot plus commun	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Si c’est ta traduction, change pour « West »	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: idem	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Ça marche pas: « these » est pluriel, mais « power » et « itself » sont singuliers [43: 	 See also RC 103: “Since the pacification of the world empire there has been no rational warfare, and what is more important, no armed peace during which several competing autonomous states constantly prepare for war. Capitalist phenomena thus conditioned through war loans and commissions for war purposes did not appear”.] 

In other words, the imperial unification eliminated the necessity of further rationalization and gradually ossified the Chinese culture. Taken further, Weber’s logic implies that, had the Qin state not prevailed over its rivals, China could have knownfollowed a developmental path certainly very different from that of Europe, but just as dynamic. Historical accidents, not necessity, had plunged China is its state of Versteinerung. 
In this regard, Weber’s understanding of the development of Asiatic civilizations was highly reminiscent of his work on OccidentalWestern Antiquity. In Agrarverhältnisse im Altertum (GASW: 62-82), Weber had also describe how aAncient Egypt, unarguably on the forefront of progress for the longest time, also felt pray to cultural stationariness. In order to meet the challenges and opportunities presented by the flooding of the Nile, the Old Kingdom created the first bureaucratic administration the world. Yet, that system transformed the whole country into “a single tremendous oikos ruled patrimonially by the pharaoh” (E&S: 1013).[footnoteRef:44]. In this Leiturgiestaat, all were permanently bouind to a fiscal function and thorough it to a local administrative district. The monopolies of the royal household and of the temples on most subsistence products permanently hindered economic growth. No power existed that could oppose the pharaoh, all his subjects were but parts of the “human livestock” [uput] available to him for compulsoryforced labor; everyone was, de facto, a the pharaoh’s slave of the pharaoh. This terrible system trapped « l’individu comme dans un filet solide » (2001: 388), preventing any internal tension in the Egyptian society, and thus all innovation. The mashes of that net ended up being so strong that it endured for more than three thousand years, even surviving foreign invasions, Alexander and the Romans using it as the legal basis for their administration of the land.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Labour si UK ou CA spelling [44: 	 For more on Egypt, in E&S see also chapter XII.13. In Agrarverhältnisse im Altertum, see Chapter II.2 : Die Agrargeschichte der Hauptgebiete der alten Kultur : Aegypten. About that text, voir voir aussi l’introduction de Bruhs à la traduction francais de ce texte par Catherien Colliot-Thélène, la découverte... + (Love 2005)] 

In comparison to the historical trajectory of other civilizations, that of Europe appears to be quite singular. In a section of E&S on the Uniqueness of the oOccidental Culture, Weber emphasizes that “the specific roots of Occidental culture must be sought” in its ‘lesser unity’ and ‘greater structural heterogeneity’  (1192-93). Compared to China, India, the Middle East or even the ancient West in ancient times, modern Europe displayed a uniquely high degree of pluralistic tensions between multiple spheres of action, all evolving relatively independently from one another (religion, politics, economics, science, laws,  etc.). Only in Europe has no great power ever managed to establish its authority over all of society: “Modern Europe”, wrote Weber, “is a great historical exception because, above all, pacification of a unified empire was lacking” (RC: 62). There, aAs earlier in the Warring sStates, competition could compel bureaucracies to break from traditionalism and to rationalize themselves from within. Moreover, the absence of a pacified ‘world empire’ in medieval Europe frequently allowed for new independent social forces to take form and to oppose traditional authority, hence introduce world-historical innovation from without. Inevitable and repetitive conflicts across a plurality of groups and social domainsspheres called forth a greater social flexibility, a civilizational dynamism, which Weber sees as both specific to the West and conducive to the emergence of modern capitalism.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Je mettrais « Western »	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: idem	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Single or double?
The changeoverswitch from capitalism to modern capitalism in the West took place in a social context of long-lasting conflicts between the church, the free -cities and secular rulers of nascent patrimonial nation-states, between a feudalistic organization of society, merchant guilds and crown-supported mercantilism, between Ccanon and secular law, between Catholicism’s traditional injunction against systematic pursuit of wealth and the methodical economic ethics of Puritanism. ContrarilyIn contrast to the hegemonic structures of Antiquity or of Asia, “in the Occident, authority was set against, authority, legitimacy against legitimacy, one office charisma against the other” (1968: 1193). It is by negotiating its path through this environment of harsh competition that capitalism took on its modern form. Accordingly, Weber’s explanation for the rise of modern capitalism must be understood, not only in reference to the role of the Protestant ethics, but also as the fruit of the perpetual tensions and constant conflicts at work within the European institutional landscape (Kalberg 2014: 228). Too often, commentators try to capture Weber’s conception of historical development by referring only to the transformative influence of charisma and its subsequent routinization (Gerth & Mills 1991: 54) while leaving out the central role that institutional conflicts and social tension play in his thought.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Ou « passage » si c’est moins fort	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: again	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: y’a-tu vraiment une virgule là?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: office’s?
In his doctoral dissertation about the history of the trading companies in the medieval Italian cities (GASW: 312-443), we already see how Weber approaches the question of the emergence of modern capitalism in an historical perspective and as an institutional problem. In 1904, when he became editor of Archiv, he also described his conception of social science as “the scientific inquiry into the general cultural significance of the socio-economic structure of human groups and of their historical forms of organization” (Objectivity: 67). Weber always assigned a great deal of importance to the institutional forms in which the social life was taking place. Thus, it is not by accident that this studies on Asiatic Rreligions both open on the question of those countries’ respective level of urban development. The occidentalWestern city, as he shows in his Typologie der Städte (WuG: 727-814), can only rise in the kind of “institutional heterogeneity” that characterized the medieval West. A free city is not only a constant point of contention between different political actors, its very presence testifiesy to the existence of the kind of social tension of which Weber was to concluded Asia to bewas deprived of. Moreover, it is in the midst of cities that took place the transition from the ancient homo politicus to the modern homo oeœconomicus,[footnoteRef:45], thus making the existence of free cities to be an essential part of Weber’s explanation ofconcerning the rise of modern capitalism.  [45: 	 Und die spezifisch mittelalterliche Stadt: die bürgerliche gewerbliche Binnenstadt, war überhaupt primär ökonomisch orientiert. [...] Im Gegenteil, während in der Antike die Hoplitenheere und ihre Einschulung, also militärische Interessen, immer mehr in den Mittelpunkt der Stadtorganisation traten, begannen die meisten Bürgerprivilegien des Mittelalters mit der Beschränkung der Bürgerwehrpflicht auf den Garnisondienst. Die Stadtbürger waren dort ökonomisch zunehmend an friedlichem Erwerb durch Handel und Gewerbe interessiert und zwar die unteren Schichten der Stadtbürgerschaft am allermeisten [...] Die politische Situation des mittelalterlichen Stadtbürgers wies ihn auf den Weg, ein homo oeconomicus zu sein, während in der Antike sich die Polis während der Zeit ihrer Blüte ihren Charakter als des militärtechnisch höchststehenden Wehrverbands bewahrte: der antike Bürger war homo politicus. (WuG: 804) ] 

According to Kalberg, “Weber’s sociology stands practically alone” in acknowledging the “unique structural heterogeneity” of the West’s historical trajectory (2001: 347).[footnoteRef:46]. That may well be so if one only compares Weber’s work with that of other contemporary sociologists. However, the idea that the West’s unique developmental path was due to its institutional diversity and that the ongoing conflicts takinge place there between its different social power waswere the very motor ofprecisely what drove its progress was far from new. In fact, we have already seen how Mill also believed that: “all countries which have long continued progressive […] have been so because there has been an organized opposition to the ruling power” and that in those where “such quarrel has not been going on” –wherever it has been terminated by the complete victory of one of the contending principles, and no new contest has taken the place of the old – society has either hardened into Chinese stationariness, or fallen into dissolution” (CW X: 108). Those ideas all had the same source: François Guizot’s History of European Civilization.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Où termine la citation?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: j’ajouterais l’année ici entre parenthèses [46: 	 Peter Breiner also derives his portrayal of Weber’s political sociology from institutional structures rife with processes of conflict (Kampf) and selection (Auslese). He calls it the Weberian “dialectic of selection and institutional routinization”. See “Weber and Political Sociology” in The Willey-Blackwell Companion to political sociology, Edwin Amenta, Kate Nash & Alan Scott (Ed.), Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2012, pp. 15-27.] 

Guizot
Nowadays, and especially outside of the French-speaking world, François Guizot’s notoriety has considerably waned in comparedison to what it used to be. In the nineteenth century, however, his influence as a minister under the July monarchy  (1830-48), his rivalry with Adolphe Thiers, and his work as a first-rate historian bestowed upongained him an impressive public reputation. For instance, in 1848 when a young German writer began a pamphlet by denouncing the conservative powers ruling over Europe, he did it this wayso by citing Guizot: “A specter is haunting Europe – the specter of communism. All the powers of old Europe have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this specter: Pope and Tsar, Metternich and Guizot, French Radicals and German police-spies.” For Karl Marx, and not only because he had been forced to leave Paris on his order, it was clear that Guizot was a leading political figure. Klemens Wenzel von Metternich, the Pope and the Tsar would also have concurred. Contemporaries’ could differ in their judgment of his political achievements could differ, but Guizot’s genius as a prolific and innovative historian was unanimously recognized. His histories compared different cultures and civilizations, some he deemed to be in static states, others in dynamic ones, and presented the systematic institutional antagonism that emerged in Europe as the secret of its social progress. They made a profound impression on all who read them and ended up influencing authors as diverse as Saint-Beuve, Michelet, Lord Acton, and, as seen in the previous chapter, Tocqueville, and J.S. Mill, to name but a few.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: j’ajouterais les prénoms s’ils ne sont pas introduits dans le chapitre précédent
From the time of Chateaubriand and Burke, liberals had grown accustomed to “concedinge” history to conservatives. In Great Britain as in France, historical arguments were a weapon of choice for those attacking revolutionary ideas. This appropriation of history by the conservative minds was made all the easier by the fact that many liberals, and almost all revolutionaries, identified with Barrère’s call at the General Assembly, June  15th  1789: “Vous êtes appeléser à recommencer l’histoire”. A month later, the French Revolution would launch just such an attempt at uprooting institutions that were had been centuries in the making. If a good half of the French population had embraced the ahistorical aspect of the revolutionary project, the other half opposed it wholeheartedly. The tumults of the revolutionary period, believed Guizot, had divided France between into two distinction nations. His histories were an attempt at reconciling those “two peoples” now forced to live together under the Restoration. By exposing them to the history of the nation, to the “undivided historical France”, Guizot hoped that the people of Old France would realize that the Revolution was much more than a historical aberrationcy; just as the liberals would learn that the Old Regime was in no way toshould not be reduced to the worst aspects of the Dark Ages. There was light in the past too; there was no need to abolish history. France had a liberal tradition preceding 1789 and by uncovering it Guizot hoped to rehabilitate history in the eyes of the young liberal generation that formed the bulk of his students. Guizot wanted to demonstrate that liberals too could appeal to history to defend their convictions. The publication of Tocqueville’s L’'Ancien Régime et la Révolution by Tocqueville, an author who attended Guizot’s lectures, shows that he, at least in part, meethad successfully risen to his own challenge.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: same here	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: prénom	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: traduction en note de bas de page ?
Stanley Mellon, in his Introduction to Guizot’s Historical Essays and Lectures, emphasizes how easy, in that context, it would have been for him to produce a Whig history in which all elements would have been arranged merely to justify the French Revolution  (1972: xxxii). After all, his first contribution to historical scholarship was a translation, with his future wife, Pauline de Meulan  (1773-1827), of the work of an eminent Whig historian and statesman: Anthony Gibbon’s History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire.[footnoteRef:47]. The way by which Guizot found a simple way of avoiding theed development ofing a teleological conception of the French national narrative was simple:. hHe did not write directly about France’s history. Unlike almost all French historians of the nineteenth century Guizot did not enquire directly about the 1789 Revolution. In a sort of mirror interrogation, however, he spent thirty years asking how the 1688 English Revolution had successfully ended up on producing political institutions “by far” superior to French ones (Lesson  I: 2).[footnoteRef:48]. In addition, Guizot’s most celebrated work, his General History of the Ccivilization in Europe  (1828), proposed a reading of history that cheerfully blended European and French development. That way Guizot could not only hope to reconcile post-restoration France with the Ancient rRégime, but also France with the rest of the cContinent. He could claim to his students that by studying France they were studying Europe and that in spite of the Napoleonic Wars France had never been the enemy of European civilization, but rather its very heart (Lecture  I: 2-3).	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: ça m’étonnerait qu’il y ait un article défini ici…	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: qu’est-ce que tu veux dire ? [47: 	 cf. Infra Chapter I : XX.]  [48: 	 Guizot wrote extensively on the subject of the English Revolution: Histoire de Charles Ier (1827), Histoire de la révolution d’Angleterre depuis l’avènement de Charles Ier jusqu’à sa mort (1846), Pourquoi la révolution d’Angleterre a-t-elle réussi ?: Discours sur l’histoire de la révolution d’Angleterre (1850), Études biographiques sur la révolution d’Angleterre : Études sur les beaux-arts en général (1851), Histoire de la république d’Angleterre (1855), Sir Robert Peel. Histoire du protectorat de Cromwell et du rétablissement des Stuarts (1856). For an overview of Guizot’s standpoint on the English Revolution, cf. Raynauld, Philippe, “La Révolution anglaise” (pp. 69-81) et Kahan, Alan “Guizot et le modèle anglais” (pp. 219-231), in Actes du colloque François Guizot, Val-Richer, octobre 1987. Mazauric, Claude, “François Guizot et la Révolution d’Angleterre”, in François Guizot: Passé-Présent, Paris: Édition Hermattan, 2010.] 

