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Moml facts exist as phenomena like other phenomena.
They consist of rules of action that have certain distinctive characteristics. It must then be pos-
sible to observe them, describe them, classify them; and to seek out laws which explain them.
This is what we.intend to do for some moral facts. One might object to this in terms of free
choice, but such an objection would militate against all determinant laws and be an insur-
mountable obstacle, not only for psychological and social sciences; but for all the sciences. Be-
cause human choices are always tied to external movement, an emphasis on freedom would
make determinism unintelligible outside as$ well as inside of us. However, no one will contend
the reality of the physical and natural sciences. We claim the same nlght for social science.
Thus understood, our science-is not in opposition with any sort of philosophy, because
it is premised on entirely different grounds. It is possible.that morals may have some tran-
scendental end beyond the reach of experience—this is a question for metaphysicians to oc-
cupy themselves with. But it is also true that morals develop historically, in terms of
historical causes, and that they serve some functions in our temporal life. Whatever morals
are (orareat any given point in time) the conditions in which people live do not permit them
to be otherwise and the proof of this is that they change when conditions change. Today it
15 no longer possible to maintain that moral evolution consists of the development of a sin-
gle idea, which, confused and uncertain in primitive man, makes itself clear and precise
little by little with the spontaneous progress of knowledge. If the ancient Romans did not
have the wide conception of humanity that we have today, it was not the result of an error
due to the narrowness of their intellect, but because ideas identical to our own would have
been incompatible with the nature of Roman civilization. Our cosmopolitanism would not
have been able to appear there, any more than a plant can germinate in soil incapable of
nourishing it. Moved to Rome from somewhere else, modern cosmopolitan ideas would have
been unable to survive. Since our modern attitudes have not made their qppearancedue to
philosophical discoveries, they did not arise because our minds have opened to truths that
the ancients ignored. It is changes in-the structure of society which have producedchanges
in ourmores. Morals are then formed, transformed and maintained due to experiential rea-
sons; these are the only reasons which a science of morality attempts to determine.

—Emile Durkheim, Preface to
The Division of Labor in Society




. (David)
Emile
Durkheim

(1858—1917)

'BACKGROUND

Life
On April 15, 1848, David Emile Durkheim {the "David” would be dropped later) was
born in the town of Epinal in France's eastern border province of Lorraine. He came
from an Ashkenazic (that is, northern European tradition) Jewish family. His ances-
tral roots in Lorraine and thé neighboring province, Alsace, reached back into the
medieval period. Although David Emile was the fourth child and second son of Moise
and Melanie Durkheim, he was expected to follow inthe calling of his father. Moise was
Chief Rabbi of the Vosges and Haute-Marne regions and was the latest in a line of
eight successive generations of rabbis.

David Emile’s parents were not unthinking traditionalists. They did not seek iso-
lation from the larger Christian and increasingly secular society. Like most Jews of the
region, they felt a debt to France for introducing the Napoleonic reforms that had
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granted Jews full civil rights. Some Jews (like Captain Albert Dreyfus, who will be dis-
cussed below) even pursued careers in France’s military officer corps. David Emile
Durkheim thus was raised as both religiously Jewish and patriotically French. He at-
tended both religious and secular schools, excelling in both.

Durkheim’s image of the Jewish community of Epinal always stayed with him as a
model of social cohesion and moral virtue. But Durkheim ceased traditional religious
observance while still in high school. Under a teacher’s influence, he had a brief flir-
tation with a mystical form of Catholicism. It had the effect of turning him permanently
away from a career in the rabbinate, Throughout his adult life, Durkheim considered
himself an agnostic. But as we shall see, it was a peculiar kind of agnosticism.
Durkheim replaced a focus on, and devotion to, the God of Abraham with a dedication
to society as the object of study and source of all moral law.

Durkheim's pleasant-upbringing was shattered by war. In 1870, an ill-prepared
France almost gleefully entered into a conflict with Prussia and its allied German
states. The war was a disaster for France (but, bad though it was, it turned out to be a
mere prelude to the catastrophic Great War of 1914—1918, which took the lives of
1.350.000 Frenchman and wounded a further 4,266,000). On apersonal level, the
Franco-Prussian War radically changed Durkheim's life. The defeat of France.was un-.
expected by nearly all of its citizens. Like all others in Lorraine, Durkheim had to deal
with a humiliating occupation by German troops. But additionally, he and the other
Jews of the region had to cope with anti-Semitic outbreaks that accused them of being
a "foreign element” that, somehow, was responsible for France's defeat. Durkheim
would come to see this scapegoating as indicative of the moral failing of French soci-
ety. His lifetime goal subsequently became a search for the-means to bring about a so-
cietal'moral unity. In pursuit of this objective he sought the best education available:
that offered by ! *Ecole Normale Supérieure in Paris.

Like I'Ecole Polytechnique, which Comte had attended, I'Ecole Normale was a free
government-supported institution in Paris with a student body selected by a national
competitive exam. But whereas the former institution focused on mathematics and the
physical sciences, the latter emphasized historical and philosophical studies. Both
schools had among their faculty the best scholars in France. Like most of his fellow stu-
dents, Durkheim did not gain admission on his first try. To improve his chances, he
spent a year in Paris with tutors. During this period he lived in an inexpensive room-
ing house frequented by transients. It was an unhappy time..Cut off from his home
community, he perceived the Parisian population around him as driven by egoistic de-
sires and devoid of a sense of obligation to something greater than their own petty

“interests.

L'Ecole Normale is still a flourishing academic institution. On its website is a pic-
ture of the school’s large, wéll-tended courtyard. The courtyard is totally encased by
buildings, with no access to the school's adjacent streets. Today, as in Durkheim’s day,
to attend 1'Ecole Normale'is to be in Paris but also to be physically separate from it. In
the 1880os, students were rarely allowed to leave its confines. They lived immersed in
their studies.in the company of teachers and peers. Under the constant supervision of
government-appointed administrators, they were groomed to be part'of the nation’s
intellectual elite.
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~ Durkheim’s class was.an exceptionally talented one. It included Henri Bergson
(whose philosophical work would influence George Herbert Mead) and Jean Jaures
(the future leader of the Socialist party in France). Even in this group, Durkheim was
the most intellectually oriented. In addition to doing a considerable amount of re-
quired reading in history and philosophy, Durkheim studied the sociological writings
of Auguste Comte;and Herbert Spencer on his own. After graduating; he went on to
seek a doctorate at'the Umversrcy of Paris. He wrote his (then required) Latin thesis
on the social theories of Montesquieu. His doctoral dissertation, which was published
and translated into numerous languages, soon followed. Under its English title, The Di-
vision of Labor in Society, it is still in print.

As a student; Durkheim traveled to Germany. The trip was paid for by a govern-
ment program developed to advance French science: He took this opportunity very se-
riously, as evidenced by the report he wrote on his return.’ What Durkheim found of
most value came from his observations at Wilhelm Wundt’s psychology lab. He was im-
pressed by Wundt's willingness-and ability to treat moral phenomena in a way that
made them subiject to positivistic scientific measurement.

Durkheim also returned with great admiration for German scientists’ work ethic.
He admired the German commitment to specialized, persistent, precise, dedicated
study of a delineated set of problems. He contrasted it to the.attitude of French aca-
demicians, which, heconcluded, was but a continuation of an archaic aristocratic em-
phasis on developing an elegant prose style, coupled with a disdain for cooperative
work and an overall dilettantish approach to knowledge. Durkheim later saw the em-
bodiment of all that was wrong with French social scholarship in the psychological re-
ductionist writings of Gabriel Tarde. Tarde later became Durkheim's main rival in
French sociology. As Durklieini established his own reputation, their disdain for each
other’s ideas became vitriolic and public.

Durkheim learned to emulate the focused scholars and scientists he had perceived
in'Germany. He is reported to have allowed himself time for personal conversation
with his family and guests_only at the dinner table. And a student (who was also a
nephew of Durkheim’s) once remarked that on a sunny day he was sitting at an outdoor
café when he saw Durkheim hurrying down the street'to a meeting. Although sipping
coffee and engaging in conversation was-a beloved midday French pastime, doing so
was unacceptable to hisuncle Emile.-His nephew realized the offense but, luckily, be-
fore he was detected. Reacting quickly, he placed the menu in-front of his face, hold-
ing it there until hisuncle had passed out of ‘sight. Thus a predictable lecture on the role
.and moral obligations of a social scientist was avoided.

On.completion of his studies, Durkheim was selected by the French education
ministry for an academic future. He was first assigned a position as a high school
teacher. He taught an introductory philosophy class—a general high school require-
ment peculiar to France's highly centralized educational system. In 1887, Durkheim
received a faculty appointment at the University of Bordeaux. There he had the re-
sponsibility of developing education courses for future secondary school teachers.
Durkheim introduced the first sociology course at the university. From 1896 until the
time he left Bordeaux, he held the Chair of Social Sciences. In 1902 he was invited to
join the prestigiousfaculty of thie Sorbonne in Paris and held the Chair of Education.
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It was only in 1913 that his appointment was changed to the Chair of Education and So-
ciology, officially recognizing the field with which he most identified.

Durkheim’s relationship with the liberal French political establishment was a
symbiotic one. In the struggle to control the future of France, .ideological control of
school curricula by the national government was always seen as essential. Political
change'in France tended to be immediately followed by shifts in'high school and uni-
versity curricula. The powerful ministry in charge of education approved of
Durkheim’s focus on developing a secular morality. The ministry supported
Durkheim's career and put him in a position of unparalleled influence over the moral
and political attitudes of a generation of French students. Robert Alun Jones has writ-

ten that Durkheim’s courses were unique in being

obligatory for all students seeking degrees in philosophy; history, literature and language:
in addition he was responsible for the education of French school teachers, inwhom he in-
stilled all the fervor of his secular, rational philosophy.?

Durkheim was a tireless worker—a "workaholic™ before the térm was invented. In the
course of his career he taught a variety of courses, founded a research institute,
founded and edited what probably was the first journal of sociology, trained a gener-
ation of graduate students, and produced alarge body of literature. Durkheim's books,
articles, and reviews add up to over five hundred pieces of published writings (not
counting materials published posthumously).

Durkheim married Louise Dreyfus early in his career. The couple had two chil-
dren, Marie and André. To a considerable extent, it was because.of Louise Durkheim
that Emile Durkheim could pursue his sociological concerns. Louise “came to the
marriage with a substantial dowry, eg‘uivalem to what her husband would earn in
twenty years of a university position.” These funds helped ensure the farnily's com-
fortable lifestyle and financial security. Louise also assisted in editingand other work,
although she received no public recognition for these labors.

