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cated a principle of tolerance and neutrality, valued independent
convictions, and limited its political activities to purely academic
matters.?” In this way it was able to unify under one roof students
of the most diverse world views and political orientations. It also
demonstrated marked differences from university to university. In
particular, the Munich Free Student Association, which invited
Weber to give the two lectures, had its own distinctive image.®® Of
course, all groups were united in their dedication to the classical
idea of the German university, above all, to the idea of education
through scholarship and to academic freedom as freedom in teach-

ing and studies.”® For this very reason, one of the moot questions

was how these ideas should be interpreted and how they were to

be realized in a university system whose student population fig-
ures had dramatically risen since the establishment of the Ger-
man Empire,'® and whose structure had undergone far-reaching
changes under the pressure of growing specialization of the aca-
demic disciplines, especially in the natural sciences. Weber re-
acted to these discussions: he took up these developments in de-
tail in ““Science as a Vocation.”

The Free Student movement reached its high point before the
First World War, as did the Free German movement, which ini-
tially has to be distinguished from the former movement. In con-
trast to the Free Student movement, the Free German movement
arose out of the merger of several associations from the youth
movement in October 1913 at a meeting atop the Hohen Meifiner
near Kassel. The most important of the student associations rep-
resented was the German Free Academic Youth,'® which, al-
though it opposed corporate student life as much as the Free Stu-
dent Association, also initially opposed that group. There were
fissures in the Free German movement from its very beginning in
1913. Open conflict soon arose between participating associ-
ations, especially between those to whom this youth movement
was primarily a cultural movement and those to whom it was
above all a community movement. In spite of their differences,
which soon led to splinter groups, the associations were initially
linked by their common emotive nationalism.!?2 Especially
among the Free Academic Youth, pacifist trends gained accep-
tance with the continuance of the war. This facilitated a rap-
prochement with the Free Students Association, which had mean-
while largely lost its old, admittedly never very secure ““unity.’” 103
It also experienced the spread of pacifist thought in its ranks after
the onset of the war.
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The increasing importance of just this tendency in this part of
the student body is made clear by the Foerster case. Friedrich
Wilhelm Foerster, professor of philosophy and education at the
University of Munich, had long advocated, in print and in speech,
a Christian pacifism.1%* In 1917, he came out in his lectures for an
immediate peace of mutual understanding. In order to counteract
his supposedly defeatist influence, “A committee was formed
among Munich students that protested against Foerster's propa-
ganda and organized disturbances of his lectures. A countercom-
mittee came to the defense of the lively preacher of peace.” 1% The
countercommittee was also supported by the Munich Free Stu-
dents Association. Other Free Student Associations, such as those
in Breslau and Konigsberg, but also the Free Academic Youth, de-
fended Foerster in public declarations.! In both speeches, Weber
took a position on the Foerster case so fiercely discussed by the
Munich Free Students. In “Science as a Vocation” it served to help
him explain the logical principle of the freedom from value judg-
ments, and its institutional correlate, the freedom of teaching and
learning. In this way, he was able to make statements on the task
of the university and the role of university instruction. In ““Politics
as a Vocation,” the case facilitated his depiction of Christian pa-
cificism as an ethic of conviction with a supposedly illusionist
perspective and a lack of a sense of reality.

This reference to the Foerster case alone shows that despite the
sympathies that Weber clearly manifested for the Free Students
Association, in contrast to his feelings for the fraternities, he also
noted that it “moves in the wrong direction.” Thus, many of his
arguments in both speeches must have provoked members of this
circle and were certainly intended to be provocative. This inten-
tion held for Weber’s principled antipacifism that, then as now,
shocked many. It held even more for his diagnosis of the “illness”
of academic youth that had also befallen parts of the Free Students
Association. Most of all, however, it held for his prescribed
therapy. Weber saw this ““illness” manifested in the longing of aca-
demic youth for a liberation from scientific rationalism by means
of “direct experience,” in its “fashionable ‘cult of the person-
ality,’” and in general in its “extremely pronounced disposition to
overestimate its own importance.”'”” Where, as in the case of
Foerster, the teacher lay claim to the role of leader or, even worse,
where colleagues with less honorable convictions carried on a
“professional type of prophecy,”!® this destructive tenor, instead
of being challenged, was only strengthened. In fact, “Science as a
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Vocation”’—with its sharp attacks against ““direct experience,” the
primary idol of academic youth, and its restrictive view of the task
of the university and the role of the teaching academician—
brought forth a coalition between two otherwise warring camps of
the Munich Free Students: between the Friends of Bildung {‘Bil-
dungs”-Freunde) and the Enthusiasts for the “Scientific Use of the
Mind” (Schwirmer fiir den ““wissenschaftlichen Verstandesge-
brauch”). Immanuel Birnbaum wrote to Weber that after

the “Science as a Vocation” lecture only a small circle adopted

his position without qualifications. It was made up primarily of
those who had been “prepared by Prof. Husserl’s essay in Logos
(‘Philosophy as a Pure Science’) and by the historians’ Methoden-
streit [debate on methods] and the economists’ debate on value
judgment.” 109

It was in fact the case that with his understanding of science
and politics and with his view of the tasks and educational value
of the university, Weber could reckon with undivided agreement
from neither the students nor his fellow professors. Given the
trends of the time, his was a minority position. As shown in
Birnbaum’s remarks, it was a position deeply interwoven with the
histories of science and politics in imperial Germany. Husserl’s
critique of naturalism and the Methodenstreit and the debate on
value judgment did in fact form part of the background to this
position.!’® As I mentioned earlier, even before Weber gave the
lecture “Science as a Vocation” he had his revised report on the
value-judgment debate published in Logos. The report contains
arguments brought forth in the two speeches, especially in “Sci-
ence as a Vocation.” It is thus worthwhile to pay some attention
to this text. It will also provide us with more insight into the nega-
tive reactions to the position of Weber that Birnbaum had
described.