In the precedingent chapter we have seen how older generations of historians, in France as in England, have understood civilization to be a single continuum on which different societiesy where juxtaposed in relation to their respective levels of development. Under that historiographical model, the concept of civilization could not be impairedwas not affected. A specific culture could recede on that scale, but civilization itself, as the measurement unit, was indifferent to all historical events. Guizot, however, understood civilizations to be more than different amounts of thea same featurething. Civilizations were based on different principles and, to grasp properly understand them, one had to approach them on from their own basisstandpoint. When studying other civilizations, be that of the past ones, or those in other regions of the world, “it is impossible”, wrote Guizot:	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: on peut utiliser « thing » plus en anglais que « chose » en français
not to be struck with by the unity of character which reigns among them. Each appears as though it had emanated from a single fact, from a single idea. One might almost assert that society was under the influence of one a single principle, which universally prevailed and determined the character of its institutions, its manners, its opinions – in  a word, all its developments. (Lesson  II: 26)
In the “early days of the human race” for instance, many civilizations had been structured around a theocratic principle. In Ancient Egypt, for instance, “a priestly caste held the highest rank and exercised the supreme authority, political as well as religious” whereas the king, was nothing more than the country’s “chief priest” of the country. This theocratic principle did not disappear in the meanders of the time. FIn a manner fully consistent with nineteenth-century European perceptions of Asia, Guizot believed the theoretical principle to have endured on the other side of the world: “In some of the Asiatic states theocracy still exists. The complete subordination of all other classes to the priest-king, or priestly caste, has nowhere produced marked intellectual or political advancement” (Lesson  II: 27, fn). The reference to the Brahmanic caste and the Chinese Emperor is evident. Guizot believed cultures based on a similar founding principle, despite any historical distance, to share more with one another than with their historical contemporariesy. The same association between Aancient Egypt as a forgone example of a social structure still displayed in nineteenth-century Asia will also emerge in Mill, Bagehot and Weber’s work.
Beside theocracy, history presents us with other potential founding principles: mercantilism, martial values, the democratic spirit,  etc. Common to all civilizations, argued Guizot, is the fact that only the earliest stages of civilizational development displayed a coexistence of various principles. After a more or less short period of strife between different competing potential principles, a single one managed to prevail and takes took sole possession of society, imposing its character upon it its character. This mono-foundational principle of civilization could result in two developmental scenarios. Some civilizations, like Aancient Greece, rose to greatness in almost no time, but only to decline almost as rapidly. It seems as if the creative energy contained in the “speculative mind” which called the Greek civilization into being had been exhausted by the speed of their its rise. Regrettably, by the very nature of its unshared undivided victory, the Greek founding principle precluded that any other cultural principle could breathe new life in its culture when she it needed it the most. The only glory left to the Greek civilization was in its past. Elsewhere, like in Ancient Egypt, China and India, the principle that structured their civilization would produce the opposite effect: there “society became stationary; simplicity produced monotony; the country was not destroyed; society continued to exist; but there was no progression; it remained torpid and inactive”  (29). Their founding principle was strong enough to maintain itself over time, but not while simultaneously fostering social progress. In both cases, concluded Guizot, be it in a blaze of glory or in stationariness, no single structuring principle could lastingly sustain the development of a civilizational.
Be it by sheer luck or by divine decree, but certainly not by human design, one civilization managed to avoid the pitfalls of social development based on a single foundational principle. The European civilization, even if born of the fall of the Roman Empire thirteen centuries before Guizot’s lifetime, was far from being culturally exhausted. Despite the it being centuries old, the European civilization appeared to Guizot to broaden and accelerate her its movement. All other civilizations, even the Muslim one, yet younger than that of Europe, had either met their end or were stuck in a stationary state.[footnoteRef:49]. To what was can be ascribed the West’s exceptional cultural vitality due? For To Guizot, the answer was simple. In Europe no single principle ever managed to impose its preeminenceelf: wWhile in other civilizations the exclusive domination of a single form led either to cultural decline or to stationariness, “in modern Europe the diversity of the elements of social order, the incapability of any one to exclude the rest, gave birth to the liberty which now prevails” (Lesson  II: 32). Take a rapid cursory glance at the civilization of modern Europe, asked Guizot, what will strike you will be struck “at once” his by how “diversified, confused, and stormy” it is: [49: 	 The Muslim civilization was maybe the youngest at the time, but according to Guizot it had already succumbed to cultural stationariness. Organized around a martial principle the “Saracens”, as Guizot still called them, “were both conquerors and missionaries. The power of the Koran and of the sword was in the same hands”. In its beginnings, this “union of military ardor and religious zeal” gave ‘Mohammedanism’ “a prodigious power” that resulted in a meteoric rise. Yet, just as in the case of the Greek civilization, this principle proved itself to be insufficient to secure Islam’s lasting cultural dynamism: “It was in this union of the temporal and spiritual powers, and the confusion which it created between moral authority and physical force, that that tyranny was born which seems inherent in their civilization. This I believe to be the principal cause of that stationary state into which it has everywhere fallen” (Lesson III: 76-7).
With his early death in 1920, Weber never managed to write the final instalment of his Religionssoziologie: a study of Islam. Nevertheless, scattered throughout all of his work, he left enough material for scholars to reconstruct his analysis of Muslim culture. Bryan S. Turner’s Max Weber and Islam (1998 [1974]) is certainly the most authoritative work on this matter. Reading Turner, it becomes clear that Weber’s analysis of Islam displays the same pervasive Orientalism as his earlier studies on Asian religiosities and that his outlook is not that different from Guizot’s. Greatly influenced by the work of his friend Carl Heinrich Becker (1872-1933) on Muslim economic structures and Islamic ethics (1998: 99), Weber tried to show how the military and economic conditions of Islamic society were inappropriate for the development of modern capitalism (ibid: 13). As in the case of China and India, it was clear to Weber that the Muslim world had developed along the lines of its own form of rationality. He believed that the social carriers (Trägersichten) of this specific Muslim worldview had been the Arabic warriors, making Islam into a “national Arabic warrior religion” (ibid: 138). According to this reading, Islam had been moulded by the nomadic lifestyle and status interests of the Arab warrior caste. Their hedonism, especially regarding sexuality, luxuries and property, and their quest for salvation through jihad instead of some form of Pietism (ibid: 138-9) deprived Islam of the possibility of developing the kind of ascetic ethic of world mastery that Weber considered so central to the emergence of modern capitalism.
The overall thrust of Weber’s comments on the Muslim world is that Islamic society was “held back by the ethics of a warrior religion which were essentially feudal until the modern period when capitalism [was] imported by European domination of the Middle East” (ibid: 122). The patrimonial domination that emerged from the Islamic process of rationalization made political, economic, and legal relations arbitrary and unstable, thus precluding the emergence of modern capitalism in the Middle East. This Weberian portrayal of Islam as a ‘warrior religion’ intrinsically incompatible with the ‘spirit of capitalism’ is now untenable in view of the current state of knowledge in Islamology. However, it is quite interesting to note that Turner believes that through this distorted conception of the Muslim civilization Weber “is repeating, but also elaborating, a view of Occidental-Oriental differences which was common to political theorists, philosophers and classical economists”. He cites “Adam Smith in The Wealth of Nations, James Mill in The History of British India, and J.S. Mill in Principles of Political Economy”, all three of whom “thought that there was a strong contrast between European feudalism and Oriental despotism and that the latter gave rise to stagnant economic conditions which campaigned against capitalist development” (1998: 14). Guizot’s name could easily be added to that list. For more on Weber’s analysis of Islam I refer the reader to Wolfgang Schluchter’s “Hindrance to Modernity: Max Weber on Islam”, in Max Weber & Islam, Tuby E. Huff and Wolfgang Schluchter (ed.), Transaction publishers: New Jersey, pp. 53-138, 1999, and to Carré, Olivier. “À propos de Weber et l’Islam”, in Archives de sciences sociales des religions, n°61/1, pp. 139-152, 1986.] 

All the principles of social organization are found existing together within it; temporal powers temporal, spiritual powers spiritual, the theocratic, monarchic, aristocratic, and democratic elements, all classes of society, all the social situations, are jumbled together, and visible within it; as well as infinite gradations degrees of liberty, of wealth, and of influence. These various powers, too, are found here in a state of continual struggle among themselves, without any one having sufficient force to master the others, and take sole possession of society. (p. 29, see also p. 33)	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: stations ?
In Europe, and only in Europe, Guizot thought Guizot, had the “co-existence and strife of various principles” not been only “a passing, an accidental circumstance”  (28). This It gave the European civilization a unique capacity for to periodically breatheing in new cultural strength in its social structure. In the everlasting struggle between all the principles at work in the fabric of the European civilization new social structures would supersede the ossified ones: for instance, the static spiritual influence of the church of Rome yielding to the Reformation  (327); the monarchy of Philipp  II off Spain making way to the France of under Louis  XIV  (338); the stationary monarchies toppled by the French Revolution and its aftermath s (391).; Tthe history of civilization in Europe was the history of constant changes. Through the active opposition between of all the cultural impulses arising from that multitude of conflicting principles the Western world was the only civilization to have stayed on the road of progress for such a long time.
With this description of the European civilization Guizot was overturning the traditional philosophy of history (Richter 1982: 197). Contrarily to popular belief,[footnoteRef:50], cultures were did not thriveing in time of peace and stability; conflict and division were the true agents of civilization (Crossley 1993: 86). Nowhere is Guizot’s praise of the civilizational influence of conflict better expressed than in his seventh lecture, On The Rise of the Free Cities.[footnoteRef:51]. Modern Europe, he writes, is born of the struggle: [50: 	 For instance, see, De l’esprit des lois (1748), Book XX, in which Montesquieu established an authoritative correlation between peace, commerce, and human happiness. cf. Howse, Robert, “Montesquieu on Commerce, Conquest, War and Peace”, in Brooklyn Journal of International Law, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp. 695-708, 2006, and Catherine Larrère, « Montesquieu et le « doux commerce » : un paradigme du libéralisme”, Cahiers d’histoire: Revue d’histoire critique, Vol. 123, pp. 21-38, 2014.]  [51: 	 Weber’s Die Nichtlegitime Herrschaft, better known as the Typologie Of The Cites (W&G, Kapitel IX: Herrschaftssoziologie, § VII Abschnitt) is a remarkably similar to Guizot’s seventh lecture, especially with respect to the political role played by the “free citizens” in the creation of the modern political landscape. A more in depth comparison of those two texts promises to be a fascinating enquiry.] 

between the different classes of society. I have already shown that in other places this struggle has been producedtive of very different consequences; in Asia, for example, one particular class has completely triumphed, and the system of castes has succeeded to that of classes, and society has there fallen into a state of immobility. Nothing of this kind, thank God!, has taken place in Europe. NoOne of the classes haves not conquered, has notand brought the others into subjection; no class has been able to overcome, to subjugate the others; the struggle, instead of rendering society stationary, has been a principal cause of its progress; the relations of between the different classes with one another; the necessity ofneed to combating and of to yielding by turns; the variety of interests, passions, and excitements; the desire to conquer without the power to do so: from all this has probably sprung the most energetic, the most productive principle of development in European civilization. (205, our emphasis added)
Anticipating on Weber’s interrogation about the “chain of circumstances” that led the “Western civilization, and the Western civilization only” to produce “cultural phenomena” having a “universal significance and value” (GAR I: 1), Guizot also believed that the development of the European civilization was unique and had world significancet.
 In an antiquated turn of phrase, Guizot wrote that “[h]Human societies are born, live, and die, upon the Eearth: it is there that their destinies are accomplished”.[footnoteRef:52]. Civilizations, as we have seen, were mortal, their ‘destinies’ unique, and their collapse more or less sudden, depending on the nature of their founding principle. The Western civilization was the great major exception to in that scheme. Without any fixed principle, it had and would continue to reinvent itself. The European civilization had “penetrated into the ways ofr eternal truth –into the scheme of Providence;– it move[d] in the ways which God has prescribed. This is the rational principle of its superiority”  (34). It is only because mankind was still in a state of “childhood”, wrote Guizot, that it could not see Europe for what it was to become: the “general civilization of the whole human race”  (Iibid: 4-6). If we were to apply Tenbruck’s multilinear tree to the case of Guizot’s philosophy of history, we could say that Wthe western civilization started as a small bough, just as every other. It alone thoughhowever, by means of its capacity for social agonism, was destined to grow, first, into the oldest branch of the tree, then to become so large as to become virtually indistinguishable from the tree’s trunk, and finally to be one and the same with as the whole tree. [52: 	 (Lecture 1: 20) here, Guizot quotes from a speech of Pierre-Paul Royer-Collard (1763-1845): Contre la loi sur le sacrilege, l’Assembleé Nationale Séance du 12 avril 1825. (My translation). Nineteen-century French liberal thought has been the object of much attention in recent literature. Yet, contrarily to Guizot, Tocqueville, Constant, and other preeminent French liberals, Royer-Collard is still a neglected figure. In his days, however, he was the leader of the doctrinaire faction in the National Assembly and one of the leading liberal in the political life under the Bourbon restoration. If Pierre Manent credits Guizot for first coming up with a doctrine of “governmental liberalism” (libéralisme de gouvernement) (1987: 199-220), Michel Pertué rather sees Royer-Collard as the one from which Guizot learn to govern as a liberal (“Royer-collard et la charte de 1814”, Historia Constitucional, n.15, pp.23-69, 2014).] 