World War I began in August:1914.. André and most of Durkheim's graduate stu-
dents immediately enlisted. A patriotic Durkheim devoted himself t6 the war effort and
wrote pro-French propaganda. These writings were aimed specifically at convincing
the United States to enter the war as a needed French ally. France had entered the war
no better prepared for conflict than it had been in 1870. Following the meticulous de-
tail of the Schlieffen Plan, a better-armed and trained German military rapidly moved
through Belgium into France, overwhelming all early resistance. Among the missing
and presumed dead was André Durkheim. Eventually the family found out that he had
died of combat wounds. His grief-stricken father found. it increasingly difficult to
concentrate on his work. Depressed, aware both of his personal loss as well as the loss
of a generation of young men, Emile Durkheim died on November 15, 1917.

In his fifty-nine years, Durkheim did more than anyone else to institutionalize so-
ciology. In pursuing his larger goal of reforming modern society along lines that he
thought were both morally progressive and necessa'ry he had had ho suecess. Many of
the social problems and conditionsthat he viewed as “pathological” are still with us to-
day; the solution of "corporatism™ he offered to them seems at best quaint and has no
adherents.
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Social Environment

In English “Tle du Diable” literally means "island of the devil.” In Durkheim’s day, this
notorious island, which is off the coast of French Guinea, was reserved for use as a pe-
nal colony. Its captives found the island aptly named. Many prisoners died within a few
years of arriving. Napoleon 11 had ordered the creation of the prisonin 1852. He'had
a plethora of political enemies he wished removed from France, which made the ex-
pense-of maintaining the distant prison worthwhile. As Louis Napoleon, he had come
to power as the first President of the Second Republic after the restored Bourbon
monarch had been overthrown in the revolution of 1848. Failing to get a constitu-
tional amendment to expand his authority, Louis Napoleon staged a coup in1852. Us-
ing violence, intimidation, and the prestige of his famous name, he won two
plebiscites. On the basis of these he took on both dictatorial powers and the title of
Napoleon III. The-regime’s end came after he was captured in humiliating circum-
stances by enemy troops at the end of the Franco-Prussian War.

The hardships of war and defeat exacerbated the difficulties already felt by mem-
bers of France's growing urban industrial working class. Their discontent led to in-
creasing support for socialist movements that called for the overthrow of the capitalist
.system. The power vacuum at the end of the Franco-Prussian War created an oppor-
tunity to put the theory of a workers' egalitarian state into practice: Armed male and
female workers united with soldiers disgusted by the war to set up barricades around
Paris and called their new socialist republic the Paris Commune. They declared the
Commune to be independent of the postwar provisional government headquartered at
the ancient:palace of Versailles. Lacking the troops necessary to-suppress the revolu-
‘tionaries, the bourgeois-controlled Versailles government asked the occupying Ger-
man forces for assistance. The rifles of the Communards were of little use against.
Prussian cannon. Photographs from the era show block after block of working-class
apartments reduced to rubble. Bodies are lined up in row after row of open coffins. At
a conservative estimate, twenty thousand men, women, and children died.

With Napoleon III gone and the Paris Commune crushed, a new constitution was
written creating the French Third Republic. Con31der1ng the divisions, violence, and
instability that seemed never to abate in France, it is not surprising that even the rela-
tively more liberal governments that emerged did not close down the prison on Devil's
Island. The prison was still in use in 1894 (and a half-century thereafter), whena pre-
viously unknown artillery officer, Captain Albert Dreyfus, was condemned to go there.
Dreyfus had been convicted of treason. The trial and the conflicts that arose from it came
to be called the "Dreyfus Affair.” In the course of the Dreyfus Affair, Durkheim would
become, for a brief period of time, a publicly well-known political activist.

The Third Republic was divided over issues of politics, education, religion, eth-
nicity, and the role of the military in the larger society. Traditionalistsin the church,
the military hierarchy, anti-Semitic elements in the society; and monarchists tended
‘to have interestsin commeon. Secularists, repuhhcans and social and educational re-
formers tended to form an opposed camp on most social issues. When Albert Drey-
fus, a Jewish artillery officer, was accused of treason, evidence began to circulate that
he was framed to cover up the betrayal of military secrets to a foreign power by a
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member of the upper echelon of the military hierarchy. All the social and political fac-
tions in France lined up either on the side of the military establishment oron the side
of Dreyfus. The latter were called the "Dreyfusards.” Durkheim was prominent
among them.

Durkheim took aleadership role in the Dreyfusards’ League forthe Defense of Hu-
man Rights. He wrote artxcles and gave passionate speeches in support of its positions.
Forthis, he was harassed and evén shouted down by reactionary students in his own
classroom. The historian of the Dreyfus family, Michael Burns, calls Durkheim’s un-
wavering public stance "heroic. "4

Behind the scenes Durkheim continued his efforts. He convinced his old friend
and former schoolmate; Jean Jaurés, to place the Socialist party (of which Jaurés was
now the leader) publicly on the Dreyfusard side. After heated debate on the streets, in
the press. and in a variety of legal actions, the Supreme Court cleared Dreyfus of all
charges in1906. Evidence, now public, revealed a conspiracy that compromised lead-
ers of many conservative institutions in the nation.

Durkheim interpreted the divisions in France that had led up tothe Dreyfus con-
flict as something other than politics as-usual. For him, the deep social divides, along
with currents of anti-Semitism and violent labor conflicts, were indicative of a soci-
ety in a moral crisis. The inability of France to achieve political stability more than a
century after the great revolution was another indication of this crisis: Moreover, it was
a crisis in which reactionary forces wanted to turn back the clock to prerevolutionary
days, while those at the other political extreme were preaching further violent revolu-
tionary class struggle. Durkheim developed his sociology as the means of resolving
moral crisis without violent conflict. Through scientific:research, sociology would
provide aunity that called for neither retrogression nor révolution.

Intellectual Roots

There is no way to write about the intellectual sources that most influenced Durkheim
without appearing to take sides on a number of ongoing scholarly disagreements. Some
of these are so old that Durkbeim himself commented on them. Others are more recent.
Five such areas of contention have generated the most ink. They are asfollows: (1) Do
Durkheim's works present a-continuation of the sociology of Auguste Comte ora con-
scious sharp break frémall Comtean ideas? (2) Were the sources and orientations that
Durkheim d1rect1y biiilt on French or German? (3) Are there, or are there not, finda-
mental elements in Durkheim’s theory that were strongly influenced by Judaism? (4)
Does Durkheim’s work predominantly extend and support the views of earlier, politi-
cally more liberal, conservative, or radical writers? (5) Do the major influences on
Durkheim's work change 80 markedly that it makes sense to distinguish between the op-
posed views.of a younger, “positivistic” Durkheim and an older, "idealist” Durkheim?

[t might seem obvious to begin a discussion of Durkheim's ideas with the theorist

who preceded Durkheim in France and named the discipline with which Durkheim

identified. For differing reasons, some positivistic sociologists and moral philose-
phers have tended to downplay the influence of Comte on Durkheim. For positivistic
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sociologists, the denial reflects embarrassment with Comte's "religio_n of humanity.”
For moral philosophers who see Durkheim as having written within a Kantian tradi-
tion of individual moral autonomy, it is Comte's emphasis on determinism that is
most problematic in closely linking the two scholars.

Certainly Durkheim wanted nothing to do with Comte’s retigion of humanity. But
itwould be a distortion to see Durkheim, writing at the end of the nineteenth century,
as somehow cut off from Comte, writing a half century earlier. There is no great divide
between, on the one hand, certain Comtean themes and, onthe other, many ideas that
permeate Durkheim's works. Indeed, for Durkheim, Comte always remained the
founder of sociology. The need for sociomoral constraint of the individual, so central
to Comte’s notions of morality and social harmony, underlies the whole of Durkheim's
sociological theorizing.

Like Comte, Durkheimtakesa social evolutionary approach in which he interprets
the social problems of his era as a manifestation of a transitional period. Such prob-
lems are destined to disappear. But this disappearance.is not automatic. For both
scholars, a science of society is viewed as necessary to.analyze the emergent proper-
ties of the social and to discover the rules by which a new social solidarity can be cre-
ated. Both sociologists alsodistrust revolutionary politics and direct democracy. They
view them as incompatible with social reform. And their views of society are essentially
mentalistic (as opposed to materialistic). New.collective symbols appropriate to mod-
ern society are seen as needed to re-create a harmonious social order. Finally, under-
lying both of their works is a merger of Enlightenment faith in science and rationality
and anti-Enlightenment views. For both, science and rationality alone, without 2 sense
of moral obligation and diity to the social whole, was incapable of producing social
stability.

The question over the influence of Comtean ideas on Durkheim can be seen as part
of alarger concern: Did Durkheim rely mostly on earlier French or German intellec-
tual sources? Discussion on'this concern occupies much of the most recent Durkheim
literature. Moreover, it revives.a debate that occurred.in Durkheim’s lifetime..In that
debate, Durkheim made his own understanding of his intellectual ancestry crystal
clear. Durkheim asserted.that the.greatest influences on his formative thought were
French thinkers. We agree with Durkheim's assessment. Along with the intellectual
foundation laid down by his teachers at1'Ecole Normale (such as the historians Gabriel
Fustel de Coulanges and the philosopher Emile Boutroux), Durkheim built on Comte's
conception of the field, Montesquieu’s notion of social laws, Saint-Simon’s image of
an emergent industrial society, and Charles Renouvier’s "rationalist” approach to the
‘social world.

Fustel de Coulanges’ The Ancient CityS is essential for understanding Durkheim's
emphasis that collective ritual, and not a rationally conceived "social contract,” forms
the basis for law, government, and social order. Boutroux's rejection of Cartesian ra-
tionalismin favor of scientific observation underlies Durkheim’s methodological and
epistemological arguments. Boutroux's insistence that the laws of each science are
irreducible to one-another "provided an infrastructure for a realist interpretation of
soc:ie'ty"6 central to Durkheim's work. Durkheim looked back to Montesquicu as
the “first to establish the fundamental principles of social science.™? And above all
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others, it was Renouvierto whom Durkheim referred as “my master.™ As Donald Niel -

son pdints out, many major ideas that Durkheim borrowed from others (e.g., Kant’s

concept of "regresentations") appear in his work only as reinterpreted and reformed
by Renouvier.

This is not to say that specific German and other foreign scholars were not of great
import to Durkheim. Although elements of his understanding of Kant were mediated
by the interpretations.of Renouvier, Durkheim's ideas of the categories of knowledge
were developed in more direct dialogue with Kant's formulations. Similarly, although
conceptually Durkheim was little influenced by Wundt's psychological ideas, his over-
all view of social science research as a coliaborative specialized activity owed much to
his early observations of Wundt's lab.