In the essay on freedom from value judgments, Weber conceives
of “value freedom” as a logical principle and as a maxim of action
(in university politics). As a logical principle it refers to the hetero-
geneity of the spheres of cognition and evaluation (Wertungs-
sphire). It is thus positioned in the context of a radical critique of
naturalism. Weber did battle against the naturalization of con-
sciousness and against the naturalization of ideas and ideals, and
consequently, against the naturalization of the sphere of evalua-
tion. An act providing meaning cannot be equated to a physical
phenomenon, he argued, nor can validity be equated to success.
Where these equations occur, naturalistic self-deceptions are un-
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avoidable. On this score, Weber finds himself in agreement not
only with Rickert, Simmel, and many others, but with Husserl as
well. ! In order to defend his own antinaturalistic claims, Weber
followed a value theory with three premises: the heterogeneity of
the spheres of cognition and evaluation, the enlargement of the
evaluative sphere to include nonethical values, and the collision
of values irresolvable by scientific means.!'?

Weber thus demanded from the university teacher that for rea-
sons of principle he keep two things separate: the objectivity of
judgments of fact, on the one hand, and the subjectivity and objec-
tifiability of value judgments, on the other. Only one who is aware
of the heterogeneous quality of these two problems, and makes
this quality clear, will not miseducate his audience “to confuse
these different spheres with one another.” Only that person avoids
the danger of handling the establishment of fact and the adoption
of a stance on the great issues of life “with the same cool dispas-
sionateness.” 13 It is the task of university teachers to handle and
present questions of scientific knowledge in an unbiased, sober,
and objective manner. They have qualified themselves to fulfill
this duty. Whether they should also treat the second category of
problems in their role as teacher is for Weber himself a practical
question. The position one takes on this question therefore sheds
light on the educational value one attributes to the university.
Only by presupposing the comprehensive educational value of the
university can one expect the university to take up the latter prob-
lem as one of its tasks. This position can be defended without in-
ternal contradiction as long as one recognizes the heterogeneity of
the spheres of cognition and evaluation. In this case, one decides
that university teachers, on the strength of their qualifications, are
still allowed to lay claim to “the universal role of moulding hu-
man beings, of inculcating political, ethical, aesthetic, cultural, or
other attitudes.” !'* One could add that the founders of Berlin Uni-
versity had thought something to this effect. If one rejects this po-
sition—and according to Weber, the premises upon which the
classic ideal of the German university rested have crumbled under
the increasing weight of subjectivism in modern culture!'*>—then
it only remains to limit university education to “’specialized train-
ing by specially qualified persons.” !¢ Weber expressly states that
this is his standpoint.!'” The task of the university in his time is,
accordingly, clearly no longer to educate students to become self-
cultivated generalists { Kulturmenschen), but to become only spe-
cialists {Fachmenschen).!'®
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wu.\ relating these reflections to the negative reactions described
by Birnbaum, one suddenly sees clearly why the “Friends of Bil-
m.:mw: were not able to adopt Weber’s line of argument. They ob-
viously considered the university an institution of learning in the
classical sense. What in contrast is less clear is why the “Enthusi-
asts for the ‘Scientific Use of the Mind’ " also rejected his position
Only by further studying the latter group does this rejection vo..
come less of a mystery.
. Without doubt, Weber viewed the university as a place primar-
ily for specialized training. This view, however, does not imply
&x.; he, presumably like those enthusiasts, spoke out in favor of a
naive, unreflective world of specialists. He had already made criti-
cal remarks about this world of specialists in his famous study of
ascetic Protestantism. There he used the expression of Nietzsche’s
Zarathustra to characterize those who do not see the inner limits
om modern specialists as the last of mankind, as those who had
¢b<m:8m happiness. For them, he chose the formulation “special-
ists without spirit, sensualists without heart.”"? Specialized
training should definitely take place, but only in a way that pro-
m:.oma intellectual honesty and, above all, a simultaneous con-
sciousness of one’s limitations. Such specialized training is, how-
ever, specialized education and cultivation (Bildung) in %m true
sense of the words. It sharpens the awareness of the limits of the
world of specialists as such, and of the fact that life’s problems of
meaning cannot be resolved by specialized training alone.!20
.<<o.v2 hence no longer considered the universities capable of
w:s%:m forth m.o:omm:mﬂm H..: the old style. Here, too, the ideal of
full and beautiful humanity,” on which German classicism had
rested, was irretrievably lost.2! But he also sought to prevent stu-
moa.m from becoming narrow-minded specialists, from becoming
specialists without spirit. He desired the cultivated specialist
who had learned three things: \

First . .. to content himself with the humble fulfillment of a given task;
second, to first recognize facts—even, and especially, those that he msam
personally inconvenient—and then distinguish between stating those
mmoﬁ,m and taking up an evaluative position toward them; and third, to sub-
ordinate his own personality to the matter in hand m:\m S0, u_uo<w all, to

suppress the need to display his personal tastes and other feelings where
that is not called for.122

Weber wanted a cultivated specialist who, in addition, has ideals
that he freely and openly advocates. The university should mold
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self-determined human beings committed to a cause. In order to
do this, it needs teachers who know the connection between ac-
tivity and renunciation and practice it credibly in their own lives
before students.

When Weber vigorously insists on distinguishing the role of the
university teacher who speaks to his students as a scientific spe-
cialist from the role of the citizen who addresses himself to the
general public, it reminds one of Kant’s essay on the Enlighten-
ment.'” As in Kant, these roles belong to institutions that differ

_in their respective control mechanisms and criteria of rationality.