Mill, Walter Bagehot and Weber did not share Guizot’s optimism. Another important difference between Guizot’s philosophy of history and Weber’s philosophy of history was the developmentalist view of history element of the latter. Guizot did not envision one civilization serving as the precursor of to another, nor that the existence of one civilization could be divisible divided into multiple stages. He believed civilizations to emerged, thrived and disappeared, all according to the inner logic of their specific ‘founding principle’, or, in the case of Europe, to stay active precisely because it did not have to confine itself to any single overarching social principle. Under the influence of Darwinism, Walter Bagehot was amongst the first to explicitly try to apply evolutionism to the study of history and social institutions. He too opposed dynamic and static cultures, and thought to have found in natural selection the mechanism by which the former would prevail over the latter. As such, he constitutes an important intermediaryarry figure between intellectuals of the early and the later nineteenth century.
Bagehot’s Physics & Politics
“Evolutionism” was one of the most slippery words of the hHigh and lLate Victorian vocabulary. Just as like “Darwinism”, it was a highly contested concept.[footnoteRef:53]. Nevertheless, it generated one of the richest clusters of notions around which the leading ideas of the time were put togetherconstructed and assembled. As seen in the preceding chapter, evolutionary ideas were assuredly anterior to Darwin’s 1859 On the Origin of Species.[footnoteRef:54]. Historians like Fergusson, Gibbon, or natural scientists like Lamarck  (1744–1829) and Robert Edmond Grant  (1793-1874), to name but a few, were already workinged on the basis offrom evolutionary ideas. The Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation  (1844),[footnoteRef:55], in particular, expending on Charles Lyell’s Principles of Geology  (1830-3), considerably increased public support for the idea that one could account for the natural world without the need for a directing force directing it from outside of it. The intellectual environment of the day was increasingly shaped by concepts like ‘energy’, ‘struggle’, ‘selection’, ‘survival’ and ‘competition’.[footnoteRef:56]. In fact, it was precisely because evolutionary theories had already become so ubiquitous and multiform that Darwin’s most original contribution, natural selection –the mechanism by which evolution could take place–, was itself so rapidly absorbed into the contemporary systems of thoughts of the day. The scientific and social impact of Darwin’s work was immediate and immense. Even though Darwin himself never used the world “evolution” until the fifth edition of his book in 1869, in less than no time, and quite unwillingly, he became the centrer of all arguments and quarrels about evolutionary theories, many of which boeareing no connection whatsoever to its his own. A wide range of evolutionists thinkers, like John Ferguson McLennan  (1827-1881), Herbert Spencer  (1820-1903) –who coined the phrase “survival of the fittest” –, John Lubbock  (1834-1913), John Jackson  (1835-1911) and Edward Tylor  (1832-1917), all either extended on Darwinian notions or tried to incorporate them into their preexisting schemes of thought. 	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: first name [53: 	 cf. J. Moore “Deconstructing Darwinism: The Politics of Evolution in the 1860s’”, in Journal of History of Biology, Vol. 24, No. 3 (1991), pp.353-408.]  [54: 	 Burrow, J.W., Evolution and Society: A Study of Victorian Social Theory, London: Cambridge University Press, 1966.]  [55: 	 The reception of Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation is one of the most fascinating pieces of literary history that will ever be. Through it, the whole Victorian world revealed/unravelled itself. Published in 1844, great pains were taken to preserve its author’s anonymity. The book presented a “general history of creation” in which the theory of “transmutation” proposed that everything in existence had developed from earlier forms. From the solar system to mankind, from all rocks to all animals, everything fell onto the evolutionary ideas offered in Vestiges. As such, the book was an ambitious attempt at combining many different scientific theories of the age. The book rapidly became a literary sensation, in and outside scientific circles. The royalty read it – Prince Albert even reading it out loud to Queen Victoria in 1845. Abraham Lincoln read it. Radicals read and praised it to the skies, convinced its thesis offered a scientific justification for the overturn of the traditional aristocratic order.
After the initial applause, Vestiges soon attracted ferocious critics. First from clergymen, who judge it to be the most debased form of materialism; second from natural scientists, who came to find many shortcomings in the book’s argumentative structure. This scientific amateurism led geologist Adam Sedgwick (1785-1873) and others to believe the undisclosed author had to be a woman. Harriet Martineau’s (1802-76) name circulated widely. Charles Darwin and Charles Lyell were also suspected. At one point, it was even suggested that Prince Albert could be the secret author.
Due to its widespread popularity Vestiges played an instrumental role in preparing the general public’s mind to the idea of the “coexistence of God and Nature”, where the Creator dictated natural universal laws but did not continuously intervene through miracles. In turn, this idea played a huge role it the speed at which The Origin of Species impressed itself upon the public debate after its publication. It was only with the twelfth edition of Vestiges in 1884, after forty years of speculations, that the identity of the author was finally posthumously revealed. Robert Chambers (1802-71), a Scottish journalist and amateur naturalist, had written the bestseller between 1841 and 1844, while recovering from an episode of mental illness. For more on this outlandish story, see the absolute tour de force in literary history that constitutes James A. Secord’s, Victorian Sensation: The Extraordinary Publication, Reception, and Secret Authorship of Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation (2003).]  [56: 	 cf. Young, Darwin’s Metaphor: Nature’s Place in Victorian Culture (1985), and David, Aristotle's ladder, Darwin's tree: the evolution of visual metaphors for biological order (2014). ] 

What is especially striking, and what that which “marks so many of these writers as men of a certain generation, was the way in which evolution provided them with an explanation, even a law, of progress, while at the same time giving a scientific or pseudo-scientific edge to all sorts of intellectuals and political doubts” (Hoppen 1998: 480). The relationship between evolutionist theories and conceptions of progress is an extraordinarily complex one, involving an intermingling of scientific, political, and religious considerations. Yet, almost all proponents of evolution saw it as a positive force at work in the cosmos. For Spencer, for instance, “progress was no accident, not a thing within human control, but a beneficent necessity […] due to the working of a universal law”, that of evolution. According Tto him, evolution was the grand explanation behind all phenomena. Hence, heis attempted at to expanding the application scope of areas to which “evolutionary laws” could be applied to all spheres of existence –be it in the physical, the organic or the social world.[footnoteRef:57]. Some discordant voices, however, were discordant and did not commune with this fervent enthusiasm.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: workings ? [57: 	 “Progress: Its Law and Cause”, in Westminster Review, NS11, p.484, 1857. For an analogous argumentation, cf. Social Statics: Or, The Conditions Essential to Human Happiness Specified, and the First of them Developed (1851), Pt. I, Ch.2: The Evanescence of Evil: “Man needed one moral constitution to fit him for his original state; he needs another to fit him for his present state; and he has been, is, and will long continue to be, in process of adaptation. And the belief in human perfectibility merely amounts to the belief that, in virtue of this process, man will eventually become completely suited to his mode of life. Progress, therefore, is not an accident, but a necessity. Instead of civilization being artificial, it is part of nature; all of a piece with the development of the embryo or the unfolding of a flower.”] 

Walter Bagehot was expressed such a voicepessimism. Physics & Politics  (1872), intellectually his most ambitious essay intellectually, was an attempt at applying the most recent evolutionary theories to no less a topic than the history of all civilizations and the evolution of all forms of government.[footnoteRef:58]. The 1874 original German title of the book, Der Ursprung der Nationen  (Leipzig, 1874), reveals the true scope of Bagehot’s project. Yet, even if Bagehot also conceived of human development in evolutionary terms –abundantly quoting from the above-mentioned Maine, Lubbock, Tylor, Darwin and many more–, Physics & Politics cast a long shadow over all enthusiastic judgments of the meaning of theose new ideas. “The difference between progression and stationary inaction”, stated Bagehot, “is one of the great secret which science has yet to penetrate”. The common civilized man ignores thisit, however. He artlessly thinks progress to be a “normal fact” in human society: “but history refutes this”. A close examination of history would contrariwise in contrast make clear, believed Bagehot, that “all nations once advance” on the path of civilization, but that “their progress was arrested at various points”, so that the majority of all nations are “stationary”. Stagnation was the normal state of human affairs and progress “the very rare exception”. In fact, it seemed to him that “only a few nations of European origins” were still advancing (27-8, 102). Yet, the kind of celebrationg of Europe’s dynamism as Guizot did celebrated seemed to Bagehot as a dangerous form of complacency. Far from cruising genteelly on the waves of perpetual peace, the West was rather the last civilization engaged in the Sisyphean task of resisting the ever-lurking prospect of its own cultural petrification. As in the case of On Liberty before it, Physics & Politics was an unusual work questioning the very durability of Western civilization in a time whenre its triumphal celebration was rather the norm.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: he was not mentioned above	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: secrets ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: advanced ? [58: 	 Bagehot was sent to school in Bristol, where he spent his holidays at the house of his mother’s brother-in-law, Dr. Prichard (1786-1848), renowned ethnologist and author of the many books on anthropology and evolution (cf. Researches into the Physical History of Man, 1813). It is through him that Bagehot will come into contact with many ideas that will years later take shape in Physics & Politics (Hutton 1915: 3, 48).] 

Physics & Politics asked two distinct but interconnected related questions. First, through which peculiarity of its the West’s development did the West came to assume aled its cultural development that managed to stay progressive for a longer time than any other civilization? Second, what can it do to stay on that course? To answer theose questions Bagehot elaborated not so much a history of civilization than as a theory of civilizational evolution.[footnoteRef:59]. As such, he wills wishes his theory to be like “the art of Rembrandt”; that is to say to “cast a vivid light on certain selected causes” and to “leav[e]s all the rest in shadows and unseen. To make a single nation illustrate a principle, you must exaggerate much and you most omit much” (WL VIII: 41). As indicated by its full title indicates, Physics & Politics or Thoughts on the Application of the Principles of ‘Natural Selection’ and ‘Inheritance’ to Political Society is an attempts at to illustrateing the influence of natural selection in human history. Bagehot was aware that his explanation did not encompass the whole reality. He has deliberately reconstructed eEvery historical phenomenon he presents us with has been deliberately reconstructed by him to highlight the role of evolution played in it by evolution. If we are still far apart from the methodological sophistication of the Weberian Ideal-type, as obtained reached “durch einseitiges Steigerung eines oder einiger Gesichtspunkte und durch Zusammenschluß einer Fülle von diffuse und diskret, hier mehr, dort weniger, stellenweise gar nichtm vorhandenen” (GAW 1988[1904]: 191);, a certain correspondence is nonetheless striking.[footnoteRef:60]. [59: 	 One could ask how Bagehot’s efforts to apply natural sciences to politics inspired Darwin. In the first edition of The Descent of Man, Darwin quotes from Bagehot’s writings four times, which demonstrates his familiarity with them. In one of his letters, he praises Bagehot’s Physics & Politics (More letters of Charles Darwin: A Record of his Work in a Series of Hitherto Unpublished Letters, F. Darwin and A. C. Seward (ed.), London: John Murray, p. 298, 1903). For more on the relationship between Physics & Politics and Darwin’s work, see Ignaas Devisch’s “The Progress of Society: An Inquiry into an ‘Old-Fashioned’ Thesis of Walter Bagehot”, in British Journal for the History of Philosophy, Vol. 19, No 3, pp. 519-41, 2011.]  [60: 	 I am absolutely not trying to substitute Bagehot to Heinrich Rickert (1863-1936), or Wilhelm Windelband (1848-1915) for that matter, as the decisive influence over the elaboration of the Ideal-type. Neo-Kantism certainly plays a pivotal role in Weber’s methodological writings. Be that as it may, the similarities at work between Bagehot’s and Weber’s historiographical views are only pointed out because the two authors explore them through different but analogous methodologies. Take Bagehot own “battle of methods”, for instance, against the British Historical School in the 1870s. Alongside other orthodox economist like J.E. Carines, H. Sidgwick and J.N. Keynes he defended the need for an abstract Ricardian economic analysis to warrant the faith in historical inductivism. Yet, those other economists saw the ‘economic man’ as “reality reduced to its essence”, not as a fantasy but as an approximation of the real economic behaviour (Cairnes 1909: 97; Sidgwick 1901: 42; Keynes 1955: 120). Bagehot, in contrast, considered that “Political Economy deals not with the entire real man as we know him in fact, but with a simpler, imaginary man –a man answering to a pure definition from which all impairing and conflicting elements have been refined away” (LW VII: 157). For more on the relationship between Weber and Rickert see: Bruun, H.H. “Weber On Rickert: from Value relation to Ideal Type”, in Max Weber Studies, Vol. I, No 2, pp. 138-160, 2001, Guy Oakes, Weber and Rickert: Concept Formation in the Cultural Sciences, Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990, and Thomas Burger, Max Weber’s Theory of Concept Formation: History, Laws, and Ideal Types (Durham: Duke University Press, 1976).] 