We find attemptsto present the main elements of Durkheim's sociology as mostly
reflecting the ideas of scholars like the historian Albert Schaffle or the philosopher
Arthur Schopenhauer unconvincing.? Nor does Durkheim appear to have been influ-
enced by the two scholars most responsible for defining sociology in Germany.
Durkheim explicitly rejected Georg Simmel's definition of sociology. Inexplicably,
Durkheim seemed uninterested in exploring Max Weber's attemptsto define the field.

Durkheim descended from the Ashkenazic Jewish community of Alsace-Lorraine
and had been raised'in a rabbi’s home. It thus might seem obvious to look for sources
of Durkheim’s analyses in the religion of his youth. Of particular interest hereis the
fact that Durkheim'’s patérnal religion was one that stressed moral rules embodied in
legal codes. Durkheim’s sociology began with an analysis of such rules and.the analy-
sis of the development of legal codes in The Division of Labor in Society. Certainly some
scholars—especially those focusing on Durkheim’s "sociology of religion”—have found
Durkheim's sociology to owe a great deal to traditional Jewish thought. Others insist
that'it. makes more sense to:see Durkheim as a product of the educational system in
France. In this latter view, if there are religious underpinnings to Durkheim's thought,
they are not Judaic but French Roman Catholic. After all, the university system in
France grew out of institutions established by that church. It is also possible to trace a

“realist” image of society back through Renouvier, Boutroux, and Comte to Joseph de
Maistre and ultimately to medieval French theologians.

While the influence of French Catholic sources on Durkheim's view of the social
as an “organic” entity cannot be denied (see the section “society” below), certain sig-
nificant elements of his thought do show a Judaic influence. In Durkheim's own day,
the anti-Semite Tarde attémpted to disparage Durkheim's work by connecting it to
Durkheim's ethnic roots and referring to Durkheim’s theory as "Talmudic sociology.”
But Durkheim himself also recognized the Judaic influence on his sociological for-
mulations. Durkheim'’s nephew, Henri Durkheim, quotes his uncle as responding to
a question‘about an aspect of his work with the assertion: "One must not forget that I
am the son‘of a rabbi."*°

The most obvious Judaic influence is on Durkheim’s centrally important socio-
logical definition of religion. He presents religion as that which involves a separation
of "sacred” actions, rituals, and beliefs from everyday "profane” objects and cvents.
Each Saturday evening while growing up, Durkheim would have heard at the Hay-
dahlah (Sabbath ending) service an ancient Hebrew prayer which translates to
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“Blessed are you, Lord, our God, who separates the sacred from the profane.” The
prayer marked the transition fromthe sacred day of the week (in which utilitarian this-
worldly action was forbidden) to the other days (in which ordinary profane actions of
the work week may be undertaken). The written form of the prayer itself includes the
sacred name of God, which was-never profaned by being spoken. Instead the word
Adonoi (Lord) was spoken inits place.

It should also be noted that the most important attributes that Durkheim as-
cribes to soc1ety are those a traditional Jew would ascribe to the deity: Society is pre-
sented as "real,” but without corporeal form. It is a higher level of existence, antedates
and gives rise to our individual existences, and completes.us such that to be cut off
from society leads to self-destruction. Moreover, society is presented as beneficent,
the self-revealing source of all knowledge, and the ultimate origin and focus of all
moral activity.

Considering the questions at which Durkheim looked, one would expect that his
writings would reflect the political debates of the day. Some later.commentators have
linked Durkheim to conservative sources and commitments. Others-see him as a lib-
eral. And still others tie him to mtellectually radlcal roots'and ideals. (A note of cau-
tion here: Words like "liberal” and "conservative” can be. misleading if one fails to take
into account historical changes in meaning between Durkheim’s time and our own.)
One of the reasons this can easily happen is that the ideational elements from which
Durkheim constructed his sociology reflected both-of the main opposing strains of so-
ciopolitical thought then current in France.

Comte’s assumptions, ideas, and intellectual goals drew respectively from Con-
dorcet’s pro-Enlightenment and prorevoluticnary writings and de Maistre's anti-
Enlightenment works. Durkheim, likewise, is heir to seemingly incompatible schools
of thought. Writing about a half century after Comte, Durkheim again tries to synthe-
size elements from Enlightenment and prorevolutionary intellectuals with those de-
rived from the anti-Enlightenment school and the enemies of the revolution of 178g.

Durkheim’s remarks on individualism, his defense of secular morality and edu-
cation, his assertions that social evolutionary progress means that monarchical polit-
ical institutions must give way to republican government, his faith in progress and
social reform, and his belief in the possibility of an instrumental and deterministic
science of society reflect the thoughts of writers ideologically committed to Enlight-
enment goals. Purkheim'’s insistence that individuals need external collective direc-
tion and constraint, his analysis-of the necessary role of collective rituals and i images,
his realist view of society, his descriptions of the related dangers of "anomie” and de-
structive-egoism, his underlying "dualistic” model of human nature, and his distrust
of direct democracy and revolutionary politics clearly derive from an anti-Enlighten-
ment discomfort with- many aspects of modernity. Durkheim weaves the threads of
these ideclogical traditions much closer together in the fabric of his sociology than
Comte did. Thus, the'logical contradictions pronounced in:.Comte’s theory are not as
apparent in Durkheim’s.

The final complication in focusing on Durkheim’s intellectual roots is the sup-
posed sharp break in Durkheim’s thought between his earlier works and his last writ-
ings. The former are said to reflect French positivistic roots. The latter are seen as tied
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more closely to those of German idealist thinkers: Our position is that Durkheim’s
work forms an amazingly unified project and that no such sharp'break actually exists.
Certainly someone with a long academic career would show inconsistencies, modifi-
cations, terminological developments, and shifts in the specific topics studied. Clearly,
all of these are found in Durkheim. But such expected elements do not support the:
“two-Durkheim hypothesis™that separates the older and younger Durkheim into two
different scholars guided by two different sets-of goals, orientations, and intellectual
influences.

The distinction that does exist arises primarily out of the work of Talcott Parsons
and his followers. Parsons attempted to integrate Durkheim's ideas into his own work,

‘which reflected assumptions found in German idealism (see the section "Contempo-

rary Relevance™). Society, though, for Durkheim, always remained an "external” re-
ality whose organization, development, and impact on its members could be studied
via the methods of positive science.-He never rejected his early view that lawful rela-
tions of order and change existed and could be used inan instrumental manner. That
late in his career he focused more on how meanings and mental categories were col-
lectively constructed does notindicate that he ever abandoned his positivistic outlook.
Indeed, a close reading of the opening chapters of his last- major work, Elementary
Forms of the Religious Life, reveals an assertion that fundamental and discoverable as-
pects of society exist and can be apprehended via the scientific comparison of simpler
to inore complex societal types.

If recent publications are any indication, the debate over Durkheim’s source ma-
terials shows no sign of abating. Perhaps, at this point, the best we.can'do is to sumup
as follows: In his long career, Durkheim took ideas selectively from many scholars. He
created out of them a unique theory that forms a whole that is considerably greater than
the sum of its borrowed parts. It is to that theory that we now turn.

__IDEAS

Society

Durkheim's sociology rests on the notion of‘a reality beyond the psychological. For
him, the reality of society is something other than, 2nd morally superior to, a mere
collection of people and their individual psychological makeups. Durkheim gives two
accounts of the relationship between this superior reality and an inferior-psycho-
logical reality. We can.refer to-these as the "logical-account” and the "historical-
developmental account.”

According to the logical account, reality is structured in terms of a number of lev-
els. Each of these levels'is governed by its own laws. The laws of one level are useless
in explaining the facts of any other level. The levels range from the most simple to the
most complex. Each more complexlevel emerges from, but is distinct from, the level
beneathit. These levels of reality are the physical, chemical, biological, psychological,
and social.
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From the combination of physical elements emerges a new chemical reality with
new and distinct properties from those of the phys'ical. For example, the chemical
sodium chloride (common table salt) has properties distinct from those of the ele-
ments it has emerged from—the volatile metal sodium and the corrosive gas chlorine.
From the interrelationship of chemicals emerges the reality of life. A biological or-
ganism is composed of salt and other chemicals, but has emergent properties of a liv-
ing thing such as birth, death, and procreation. From the combination of biological
components emerges the psychological reality of individual consciousness. And from
the interaction of beings with psychological consciousness emerges a superior reality
of a "collective consciousness”—the reality of society. This reality generates its own
facts. These are just as distinct from psychological facts as psychological facts are from
biological ones.

Logically, Durkheim views the social as emerging from the interrelationship of be-
ings with individual consciousness; in his developmental-historical account he re-
verses the order- Durkheim presents the social as preceding the psychological. In this
account, humans are descendants of social primates. They lived a social existence
prior to the development of individual human consciousness. Individual psychologi-
cal identity only develops as society evolves into more advanced forms and nurtureés its
development. The very-ability to think of oneself as an:individual depends on mental
categories developed in society.

Whichever account we look at, there is one unmistakable point we find at the core
of Durkheim's theory: society is areal phenomenon with-unique properties. To express
this point, Durkheim often used a Latin term. He referred to society as a phenomenon
sut genieris. To apprehend that reality requires that sociology be independent of psy-
chology (and any other field, for that mattér)..Sociology must also be an integrative dis-
cipline that reflects the integrated nature.of the reality that it is focused on. For
Durkheim, the familial, political, economic, religious, educational, and all other in-
stitutional aspects of society are analytically separable. That is, it is possible to engage
in specialized studies that look only at features-of one of these areas at a time. But to
stop there, with an array of separate findings-about family life, occupational special -
ization, and so on would give an incomplete and distorted image of social reality.

Durkheim presents the social as an integrated whole within which its features are
connected, mutually determined, and mutually influenced. This whole is not static.
Rather, it is in a constant process of change. Sometimes this change is slow, and the
parts of the whole remain relatively harmoniously integrated. At other times, change
is a disruptive transition from one form of society to another. Durkheimuses a num-
ber of metaphors when discussing social change and transition. We can refer to the
metaphor of evolutionary growth, the organic-mechanical metaphor, and the medical
diagnostic metaphor.

Durkheim uses the old social evolutionary metaphor of society undergoing natural
and necessary.growth as society evolves from a less'complex to a more complexly in-
tegrated structure. This metaphor underlies the presentation of a series of sequential
stages. These include “simple polysegmental society,” "polysegment’al simple com-
pound society, "and "polysegmental doubly compound-society.” The growth metaphor
implies naturalness of change and a developmental specialization that allows adaptive
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advance. We see this metaphorical approach used by Durkheim in-arguments against
reactionaries opposed to modern science and individualism. Growth is one-way de-
velopment that cannot be reversed. Once alevel of structural complexity hasarisen and
given rise to new activities, perceptions, and shared consciousness, it cannot be un-
done.