In contrast to the public meeting and address, the lecture hall and
lecture stand under the “privilege of freedom from supervision.” >

- This privilege, however, makes misuse possible. This danger can-

not be averted by the “intrusion of the public, for instance in the
form of the press,” 12 but only by the self-limitation of the univer-
sity teacher, by his refraining from all propaganda on the behalf of
his personal convictions. Such self-limitation caused great diffi-
culties for Weber himself, as described earlier. Nevertheless, it was
his aim in the lecture hall. Perhaps for this reason, the sober ratio-

~nality that he achieved in visible struggle with his own passions

had all the more effect on some of his listeners.!?¢

To see the facts, even personally displeasurable ones, and to rec-
ognize them; to place oneself completely in the service of a given
cause and to meet its daily demands; and to think clearly and so-

" berly and to feel responsible: this is what a teacher is to educate a

student to do. These are unspectacular, “everyday” virtues, not
“extraordinary” ones. The one who succeeds in managing every-
“day life without simply conforming is also a "hero.” Weber repeat-

~ edly praised the virtues of “normality” in this sense to his stu-

dents. Such praise could apparently hardly enthuse many of the
young persons agitated by war and revolution. They sought not

~ the common, but the extraordinary; not the sober teacher, but the
" hero or prophet; and not a scientific rationalism incapable of pro-
~ viding meaning, but a substantive morality or a religious unio

mystica (unification with the holy) admittedly often only pseu-
doreligious. Weber took a stand against both substantialism and

~romanticism. Until today, many have been more irritated by the
- former opposition than by the latter one. Werner Mahrholz, who,

like Immanuel Birnbaum, held one of the leading positions in the
Munich Free Students Association, and in conjunction with him
helped organize the two public addresses, presumably voiced the

" ‘innermost thoughts of many when he commented on “Science as
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a Vocation” in November 1919: “Distressing is the stance of pre-
cisely those natural leaders among the professors: for more and
more of them, scholarship has become a form of respectable sui-
cide, a way to die in stoic heroism.” 127

Nevertheless, there was also a small circle of those who were
convinced by Weber’s defense of the ideal of an innerworldly as-
ceticism freed from its religious foundations and for whom he
played the role of a leader precisely because of his sober manner of
teaching. This circle certainly included Karl Lowith.?® Other
names could also be cited.' Many of these people appear to have
been of Jewish or Protestant origin and politically leftist-liberal or
social-democratic, some even socialist. One who fits the picture
especially well is Immanuel Birnbaum. It is primarily to his credit
that the two addresses were given before the Free Students Asso-
ciation and were then published in revised form in its name.

Birnbaum had begun his studies in Freiburg under Gerhart
Schulze-Gaevernitz, Heinrich Rickert, and Friedrich Meinecke.
Coming via Konigsberg, where he joined the Free Students Asso-
ciation, to Munich, Birnbaum was attracted chiefly by the teach-
ing activities of Lujo Brentano and Heinrich Wolfflin. These are
all figures who belong to the intellectual context of Weber’s life.
Birnbaum probably first met Weber later, during political discus-
sions at the house of Lujo Brentano.!s® After first sympathizing
with leftist-liberal groups, he joined the Social Democrats in
1917."%! Birnbaum had reached the top of the Munich Free Stu-
dents Association in 1913-14. Even after receiving his Ph.D. he
participated decisively in its work up until the establishment
of the General Student Committee (Allgemeiner Studentenaus-
schuss)in Munich in the course of the revolution. In summer 1 919
he was elected as one of the three presidents of the General Stu-
dent Committee.’> He thus contributed in turning those goals
that the Free Student movement had set for itself into reality.
At the end of its development stood the legally constituted stu-
dent body.

“Science as a Vocation’” and “Politics as a Vocation” were parts
of a lecture series that the Munich Free Students had presumably
planned since the summer of 1917. It was entitled “Intellectual
Labor as a Vocation.” It was provoked by the essay ““Vocation and
Youth” by Franz Xaver Schwab (most likely a pen name for Alex-
ander Schwab), published in the monthly journal Die weissen
Blitter on May 15, 1917.'% In the essay Schwab termed the “vo-
cation” (or profession| the idol that had to be smashed: it was the
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idol of the day’s West European—American bourgeois world: it
formed the core around which everything revolved; it had come
between the basic forces of existence, between the (physical) life
and the spirit, even though it was “completely alien to these pri-
meval powers in their pure divinity.”’!** Only alienation could
come of this situation, the alienation of life from the spirit, and
thus of each from its true essence. To produce their reconciliation
represented the necessity of the times, and this could succeed only
where the dominion of vocation and its accompanying world of
specialists had been broken. Like the “Greeks at their time of
prosperity,” the youth of the day could also reach full and beautiful
humanity once they had recognized the dangers for the soul that
vocation represented. This recognition would force the youth into
radical o%mo&mo: to the bourgeois world, which was indivisibly

- connected to the ideology that made a moral virtue out of the ne-

cessity of enslaving vocational labors.!3s
It is unlikely that Schwab’s romantic anticapitalism caused
much excitement among the Munich Free Students. Such tenden-

* cies were not unusual among various youth and student move-

ments of the period. What must have caused some agitation was
Schwab’s remark that none of the appropriate youth and student

.~ groups had as yet treated the problem of vocation seriously, and

this included the Free Students.'3¢ At the same time, Schwab
pointed to a way out of this regrettable situation: one should have

-+ a good look at the works of Max and Alfred Weber, because ““the

only persons in our time who have said something important
.about vocation in a conspicuous way are the brothers Max and