Bagehot’s conception of human development was divided into four evolutionary phases, each associated with a specific form of political organization: tThe ‘preliminary age’, when families roamed the earth, the ‘customary age’ of tribes or clans, that of ‘nation-making’ where in which kingdoms and empires emerged, and finally the ‘age of discussion’ in which states emergedappeared. This scale is neither unidirectional one-way nor does it assumed that all human societies progress at the same pace. It is not meant to represent the progress of humanity as a whole, but of precise cultures at given points in time. According to Bagehot, Ancient Greece and Rome had both entered ages of discussion millennia before England and the United States did, and all four cultures have done so while bordered by ‘savage tribes’ or primitive kingdoms displaying sophisticated cultural achievements, but unable to reach an age of discussion. Inherent to Bagehot’s understanding of history was the idea that all cultures, independently of their past achievement, could collapse at any given timemoment.
The engine of progress, from one stage to the next, was mankind’s capacity for to cooperateion: “The progress of man requires the cooperation of men for its development”  (137). This It was not a new argument:. iIt was had been the crux of Mill’s argumentation in Civilization[footnoteRef:61] three decades earlier. Still, where Bagehot’s innovationed was lied in his attempt at supplementing Mill’s theory with ‘natural selection’. Just as Darwin’s idea had provided a mechanism by which to explain how biological evolution could take place, Bagehot saw in natural selection the explanation of for why an increase in cooperation necessarily induced social evolution. His reasoning can be resumed iIn a nutshell, he reasoned that: cCivilization started “because the beginning of civilization is a military advantage”  (34). Every rise increase in the capacity for cooperation – in civilization –  was simultaneously an increased in military capabcilities. And since the strongest groups always conquered the weaker ones  (32), the principle of natural selection played out in favour of the most cooperative social groups, spurring them onward toward on the path of civilization. Hence, as in the case of Guizot had done before him, Bagehot was designating conflict as the necessary sine qua non condition of for progress. [61: 	 cf. Infra XX.] 

Let us approachBefore we go any further, we should address those four stages in a more orderly fashion. The first one, the preliminary age, was an “ante-political” era wherein which man was still totally ignorant of any rules but that of brute force. This primitive man was “simple and violent” and “at the mercy of every impulse and blown by every passion” (LW VIII: 12). Yet, this “splendid savage” had one redeeming quality:. hHe was a social animal living in the simplest of all social units,: a family. For Bagehot it was clear that an isolated man, “if he ever existed in any shape”  (138), had not even reached the preliminary age and was, in a manner of speakingas it were, ahistorical; the incipience of natural selection had first occurred between those able to live with their kinfolk, and those who did not. The contest leading to the second stage of human progress, to the ‘customary age’, was to take place between different types of families.
Be it in Homer’s Odyssey or in the story of Jacob and Esau in the Book of Genesis, the earliest human history shows that patriarchy overcame all other types of rudimentary social organization  (9-10). Why? Bagehot contends that it is bBecause the notion of patria potestas provided a higher degree of social cohesion than what was “possible in loosely-bound family groups (if they can be called families at all) where the father was more or less uncertain” (80). The social cohesion provided by domestic despotism ensured the triumph of the patriarchal principle over all other types of familial organization that then existed then.
However, beyond the “some little knowledge of the course of nature” (12), patriarchy could not groom man for much. Mankind was still in a very primitive state. No end goal of any magnitude could be envisagedcontemplated, even less achieved. At some point though, the patriarchal family was transcended and clans and tribes started to emerge. The domestic despotism of the eldest male of the household had made way for the absolute authority of the chief over the clan. This It had been made possible by the fact that instead of being organized on the basis ofin relation to blood ties, clans and tribes were social units based on common shared rules and customs. History, Bagehot tells us Bagehot, hold contains no trace of how was taken this step from kinship to customs was taken. However, once small “policies” started to organize themselves around them, it is not difficult to explain why they lasted is easy to explain: oOnce a group was organized around common rules, however crude, however bizarre, the principle of natural selection would operate to give that group an immense advantage over those having who had none. By With their its larger numbers and better more effective coordination, the clan could overcome any isolated individual, family, or less cohesive tribe facing it. What Bagehot presents us with is nothing less than Hobbes’s state of nature, where in which the war of all against all implies both individuals and confederacies,[footnoteRef:62], but to which is addeding to it the central idea that the victory would go to the mostre “effective” forms of social organization over the lesser ones.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: je ne comprends pas	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: et non « polities » ? [62: 	Confederacies are an oft-neglected aspect of Hobbes’s depiction of the state of nature. The term, for example, does not feature in Martinich’s Dictionary of Hobbes (1995), nor does it appear in the index of The Cambridge Companion to Hobbes (1996) or in that of The Cambridge Companion to Hobbes’s Leviathan (2007). Qualitatively inferior to the state, but superior to the simple patriarchal rule of the family, Hobbes designates the confederacy the largest type of political association existing in the state of nature (Leviathan Chap. XIII and XV). In Behemoth, while telling the story of the English Civil War as the return of England to a state of nature – the battle between the Roundheads, the Cavaliers, the Irish Confederate and the Scottish National Covenant truly being a bellum omnium contra omnes – Hobbes portrays the belligerent groups as confederacies. For more on this, see also Luc Borot’s Hobbes’s Behemoth (2000), Nancy J. Hirschmann’s Hobbes on the Family (2016) and Piirimäe, Pärtel’s The Explanation Of Conflict In Hobbes’s Leviathan (2006).] 

If it was apparent that a tribe would overcome any solitary individual, family, or smallerst tribe, how would an encounter with a tribe of comparable size play out? The victory would invariably go to the one having the highest discipline and cohesion, hence theallowing for greater fighting power. As victors, the tribes with the highest discipline would father a progeny to whom to they would pass their set of beliefs, whilst the losing side’s social organization would be eradicated. Hence, Bagehot writes Bagehot, “in early times the quantity of government is much more important than its quality. […] A good rule is better than a bad one, but any rule is better than none”  (17). The early stages of civilization put a heavy premium on a culture that could impose unquestioning obedience. As such, every division of power could potentially be fatal. “Call it a Church or a State”, writes Bagehot, what was there required was a “‘single government regulating the whole human life”. In it, the “king must be priest, and the prophet king” and “political penalties”, “ecclesiastical prohibitions” and “social censure” had all to be one and the same.[footnoteRef:63]. Together, they would come to form what Bagehot famously coined as a “cake of custom” (17-8)[footnoteRef:64] (17-8), embedding all action to in a single rule, submitting all members of the social unit to the same absolute authority.  [63: 	 In First Principles Spencer defined evolution “as a change from an incoherent homogeneity to a coherent heterogeneity” (1867: 360). Applying this definition to history led him to differentiate between primitive and complex societies based on the distinction they could make between temporal and spiritual domains. He associated historical progress with the movement from what he called “militant” societies to “industrial” ones. The former were simple, primitive, and undifferentiated, recognizing no difference between religious and secular authority; the latter had put in place a sharp distinction between religious and political activities. Further progress, believed Spencer, would in turn feature an even clearer separation between a society’s different spheres of action. The state and the economic activity would come to be completely independent; the functions of the states and those of the family would also eventually evolve autonomously; each of those spheres of activities – the state, the family, the market, religion – having “a corresponding and distinct system of ethics” (Jones 2000: 79, emphasis added) (Spencer 1867: 359). Notwithstanding the fortuitous fact that this notional distinction was presented in Spencer’s Principle of Sociology (Part V, 1886, Political Institutions: Chapter XVII & XVIII), one is at once struck be the similitude between Spencer’s view of historical progress and Weber’s Zwischenbetrachtung with its Weltdeutungen, Eigengesetzlichkeit, and Wertsphären in the life of the Kulturmensch (GAR I: 536-73).]  [64: 	 It is interesting to note that, by making religious beliefs legitimate political authority, by unifying them into a single “cake of customs”, Bagehot makes religion the defining element around which early cultures organized themselves. Writing about religions in Antiquity, of their apparent backwardness, of their lack of credibility, of their apparent unintelligibility, Bagehot stated: “At first sight it seems impossible to imagine what conceivable function such awful religions can perform in the economy of the world. And no one can fully explain them. But one use they assuredly had: they fixed the yoke of custom thoroughly on mankind. They were the prime agents of the era. They put upon a fixed law a sanction so fearful that no one could dream of not conforming to it. No one will ever comprehend the arrested civilizations unless he sees the strict dilemma of early society.” (LW VIII: 37, emphasis added) Bagehot points to religion as the defining element of a culture, as the cornerstone on which the rest of its cultural edifice is built. The “arrested civilizations”, Bagehot writes, cannot be understood without taking into account the influence their religion exercised in the way they confronted the early “dilemma” of society. How could one understand the precise influence religion had on the edification of a culture, or better yet, of a civilization? One could tackle this research program from many different angles, but it seems to me that Weber’s Religionssoziologie is definitely one of them.] 