The mechanical - organic metaphor refers to the ways in which individuals are at-
tached to one another within a society. "Mechanical solidarity” implies an attachment
that permits severability. "Organic solidarity” implies one that is not severable, In a
mechanism, each unit is detachable and able to exist apart from the others. In a living
organic being, each organ has a high degree of specialized activity, as well as mutual de-
pendence on every other organ and on the whole for its continued existence. Thus a
heart and a stomach rely on each other (and on the other organs) such that neither
could exist by itself or replicate itself.

In the simplest hunting and gathering societies; mechanical unity came from like-
ness: People had little or no sense of individuality and shared the same set of moral rules
and perceptions. Each person perceived and reflected on reality in pretty. much the
same way. Durkheim tells us that eventual settlement and an agricultural lifestyle gen-

.erated artisans and leadershiproles. Thus it becamea society of individuals engaged in

specialized activities. Such specialization; in turn, gave rise to differing perspectives,
knowledge, and (to a lesser extent) moral views. People were no longer virtually alike
in their consciousness; they had become different. Although there was still a need for
certain core values and perceptions to be shared by all. members of the society, unity
passed from being totally a product of likeness to one of mutual dependence.

Another way of expressing this‘is to say that with the rise of "organic solidarity,” all
the same cognitive-perceptional-moral componentunits of a society no longerresided
in every individual. They varied to an extent from.one person to another. Durkheim
refers to these units as "collective representations. ” The total collective representations:
in a-society can be said to form a "collective consciousness.” In a mechanical society,
each individual mind réplicates the collective consciousness of society. Ina- more com-
plex organic society, this is notthe case. Each person internalizes only a portion of the
whole based on the person’s specialized position in society.

Along with the growth and mechanical-organic metaphors, Durkheim’s discus-
sion of societal change and transition’is animated by.a medical diagnostic metaphor.
Like a bioJogical organism, a society can be viewed as a set of mutually dependent
parts. Similarly, like a biological organism, a societycan be in a"healthy” or "patho--
logical” state. Following the logic of this metaphor, the sociologist takes on a role anal -
ogous to that of a physiologist in studyingthe related organs of a society and a physician
in diagnosing-and-recommending cures for its ailments. Durkheim equated the
"ysual” with the "normal” and the "normal” with the "healthy" fora society at any par-
ticular stage of social development In parallel fashion, he equated the "unusual” with
the "unhealthy” and the “unhealthy” with the “pathological.” The "pathologies” that
he found most prevalent in-modern societies arose from a condition that he termed
"anomie.” Durkheim’s use of "anomie™ in social diagnosis thus refers to'a condition
of society.itself and not to a psychological condition of its members.

Durkheim’tells us that'society has-a number of attributes. Among these are "ex-
ternality,” generahty and "constraint.” All individuals experience society as agen-
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eral force that is both external to each of them and that inhibits, constrains, and di-
rects behavior. Even when an individual violates moral rules that derive from the sui
generis reality of society, this is done only with an effort against societal constraint.
Anomie is a pathological condition in which the moral rules are in'a weakened or con-
fused state.-Such a state occurs in periods of social transitional change when old rules
have declined and new ones have yet to fully emerge. Durkheim viewed the time in Eu-
rope after the fall of Rome as one such pathological period. He viewed his own era as
another. k

Individuals’ reactions to living in anomic society may vary, but an anomic society
will have an "abnormal” increase in murder, other crimes, suicide, and unhappiness.
(See the section “Individual in Society.”) Sociologists, as diagnosticians, must detect
this pathology, discover the root causes, and develop;a plan on how to bring society
back to health. Ablologlcal organism may have.a pathological problem such as an in-
flamed appendix. Itis important that a physician be able to-distinguish between a dis-
pensable organ such as an appendix and a necessary organ such as a liver. One can be
removed to restore health;the other cannot. Late in his career Durkheim asked what
features are basic, essential; elementary, or foundational for all social life.

Shared perceptions, cognitions, and moral rules are essential features of social re-
ality. Moral rules, in other words, form an objective and scientifically discoverable fea-
ture of society: Durkheim’s position here can be made clear if we distinguish it from
both that of ancient philosophy and that of twentieth-century anthropological cultural
relativity, Unlike Socrates and his followers, Durkheimre jected theideathat there was
a single conception of "the:good” (morality) that could be discovered. He argued that
moral rules, as an integrated feature of the social, had to change with social evolu-
tionary development.. The proper morality for a society at the stage of development
of fifth century sce Athens had to-differ from that of industrialized late-nineteenth-
centiry France, But such difference did not mean total equality of moralities, as a cul-
tural relativist like Buth Benedict would assert.™*

Until the rise of modern social science, Durkheim believed that all knowledge of
the social appeared ina “mythologized” and therefore distorted manner. Science al-
lows advancement beyond mythologized earlier uinderstandings. We thus get a clearer
and more accurate view of the appropriate rules of moral conduct. Modern scientific
knowledge of the social and its moral rules is thus superior to that which has come be-
fore. In Durkheim'’s theory, science is not just a human enterprise that emerges at a
certain level of social development. It is additionally the clearest and most advanced
revelation of the sui generis reality of society about itself and the conduct appropriate
forits members. Thas, Durkheim believed that a society was developing that would be
socially (and morally) superior to anything that had preceded it.

The Individual in Society
Durkheim distinguishes between shared “collective representations” and "individual
representations.” Individual representations reflect only isolated, unique individual

experiences. Of the two, collective representations are presented as of far greater im-
port. They originate from outside of each particular person and causally impact on each
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‘person’sactions. Society thus makes us who we are. This image of societyleadstoare-

versal in Durkheim's writings of the causal logic found in traditional history and phi-

losophy. Individuals, through rational calculation, do not create new types of social

institutions. Instead, changes in social reah'ty create new types of individuals.
Durkheim thus re]ects the "great man” theory of history, which-ascribes social in-

novationstothe " gemus "ofa partmular individual such as Solon or Napoleon. S1m11arly,
he rejécts English "contraet” theories of society (like those of John Locke or Thomas

Hobbes) that assume that sociopolitical order-was a product of rational agreement:
among individuals. For Durkheim, the very notion of a contract is a collective repre-
sentation that requires a high leve] of social evolutionary development. A contractual

agreement also requires a social evolutionary development of individualism. We can

contract with other persons only to the extent to which we come to see both ourselves
and the otheras individuals within a socially rule-governed exchange relationship.

In Durkheim'’s theory, the development of a sense of individual self-identity isa
social evolutionary emergent. In mechanical societies there is little socially to distin-
guish one person from another. Accordmgly, in such'societies, an individual tends to

‘have a quite limited sense of uniqueness as a person. As societies advance and become

more complex, specialization increases. With specialized division of labor, people in=
creasingly distinguish themselves from one another and develop a growing sense of in-
dividual identity. Durkheim claims that he can detect this increasing individualism
empirically by studying the changing nature of suicide.

Insimpler societies, with little individualism, altruistic-suicide is most common.
This form of suicide arises from identification with the group and a willingness to
sacrifice oneself forit. In advanced societies, in which people have a more developed

sense of individualism, anomic and egoistic suicides are more common. Anomic sui-

cide tends to result from a state in which the individual’s social bonds are weakened
in-a period of social transition. Egoistic suicide tends to result from an overintellec-
tualized image of one’s self-importance.

Durkheim presents the modern individual as having a fully developed "dualistic”
or divided nature. The modernindividual has’a consciousness of beizig a member of

.society that includes a feeling of obligation toward the greater social whole. This ex-

ists alongside a distinct individual consciousness of one’s own existence and oriented
toward fulfilling one’s own desires. This dual and antagonistic set of consciousnesses
began to'emerge in humans early in prehistory: The socially oriented consciousness
emerged out of asense of dependence onsociety and an internalization of moral rules.
The nonsocialized aspect reflects one's awareness of oneself asan organism with in-
dividual desires that may clash with the demands-and obligations of the social. Early
on, humans collectively realized that they had this dual consciousness. This awareness
accounts for religious beliefs separating “spirit” and "flesh” in religions that developed
in separate societies throughout the world. In premodern societies the socially ori-
ented consciousness predominated. But with modern society this duahty becomesin-
creasingly manifest.

Durkheim presents a model of the-individual that allows persons to.engage in
both moral and nonmoral acts. He definesa moral act interms of being in conformity
with 'social rules and aimed at the well-being of the collective. By "collective”
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Durkheim meant the sui generis social whole, and not.any mere aggregation of others.
He reasoned that if a moral act is not merely of benefit to the actor in question, then it
cannot simply be oriented to the well-being of another single actor (such as a friend).
Further, if an act oriented toward a single otheractor is not moral in itself, an act ori-
‘ented toward the wél_l—bcing of an aggregation of others (such as a number of friends)
cannot be said to be-a moral act. Only- when an act has collective ends (i.e., supports
rules that are widely shared as part of the collective reality of society) can it be said to
be moral in nature.

Durkheim argues that social order depends on the moral activity of the members
of society, biit that moral individual activity itself depends on integration and social-
ization into a well-ordered society. On the surface, Durkheim seems to have created
an insoluble paradox for the social reformer: For.greater social order to arise, people
have to act in a more moral manner, but they will-not act in amore moral manner un-
til there is greater.social order. Durkheim uses his: evolutionary theory of society to
overcome this paradox. He sees his present society as in an anomi¢ state of transition.
The rules of the old order have broken down, and new moral rules have yet to emerge.
In such a state, the social and moral sides of our dualistic makeup cannot be fully nur-
tured. Therefore self-centered, egoistic consciousness can flourish. But as new social
rules emerge and are learned, the'social consciousness.of our dualistic makeup can be
strengthened. This will allow a more harmonious society to emerge.

The role Durkheim sets for sociology, accordingly, is the discovery of new moral
rules appropriate tomodern society. Durkheim, as we have seen, insisted that no'sin-
gle universal model of moral behavior could ever be developed. The content of that
which constitutes moral behavior will change associal evolution progresses. Durkheim
accordingly rejected the idea that past moral models that we have socially evolved be-
yond could ever be resurrected. He explicitly. rejected those who would try to repress
modern scientific rationalism and individualism in.orderto create a morality based on
tradition and unreflective faith in religious doctrine, Durkheim saw those who wished
to turn back the clock as confusing an amoral egoism with "moral individialism.”