- Alfred Weber in Heidelberg.” 137

We do not know when Birnbaum or another member of the Ba-

" varian Free Students Association first approached Weber with the

‘request that he speak, in the framework of a lecture series planned
in response to Schwab’s provocation, on “Science as a Vocation”

“and then on “Politics as a Vocation.”” '3 What is of interest here,
. however, is not the external course of events, but the controver-

“sies on the level of ideas. And it is in this context that we note that

- in “Science as a Vocation”” Weber at least indirectly takes a stand

on Schwab’s provocation. Weber mercilessly destroys the myth of

~“full and beautiful humanity to which Schwab subscribed.’ He

“also shows that vocation and a life with meaning are not necessar-

~ily opposed. Admittedly, everything depends on a proper under-

~standing of the connection of the two. The two are linked not by
removing the limits of vocational work, but by the very limitation
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of this work that Schwab finds so deplorable. It holds not only for
scholarship that “a really definitive and good accomplishment is
today always a specialized accomplishment.”” 4 Only those who
are in the position to surrender themselves completely and con-
tinually to a limited subject and to meet the daily demands that
arise out of it can grasp “the only part of [the] meaning [of calling]
which still remains genuinely significant today.” 141
Now such a “sense of vocation” may appear to be plausible for
the scholar and university teacher. Is it also plausible for the poli-
tician? Does not the latter have to provide answers to the great
collective problems of life, answers unobtainable by either spe-
cialized training or specialized education and cultivation? Admit-
tedly, according to Weber, modern democracy, which certainly
does not give politicians the “privilege of freedom from supervi-
sion,” is subject to bureaucratization in large states. It is a “bu-
reaucratized democracy.” % In such a system one has to reckon
with the “necessity of specialized training of many years, ever in-
creasing specialization, and direction by a corps of specialized of-
ficials trained in such a way.” 143 This bureaucratization does not
mean, however, that this trained corps of specialized officials, as
indispensable as it is, should also be entrusted with political lead-
ership. The modern “large-state democracy” as a mass democracy
also needs political Jeaders. And for Weber, they represent in prac-
tice the counterpoint not only to those officials but to scholars as
well. 144 v
Admittedly, just as there are different conceptions of scholars
and university teachers, there are also different conceptions of po-
litical leaders. Weber discussed them in his second public address,
“Politics as a Vocation,” drawing up a picture of the “‘responsible”
politician, in contradistinction to the “principled” politician on
the one hand and the power-obsessed politician on the other. The
responsible politician must be able to formulate political posi-
tions capable of winning approval and be willing to advocate them
at his own risk. He also must get involved with the “infernal
powers” that lie in wait for him in every form of force, even the
legitimate control and use of it,'%s and withstand their corrupting
influence. He has to serve a given cause passionately, take respon-
sibility for it, and practice a “disciplined dispassionateness’” when
viewing “the realities of life.” 1% One can follow such a leader. One
does this not out of “romantic sensations”'*7 or out of the “wor-
ship of power,”1#¢ but out of educated conviction or, when the
leader’s exalted passions are an expression of his charismatic gift,
out of a spontaneous “awakening.”
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The scholar as self-critical specialist and the politician as
leader, in the sense of acting on an ethic of responsibility, thus
appear to stand irreconcilably opposed to one another. Here we
- have sober recognition of the facts, there, the passionate Eommm-

sion of taking a stand; here, the demonstration of the @o.mm:u_@
 there, in addition, the effort to attain the apparently impossible.!#
Nevertheless, it quickly turns out that this is not Weber’s final
word on the matter. Although they display differences, both fig-
- ures also have traits in common. ;

It should not be overlooked that Weber put forth an argument
in “Politics as a Vocation” (as indeed in ““Science as a Vocation”)
that was capable of creating a coalition between two otherwise
. antagonistic camps—analogously, to paraphrase Birnbaum: wo.-
~tween the “friends of a politics of conviction” and the “enthusi-
asts for the use of pure power.” Weber severely took to task those
~politicians of conviction and their followers among the mumw Stu-
dents who “intoxicate themselves with romantic sensations,” !5
‘thus deluding themselves. The most serious delusion of mz. is rep-
resented by the belief that any serious and important wo_:ﬂoﬁmn.
tivity could ever take place that does not entangle the worc.o&
~actor in the vicissitudes of power. Weber saw such self-delusion
chiefly in pacifists, syndicalists, and in Spartacists at work; above
all, however, he found it among the political literati who had mmﬁr-
ered in Kurt Eisner’s revolutionary government. (Indeed, Eisner
himself was temporarily considered by radical members of the
‘Free Students as speaker for the address on “Politics as a Voca-
tion.”'s') All these groups tended in Weber’s view 9@9\ to .QQQ
the inescapable reality of all politics, namely, force with an inner
logic all its own, or to call for the use of force “for the Erﬁ time, so
‘as to bring about a situation in which all violence will be abol-
ished.” 52 In this faith in the creative power of force, however, they
come close to the “enthusiasts for the use of pure power” for
~whom power is a value in itself. Admittedly, these “pure ‘power
_politicians’”" are unable to commit themselves to a cause beyond
the personal. They thus act in a “meaningless void,” 153 Srowmmm
self-deluding politicians of conviction, at least those of the radical
Left, are guided by the hope of a liberation that can be produced by
- direct actions.!