This cake was hard as rock for its aim was efficiency, not liberty: “That this régime forbids free thought is not an evil; or rather, though an evil, it is the necessary basis for the greatest good; it is necessary for making the mould of civilization, and hardening the soft fibre of early man. […] Later are the ages of freedom; first are the ages of servitude”  (18, 20). For generations nonconformists were eliminated and obedience rewarded, allowing only the conformists to pass on their ‘traits’  (94). It is under the effect of this immense social pressure that some groups acquired a “national character”, what Bagehot deemed to be the constituent part of nationhood. From therethat point, mankind’s history went on to be that of endemic conflicts between nations. In a manner highly reminiscent of Weber’s description of the Chinese Warring States and modern Europe, Bagehot saw in those constant showdowns a source of further progress: what was “then called peace” was in fact “armed truce” improving nations “by the competition of training and the consequent creation of new power” (32). Those who failed to keep up with the pace of the military strength of their neighbours were conquered, independently of their achievement in other spheres of activity: “The idea of an indestructible nation is a modern idea; in early ages all nations were destructible”  (51). The idea of national character became a central part of Bagehot’s thought. The National Review, that which he founded in 1854 with his friend Richard Holt Hutton ( [1826-1897)], was dedicated to “defin[ing]e the conditions under which the various national characters and institutions had developed themselves and to assess their appropriateness for their people” (St  John-Stevas 1986: 54).
From domestic despotism to the traditional authority of the tribal chief, to the absolutism of a national monarchy, the history of civilization portrayed by Bagehot was that of slavish obedience through ever-greater orders of magnitude. The eldest male, the tribal chief and the priest-king, all were despots. In that, Bagehot’s conception of early nationhood is thus in every way consistent with corresponds in all things to the great patrimonial empires of Weber’s sociology of domination (cf. W&G ch. XII). Given enough time, natural selection seemed almost bound to lead mankind from its initial primitive state toward large patrimonial organizations like Imperial China or Ancient Egypt. After Past this point thoughhowever, Bagehot has found no guarantee that natural selection could bring mankind any farther: 
The great difficulty which history records is not that of the first step, but that of the second step. What is most evident is not the difficulty of getting a fixed law, but getting out of a fixed law; not of cementing […] a cake of custom, but of breaking the cake of custom; […] This is the precise case with the whole family of arrested civilizations. A large part, a very large part, of the world seems to be ready to advance to something good–to have prepared all the means to advance to something good–and then to have stopped, and not advanced. India, Japan, China, almost every sort of Oriental civilization, though differing in nearly all other things, are in this alike. They look as if they had paused when there was no reason for pausing—when a mere observer from without would say they were likely not to pause. (LW VIII: 35, emphasis added)
How precisely had did those arrested civilizations stall and halt anyll further progress once nationhood had been attained? Without naming him, Bagehot was echoing Mill in all things, and through him Guizot too.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: lequel des deux Mill ?
In Considerations on Representative Government  (1861), Mill had already stated that “the first lesson of civilization”’ was “that of obedience”. Moreover, he considered that “permanent obedience” to a “common superior” through “the necessities of warfare, and the despotic authority indispensable to military command” was the earliestr school for savages, to use his term, to reach the “primary conditions of civilized society” (CW XIX: 415). Once this first step had been completed, as he had established in Civilization, cooperation would, at least for a time, become the engine of progress. Eventually almost all civilizations lost their capacity of for social dynamism, making leading him to conclude that the stationary condition “is far more congenial to ordinary human nature” than a progressive one (CW XI: 313).
Bagehot thought to havehe had found the explanation behind for the slow but steady stultification of a majority of cultures. Natural selection, by supporting the victory of the most cohesive societies over the lesser, natural selection also supported the slow but steady stultification of mankind. The strongerst the discipline of a tribe’s discipline, the better were its chances of overcoming its rivals, but the more binding were its laws and customs. By the time a culture could develop into a nation, its cake of customs had become a rigid corset “that killed out varieties at birth […]; the fixed custom which public opinion alone tolerates was imposed on all minds whether it suited them or not” (LW VIII: 35). Each generation became more subservient to the sacred traditions until the point it was imposed on all members of the collectivity with a force that “killed out of the whole society the propensities to variations which are the principle of progress” (iIbid: 37). The problem of civilization was paradoxical: 	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: emphasis original or added ?
The beginning of civilization is marked by an intense legality; that legality is the very condition of its existence, the bond which ties it together; but that legality—that tendency to impose a settled customary yoke upon all men and all actions—if it goes on, kills out the variability implanted by nature, and makes different men and different ages facsimiles of other men and other ages, as we see them so often.  (42)
Both Bagehot’s Physics & Politics and Mill’s On Liberty present social conformity as the source of cultural petrification and diversity as the essential condition of progress. With his emphasis on personal eccentricity, Mill conceived of that salutary diversity in highly psychological terms. Owing to evolutionary ideas in biology, Bagehot’s conception of diversity was of a different kind. The “variability implanted by nature” he refers to was the possibility for a generation to be “part resemblance, part contrast” from its progenitors, to share many of the ‘traits’ of their its forebearers, while also displaying new ones  (35). Only through that ebb and flow of micro-biological transformations from one generation to the next could a specific one discover itself to be dissimilar enough from it ancestors to be capable of “braking the cake of customs” that had carried them up to this point in civilization. Like Mill, Bagehot concluded that the “yoke of customs” was the “prime agent” of civilizational stultification  (37). Unlike him, however, he also added that the process was “not wholly mental”  (94); once culturally and mentally stultified, arrested civilization even hampered biological evolution.
How then is one to explain that Europe repeatedly saw different cultures reached the fourth stage of civilization, and stranger yet, that this level of development never occurred anywhere else? In more than one sense, Bagehot was taking on the work of Henry Maine, who, in his immensely influential Ancient Law: Its Connection with the Early History of Society, and Its Relation to Modern Ideas  (1861), was also asking why only the West seemed to have the kind of progressive impulses that allowed it to free itself from customary laws.[footnoteRef:65]. Bagehot’s answer to that question was, however, lacking the supercilious Eurocentrism that characterisedtic of so many of his contemporaries. The Western civilization was the result of a simple matter of chance – or Providence, as Guizot would have put it. No great statesman had to be thanked, no genius mind devised a plan towards this end, no powerful institution stirred civilization’s development in that direction; it just so happened, by sheer luck, that in the internal configuration of some specific cakes of customs developed in Europe “the force of legality has gone far enough to bind the nation together, but not far enough to kill out all varieties and destroy nature’s perpetual tendency to change”. Those rare and “happy cases”  (42) were akin to Darwin’s concept of random mutation, but applied to the social world (Jones 2000: 67). Mill had already claimed that “among the inhabitant of our Earth, the European family of nations is the only one which has ever yet shown any capability of spontaneous improvement, beyond a certain level” (XVIII: 197), but he could not precisely explain why. By supplementing it Mill’s thesis with theis idea of cultural mutation, Bagehot thought to have considerably improved the its explanatory power of Mill’s thesis.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: arrogant ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: probablement « inhabitants » [65: 	 In Ancient Law, Maine also divided all human cultures into “stationary” and “progressive” cultures, and noted that nothing was “more remarkable” than the “extreme fewness of the latter”. With Guizot, Mill, and Bagehot he believed that history demonstrated how “stationary condition of the human race is the rule, the progressiveness the exception” (1861: 22), or again, in his 1886 Popular Government: “The natural condition of mankind [...] is not the progressive condition. It is a condition not of changeableness but of unchangeableness. The immobility of society is the rule; its mobility is the exception. The toleration of change and the belief in its advantages are still confined to the smallest portion of the human race, and even with that portion they are extremely modern” (1976: 175).] 

The first occurrence of this cultural mutation, the first nation to really break its cake of custom had been Aancient Greece. Frequently referring to Grote’s History, Bagehot saw in the Greek city-states the first instance of governments by discussion. It was there that the old customary laws first lost its their aura of indisputability and became the object of public arguments. In those states, –for now Bagehot starts using that term–, political questions were settled not by status but by choice based on open discussion: “A free state –a state with liberty– means a state, call it republic or call it monarchy, in which the sovereign power is divided between many persons, and in which there is a discussion among those persons”. Under With the premium it gives toplaces on intelligence and tolerationce of new ideas, and the opportunity it provided for exposing unsound arguments, a government by discussion “remove[s] the fatal clog” and allows “the ordinary springs of progress, as in a modern community we conceive them, [to] begin their elastic action”  (102-5). Everywhere it occurred, be it in Periclean Athens or Elizabethan England, government by discussion was an “instrument of elevation”, not just of politics, but also of arts, of science, and all spheres of activity. Bagehot goes so far as to associate “all great movement of thought in ancient and modern times” with government by discussion: “Athens, Rome, the Italian republics of the Middle Ages, the communes and states-general of feudal Europe all were examples of “liberty of speaking and thinking”  (107). In the face of thatFrom this assessment, it is not difficult to see how follows  Bagehot’s came to conclusionde that open discussion was the very condition of progress.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: first name	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: year	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: movements ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: où se termine cette citation ?
In the Weberian terminology, the establishment of a government by discussion closely corresponds totakes the form of the transition from a traditional to a legal-rational authority. One will remember that in his Herrschaftssoziolgie, Weber wrote: “authority will be called traditional if legitimacy is claimed for it and believed in by virtue of the sanctity of aged-old rules and powers. The masters are designated according to traditional rules and are obeyed because of their traditional status” (E&S Vol. I: 215). Traditional authority should not be confused with arbitrary authority. The tTradition, if it grantsing the master a status on the basedis on which to he can claim authority, also ascribes to him specific responsibilities and stipulates the specific form following according to which that power must be wielded to be legitimate. As such, the tTradition is therefore both the source and the limit of the ruler’'s authority, a “limits that cannot be overstepped without endangering the master’s traditional status” (iIbid: 227). Bagehot’s description of life under the yoke of custom touches upon the same dichotomy.[footnoteRef:66]. On the one hand, the old law “presented itself to men’s minds as something venerable and unchangeable, as old as the city”, while, on the other, “the community feels that this custom is the only shelter from bare tyranny”  (103, 36). The old law presented itself as an incontestable fact of social life to which all must obey, from the humblest as to the most powerful. [66: 	 Both men adopt Maine’s authoritative distinction between old and modern law. The old law, Maine wrote in Ancient Law, rested not on contract but on status: “The old law fixed a man’s social position irreversibly at his birth, modern law allows him to create it for himself by convention” (1861: 296). Hence, “the movement of the progressive societies has hitherto been a movement from Status to Contract”. (ibid: 165, emphasis added/original). Maine also wrote many fine pages on the role of siblings and families in the erection of early social institutions (cf. Early Law And Custom, 1883; Lectures on the Early History of Institutions, 1874). I believe that closer inspection would also reveal many similarities with Weber’s treatment of those ideas, especially as displayed in Konfuzianismus und Taoismus.] 

Yet, everywhere it emerges a government by discussion “at once breaks down the yoke of fixed custom”. Why is that so? Simply because:
the mere putting up of a subject to discussion, with the object of being guided by that discussion, is a clear admission that that subject is in no degree settled by established rule, and that men are free to choose in it. It is an admission too that there is no sacred authority – no one transcendent and divinely appointed man whom in that matter the community is bound to obey. (WL, VIII: 104)
The moment a government is run based on debates about “abstract matters of principles” then the “deliverance of the speculative intellect from traditional and customary authority becomes altogether complete”  (102, 110). If oversimplified, Bagehot’s reasoning is nevertheless quite in line with Weber’s definition of legal-rational authority as that which follows from “a body of law [consisting] essentially in a consistent system of abstract rules which have normally been intentionally established”  (217). The extent of rational-legal authority in place in ancient Athens certainly differed greatly from what could be observed, for instance, in late Victorian England. Any comparative analysis would reveal the higher degree of rationalization that characterizedzing the British legal and political system over that of Periclean Athens. Bagehot fully recognized that, going as far as to propose claim that modern West’s the rationality of Western modernity was the most advanced form of rationality the world had even known. 	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: probablement « principle », sans « s »	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: ça sonne comme si tu dis que même si c’est une simplification, le raisonnement de Bagehot est vrai parce que ça correspond à la définition de Weber…
Bagehot’sIs rationale was simple: “we cannot imagine a strong reason without attainment”. Each past civilization produced “attainments” commensurate with corresponding to their “reasoning faculties”, achievements that we learn of about by studying ancient nations. Since we find no traces of any cultures ever displaying “the elements of common sense, the elementary knowledge as to things material and things mental – the Benjamin Franklin philosophy” (73, my emphasis added) that we today display today, we must conclude that the modern Western modernity possesses reasoning faculties never attained before. How very revealing is it that Bagehot subsumed his conception of the modern reasoning faculties under the description ofphrase ‘Franklin’s philosophy’, the very same set of ideas on which Weber’s based his enquiry of the Protestant Ethic on (GAR I:32).? If Athens and Britain represent two different types of social organization, Bagehot would nevertheless argue that they both constituted ‘legal-rational’ government by discussion.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: emphasis original or added ?
As stated earlier, the development of those rational governments by discussion in the Hellenic city-states was not in any way preordained. The “social mutation” that we came to know as the Golden age of Greece could well never have happened, claims Bagehot. Just as a majority of the Greek cities in Asia were subjected to Persia, “so ought the cities in Greece proper to have been subjected also”:
Every schoolboy must have felt that nothing but amazing folly and unmatched mismanagement saved Greece from conquest both in the time of Xerxes and in that of Darius. The fortunes of intellectual civilization were then at the mercy of what seems an insignificant probability. If the Persian leaders had only shown that decent skill and ordinary military prudence which it was likely they would show, Grecian freedom would have been then at an end. Athens, like so many Ionian cities on the other side of the Ægean, would have been absorbed into a great despotism; all we now remember her for we should not remember, for it would never have occurred. (116, my emphasis added)[footnoteRef:67] [67: 	 The same argument could be made for the entire Western world. In 1235 Ögedei Khan, son of Genghis, ordered an army of 30,000 horsemen to conquer Europe. In 1239, Kievan Rus’ (Russia) had been conquered, soon followed by decisive victories in Poland, Moravia, Bohemia (both Czech lands), and Hungary. In 1241, plans were finalized to invade the Holy Roman Empire, Batu, the Mongol commander, even demanding that Frederick II abdicate in his favour. Despite pope Gregory IX’s call for a crusade against the Mongols, central Europe seemed defenseless. Only the death of the Great Khan later that year, forcing Batu to go back to Karakorum to take part in the coronation of a new Great Khan, seems to have saved Western Europe from the Mongol onslaught. Entangled for more than a decade in an imperial contest of power for the succession of the throne, Batu was unable to resume his plans of conquest up to the “Great Sea” (today’s name for said Great Sea) until 1255. Luckily for Europe, he died that same year, before he was able to launch his new campaign. Providence did not smile once but twice upon Western Europe. Also, would the West ever had managed to gain its dominant position on the world stage if the Mongol invasions had not massively disrupted the Arab and Chinese civilization while leaving Europe mostly untouched? ] 