Egoism.is a feature of a period of social transition in which the self-centered as-
pect of our dualistic nature dominates the intellect. It is destruetive to both social or-
der and personal well-being. It undermines social order by placing individual desire
above the achievement of collectively necéssary goals. It undermines personal well-
being by placing the individual in a situation in which there isno sense of moral obli-
gation or joyin acting appropriately that limits or constrains individual desires. The
egoist thus becomes locked into an endless quest for more and more individual plea-
sure. Whatever the egoist achieves always pales given the infinite amount of material
wealth and pleasures beyond the egoist’s grasp. Durklieim calls this unhappy state the

“malady of infiniteness.”

“Moral individualism,” in contrast to egoism, is a product of the side of our dual-
istic consciousness that emphasizes social obligation and taking joy in acting to achieve
collective goals. The moral individual does this not by a suspension of reason, a denial
of individual identity, or an escape into unthirnking tradition. Rather, moral individ-
ualism recognizes one’s unique role in'society and uses education and reasoning to
achieve the collective good. Moral individualism can thus involve scientifically based
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(questioning of that which may be traditional but is no longer of collective value and

therefore no longer worthy of collective support.

Durkheim believed that with the rise of modern industrial society and its special -
ized division of labor, the development of a moral orientation in the child becomes in-
creasingly the responsibility of the school. The school takes over what in earlier social
forms had been primarily a familial task. In Durkheim'’s educational writings, he em-
phasizes the role of the school teacher as an exemplar of morality. The teacher’s'role
in this regard is more important than the teacher’s role as.a conveyor of knowledge.
The teacher’s authority represents to the child the general authority of society. Itisan
authority beyond the limited authority of the family. Durkheim stresses that to bea
suceessful agent of moral socialization, the teacher needs not just the firmness nec-
essary for representing the authority of society. The teacher also needs to treat chil-
dren in a consistently fair and just manner.

Early in his career, Durkheim attempted to work out the relationship of the social
to the emotional and moral makeup of the individual. While these topics continued to
be important to him, in his later'writings he became increasingly concerned with
the relationship of the social to the-individual's intellectual makeup. Knowledge,
Durkheim informs us, is mediated by socially generated categories. Unlike Kant, who
viewed mental categories asa priori givens, Durkheim holds that the very categories in
which we-think first emerge in primitive social relationships. Thinking in terms of
temporal periods, seeing events as causally linked, and placing things in terms of
types, for example, do not come from our bioorganic nature: They arise from€arly col-
lective religious rituals and group activities. Once in existence, these categories shape
our perception and understanding of the world. Once again, though, it would be a mis-
take to view Durkheim as a relativist who sees one socially constructed image of real -
ity as equal to another. For him, as society.advances, knowledge advances as well.

Durkheim focuses on the development in the individual of knowledge about so-
ciety itself. Qur knowledge of society is, in a sense, revealed to us by society and will
vary with the societal type. Thus, how the social isunderstood in primitive societies will
differ from how it is understood in more evolutionarily advanced ones. This argument

is made in Elementary Forms of the Religious.Life. Durkheim begins the book with the
seemingly illogical assertion that all religions are true. How can this be the casé if re-

ligions contradict each other on fundamerital theological points? The answer lies in

Durkheim'’s conception-of myth and "mythologization.” Myths for Durkheim are fea-

tures of the sui generis social whole. They are not simply imaginative stories, enter-
taining fantasies; or mistakenunderstandings. Rather, myths are representations of
underlying truths in a form undeistandable by people in a society at a specific level of
development.

The most important myths focus on society and the individual's relationship to it.
All religions represent the underlying truths about society in a mythologized form that
its members canapprehend. Thus, for example, Durkheim views the traditional con-
ception of God as a socially generated mythologization of society itself! The benefi-

cence, nurturing, superior; rewarding, punishing, ultimate inteltect, ultimate power,

source of all knowledge, source and focus of all moral action, and self- revealing aspects

of God are presented by Durkheim as a mythologization of the fundamental features
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of and orientations necessary toward society. That God cannot be explained in any
terms outside of God is a mythologized conception of the'sui generis nature of society.

For Durkheim, as previously discussed, the common and defining feature of all re-
ligion is a distinction between the sacred and the profane. The profane refersto those
objects, activities, and symbols that people relate to in a utilitarian manner—that is, in
terms of their usefulness in achieving everyday goals. The sacred refers to those ob-
jects, symbols, and activities set apart from everyday use. Thus a hammer is an object
to drive nails in as needed, but to the Christian, a metal cross about the size of a ham-
‘meris a sacred object and should not be used for such a mundane purpose. Ultimately,
for Durkheim, all sacred objects, symbols, and activities (such as rituals) are-emana-
tions of society. Respect-for them is a mythologized respect for the morally superior
social reality on which we are dependent. Durkheim contrasts this religious con-
sciousness-arising out of the mythologization of society with that underlying a belief
inand use of magic. Just as religion is'a manifestation of and an orientation toward the
social, magic reflects an egoistic desire to circumvent the social for amoral individual
ends.

In sum, then, Durkheim’s image of the individual is one in which the individual
1is shaped, directed, limited, and determined in thought and morally oriented action
by a sui generis social reality. Recently, though, some philosophers have argued that so-
ciologists have misunderstood Durkheim by presentifig him‘in this manner. They
state that Durkheim is really closer to a Kantian position that allows for a good degree
of autonomous individual moral choice. We find this revisionist interpretation.of
Durkheim totally unconvincing. This is especially so when we consider all of the con-
straining elements of society presented in Durkheim’s theory.

For Durkheim, we humans are social beings whose thoughts and actions are lim-
ited in a multitude of ways. (Some of these have been previously discussed; others will
be ¢laborated upon furtheron.) We are creatures of our societal type, and thus the “col-
lective representations” with which we think cannot be otherwise. Qur actions are the
outcome of external social constraint (or the lack thereof) limiting a basic egoistic
part of our dualist makeup. Qur individual consciousnesses reflect the degree of spe-
cialization in our society and our place in its division of labor. Our moral values them-
selves are not a product of choice, but reflect the society that we live in.- We are
constrained by thinglike “social facts” that donot bend to'our wills or desires. Reforms
can be developed that predictably will work and shape our future social activity. We are
headed in a social evolutionary direction to which we must individually and collectively
adjust. Something as personal as suicide reflects socially generated “currents” of which
we are not aware and over which we have no control. Our very sense of individualism
and individual choice are themselves social products and emerge only to the extent:
permitted by the type of society of which we are a part. And, finally, choice depends on
knowledge, and the fundamental categories of knowledge are themselves socially
determined.

Durkheim’s analysis of the individual in society, as'we have seen, covers a large
number of topics. Inrecent years; questions have been raised about Durkheim's fail-
ure to fully address issues, regarding women and gender differences. In her Durkheim
and Women, Jennifer M. Lehmann asserts, “Durkheim’s ceuvre is clearly characterized
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by its silence on the subject of women—by the conspicuous absence of women in its
many pages.”'* Moreover, she adds that when women are included in his work,
Durkheim tends to violate his own approach and offers a biological justification of their
socially available roles:

We find merit in Lehmann's criticisms of Durkbeim on these points. Durkheim
fails to analyze how industrial society impacts on the consciousness of women. Specif-
ically, he fails to examine the impact on women of unequal access to employment
based on gender. This does not seem to us a-question of historical hindsight, but rather
an obvious qlg'estion to be raised from the perspective of Durkheim's theory. A con-
temporary of Durkheim's; Charlotte Perkins Gilliman; did in fact discuss these very is-
sues in her 1898 book, Women and Economics.*> Gillman concluded that to keep women
in premodern unspecialized housework while men move into specialized industrial ac-
tivities has profound negative effects on marital and familial relationships. Since
Durkheim did not explore the issue, we do not know if he would have concurred with
Gillman'or not.

Methodology

Durkheim was one of the most important pioneers’of empirical research in sociology.
He is generally recognized and even landed in sociology textbooks as such. For reasons
we will discuss at the conclusion of this chapter, Durkheim's approach to data—espe-
cially his statistical analysis of suicide—is often presented as closer to current socio-
logical practice than it actually is. Durkheim's epistemological assiimptions (that is, his
assumptions about the nature of knowledge) differ profoundly from those of current
positivistic researchers in sociology. To avoid misconstruing Durkheim’s methodol-
ogy. we offer these five warnings:

1. Do not forget that Durkheim viewed the social as a unique level of realityand that
this totality was the focus of all his research. Thus, for example, his statistical
analyses of suicide data'were not intended merely to produce aggregated infor-
mation about the social behaviors of members of a society or describe the factors
most likely to lead to suicide. Such analyses were instead used to indicate charac-
teristics of the sui'generis reality itself. ’

2. Durkheim believed that moral rules existed as objective and discoverable features
of that reality. Social analysis thus did not aim.merely to state what exists, but
rather to tell us what ought to exist. Moreover, as.a social evolutionist, Durkheim
understood that which exists is in the process of change and becoming something
else. Durkheim never saw his method as telling us how society is structured and
functions at some frozen point in time. He was instead interested in objéctively
discovering both what society was becoming and what it should become.

3. Durkheim’s overall goal was social reform. All his research was aimed at a broad
instrumentalist reorganization of social life. Some sociologists have praised his
work Suicide while totally ignoring the conclusions of that book on-how society
ought to be restructured. Even when he was looking at primifiv__e religions,
Durkheim was never interested in a topic for its own sake. He studied primitive
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religions to understand the foundations of sociality so that he could promote his
reformist aims.

4. Aswe noted above, Durkheim held that prescientific knowiedge of the social was
distorted mythologization but that social science research gives us objectively un-
mythologized truth. In other words, achieved correctly, sciéntific knowledge is hot
relative to anything else but is instead an accurate emanation of the social itself.
This position underlies Durkheim's hostility to American pragmatic philosophy.
By making knowledge relative to a purpose athand, pragmatism allowed a degree
of uncertairity that Durkheim would not and could not permit. Durkheim, in sum,
believed that scientific research would be able to produce objective truth with.a
level of certainty that goes considerably beyond twenty-first-century researchers’
conceptions of reliability and validity.

5. The medical diagnostic metaphor (discussed above) pervades much of Durkheim's
discussions of methodology. This is especially true in his sole work dedicated to
methodology—Rules of Sociological Method. Durkheim presented the role of the so-
ciologist:as analogous to that of a physician. He asserted that the usual is the nor-
mal and the normal-is the healthy for a society at a specified level of social
development. Similarly, the unusual is the abnormal and the abnormal is the
pathological.