Just as he abhorred pure specialists, Weber also found ﬁwOmw m._a.
-~ vocating pure power loathsome. They embodied all the @.ﬁmbﬁam
he detested in politics: lack of objectivity, irresponsibility, m.na
- vanity. He considered them the play-actors of politics, whose “in-

ner weakness and impotence is concealed behind their ostenta-
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tious v,sﬁ totally empty posturing.”!s5 This posturing is not the
case with the “principled” politicians who serve a cause beyond

the personal. They seek an inner point of orientation, an inner -

support. Admittedly, they all too seldom stand up to the realities
of life. Nevertheless, wherever they are able to prove objectively
the value of their “mission” and to cope with the entanglement in
power relations, Weber is willing to recognize their vocation for
wotmo@ for they are aware of ““the tragic element with which all
action, but especially political action, is in fact intertwined.’ 156
They are thus also aware of the limitations of political action, and
that it demands a specific type of self-limitation. \

This awareness of the tragic nature of political action is also
characteristic of the “responsible” politician. But in contrast to
the “principled politician,” he draws from that tragic nature a
further-reaching consequence. He does not content himself with
taking on the responsibility for the convictional value of his po-
litical action, but instead extends this responsibility to cover that
action’s foreseeable effects. However, he can do justice to this
broadened responsibility only if he possesses those virtues that
Weber says students should learn from their teachers in the lec-
ture hall. These are the virtues cited earlier: to content oneself
with the fulfillment of a given task, to recognize personally dis-
pleasurable facts, and to subordinate one’s own personality to the
matter at hand.1s7 v

The Key Terms: Vocational Duty,
Self-Limitation, and Personality

Both times Weber addressed the Munich Free Students, he ad-
M@omﬁom ﬂrw same basic idea: that one robs vocation of all meaning
if there [is] no exercise of that specific form of self-restraint
which it demands.”'5¢ Although the kind of self-limitation re-
quired differs, it is required in both scholarship and politics. We-
ber’s message to the Free Students is that intellectual labor as a
vocation means a life full of renunciation, not of reconciliation; it
means “confining oneself to specialized work,” not “Faustian o»ﬁ.
nicompetence.”!® Many did not want to hear this insistence on
an ascetic basis of action. “Politics as a Vocation,” just like “Sci-
ence as a Vocation” before it, generally prompted feelings of un-
easiness among the Free Students. This uneasiness was certainly
not only because Weber made judgments, for example, of Foerster
Eisner, and the soldier and worker councils, with, mm\o:m @E‘:QH
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pant put it, “calm disrespect.” !5 It was much more because Weber
brutally confronted the idealism of politicians of conviction with
. the entanglement of all political action in questions of power, and
- thus gave the impression that political action had nothing to do
~ with values. There is no doubt that Weber did not argue this way.
" But one had to listen in an unbiased manner in order to grasp the
complex mesh of relations among power, ethics, and truth in
which he placed the form of politics that he undoubtedly advo-
“cated, the politics of responsibility.
" Vocation and self-limitation, vocation as self-limitation, this is
. Weber’s message to academic youth. He who seeks to give mean-
_ing to intellectual labor as a vocation, who—unlike Schwab—
- does not simply consider it an economic necessity, must affirm
this ascetic basis of action. For Weber, vocation belonged from the
very beginning to the bourgeois mode of conduct. And if conduct
is to avoid degenerating into a mere technique of managing life, it
~ cannot be allowed to simply disappear. Undeniably, the Christian
- spirit that once gave it inner support has long since given way.
‘Weber had already demonstrated this in his studies on ascetic
Protestantism. For this reason, this mode of action can no longer
“be valued on the basis of religious faith; a secular foundation must
be established for it. This is precisely what takes place in Weber’s
- two speeches. ,
" In order to provide this foundation, Weber places the two con-
cepts of vocation and self-limitation in an intrinsic relation to a
third concept, that of personality. First the term is divested of all
~“romantic” implications. Early on, in his critique of Knies and
the problem of irrationality, Weber had come out against that
romantic-naturalistic concept of personality that “seeks the real
sanctuary of the personal in the diffuse, undifferentiated, vegeta-
tive ‘underground’ of personal life.” 1! In the two speeches, he di-
~rected his opposition against a romantic-aestheticist concept of
personality that discovers this sacred core in direct experience or
even in the effort of shaping one’s life into a work of art.'s2 Neither
‘the naturalist nor the aesthetic variant captures what is crucial for
Weber, namely “‘the constant and intrinsic relation to certain
ultimate ‘values’ and ‘meanings’ of life’ 163 that a person achieves
in the unfolding of his fate, a process that at the same time is one
‘of Bildung. Ascetic, humanistic individualism represents the clos-
est approximation to the concept of personality: ascetic, because
continuous action in the service of a cause is demanded; human-
istic, because this cause presupposes the constant commitment to
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ultimate values; and individualistic, because this constant com-
mitment has to be chosen through a series of ultimate decisions.
Where these conditions are satisfied, a person has become a per-
sonality without necessarily intending to. He has, in the conclud-
ing words of ““Science as a Vocation,” found his daemon and
learned to obey him by satisfying the demands of the day that this
daemon makes.

It is certainly not a coincidence that two of Weber’s most im-
portant texts, the Protestant Ethic and “Science as a Vocation,”
end with allusions to the later works of Goethe. The latter pro-
vides a preliminary formulation of the concept of personality
Weber had in mind. In spite of some tendencies toward an aes-
thetic and cosmological humanism in Goethe’s work, which We-
ber certainly viewed coolly, he did consider Wilhelm Meister’s
Journeyman Years (Wilhelm Meisters Wanderjahre), subtitled or,
the Renunciants (oder die Entsagenden), and Faust II to have va-
lidly developed the meaning of an ascetic basis of conduct not
founded on Christian religion. Moreover, he found in Goethe’s
“Primal Words” {Urworte”’) that it is made clear in describing the
interplay of a person’s daemon (i.e., one’s individuality or charac-
ter) and the “world” that the only way to avoid the danger of losing
what is one’s own to the merely accidental, of losing the intrinsic
to the extrinsic, is by means of self-limitation. It would certainly
be unfair to Weber if one interpreted his adoption of the concept of
daemon in an elitist fashion, something the George follower Fried-
rich Gundolf did in his book on Goethe. Gundolf argued that only
great men, geniuses, are capable of having a daemon and thus their
own fate, whereas the normal person is only capable of “mere
qualities, opinions, preoccupations, and experiences, conditioned
from without, not formed from within.”!s* In contrast, Weber