Beyond the fact that almost none of today’s schoolboys could entertain such an idea, Bagehot’s point is that unnumbered innumerable little potential governments by discussion, whose potential might have rivaled that of Rome or Athens, did not have the same chance. They were conquered by greater military power than their own; their young freedom eradicated before having it was given the time of to bearing their its fruits.[footnoteRef:68]. [68: 	 Discussing Thucydidean politics in Burckhardt’s Griechische Kulturgeschichte, Weber wrote: “It seems to me that the struggle of all against all in the sphere of foreign policy was the unalterable primary factor for the Hellenic states. (Burckhardt understands it as the outwardly directed agon.) And I think the atmosphere that produced this condition of permanent threat to all of existence (‘in the midst of life we are overtaken by death’) sounds its strongest note in the specific Hellenic pessimism that Burckhardt depicts so well”. (Quoted in Scaff, 1989: 70)] 

It had been the case, for instance, of Carthage’s freedom had similarly been eradicated. Ruled by a “government in which many proposers took part, and under which discussion was constant, active, and conclusive”, it was sacked and razed to the ground by Rome’s legions. From this example Bagehot could dreaw two conclusions.: Ffirst, he contended that governments by discussion are not immune from conflicts with one another, a lesson of the gravest of consequences for his own time. Second, he found that “the theory which would make government by discussion the exclusive patrimony of a single race of mankind is on the face of it untenable”. Carthage’s liberties were shared by all Phoenicians cities, making them a “group of ancient republics of non-Aryan race, and one which being more ancient than the classical republics, could not have borrowed from them”. HereIn this statement, Bagehot was explicitly taking position against the then popular theory following which Indo-Europeans, the “so-called Aryan race”  (117-8), had a special affinity with political liberty.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Roman ?
Based on the work of contemporary historians, especially that of E.A. Freeman  (1823-92) [footnoteRef:69], Bagehot recognized that the Germanic tribes were amongst the very first nations to produce a “standing system of semi-free discussion”. Not a full- fledged government by discussion, early “Teutonic political life” nevertheless clearly differentiated between monarchic, aristocratic and democratic elements, ascribing to each one a specific jurisdiction. Very gradually, and following many convulsions, the political institutions of the Germanic tribes allowed their descendants to “break the thick crust of customs and begin progress”; the fragile shoot of Germanic liberty would grow to become the mightiest branch ever seen on the tree of social evolution, eventually taking the form of English parliamentarism. As such, for their own time, Bagehot thus deemed the Germanic nations to have been amongst “the most progressive races” in their own time there was (43), but that was a judgment he could not extend to the whole Indo-European race, far from it. [69: 	 The History of the Norman Conquest of England: Its Causes and Its Results, in six volumes (1867–1879), Vol. 1, Cambridge University Press, 2001.] 

As many times pointed out by nowmentioned previously, Bagehot considered the other half of this Indo-European pairing, the “eastern Aryans”, to be “amongst the most slavish divisions of mankind”  (118) there was,. nNot by the work of any ‘biological traits’, but as the results of the influence of their cultural institutions played on them over the millennia. In the early time when it emerged, the caste system had clearly represented as “special advantage”, introducing variety and eclecticism in an evolutionary phase where in which all primitive societies had to fight the inevitable evil of monotony. But as time passed, according to Bagehot, the most severe of all torpor befell each caste, thus plunging the Indian civilization in stagnancy unmatched by any non-caste nation  (97). The caste system, if it had allowed the Indian civilization to tmake huge steps in its early days, had revealed itself to be an “‘evolutionary dead end”. Physics & Politics neither portrayed some races as inherently incapable of political freedom, nort the West as destined to it; every culture was the result of a specific institutional arrangement, itself the random product of historical evolution, some of them ending up in evolutionary dead ends, others able to reach a further stage of development. 
For the longest of time, progress had been propelled by conflict between different groups. Once a society had reached the age of discussion, however, its progress could only be further by its own internal tensions, by a division of its powers, by public debates on abstract matters of principles, by civilized and progress-generating oppositions amongst its members. As Mill has stated it, “in all human affairs, conflicting influences are required, to keep one another alive and efficient” (CW XIX: 399). This conception understanding of social progress, if imminently evolutionary and explicitly Darwinian, has but very little to do with what will would later be known as social Darwinism. Not only did Bagehot stated that no race had a natural affinity for political liberty, or for the domination of its neighbours, he even described the “mixture of races as a great advantage”. In the conflict between families, then tribes, and finally nations, races constantly mixed and as “much as the old world believed in pure blood, it had very little of it”. National customs created an “artificial unity in default of a real [biological] unity”  (44). In an age not yet ready for open discussions on questions of values, cultural and racial intermingling was the best way for to fighting off social stultification and keep that cake of customs soft and malleable. According to Bagehot, France and England were both products of important races mixtures, explaining in part their own eminent role in the social progress of the most civilized part of the world. The French culture was the combined product of Latin, Celtic, German races:
compounded in an infinite number of proportions: one as she is in feeling, she is various not only in the past history of her various provinces, but in their present temperaments. Like the Irish element and the Scotch element in the English House of Commons, the variety of French races contributes to the play of the polity; it gives a chance for fitting new things which otherwise there would not be  (46).
Weber also completely sundered severed the idea of the nation from that of race. He would have none of the “zoological nationalism” cultivated by the pan-German league (Weber 1989: 417) and “passionately dissociated himself from all racialist version of nationalist thinking” (Mommsen 1974: 31).
By the end of the nineteenth century, social Darwinism would open the way for plain eugenic politics: Victoria Woodhull’s The Rapid Multiplication of the Unfit  (1891) deplored the burden that the paupers represented for society; in A Pplead for the Unborn  (1897) Henry Smith encouraged mothers to kill their own newborns if they were deformed; wWhile Dr. Berry Haycraft argued, in Darwinism and Rrace Progress  (1895), that “if we stamp out infectious diseases we perpetuate poor types”. The Malthusian League, created in 1877 to support the fundamental principles of Malthus and Darwin by encouraging family limitation among working people, “overcame its opposition to centralized action and nervously supported a measure of state regulation to ensure differential procreation on class lines” (Hoppen 1998: 487). If a young Mill pseudonymously wrote three articles arguing in favor of birth control in the popular classes and was arrested for his involvement in distributing handbills providing practical instruction to this end,[footnoteRef:70], neither he, Bagehot nor Weber ever endorsed any racialist conception of human progress or eugenic politics.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Qu’est-ce que tu veux dire ? « outright » ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Numéro de page [70: 	 cf. N.E. Himes, J.S. Mill’s Attitude toward Neo-Malthusianism (1929), pp. 457–84, and Quinn, Michael, “Mill on Poverty, Population and Poor Relief: Out of Bentham by Malthus” Revue d’études benthamiennes, Vol. 4, 2008, pp. 70-88.] 

Rather than being based on biological evolution of superior races, their evolutionary conception of historical progress is based on institutional development. All civilizations rose from a common human material, and following historical accidents, evolved into different cultural branches of mankind. Guizot, with his thesis of the ‘founding principle’, first laidy down an open-ended conception of historical development. Civilization would progress for a time, and then either dissolve or stultify. Europe was, according to him, the great exception to this scheme of development, because only there had antagonistic social forces indefinitely prolonged their conflict for the control of society without any social principle managing a total victory. Providence was to make the civilization resulting from this millennia-long conflict the one that would, in time, take over the world. Under different forms, it is the same central claim that we find in Mill, Bagehot and Weber.
The latter, hHowever, by making his enquiry about rationalization processes and not about progress, Weber could turn his back on the dichotomy between civilization and barbarism and concluded that all religiously inspired worldviews bore gave birth to a different civilization, a different system of life regulation ([System der Lebensreglementierung]). This It was a movement away from the Enlightenment’s conception of rationality as a single universally valid notion, and from the teleological conception of historical development it entailed, in favour of an open conception of rationality and historical development.[footnoteRef:71]. Nevertheless, in trying to identify the specificity of Western rationality, he concluded that its the unique level of institutional heterogeneity made in the modern Western modernity led it to develop a type of rationality who was havingthat had a worldwide universal significationce and validity ([universeller Bedeutung und Gültigkeit])., He thus echoeding the theory of conflict already present in Guizot, Mill and Bagehot.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Open-ended ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: Pour être cohérent avec la meilleure traduction que tu utilises à la fin [71: 	 cf. Boudon, Raymond, ‘Max Weber on the Rationality of the Religious’, in L’Année sociologique, Vol. 51, 2001, pp. 9-50 (5-8).] 

Sequela: Ancient Judaism

Mill, following Guizot’s example, was amongst the first to dissociate the idea of progress from that of civilization. Civilization was characterized by its own social pathologies and its development could just as well represent a regression as a progression in human happiness. Ancient Egypt, China and India represented in his mind as many examples of civilizations whose progress had brought about a permanent halt of cultural and individual development. Conversely, if dark clouds were gathering above the Western world, its civilization was still dynamic and it could rejoice in the fact that its contribution to the fulfilment of the human condition had been significant. Under Bagehot and Weber’s pen, this same dichotomy between static and dynamic societies is also at work, illustrated by the very same examples. This sSummarizingation of their conception of historical development in this way could lead to believemay give the impression that their criterion of for social progress simply differentiated Europe’s modern civilization from older ones. Such a characterization would not only obscure the fact that all three authors stated that arrested civilizations were once progressive themselves, but also that some ancient civilizations also displayed high affinity for social dynamism. We have seen, for instance, how Bagehot saw the Germanic tribes as a nation particularly progressive nation, having produced a “standing system of semi-free discussion” that would in time be the foundation for a full-fledge government by discussion like the English parliamentary system. At their side, Bagehot also placed the ancient Jews along their side (LW VIII: 42), a juxtaposition consistent with Weber and Mill’s writings on the kingdom of Israel.
In Representative Government, Mill stated how that the absolute monarchy, social hierarchy and organized institutions of the ancient Jewish kingdom were “as obviously of sacerdotal origin as those of the Hindoos” and that they did for them “what was done for other Oriental races by their institutionssubdued them to industry and order, and gave them a national life” (CW XIX: 397); a cake of custom, as Bagehot put it. Yet, where the Hindu religiosity would develop itself to the exclusive advantage of the Brahman class, and ultimately, so said Mill, in their total control of the Hindu society, neither the kings nor the priests of Israel could “ever obtained the exclusive molding of the Jewish character”. Not only were those two social forces in competition with one another, but a third one also entered national life. The Jewish religion:	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: année
which enabled persons of genius and a high religious tone to be regarded and to regard themselves as inspired from heaven, gave existence to an inestimably precious unorganized institution—the Order (if it may be so termed) of Prophets. [They] were a power in the nation, often more than a match for kings and priests, and kept up, in that little corner of the earth, the antagonism of influences which is the only real security for continued progress. Religion consequently was not there, what it has been in so many other places – a consecration of all that was once established, and a barrier against further improvement. (Ibidibid, emphasis added)	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: cette virgule-là ne devrait pas être là : est-elle vraiment dans l’original ?
Even if their authority was of a religious nature, the prophets proved to be as effective and scathing critics of the king and his courts than ofas the priests and the Levites. They thus, to bourrow from Weber, never sanction “the authority of the eternal yesterday”. Their prophecies were of an imminently political nature, publicly upbraiding berated whoever appeared to them to be deserving of such a treatment. Public prophecy, claimed Mill, was nothing less than “the equivalent of the modern liberty of the press” (Ibidibid). By chastising the power holders with the authority of the Almighty, the prophets were constantly introducing novel elements in the national religion, thus powerfully participating in the progressive social development of the Israelites.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: pourquoi pluriel ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: peux-tu ajouter une périphrase pour dire c’est qui ?
Bagehot makes a similar argument in claiming that the “peculiarity of Judea” was to be the dual product of the prophets’ innovations, introduced side by side with, or rather in opposition to, the permanence of the Law as preserved by the priest (LW VIII: 112). In no other ancient people “do we see the two forcesboth so necessary and both so dangerous so apart and so intense” (Ibidibid: 41). The prophets were “the life of the nation, and the principle of all its growth” (Ibidibid: 43) since their presence made the battle for influence between tradition and innovation a permanent affair. In fact, Bagehot judged the Jewish nation to have been so progressive for its time that he even wondered if King Jeroboam should not be considered as “the first liberal”, for his important part in “breaking up the binding polity” of Israel (ibid: 19).[footnoteRef:72], should not be considered as “the first liberal” (Ibid: 19). Here, wWe clearly see how Bagehot makes the promotionturns of progress, understood as the opposite of stationariness, into the a key component of liberalism. [72: 	 Jeroboam led a rebellion against the “evil King Rehoboam”. His victory led to the division of Israel, Jeroboam’s kingdom in the north of the country, still called Israel, and Rehoboam remaining king over a smaller portion of the land in the south, named Judea (1 Kings 12:1-24; 2 Chronicles 10:1-11:4). Once in power, fearing that pilgrimages to the Temple in Jerusalem, now the southern capital, might be an occasion for his people to go back to the old allegiance, Jeroboam abolished the worship of Yahweh and replaced it with that of two golden calf idols for which he built two state temples in his own kingdom (1 Kings 12:26).] 