Durkheim believes society is a sui generis reality. The difficulty for sociological re-
search-is that, though real, the social is intangible and lacks physical form. Thus the
constraining forces that emanate from the social are not easy to measure. Yet, even
thoigh the social cannot be seen, for sociology to be a diagnostic science the impact of
the social must be measurable. Durkheim’s solution is to measure indirectly via what
he calls "indicators.” He discusses three types of indicators: "statistical,” "historical,”
and "ethnographic.” Though Durkheim uses these types in combination, we can point
to specific works as illustrative of the use of each. Suicide emphasizes the use of statis-
tical indicators, The Division of Labor in Society relies to a great extent on historical in-
dicators, and Elementary Forms of the. Religious Life draws conclusions from the
application-of ethnographic indicators.

In Suicide, Durkheim presents us with several types of suicidal behavior. Among
these is anomic suicide. Anomie, as previously discussed; exists when the sociomoral
rules are in a weakened state (such as in a transitional evolutionary period when old
rules have declined and new ones have yetto fully emerge). Under such conditions, the
sui generis reality of society creates suicide -generating currents thatimpact on the in-
dividual. Individuals, as we have seen, have a dualistic makeup. In an anomic period,
the social component of that makeup will be weak and undeveloped. The result is that
under the causal effect of these currents, suicide rates will increase. To demonstrate
that his theory is correct, Durkheim turned to the use of statistical indicators.

Durkheim reasoned that (all other things being equal) some social statuses are
more anomic than others. That is, they are less integrated intoe a system of sociomoral
obligations. Thus single men, with fewer familial obligations than married men, are
in a more anomic state than those who are married. Accordingly, if his theory of the
society and the individual in it is correct, single men'should have a higher suicide rate
‘than married men. Durkheim compared statistical data gathered over time in various
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European nations and concluded that this was indeed the case. He also made similar
predictions in terms of religious affiliation, economic conditions, and conditions of
war and peace, In each case the data indicated that individuals with the social statuses
he believed to be more anomic had the higher suicide rate. Thus, though anomie and
suicide-generating currents arising from the sui generis social are intangible, he in-
sisted that they are real and that the statistical indictors he used demonstrated both
their reality-and their causal impact.

In The Dwision of Labor in Society, Durkheim makes the evolutionary argument that
individualism increases as society evolves into higher forms. The logic of the argument
is that the greater the differentiation of society into:specialized groups, the greater the
recognition of differences among persons and the greater the degree of social recog-
nition of the moral value of each person. Individualism thus is another emanation of
the sui generis social that is both real and intangible. Durkheim reasons, though, that
if individualism actually doesincrease, itshould have an impact onthe legal codes that
regulate the relationships between persons. Accordingly, an analysis of legal codes
drawn from societies at lower levels of development should reveal less individualism
than those at increasingly higher levels of social development: !

The precise historical indicators used by Durkheim to measure the social evolu--
tionary growth of individualism was the extent to which legal codes contained “re-
pressive” versus “restitutive” laws. These two types of laws are distinguished from
each other by the type of sanction attached to their violation. Violations of repressive
laws result in punishments aimed at damaging the violator. Prison sentences, muti-
lations, torture of all kinds, and.any means of execution (e.g., burning at the stake,
hanging, electrocution), when carried out in reference to a legal code enforced by a
state apparatus, all reflect repressive law. Restitutive law does not demand that the vi-
olators be damaged, but instead that they be compelled by the state to undo the harm
they caused to the victim of the crime. They thus must restore thmgs to the way they
were. If'such actual restoration is not possible, they must compensate the victim for
the loss incurred in some other way. An example of the workings of a restitutive law
would be a plumber who does incompetent repairs being compelled by a-court tore-
imburse a home owner for the cost of the repairs in question and to pay an additional
sum to compensate the home owner for darnage caused by the leaking pipes.

Durkheim'argued that the data derived from the historical indicators he lookéd at
affirmed his theory. He found that the simpler the society, the greater the degree of re-
pressive law, and the more advanced the society, the greater the degree of restitutive
law showing increased individualism with social advance. Moreover, whereas in sim-.
pler societies harsh repressive laws are mandated for almost any type of crime, as so-
¢iety advances they are reserved for crimes that harm or. kill another person. As
individualism increases, individuality takes on increased moral value, and harming
another person thus becomes an increasingly serious social offense demanding pun-
ishment appropriate to its seriousness.

"Ethnographic indicators” refer to data obtained through the direct observational
methods used by social and cultural anthropologists. Durkheim himself-did not un-
dertake such field study. From the confines of his office in Paris, he analyzed the data
collected by others. The logic justifying the use of such data can be surnmarized as fol-
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lows: All societies evolve: As they evolve, certain features change and complexity in-
creases. But there are certain features that are of an elementary, primary, and funda-
meéntat nature such that they appear first. These basic features are foundational forall
societies, no matter how advanced and complex. Accordingly, they'can be observed and
understood most readily in data from the simplest societies, where they exist in their
most basic and unelaborated forms. Durkheim’s use of ethnographic indicators is
thus premised on three assumptions: First, his view of social evolution is correct. Sec~
ond, existing non- European societies are similar to earlier levels of evolutionary stages
of advanced European societies. And, third, analysis of such simple societies reveals
fundamental truths about all societies.

The logic justifying the use of ethnographic indicators can be found in Durkheim’s
early work, but he relied predominantly on ethnography only in his last works. The
most important of these is Elementary Forms of the Religious Life. In that work, he uses
ethnographic data derived from observations of the Arunta people of Australia to ex-
plore a number of questions. Among such questions are: How does the social shape hu-
man cognition and perception? What constitutes the sacred? How does society reveal
itself in'terms of prescientific mythologizations? Durkheim also discusses the earli-
est process by which sociomoral change begins to take place—a complex process he
calls “collective effervescence.” In this process, the primitive group gathers in sacred
ritual and members totally merge into the collective sui generis reality. The result is im-
mediate and lasting change in "collective representations” that permeates the whole
society.

John A. Smiith and Chris Jenks'+ have recently argued that Durkheim’s greatest
methodological impact on later sociological analysis comes in his ordering of cause and
effect. They argue that he was the central figure in the reorientation of thought that
paved the way for the logic of later explanations in academic'sociology. Rather than ac-
counting for the strictures of society as the outcome of rational planning, he saw the
nature of individual rationality as a product of discoverable social facts that existed au-
tonomously from the thoughts and desires of particular individuals. The individual
thus is always to be explained by the social. The social is never explained by the indi-
vidual or by anything outside of the social itself. We.can add that for Durkheim the sui
generis social, like God for his father the rabbi, was the primary preexisting generative
reality and could notbe known or accounted for in terms of anything else.

We see this approach underlying Durkheim’s proposition that the facts generated
by the social should be treated in research “asthings."'5 Durkheim’s use of indicators
relies on the belief that the intangible features of society are not arbitrary constructs
but real aspects of the social. Because they are real; they are discoverable and have
causal significance. In Durkheim's research the social is assumed to be a fundamen-
tal reality. This assumption underlies his antireductionistic. methodology. If society,
or any aspect of it, were to be reduced to psychological or'biclogical causes, the social
could no longer be seen as a distinet, self-contained sociomoral reality. If this were the
case, the discovery | of moral rules appropriate for advanced society would not be pos-
sible, for such riles would no longer reflect an overarching reality. They would merely
be cansal by-products of biological or psychological processes. Durkheim could never
accept this possibility;-it would have undermined the moral and reformist geals that
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justified sociological research in the first place. Durkheim insistently held .to the
methodological position that "every time a social phenomenon is directly explained by
a psychological phenomenon, we may rest assured that the explanation is false.”®

SIGNIFICANCE

Vision of the Future

‘According to the philosopher Mark Cladis:

Social theory -. . , in Durkheim’s view, is a normative discipline. Itstaskis to helpusun-
derstand who we are by analyzing past and present institutions so that we can better un-.
derstand where we are to go in the future.’?

Durkheim's work is dedicated to detailing those-features of modern society that he
viewed as in need of reform while simultaneously pointing to the institutional areas
whose socially necessary activities needed to be preserved.: As we have seen, Durkheim
considered his society to be an anomic one, characterized both by a lack of adequate
moral regulation of individuals and by insufficient coordination and harmony among
groups. For Durkheim, modern society is marked by conflicts in the industrial world
that spread disharmony and misery throughout society. Such disharmony and misery
can be seen in the high anomic ind egoistic suicide rates of modern societies and in
the meaninglessness and purposelessness that characterize the lives of many individ-
uals. Durkheim claimed that these problems persisted because the family, traditional
religion, and the state all lack the strength to confront them adequately. Durkheim
wrote:

We are living precisely in'one of those critical, revolutionary periods when authority is usu-
ally weakened through the loss of traditional discipline—a time that may easily give rise to
aspirit of anarchy. This is the source of the anarchic aspirations that, whether consciously
or not, are emerging today, not onlyin the particular sects bearing the name, but inthe very
different doctrines.that, although opposed on other points, j5inin a common aversion to
anything smacking of regulation.’®

Despite this negative evaluation of modern society, Durkheim’s view of the future
was optimistic. The problems that seemed so massive, he believed, would in the future
be.open to solution. Durkheim'’s optimism was based on the belief that modernsoci-
ety was in a transitional period, facing many problems that were due to rapid social
changes that had occurred recently. Durkheim believed that rapid change in the way
people organize theirlives and in the organization of society had swept away old moral
rules and regulations. He argued that the social rules tied to a preindustrial feudal so-
ciety ceased to bé effective as society rapidly became industrial and democratic. These
changes made the social moral rules that had developed in the older feudal society-
meaningless for modern day-to-day life. Social problems thus existed because the
old rules had declined without any new ones takingtheir place. Given time, Durkheim
argued, new moral rules should naturally develop from the-interaction of people and
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groups in industrial society. He maintained that as new rules for individual life and so-
cial organization emerged, society would move from a disharmonious transitional
form to a harmonious mature form.

In envisioning the form that a mature modern industrial society would exhibit,
Durkheim rejected both liberal laissez-faire capitalism (such as espoused by Spencer)
and socialism (as presented by Marx) because he viewed both as presenting funda-
‘mentally flawed images of saciety as basically an economic system. For Durkheim, so-
ciety was essentially a sui generis moral entity; and any successful reformation of it had
to recognize it as such and involve the creation of a moral unity suited to industrial so-
ciety. Such a unity would necessarily respect and reflect the individualism of modern
society, but would keep that individualism from degenerating into-a divisive and self-
destructive egoism. In a number of works, Durkheim attempted to envision what such
a mature industrial society would entail. Essentially he presented a society'organized
in terms of industry-specific communal entities that would perform many basic so-
cial functions. He termed-these entities “corporations.” Thus his conception of aso-
ciologically reformed society of the future can be termed “corporatism.”