strove for an aristocracy of the spirit, not a form of elitism.!65 All
people can find their daemons, become personalities, and deter-
mine their own lives, if only they serve with total sacrifice a self-
chosen cause going beyond the personal. Naturally, this presup-
poses that the ideas and images of the world, in terms of which
one interprets one’s own life, and the societal orders in which one
is forced to live do not totally obstruct the ascetic basis of conduct.
However, it presupposes above all that the coming generation is
made aware—especially in times of crisis and radical change,
when hopes and desires are great—of the interrelations among vo-
cational activity, the self-limitation expected from without and
that accepted from within, and the formation of personality.'s¢ Ul-
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mamﬁmg both speeches serve this purpose of Bmﬁsm,nrm ooq.anm
~ generation aware. Thus, at their core, they follow “philosophical
intentions, providing both a declaration of belief and challenge to

action.

The Role of Science in the Modern World:
A Controversy

. After Max Weber had given the second of his two w@.&mmmo@
" Immanuel Birnbaum arranged to have them both vcvrm.rmm as
soon as possible, in one volume. Although he Soca have liked to
have included the other addresses from the series, these had not
yet been presented, and it did not appear that H.Em <<oc.5 vmwv@ﬁ
~ soon. However, the publisher subsequently decided against w.cvr-
~ cation in one volume and published the two speeches as inde-
~ pendent brochures.'¢” This decision was apparently the Rmc: of
" commercial considerations. As can be inferred from the &mawﬂ:
number of copies printed, the publisher clearly expected \ %orn:.um
a5 a Vocation” to be more successful. We can only guess if this in
fact was the case. .

What we do know is that immediately following its m@wmm\wmbo.o
in print, “Science as a Vocation” aroused more Homoﬁos than “Poli-

" tics as a Vocation.” Initiated early with a short piece ..o% Ernst

Robert Curtius in August 1919,'%® discussion continued in longer
essays by Erich von Kahler'® and Arthur Salz.'”® Hro latter two
were friends and members of the Stefan George circle. mmF.\ 470
~also belonged to the Weber circle, considered ﬁEm. paper a critique
of Kahler’s and aimed to defend Weber’s standpoint against some
of Kahler's charges. Ultimately, Ernst Troeltsch!”' and z.mx
Scheler'” also intervened in the controversy. In contrast, :worﬁnm
as a Vocation” initially drew no response.'” Thus, in both its oral
and written form, /Science as a Vocation” had the greater impact
of the two addresses, a disparity that has basically continued to
this day.!” :

What was the focus of this first debate? Even %o:mr the con-
tending parties advocated radically different viewpoints, Em%
were united by a common source of doubt: <<m.8 the _:::mco:m
Weber placed on modern science and scholarship of m.oonmSEm
nature in a historical, and especially, in a systematic mmsmow Is
modern scholarship, as Weber claimed, merely “a \<o.omSo.b\ orga-
nized in special disciplines in the service of self-clarification and
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knowledge of interrelated facts”? Or is it “the gift of grace or seers
mba prophets dispensing sacred values and revelations . . . partak-
ing of the contemplation of sages and philosophers about the
meaning of the universe” after all?!”s Can experience and cogni-
.ﬁo? life and knowledge in fact be ascribed to different functions
in the cognitive process, as Weber implies, or is it rather the case
as Curtius puts it, that they are so closely interrelated that obm
practically has to demand that the scholar fulfill his “experiential
obligations’’?'7¢ And what is the status of the value presupposi-
nocm that Weber refers to in order to resist the notion that modern
science is without presuppositions? Do they turn out to be merely
subjective, or must they be philosophically developed from a “uni-
versally founded philosophy of life of existential values and their
relative rankings’’2177

Nevertheless, although the disputing parties were united in
their common doubts concerning Weber’s restrictive view of the
possibilities of modern science, their respective counterproposals
greatly differed from one another. Erich von Kahler went the fur-
thest, demanding nothing less than a completely new science. By
doing so, he gave voice to the sentiments of a generation marked
by the war experience and a weariness of civilization. In fact, his
frontal attack on Weber’s position calls to mind Schwab’s ?o\nﬁm:
attack on misguided West European-American humanity.

For Kahler, Weber is a representative of old science in whom
“its greatest potential” is realized. This means at the same time
that Weber’s indisputable ethos is in the service of a “lost cause’’:178
the self-liberation of reason, which started with Kant. Like Kant
he pursues an anti-Platonic course that destroys “the 525?@\
deeply visionary element, indeed, the visionary element per mm\
the simple prior claim of cosmic unity and metaphysical mcwu
stance.” What remains is “purely immaterial reason.”!”® Because
Weber follows this misguided course of the Enlightenment, his
conception of a resurrected Hellenistic polytheism, of a battle of
the gods that characterizes the existential plight of modern man
shares nothing with the polytheism of ancient man. Whereas ﬁrm
latter involves the specification of the recognizable and definitive
“good life” in accordance with time and place, the former revolves
mwo:ua the choice between different lives, outside of place and
time, that are of equal merit. This absence of unity, however
would imply in practice relativism, something that is simply Hrm
wwzmwongom_ expression of a conflicted and fragmented inner
ife.
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In Kahler’s view, in ““Science as a Vocation” Weber offers an
apologetics for this conflicted and fragmented life, an apology for
the separation of thought and emotion, of knowledge and action,
of scholarship and leadership. This apology proves that the basic
way of thought and method of the old science is already in decline,
for Weber’s rationalism, cut off from all that is visionary, is so con-
sequential that he is forced to show the only way out of these di-
visions: the return to wholeness. In Kahler’s view there is nothing
accidental about the fact that such a radical diagnosis could be
made in Germany: as with others before him—one is reminded of
the young Marx—Germany appears to him as the location of the
most radical deprivation and thus, as the very place where the
most radical revolution, the revolution of science, can and must
start.!®!