As conducive to social progress as Bagehot believed the institutions of ancient Israel to have been, he never deemed considered the ancient Jews to havehad completely outgrown their customs. Their kingdom could accommodate a “standing system of semi-free discussion” but never became a true government by discussion of in the like of the one in Athens. Mill makes the same distinction, by pointing out that, thanks to the prophets, “conditions more favourable to Progress could not easily exist: accordingly, the Jews, instead of being stationary like other Asiatics, were, next to the Greeks, the most progressive people of antiquity” (CW XIX: 397, our emphasis added). Mill’s description of Athens and Jerusalem as cities promoting the circulation of ideas and intellectual activities are perfectly in line with his ideas in On Liberty about ‘personal individuality’ and ‘originality’ in On Liberty.[footnoteRef:73]. What we foundis at work here in Mill’s thought is not the Straussian polarity between a religious Jerusalem and a rationalist Athens,[footnoteRef:74], but rather another one, opposing the progressive Jewish and Greek cultures to the stationary ones of China and India. [73: 	 Notwithstanding his positive evaluation of ancient Israel, Mill seems to have shared many of the assumptions his Christian contemporaries made about the Jewish religion, who he otherwise so often scorned. Following a truly developmental view of religion, he consistently presents Christianity as the most advanced form of monotheism (Alexander 2012: 28-37). Many of his allusions to contemporary Judaism exhibit common Victorian beliefs about the ethical inferiority of Jewish practices in comparison to those of Christianity. In Utilitarianism, for instance, Mill expresses his disapproval of the Jews’ commitment to the “primitive” retaliatory morality of the lex talionis, (CW X: 253). Invariably, Mill assumes Christianity to be the highest form of religion, the culmination of a long evolutionary process in which Judaism was but a stepping-stone (Alexander 2000: 90). In all fairness, one should also point out that Mill believed all religions to be outdated social realities that he, following Auguste Comte, hoped to soon see displaced by a secular ‘religion of humanity’ (CW X: Three Essays on Religion).]  [74: 	 cf. Smith, Steven B, “Leo Strauss: Between Athens and Jerusalem”, The Review of Politics, Vol. 53, No. 1, Special Issue on the Thought of Leo Strauss (Winter, 1991), pp. 75-99.] 

The same polarity also characterizes Weber’s description of old Israel.[footnoteRef:75]. Ancient Judaism, the last study making up the Economic Ethic of World Religions and by far the largest, set out to answer the question of how the “Jews became a pariah people” (GAR III: 8). By ‘pariah people’ he understood a “distinctive hereditary social group lacking autonomous political organization and characterized by internal prohibitions against commensality and intermarriage”. Segregated from the outer world, it was “politically and socially disprivileged” and associated with “a far-reaching distinctiveness in the economic sphere”. This notion was an explicit importation from his study of Hinduism, applying to the whole Jewish people the characteristics of the ‘pariah caste’, the untouchables beyond the caste system.[footnoteRef:76]. Moreover Weber believed the pariah caste and the pariah people to both follows a “theodicy of the disprivileged” were in which their “moralistic quest for salvation”, —by rebirth into a higher caste or by the participation ofhaving one’s descendants participate in a messianic kingdom— was a strategy of Ressentiment, as described by Nietzsche, “for compensating a conscious or unconscious desire for vengeance” over the ruling strata” (E&S: 493-4). The main difference between the pariah caste and the pariah people was that where the former, since its origins as a cast, had always been a caste of untouchables, the latter, as a people, had become so. After all, the pre-exilic Israelites[footnoteRef:77] had not been pariahs in search of a “messianic kingdom”; they had one. And in that Jewish Kingdom, Israelites were not confined only to certain economical functions. It was the diaspora, believed Weber, that implied their “degeneration into caste-like status group located on the margins of society, leaving the dynamic of further social change to other movements such as Christianity” (Love 2002: 211). Like all of Weber’s studies of religion but except the first, The Protestant Ethic, Ancient Judaism also harbours contains a developmental history recounting the passage of a civilization from a dynamic to a static state.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: case study ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: below ? at the bottom of ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: où se termine la citation ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: il semble manquer un « a » devant [75: 	 For an analysis of the historiographical considerations behind Ancient Judaism, see Fahey’s Max Weber’s Ancient Judaism (1982) and Eckart Otto’s Max Webers Studien des Antiken Judentums: Historische Grundlegung einer Theorie der Modernen (2002).]  [76: 	 The idea of the Jews as a ‘pariah people’ emerged in the nineteenth century around the debate concerning the national status of Jews in Europe. During the Dreyfus affair in France, journalists like Bernard Lazare and Theordoe Herzl used it to describe the lack of respect, security and social integration of emancipated Jews. In Germany, the term was typically used by Liberals pushing for a strong assimilationist agenda. In 1823, the playwright Michal Beer wrote Der Paria, a tragedy about a Hindu outcast not permitted to fight for his fatherland: an evident allegory of contemporary German Jews, like Beer himself (Shmueli 1968: 170-1). In The Jew as a Pariah, Hannah Arendt shows many late nineteenth-century authors had also adopted the term to describe modern Jews (1978: 126). Arendt herself lavishly used the term, specifically saying that she borrowed it from Weber, who had been the first to introduce the term of ‘pariah people’ in scholarly literature. Both Arendt and Weber have been heavily criticized for their use of that notion. In the case of Weber, there are some important critiques directed at his thesis: on historical grounds, Maier (1971) argues that Weber falsely characterized the Jews as limited in their occupational choice and class membership, Shmueli (1968) asserts that Weber grossly exaggerated Jewish self-segregation; Momigliano (1980) insists on the fact that Jews never perceived themselves as social inferiors to anyone and also never renounced self-government (see also Salo W. Baron, 1937: iii, fn. 6 for a similar argument); Taubes (1971) contests the association between the Hebraic people and the Indian pariah caste altogether, seeing in it nothing more than a false analogy, a theoretical comparison entirely forced upon empirical reality.]  [77: 	 In Ancient Judaism, Weber takes great care not to slide into any form of ‘ethnic’ controversy. He predominately speaks of the ‘community attached to Israel’, of the ‘Israelites’, and not of the ‘Jews’, a term that only appears at the end of the book to designate quite precisely the followers of the institutionalized Jewish confessions in the post-exile world. As Kalinowski aptly remarks, Weber also consistently emphasized that “ein eigentliches Nomadenvolk oder ein „Beduinenstamm“ sind die historischen Israeliten [...] niemals gewesen“ (Agrarverhältnisse im Altertum: 83, emphasis original/added), thus distancing himself from a common anti-Semitic trope opposing the “sedentary Aryans” to the “nomadic Semites” (2010: 8). However, the fact that no part of his sociological argumentation about the segregation of diasporic Judaism considered the influence, or even the existence, of anti-Semitism amongst the Gentile people of medieval Europe is a “significant omission” (Barbalet 2006: 61).] 

In this account, cities play a central role, and unsurprisingly, Jerusalem in particular. From the reigns of its very first kings, namely at the beginning of its transition from a tribal society to statehood, Israel rapidly adopted organizational features of the Ooriental corvéee -state ([Züge des orientalischen Fronstaates]) (MWG 1/6: 447). It was the presence of cities that prevented the Jewish nation from becoming another patrimonial state like Egypt or China. In ancient Orient, writes Weber, the town was “not only a market place, but above all a fortress and, as such, seat of the army, the local deity, his its priests, and the respective monarchical or oligarchical authorities of the body politic. This description clearly suggests the Mediterranean polis.” The “political constitution [politische Verfassung]” of the Jewish cities had reached a “developmental stage [Entwicklungsstadium] that resembled that of the old-Hellenic polis” or of their direct immediate northern neighbours, the “Phoenicians’ sea-cities” who that were, even before those of the Greeks, organized into “full cities” (GAR III: 17), a view also brought upshared by Bagehot.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: ou « Phoenician » si c’est l’adjectif
Thus, when Salomon tried to establish a compulsory labour service, a royal hoard, foreign bodyguards and a system of national levy, many rich urbanized families outside of Jerusalem had the means to refuse to submit themselves to the king. This refusal led to a civil war where in which the north, led by Bagehot’s first liberal, Jeroboam, seceded from the south. The newly established northern kingdom of Israel soon fellt under the influence of Phoenicia, allowing cults to flourish, that of Baal predominantly. In reaction, prophets started to emerge from all walks of life and to preach to the Israelites about their duties towards the god of the covenant (GAR III: 205). A century later, when the expansion of the Assyrian Empire came at the expanse of both Jewish kingdoms, a new generation of prophets rose to tell the people that the threat posed by foreign powers was a sign from God warning his people to return to their covenant obligations. Without urban aereas having housing a population to whom to preach publicly preach to, there would have been no prophets. 
Yet, before God could order Jeremiah to go “preach in the streets of Jerusalem” a lot had to happen. At many points in time, when the monarchy was strong, prophecy “remained silent, or rather, was reduced to silence”. One of the very first prophets, Elijah, had to flee the country once he publicly stood up to the king (Ibidibid: 283). Amos made his appearance at the sanctuary village of Beth-el, north of Jerusalem; Hosea in the nNorthern kingdom, far from the southern capital. Free prophecy, wrote Weber, “developed only with the rising external danger to the country and to the royal power”. The more immediate the danger of foreign invasion the leasst prestigious was the crown, the more significant was a prophet’s public appearance, and the closer he could potentially be of to the seat of royal power, Jerusalem, without fearing for his life. Monarchs feared the influence of the prophets over the people and, when in a position of strength, repetitively repeatedly managed to enforce a ban on public prophecy. Amos, when confronted by with such an attempt to suppress prophecy, proclaimed God’s wrath over Israel, something that, to Weber, appeared “quite comparable to the demand of the modernm demagogue for freedom of the press” (Ibidibid: 285). As previously mentioned, Mill too, has seen, drewawn a comparison between the prophets and the modern “liberty of press”, but for Weber, because ofgiven his greater familiarity with the source materiel,[footnoteRef:78], this it was no vague analogy.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: numéro de page [78: 	 Weber was one of the first non-Jewish authors to acquaint himself with Jewish scholarship on old Israel. It comes as no surprise: after all, he decided, at the age of fifteen, to learn “aus eigenem Antrieb hebräisch, um das Alte Testament in der Ursprache, zu studieren” (Weber 1926: 60). In the 1920 Vorbemerkung, he however lamented the loss of his ‘past proficiency’: “die Reste meiner hebräischen Kenntnisse sind ganz unzulänglich” (GAR I: 13, fn.1).] 