In order to overcome industrial conflict-and promote understanding and soli-
darity, all members of a particular occupation in a region would belong to the same as-
sociation or.corporation. The corporation would be made up of both employees and
employers. It would be administered by a council, some of whose members would
represent the employers and others the workers in particular occupational fields. This
couneil, in'turn, would send representatives to a group governing the occupation ona
national level (or 2 national corporate body). Each national corporation, which to-
gether would represent all the. members of a particular occupational area in society,
would send representatives to a parliament governing the nation. Thus the national
governing body would represent the interests of everyone, as well as having all the var-
ied expertise and knowledge of its diverse membership to call on in the formulation
of national policy.

The function of the national parliament, once it was established, would be to set
general national policy and to settle any disputes that might arise between various na-
tional corporations:.Each national corporation would be in charge of interpreting gen-
eral national policy and applying it.to the particular occupation it represented. The
national corporation would also judge.any disputes that might arise between various
local corporations representing members of the same occupation. The local corpora-
tion would have a duty to interpretnational corporate policy interms of local circum-
stances and environment. It would also set wages and fair working conditions and
would regulate competition; thus it would prevent contlicts between employees and
employers and between one owner-and another. Additionally, the local corporation
would be in charge of education, social welfare, and recreational facilities. Durkheim
believed it would create harmonious feelings among individuals:in industrial society
and would bring an end to the unregulated anomie of Durkheim's day:

The occupational group has the three-fold advantage over all others that it is dmnipresent,
ubiquitous and that its control extends to the greatest part of life. Tts influence on
individuals is not intermittent, like that of political society, but it is always in'contact with
them by the constant exercise of the function of which it is the organ and in which they
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collaborate. It follows the workers wherever they go; which the family cannot do. Wher-
ever they are, they find it enveloping them, recalling them to their duties, supporting
them at need. Finally, since occupational life is almost the whole of life, corporative ac-
tion makes itself felt in every detail of our occupations, which are thus given a collective

~ orientation. Thus the corporation has everything needed to give the individual a setting,
to draw him out of his state of moral isolation; and faced by the actual inadequacy of the
other groups, it alohe can fulfill this indispensable Gffice.'?

In sum, Durkheim envisioned a future in which equality of opportunity and
democracy would be perpetuated in a society organized in terms of industrial occu-
pational categories. Such a society, he believed, was not only possible: It would de-
velop out of the current transitional societal state and from the application of
sociological knowledge:

Contemporary Relevance

The fate of social theories-is not without irony. In the late nineteenth century, Emile
Durkheim began to construct a theory in which he sought to displace moral philoso-
phy with sociology. In the early twenty-first century, Durkheim has been discovered
by practitioners of the field he rejected. Meanwhile, sociology, the field he identified
with, has simultaneously raised him to the status of an icon but has abandoned both
the goal of his theory and his epistemological approach. The key.to understanding
both philosophy’s latter-day discovery of him and sociology’s ignoring what is most
central to a Durkheimian approach has to do with the concept of morality.

Durkheim wanted sociology to be a science of morals—a field that would objectively
discover the appropriate rules for social conduct in a modern society. He found tradi-
tional philosophy wanting because of its attachment to two Socratic principles: There
is a single model of "the good ™ applicable to all times and places, and this model could
be ascertained by logical reasoning alone without the use of empirical research. After
two thousand four hundred years of failure by philosophy, Durkheim insisted it was
time to turn to.sociological research to find the moral rules appropriate to each evo-
lutionary form of society. The recent appeal of Durkheim for some philosophers is that
Durkheim takes morality seriously and rejects extreme forms of relativism that un-
dermine any moral imperative. He uses familiar terminology grounded in Renou-
vier's reinterpretation of Kant. And he avoids both a reactionary antimodern attitude
and a libertarian rejection of freedom from all obligatory moral constraints.

Sociologists, on the other hand, tend not to accept Durkheim’s overall goals at all.
Methodology texthooks contain no sections on deriving oh]ectwe moral rules from the
empirical analysis-of data. If methodology books use the term "objective” at all, itis to
imply a version of value neutrality to which Durkheim neverascribed. Yet, although so-
ciology clearly is not a Durkheimian field in its focus and goals, Durkheim is one of its
most celebrated figures. In introductory textbooks, Comte is usually cast out of the field
as a philosopher who suggested the idea of sociology. But Durkheim often merits a
glossy photograph in Chapter 1 next to text that declarés him to be one of the field's true
founders.
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Durkheim was not always so popular in American sociology. The initial reaction
of the first generation of American sociologists, writing before the 1930s, was not to
embrace Durkheimian saciology: This can be partly accounted for by the tendency of
this first generation to get their advanced degrees in Germany, not France. Thereafter,
the nascent graduate programs inthe United States (among which that of the Univer-
sity of Chicago was preeminent) tended to be headed by German-trained sociologists.
When the early editors of the American Journal of Sociology sought out a European so-
ciologist to serialize a work defining the nature and parameters of sociology, they se-
lected Georg Simmel, not Durkheim. Yet Durkheim’s ideas were known at a time when
American sociologists were literate enough to read a number of European languages.
Citations to his work frequently appear. But the reaction to his theory was not one of
acceptance.

While a Durkheimian approach began to spread throughout European (especially
French) sociology, as well as anthropology. social history, and legal studies, across the
Atlantic this was not the case. American sociology was committed to.an individualis-
tic view that was seen as incompatible with Durkheim's realistic and deterministic im-
age of the social. Especmlly disliked was his idea that morality was to be found in the
colléctive and not in the aggregated choices of the members of society. Thus we see
Tarde's reductionist sociology receiving some positive assessmerit, but no founder of
American sociology accepted any part of Durkheim’s theory as a foundation for devel-
oping the field.*°

Social evolutionary theories inspired by Herbert Spencer’s work dominated
American sociology up to World War 1. In the 1920s an interest in broad general the-
ories of the social waned. Inthe 1930s a new wave of general theory emerged. This time
the reception for Durkheim was different. He was seen as a significant theorist. From
then on, his reputation grew toward the iconic status it has today.

There are. numerous changes in both American society and American sociology
that help account for this change in'the perception of Durkheim. In the aftermath of
World War 1, explicit connections to German culture were less-popular and those to
French culture were more popular. The American anti-immigrant hysteria of the 19208
led to a concern with theories that focused on social integration and common moral
values. The Great Depression suggested that general problems existed in society and
that a broad explanatory theory was necessary. Durkheiin also provided a counterap-
proach for those uncomfortable with the racist eugenics of biological determinism in
American sociology. His ideas were in some ways compatible with the use of the real-
ist concept of culture then being assimilated into sociology from anthropology.
Durkheim’s methodology—especially His use of statistics in Suicide—paralleled an
American interest in positivistic methodology. Durkheim'’s theory was politically more
palatable than that of Marx for those wanting an-academic career in the aftermath of
the “red scare” of the 1920s. The New Deal approach of the Roosevelt administration
signaled an ideological shift more accepting of planned central government-directed
reform. American sociology wasshifting its center from the Midwest to Harvard, where
European theorists (e.g.. Weber, Pareto, and Freud) were better received. Durkheim
provided a foundation for emerging subfield specializations in the sociology of reli-
gion, education, and criminology in a now university-institutionalized discipline. A
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new generation-of American sociologists arose that included alarge percentage of Jews
and Catholics not committed to the secularized Protestant individualism of the first
generations of American sociologists. Finally; two books were published at the right
moment in the field's history that redefined Durkheimian thought in ari appealing way
for American sociology.

Harry Alpert’s 1939 Emile Durkheim and his Sociology® is an.apologetic work. (A
more appropriate title for it would have been The Americanization of Emile Durkheim.)
It presents Durkheim as fully compatible with the goals and assumptions of main-
stream American sociological thought and research. The more philosophical and epis-
temological atguments in Durkheim are toned down or left out altogether. Durkheim’s
realism is presented as a- misreading of what he meant by terms like “collective con-
science.” Durkheim’s arguments about determinism and the objective discoverabil-
ity of mandatory moral rules emanating from a sui generis social order are ignored. In
sum, Durkheim's work is presented-in'clear Americar prose as a good foundation for
further advancing American sociological thought and research.

Alpert’s book came out two years after Talcott Parsons’ The Structure of Socigl Ac-
tion.?*This two -volume work is premised on Durkheim's turning from an earlier pos-
itivistic realism to-an idealist approach in his later writings. Parsons placed the ideas
of this “later” Durkheim in his own Weberian-influenced paradigm. Durkheim'’s rep-
utation as one of the most important figures in the development of the field grew as
Parsons’ own standing rose over the next several decades. At the same time, the the-
ories of the earlier American sociologists who had dismissed Durkheim were largely
forgotten. Parsons had a long career, publishing into the 1g70s. [n his writings and
classroom presentations he influenced generations of students with his own reading
of Durkheim.

A prolific writer, Parsons continually refined and expanded his ideas. In-midca-
reer he incorporated functionalism into his approach, Functionalism had a number of
originators. The most important one was A. R. Radcliffe- Brown. Radcliffe- Brownwas
an English social anthropologist. The main intellectual influence on him was Emile.
Durkheim.

Radcliffe- Brown entered anthropology as an ethnographer. Early in the twentieth
century, he wanted to develop a theory that would organize and explain the relation-
shipsamong his ethnographic data. The theory had to meet two criteria: Jt had to avoid
conjéctural causal accounts unsupported by empirical data. Italso had to.explain both
the whole community-and the observed everyday details of the lives of community
members.

In hisrelatively early Rules of Sociological Method, Durkheim had argued that the so-
cial explanation of an activity involves two steps. First; one examines how it had come
about. Second, one looks at its organic relationships of mutual dependence on the so-
cial whole and with other activities in the society. Radcliffe-Brown, lacking historical
information about the nonliterate peoples he studied, could do the second but'not the
first. He thus looked only at the "functional” relations of mutual influence and de-
pendenceand ignored issues of change. Radeliffe- Brown wrote what is in essence a fan
letter to an'aged Durkheim, informing him how much he had inspired and provided'a
foundation for his own work. Radcliffe-Brown’s approach to the question of how the
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parts of a social whole function i 1n relation to each other is summarized in his Structure
and Function in Primitivé Socaety

Parsons incorporated major elements of Radcliffe-Brown’s functionalism into his
own work. When he did so, he combined ideas derived from Durkheim's early work (via
Radcliffe- Brown) with ideas he had previously taken from Durkheim’s later work. Par-
sons own "structural - functionalism” would be expanded and modified by his students
and become the most dominant orientation in American sociology in the middle of the
twentieth century. Harvard-trained functionalists such as Robert Merton, Kingsley
Davis, and Wilbert E. Moore would become the stars of American sociology. Their lan-
guage would often sound Durkheimian. Indeed, they would draw explicit links to his
work, presenting themselves as the true heirs of the great French sociologist.