It is thus the calling of the Germans to acquire this new science
for Europe, and indeed, for all of humanity. Although it retains the
old science, the new gives the old the lower ranking it deserves.'®?
The new science is based on the reversal of the purely empirical
labors performed since Kant; it is based on the reestablishment of
the true ranking of idea and concept, of knowledge and fact, of ba-
sic foundation and cause, and on the foundational role of contem-
plation vis-a-vis analysis. Furthermore, it is based on passion in
the sense of Platonic mania, not in the sense of mere devotion to
a cause which itself is only subjectively binding, such as in the
restrictive rationalism of Weberian science. The new knowledge
thus exists in contemplative, “‘organic works of imagery,” and not,
as in the old knowledge, ““in [isolated] shreds of facts and calcula-
tions.” 183 Nevertheless, the new knowledge is also knowledge, and
not faith or art.'* However, because this new knowledge presents
a vision (Zusammenschauen) of “the living in its core, in its unity
and uniqueness and according to its laws,” it also resolves the
value problem Weber found unresolvable.!#

Thus, Kahler does not want merely to improve upon old science
but to radically divorce himself from it. He seeks, as Ernst
Troeltsch had already correctly observed, a revolution against the
revolution brought about by the Enlightenment; in other words,
his aim is a counter-Enlightenment. At the same time, he is ““con-
temporary” enough to shy away from simply calling for the return
to the humanity of antiquity. Its mode of conduct is gone forever.
One must to aim to reach both before and beyond the Enlighten-
ment. Thus, the counter-Enlightenment also appears to be a post-
Enlightenment.!8
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In this respect, Kahler’s position is symptomatic. It is part of the
pursuit of “commitment [Bindung] and unity, dogma and law in
spiritual life” that started long before the First World War and was
directed not only against naturalism and its tendency toward in-
tellectualism, but also against historicism and its tendency to-
ward relativism.'s” Kahler’s “revolutionary pamphlet,” 188 with its
antinaturalistic and antihistoricist turn, is admittedly only a facet
within this current of thought. Nevertheless, his countercritique
makes clear that “Science as a Vocation” was perceived even by
contemporaries as a defense of the continuation of the Enlighten-
ment and as a manifesto against the new value syntheses.!8

Arthur Salz clearly also perceived Kahler's attack on Weber this

way. For him, Kahler’s “revolution of the spirit” was a neoroman-
tic rejection of modern European rationalism, and above all of the
specific German contribution to it, Kant’s transcendental philoso-
phy, and accordingly of its political correlate, the French Revolu-
tion.'® Kahler and the other neoromanticists sought to dissolve
the bond between the scientific thought of the Enlightenment and
republican constitutionalism. Their widespread anti-intellectual
and antibourgeois stance required not only the seer instead of the
scholar and the sage instead of the specialist, but it also demanded
the circle with esoteric knowledge grouped around the genius who
was ultimately outside of any external monitoring.'! As much as
Salz sympathized with Kahler’s demand to fundamentally renew
modern science after its age of routinization (he placed its charis-
matic age in the Renaissance and not in Greece), he did not accept
Kahler’s solution of how to do this. In the confrontation between
the undemocratic elitism of a Friedrich Nietzsche and a Stefan
George and the aristocracy of the spirit of 2 Max Weber that was
capable of being democratized, Weber’s position ultimately re-
tained his favor.1?