Weber knew that the prophets normally addressed crowds orally, thus being “political demagogues” relying on a calculated strategy of word-of-mouth for their message to reverberate throughout society. On occasion they also were also “political pamphleteers”. Jeremiah, for instance, put circulated open letters in circulation and let his disciples write down his speeches and to turn them into political pamphlets. Many versions of those sheets would exist simultaneously, the initial draft often being the object ofsubjected to corrections and revisions. Isaiah’s pamphlet against Shebna (22:15-23) is a famous example of this. The pamphlet was an admonishedment of Shebna, the king’s seneschal, and it ended with the suggestion that Eliakim would do be a better palace administrator than him. However, when Eliakim did end up succeeding to Shebna, he too did not manage to meet the prophet’s expectations. Shebna Isaiah then added a postscript against Eliakim to his pamphlet against Shebna. Such documents constitute, says according to Weber, “the earliest known example of political pamphlet literature directly addressing itself to contemporaneous events” (GAR III 281, 285-6).[footnoteRef:79]. Prophets could not escape playing a political role.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: si j’ai bien compris	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: je déplacerais cette note de bas de page plus tôt, quand tu parles de liberté de presse [79: 	 To associate the figure of the prophet with the idea of modern liberty of the press is not unique to my three authors. For instance, French historian and philologist Ernest Renan (1823-92), in his Histoire du peuple d’Israël (1887-1893), described the Jewish prophet as “an open-air journalist, reciting his own article, adding to and often interpreting it by some symbolic act. His great object was to impress these people and to assemble a crowd. With that view, the prophet did not scruple (?!?!?) to resort to any of the tricks which modern publicity believes to be its own invention” (1954: 574, emphasis added). Quite interestingly, however, this connexion had for him none of the positive aspects that Mill, Bagehot, and Weber would later bestow upon it.
Just as Weber was attracted to the pre-exilic prophets because he saw in them elements echoing his own existence, Renan was put off by them because they appeared to him as the forerunners of the socialist agitators he had encountered in 1848. They were wallowing in “doctrines of despair, such as the Russian nihilism of the present day”, and fanatically proclaiming “that if the world was not just, or capable of becoming so, it had better be destroyed” (583). Renan cast Jeremiah as a fanatic establishing a “system of terror, organized by an individual outside of the State, [that] was subversive of all public order”. He and his disciples were “hurleurs, qu’on ne peut comparer qu’aux journalistes radicaux de nos jours, et qui rendaient tout gouvernement impossible” (834). The prophets upheld the patriarchal ideas of social justice of peasant-farmers, opposing the central power of the king: “The prophets were bent upon maintaining these puerile ideas at a time when a State much better organized than that was an urgent necessity”. Far from helping the Israelites to overcome the despotism of their customs, Renan saw in them their principal enforcers against the central powers in Jerusalem who understood that to survive in a world of great empires, Israel would have to be centralized. By accepting the teachings of the prophets the Israelites became a “community of the righteous who never troubled themselves about war or politics” (907), a moral program that “Buddhism was later to fully realized, making the whole population neither able of political nor of national life” (835). Renan described Israelites as men made “blind to all realities” by the prophets’ ethics, who believed “that justice can govern the world and that the idea of a perfect state would soon be realized. In this respect the second Isaiah much resembles our socialists, whose illusions cannot be destroyed” (978). The affinity between Renan’s portrayal of the prophets and Weber’s Gesinnungsethik is striking. How fascinating that Weber and Renan’s respective analysis, despite sharing so much in common, ended up with conclusions so diametrically opposed.] 

In saying so, By that Weber did not mean that the prophets were promulgating any “social-political program”, a scenario he explicitly rejected. The content of their message was always primarily focused on the ethical relation between individuals and Yahweh. Still, inside the conceptual universe ([Vorstellungswelt]) of old Judea, the only known form of public critique of the status quo was the political protest against royal power.; Hhence, the pleads of the prophets’ pleads for toa return to the duties of the covenant was were articulated within this language of political dissent against the corvéee -kingship ([Fronkönigtum]). Only thus could their religious message find the kind of sounding board ([Resonanzboden]) it needed to reach out to the masses. When Isaiah scolded Shebna, he was not attacking his managerial skills per seay, he was using him as anto illustrateion of a flawed character. In the eyes of the prophets “the people need guidance, hence, everything depends on the qualities of the leaders” (Ibidibid: 292), thus hence the importance of denouncing those in positions of power who do not embodying the ethical qualities required by the covenant with god.
This intermingling of religions and politics, of spheres of actions later to be autotomized, was not specific to ancient Judaism. Weber, Spencer, and Bagehot saw in it a characteristic of the early stages of social development. However, the extreme precariousness of the Jewish kingdoms on the international stage exacerbated this state of affairsthe situation. The prophets were “torn in the midst of a maelstrom of party antagonisms and conflicting interests, especially with respect to foreign politics”, writes Weber, and it “could not be otherwise”. The very survival of the Jewish nation between the Assyrian power on one side and the Egyptian on the other was constantly at stake. “Whether the prophets wished it or not”, wrote Weber, “they actually always worked in the direction of one or the other furiously struggling inner-political coteries, which at the same time promoted definite foreign policies. Hence, the prophets were considered party members [Parteigenossen]”. When prophets ventured to speak in public, “all the recklessness and frantic passion of the party struggles, as in Athens or Florence, was equaled and, at times, surpassed”. The opponents of the prophets would “lay in wait to destroy them by force, fraud and derision, by counter-magic and especially by counter-prophecy” (Ibidibid: 286-7). They would field their own demagogue and let circulate their own tractks to try to counter the influence of a prophet. The clash between Jeremiah and Hanaiah for instance here comes to mind.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: autonomized ?
The conflict-ridden existence of the Jewish prophets was fundamentally different from “the tranquil, blissful euphoria of the god-possessed, [from] the devotional communion with God, [or from the] merciful pitying sentiment of brotherhood with all creatures typical of the mystic” of other religious virtuosi. By contrast, „Yahweh:
lived, ruled, spoke, acted in a pitiless world of war and the prophets knew themselves placed in the midst of a tragic age. Above all, several of the prophets themselves were deeply tragic [unselig] men. Not all were, and not always, but often and precisely in the moment of greatest nearness to God“. (Gar III: 327)	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: si c’est ta traduction, je dirais « to be placed »
Written during the war, tThis passage, is important beyond its obvious self-referential autobiographical elements:, as it was written during the war, is important because it underscorlines the ideas around which the first great crossroads of Weber’s developmental history is based.
The prophets were no mystics, nor magicians; they never claim to be the vessels of the divine,[footnoteRef:80], or to possess supernatural qualities. According to their worldview, their task was not to find a new metaphysical answer to the theodicy problem, as regularly attempted in India. Neither was it to find a way by which to be relieved from the trials of life, to find a form of harmony with the world, as Confucian gentlemen were looking for. The prophets’ task was simply to listen to God’s commands and to apply them intelligibly to the situation of the day. Yahweh’s will “contained nothing supernatural in the sense of something extending beyond understanding. His motives were not concealed from human comprehension”  (328-30). By comparison, Baal, the Phoenician god of fertility against whom so many prophets had preached in the northern kKingdom, had to be approached by magical means. Yahweh, because of his omnipotence, could not be magically to compelled into doingto do anything. He could only be heard and obeyed. Their prophets’ hostility to both mystical contemplation and magical practices left them prophets to concerned themselves almost exclusively with ethical answers to workaday day-to-day affairs, which for Weber represented a uniquely this-worldly conception of salvation. [80: 	 For the distinction between the “exemplary” and the “missionary” prophecy, see Die Wirtschaftsethik der Weltreligionen: Einleitung (GAR I: 257-60).] 

In the Protestant Ethic Weber had already established a clear continuity between the image of the world of ancient Judaism and that of Protestantism. Calvinism, he stated, had inherited the “perfectly austere Hebraic wisdom” and with it its “rational suppression of the mystical, in fact of the whole emotional side of religion” (GAR I: 122). Puritanism could even be understood as an “English Hebraism”, as it was the “ethical teachings of the Old Testament that gave a powerful impetus to that spirit of self-righteous and sober legality which was so characteristic of the worldly asceticism of Protestantism” (Ibidibid: 180). The hostility of the prophets to the cult of Baal had contributed to creating a “highly rational religious ethic of social conduct […] free of magic and all forms of irrational quest for salvation” (GAR III: 6), an ethic transmitted by medieval Catholicism to Protestantism, and still largely underlining occidentalunderpinning Western ethics. This grand historical development was famously labelled by Weber as the ‘disenchantment of the world’, stating thatplacing modern Western rationality fundamentally as a religious phenomenon.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: emphasis original or added ?
Weber’s examination the “evolutionary conditions [Entwicklungsbedingungen]” of the Jewish religiosity does not only ascribe to it “world-historical consequences”, but also concludes that the development of the Old Testament morality is a “turning point [Angelpunkt] in the whole cultural development of the West” (GAR III: 7). Tenbruck would have spoken of the initial fork in Weber’s evolutionary tree. Schluchter makes a similar claim, asserting that the first distinction emerging from religious rationalization has been that between the “theocentric” and the “cosmocentric” worldviews. In the first case, the world gets receives its meaning from god’s commands, whereas, in the second, it is where harmony with the world that is researched sought (1991: 35-6). We readily see the paramount historical importance of the Hebraic religiosity aAs the religion that starteding the process of ‘de-magification’ of the world, by being the first to actively turned its back on salvation though magical means and, opening the door for other monotheisms to get out ofleave the “magical garden” were in which the Asiatic religions was were to stay indefinitely, we readily see the capital historical importance of the Hebraic religiosity. How is it, however, that the ‘universal significance’ of the Jewish worldview could not impact world history on its own, that it only came to do so through its ‘daughter religions’, especially Calvinism?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: prénom	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: prénom
Bendix describes Ancient Judaism as “a study in the sociology of innovation” (1962: 265). Sure enough, the first section of the essay presents us with a flattering portrait of the prophets as charismatic figures who, by opposing sacred traditions in the name of their convictions, initiated the development of what was to become modern Occidental Western rationality. According to Weber, the progressive influence of the prophets culminated with the promulgation of the Deuteronomy after the Assyrian Empire the conquest ofconquered the kingdom of Israel in 722  BCE by the Assyrian Empire. The Deuteronomic reform was a set of religious laws simultaneously aimed at restricting royal prerogatives and at centralizing worship around at the Temple in Jerusalem (GAR III: 259). If the form of the Deuteronomy was conformed thoroughly conform to priestly work, its content was purely based on the ethical considerations that the prophets had preached “on the soil of city-states” (Ibidibid: 97). Just as Bagehot judged that the “Jewish nation had its type of progress in the prophets, side by side with its type of permanence in the law and Levites” (LW VIII: 41), Weber too considered that Deuteronomic reforms were the combined result of the opposinged influence of the ethical preaching of the prophets and the Levitical teachings of the priests, recasting the injunctions of the Decalogue into a unified religious ethic, one day to be adopted by the Protestants.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: prénom	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: singulier ou pluriel ?	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: singulier ou pluriel ?
Yet, with the fall of the second Jewish kingdom to the hands of the neo-Babylonian Empire in 586  BCE, the Israelites started another phase of their history, their transformation into a pariah people. Aware that the fate exile of the Northern Israelites previously exiledenforced by the Assyrians had previously been resulted in assimilation, the Jewish religious authority started to insist on a whole set of self-imposed segregation rituals: the prohibition of mixed marriages, dietary restrictions designed to inhibit commensalism, strict observance of the Sabbath  (370). Weber’s thesis is that in order to shoulder its their covenant duties as the chosen people, the Jewish people segregated themselves “voluntarily and not under pressure of external rejection” (GAR III: 434). Consequently, the pariah status of the Jews should be understood as an unintended consequence of their religious beliefs.
Running pParallel to that exilic self-segregation, a second phenomenon came into play. Exile, especially the Pharisee movement, forced changed upon the institutions of the Israelites. With the rise of the synagogue the influence of the priesthood waned. In its place, new figures emerged, first the sofer, the teacher of the law, and then the rabbi. The rabbi had no official position before the fall of temple (GAR III: 408) and, even afterwards, he was never a full- time religious official, having to work an ordinary trade and acting in a religious capacity only as a counselor in matters of rituals. The core of the rabbinic teaching was a strict obedience to the law, meaning a renewed hostility to all forms of mysticism and magic, which came to included deep suspicion about of prophecy itself (GAR III: 411-4). To find salvation, owne had to anchor one’s self tofirmly rooted in the law via itsby continuously studying it and a permanently evaluationg of one’s conduct in relation to its injunctions. That form of asceticism meant that the rabbi was inwardly […] more strictly bound to the positive divine commandment than the jurist can ever be to positive law” (432).	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: où commence la citation ?

[bookmark: _GoBack] According to Schluchter this process corresponded was linked to “a constant narrowing of spiritual horizons” (2004: 48-50). With its increasing emphasis on legal and ritual prescriptions centred on the exegetical study of the sacred texts, tThe ‘legalistic spirit’ of rabbinic casuistry, with its increasing emphasis on legal and ritual prescriptions based upon the exegetical study of the sacred texts, combined with the ritualistic isolation of the Hebraic community from outsiders, formed the crux of the fossilization of Jewish culture.[footnoteRef:81]. Thus did the Israelites becaome a “ritually fixated” pariah people (GAR III: 351-5). By writing thatAccording to Weber, Judaism had “developed into a structure able to resist all disintegrating influence from the outside” and that it would “remain in its self-chosen situation as a pariah people for as long and as far as the unbroken spirit of the Jewish law, and that is to say, the spirit of the Pharisees, and the rabbis of late antiquity, continued and continues to live on” (GAR III: 280, 442)., Weber was thus stating that after a period of prodigious progress brought about, in large part by the prophets, the Jewish culture had also fallen prey to the kind of mechanical petrification that had befallen China and India. Thus, we come full circle.	Comment by Marie Léger-St-Jean: un peu court comme conclusion pour le chapitre… peux-tu récapituler ledit cercle ? [81: 	 For a thorough discussion of this theme see Shm’ul Noah Eisenstadt, “Max Weber on Ancient Judaism: Beyond a Pariah People: Sectarianism, heterodoxy and Participation in Cultural and Political Arenas”, in Max Weber Religionssoziologie in interkulturelle Perspective, Lehman & Ouédraogo (ed.), 2003, pp. 139-174.] 
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