Ernst Troeltsch acutely observed in regard to the controversy
that the younger disputants tended to assess the history of the
German spirit “from Luther to Nietzsche and George,” whereas
the older participants viewed it as stretching “from Luther to
Goethe and Helmholtz.” 1% For Troeltsch this difference explains
why there is generally a more favorable estimation of the positive
sciences to be found in the older than in the younger authors’ writ-
ings. What Weber says about these sciences in “Science as a Voca-
tion” is in Troeltsch’s view “in its clarity and virility the only
truth” possible.!** To recognize this, however, does not imply that
one is in agreement with his conception of philosophy. For
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Troeltsch, even those who reject!®® the im»o:.mJ\ r:B.mb MO.EDMmm
with their pursuit of the cognitive modm:w_:w ﬁamoﬁoﬂ in the
George circle and elsewhere, who follow neither a new P ﬁoEwQM
nor a new Catholicism regarding the problem of <m_.zm\ mam :m
committed to Weber’s highly Hmmaoﬂoa.ooboowﬁ of w?LOmow %.m n
this regard, he even ascribes some merit to Kahler m %mmiz.sm or
unity. It comes closer to the 259 :Qﬂms Weber's s m_owﬁmm_ma\
which I, too, find impossible, and his heroism .ﬁrmn forci w_m Mﬂw
the values.”'# Curtius had already made similar RBWH ks. For
him, “Science as a Vocation” was mH:mﬁs_won of the value anar-
" of recent Western European culture. .
orw\wamwwdosnm in this direction can also be *o:s.m in me Worm_m.a.
Even though he largely shares <<n_u@im orﬁmoﬁoENmSnb of the @Omm
tive sciences, he views Weber’s combination of ascetic science an
an antifoundational weltanschauung as the “shocking monzwsob.ﬁ
of an entire era.”” !¢ Weber’s position mcm@nm.ﬁﬁw\? .&m fact t at it
no longer possesses a ‘substantive Boﬁmmvﬁwom ora mmvmgsﬁﬁﬂm
cognition of the objective hierarchy of value,” a deplora M state
affairs that can ultimately be traced back to .meﬁ and can be Hmﬂo-
died only by means of an mba-wmsawd. position'® (which in rea M%N
is a pre-Kantian one). Scheler continues to say that wwa: w.w
Southwest German neo-Kantians, with whom Weber v.? oﬂov i-
cally sympathized, were only capable of a moS.s& aoogs,o o Momw
nition and norms. However, Weber and his entire school, in Sm ic
Scheler includes Karl Jaspers and Osmﬂm& w»&ung Smsm_oﬁs
even these formal remnants into a mnmonwc.,\.m @ooﬁ.gm of Sw tan-
schauung. Thus, what Scheler ultimately criticizes is <<M_w2 s m._.%w
posed abstention from philosophy in any real sense, and "“not jus
the contemporary state of the art but as an essential cognitive po-
iti n per se.” 200 A
M;%MWM_WHMM rmwmr judgment of Weber as a philosopher is Twaq mm
isolated assessment. It is vmmwom:v\. mvmuoa. by Curtius | an
Troeltsch, and not only they: even Heinrich Rickert, Swoﬂo ow_.o
of historical concept formation initially rm.gom S@U@.H develop ~w
own position, found his position on EEOmoE% in :HMQo%Mo
"negatively dogmatic.”?*' In Eowﬁﬁ.m view, <<.mw$ oHBM a
somewhat one-sided opinion about scientific E»&.om.owrw an dﬁm
contemporary potential.” Ultimately, he od? considered Ho.myo : m:
not the effort at a comprehensive <m§o. v?;ouwomwk to be scienti m
philosophy.22 Moreover, for Rickert, in “Science as a <oo%So:
Weber unduly exaggerates this difference w.oﬁs.nw: past an Eom-
ent. between the Platonic and the modern idea of truth, for mod-

’
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ern scientific philosophy, which is more than just logic, does not
just demystify, it also brings ““the ‘mystery’ of life into full con-
sciousness for the first time.” And this is because “that which is
clear about existence, nature, art, happiness, God [is] still in prin-
ciple accessible to science today.” 2%

Thus, even one who shared Weber’s antinaturalism and antiro-
manticism, who affirms this concept of rational and empirical sci-
ences,2* in no way necessarily agrees with his answer to the value
question. Quite the opposite: the reported reactions to “Science as
a Vocation” show that Weber’s thesis of objectified polytheism, of
the battle of the gods, was the real cause of philosophical contro-
versy. In an age in which the most different philosophical orienta-
tions all sought commitment and unity, dogma and law in spiri-
tual life, Weber’s remarks had to appear as unphilosophical and as
the expression of a simplistic relativism. Here Troeltsch’s cultural
Protestantism, Scheler’s Catholicism, and Rickert’s crypto-
Platonism all seem to be in agreement. The desire for a new value
synthesis was everywhere. One no longer was willing to live with-
out it. The fact that one has to live without it, if one wants to be
honest with oneself, was what Weber had taught in “Science as a
Vocation.” 205

Of course, Weber never claimed to be a philosopher. Even dur-
ing the time in which he intensively took up the methodological
questions of the social sciences and studied modern logicians, he
repeatedly emphasized that he studied logic not for its own sake,
but only to test the utility of the insights of modern logicians, es-
pecially Rickert, for the solution of the problems of his own dis-
cipline. He conceived of himself more as a patient who was con-
scious of his symptoms than as a physician who knew how to cure
them. His attitude toward the question of value in “Science as a
Vocation” can be similarly characterized. He described the illness;
he also named the remedies that had already failed or that, being
mere narcotics, would ultimately fail. He showed how one can
continue living in this incurable situation, but he did not present
himself as the physician who knew the redeeming therapy. At
most, he presented physicians, especially the theological and
philosophical ones, with a difficult problem.

If one seeks to grasp the existential character of this problem
that so moved Weber, one must first rid oneself of the conception
that Weber advocates a simplistic relativism in ““Science as a Vo-
cation.” This we can see more clearly today than was possible im-
mediately following its publication in an atmosphere in which
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new value syntheses flourished.>¢ Nevertheless, this character
really was not a question of universalism or relativism but of how
Weber formulated the question of value and, more important,
how he lived it. This seems to have been first and most clearly
recognized by Karl Jaspers. In his commemorative mvoo.ov om 1920,
Jaspers commented that Weber, the scholar mmm @orcoﬂmﬁw. ap-
peared to many as a philosopher, though admittedly not “in a
sense realized prior to him.” Instead, through his very existence,
through the fragmentary character and the spirit of unity and co-
herence that it symbolized, he had given the idea of @rmog.wr% a
presence and thus a new fulfillment. In this sense, he w».m _2& a
philosophical existence. For the “essence of a philosophical exis-
tence is . . . the consciousness of the absolute and conduct guided
in its unconditionality by the living earnestness of the absolute.
This is what was singular in Max Weber, that he radiated such an
essence without concretely recognizing and presenting the
absolute.””2% ,
The initial debate in the wake of the publication of “Science as
a Vocation” has been largely forgotten today. The academic phi-
losophies that opposed Weber’s restrictive conception of B.oao.a
science have also disappeared. However, the philosophical vitality
that Karl Jaspers sensed in Max Weber’s work, and especially in E.m
two addresses, remains. In this sense they are indeed “philosophi-
cal” texts: in addition to rational insight and rational conviction,
they also give expression to a philosophical existence.