An examination of their works shows them not to be true heirs, but pretenders to
the Durkheimian throne. For example, Merton early in his career established himself
in-an article in which he used the concept of anomie in adecidedly non-Durkheimian
manner.* In Durkheim's use, anomie is a feature of the sui generis social; in Merton’s,
it becomes a social - psychologmal attribute of individuals, More importantly, Durkheim
uses the term to diagnose a “pathological” and transitional period. Merton, on the
other hand, presents anomie as an inevitable and unrelenting feature of modern so-
cial structure. Further, Merton exalts those focused on the acquisition of individual
wealth through legal means. And he denigrates as anomic the “conformists” who fully
internatize moral rules and makes following them an end in itself. This is practically
an inversion of the Durkheimian images of egoism and "moral individualism”!

Davis and Moore presented a widely read outline for a functionalist theory of in-
equality.? Its use of the "function” of unequal rewards based on the need for and
scarcity of skills has little to do with Durkheim’s analysis of inequality in industrial so-
ciety. Durkheim's own endorsement of capitalist inequality was qualified in a number
of ways. Davis and Moore mike no.mention of the Durkheimian necessity to develop
asystemof moral rules to regulate relationships between owners and workers. Nor do
they discuss the "corporate” reforms Durkheim saw as necessary and inevitable de-
velopments for aharmonious industrial society to emerge. As Melvin Tumin, Herbert
Gans, and others later pointed out, Davis and Moore’s work is mostly a justification of
American inequality.?® Its total lack of concern with questions concerning justice
makes their views distant from even the thoughts of Adam Smith, let alone those of
Durkheim.

Even at its midcentiry zenith, functionalism did have some critics. The most fa-
mous of these was C. Wright Mills. In 1959 Mills’ The Sociological Imagination was pub-
lished.?? For our purposes, what is important to note is that Mills” widely read book
praises Durkheim and attacks Parsons. Durkheim’s theory is presented as exempli-
fying an approach that Mills endorses..Mills names that-approach the "sociological
imagination.” It involves a study of the social that illuminates the nature and causes
of "troubles” faced by individuals in their’ day to-day lives. It then links these trou-
bles to larger socially generated "problems.” Parsons is lambasted and ridiculed as
the pretentious "grand theorist” whose-work ignores and obscures the sociological
imagination and whe has lost sight of what earlier sociologists, like Durkheim, were
trying to accomplish.
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Milis’ separation of Durkheim from Parsons’ functionalist use of his ideas is im-
portant for the continuing prestige Durkheim has in the field. Mills'was a hero to
many of the graduate students in the 1960s and 1970s. Many of these students were
radicalized in opposition'to the war in Vietnam. Respect for Durkheim continiled as
functionalism was rejected by later sociologists as either an ideological defense of the
status quo or an approach simply no longer in fashion.

At the start of the twenty-first century, many books written by Durkheim are in
print both in French and in English translation. His shorter writings have been col-
lected, organized, edited, translated, and published as well: And numerous books
about him by persons from a variety of fields (e.g., sociology, philosophy, history, and
religious studies) are regularly published. He is held by most sociologists to be one
of the most important founders of the field. He is also seen as the founder or one of
the founders of various subfields in the discipline. And, as Frank Parkin notes,
Durkheim provided fundamental questlons about the nature of the social that soci-
ologists "continue to wrestle with;” as well as an "Aladdin’s cave of concepts™ still used
in societal analyses.?® But sociologists tend to look at Durkheim’s work in highly se-
lective and at times distorted manners. His overall approach, methodology. and goals
are far removed from those widespread in the discipline today. Yet arguments made
to justify the existence of the field as distinct from psychology still hearken back to
his ideas: These were the ideas of a Third Republic professor who sought to establish
adisciplinethat was at once thoroughly scientific. morally oriented, and instrumen=
tally instructive.
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20. See Roscoe C. Hinkle, Founding theory of
American sociology 18811915 (Boston: Rout-
ledge..1980).

Harry Alpert, Emile Durkheim and his sociol-
ogy (New York: Columbia University Press,
1939).

Talcott Parsons, The structure of social action
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1637).

A. R, Radeliffe-Brown, Stiictiire and function
in primitive society (Glencoe, IL: Free Press,
1952).

Robert Merton, "Social structure and
anomie,” American Sociological Review, 3

(1938), 672—682.

21.

22.

23.

24.

 GLOSSARY

22 Kingsley Davis & Wilbert E. Moore, "Some
principles of stratification,” American Socio-
logical Review, 10 (1945). 242—249.

26. See. Melvin M. Tumin, Secial inequality: The
forms and functions of inequality (Engelwood
Cliffs, N]: Prentice-Hall, 1967), and Herbert
1. Gans, More equality (New York: Pantheon,
1673).

27. C. Wright Mills, The sociological imaginatior
(London: Oxford University Press, 1959).
Every student of-sociology should read this
book.

28. Frank Parkin, Durkheim, p.1.

Altruistic suicide: Form of self-sacrificing
behavior that occurs as-a-result of overconfor-
mity with group rules and overidentification
with the collective whole. Most prevalent in'sim-
pler societies.

Anomic suicide: Self-destructive behavior
arising in a.social setting that lacks sufficient
sociomoral Tules to constrain actors by inte-
grating them into the collective whole. Most
‘'prevalent in period of transition to modern
‘society.

Anomie: State of social disorganization brought
on by the lack of, or insufficiency of, social and
-moral rules regulating activity between persons
and groups.

Apriori: Latin term meaning.that which is innate:
or preexisting.

Collective consciousness or conscience {trans-
lation of conscience collective): An emergent
characteristic of a group or society arising from
and supporting a inified mental and emotional
response to the events of the world.

Collective representations (translation of rep-
resentation collective): Shared beliefs, values,
norms, ways of thinking, and ways of feeling

that characterize a particular social group or
society.

Corporatism: Durkheim’s plan for the reorga-
nization of modern society, involving the cen-
trality of occupational specializations in reshap-
ing the'political and other institutions.

Dualism {of human nature): The position that
human nature is composed of two basic irre-
ducible parts, elements, or components.

Fgoistic suicide: Self-destructive behavior
oceurring when the social part of an individual's
nature is insufficiently developed. Most preva-
lent in the transitional period to modern society.

Emergence: Process of interaction of parts by
which more complex levels of reality arise from
simpler ones.

Ethnographic indicators of data: FElements of
knowledge derived from cultural anthropological
sources, such as the study of preliterate peoples.

Externality: That which is characterized by hav-
ing an existence independent of the will of a par-
ticular person or an aggregate of persons.

Function: Contribution made by the individual
or group to maintenance of another group or the
social whole..
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Generality: That which is characterized by a
property that resides in or is derived from a col-
lective whole as opposed to any particular person
or aggregate of persons.

Individual representations: Ways of thinking,
feeling, and reacting that are-not shared in the
society but are the property of particular individ -
uals. (Compare with Collective representations.)

Levels of reality: Conception that the universe
can be divided into a series of separate, though
related, basic-forms of existence (that is, forms
manifesting different fundamental characteris-
tics) in terms of their degree of complexity.. For
Durkheim, these realities were, in order from
simplest to most complex: physical, chemical,
biological, psychological, and social.

Malady of infiniteness: Durkheim’s concep-
tion of an individual characterized by pathologi -
cal insatiable desires brought on by an underde-
veloped social aspect of his or her nature.

Mechanical solidarity: Form of social organi-
zation in simple societies based on:similarity-or
likeness of persons in terms of their conceptual -
ization of reality and orientation toward the.col-
lective whole. (Compare with Organic solidarity.)

Methodological indicators: Indirect means of
empirical analysis used in scientific investiga-
tion, Durkheim’s work manifests three kinds of
'methodological indicators: statistical, historical,
and ethnographic.

Moral action: According to Durkheim, activity
that is oriented toward the benefit of the social
whole and that is characterized by feelings of
obligation and desirability:

Moral individualism: Sense of self-identity
combined with devotion to collective rules.

Organicsolidarity: Form ofsocial organization in
more complex societies based on oceupational
specializatiop-and functional differentiation of
social parts. (Compare with Mechanical solidarity.)

Profane: The realm of the nonsacred. That
which isused or acted on in an everyday, utilitar-
ian manner.

Repressive law: Laws involving punishment or
destruction of violator of social rules, {Compare
with Restitutive law.)

Restitutivelaw: Laws involvingan obligation of-
the violator of social rules to reestablish the sii-
uation as it was before the viclation occurred, in
arder to compensate the victim of the violation.
{Compare with Repressive low.)

Sacred: The defining characteristic of religion,
according to Durkheim. The sacred emanates in
society, is collectively held in awe. and is forbid-
den in everyday use.

Social facts: Attributes, characteristics, or prop-
erties of social reality that cannot be reduced.to
psychological, biological, chemical, or physical
attributes or properties.

Social indicators: See Methadological indicators.

Social pathologies: Deviations from what is typ-
ical, normal, orusual for a particular sociétal type.

Sui generis reality: Latin term expressing a.con-
ception that something is a reality in and of itself
and cannotbe reduced to its subparts or compo-
nents without loss or destruction of its most cen-
tral and-fundamental characteristics.

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Primary Sources

The division of labor in society (W. D. Halls,
Trans.). New York: Free Press, 1984 [1893].
Durkheim’s earliest major work. Discussions
include many of his central ideas, with detailed

treatments of anomie and the movement from
mechanical to organic forms of society.

Durkheim: Essays on morals and education (W.S. F.
Pickering, Ed; H. L. Sutcliffe, Trans.). Lon-
don: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979.
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Durkheim held a joint appointment in educa-
tion (pedagogy) and sociology and wrote ex-
tensively on the subject of education—espe-
cially on the inculeation of moral values in the
student. This volume introduces 4 number of
Durkheim’s writings not.previously trans-
lated into English and is worthwhile reading
together with Education -and Sociology and
Moral Education.

Dutlcheim and the law (Steven Lukes & Andrew

Scull, Eds.). Oxford, England: Martin Robert-
som, 1983.

Following a good twenty-seven-page intro-
ductory essay by the editors summarizing the
central themes of Durkheim's sociology of law,
a number of excerpts are presented from both
Durkheim's major and minor writings. Topics
focused on include law as an index of social

solidarity, the movement from repressive to,

restitutive law, the relationship-of crime and

punishment, the evolution of punishment, le-.

gal prohibitions of suicide, and the origins of
law, property rights, and contracts.

Durkheim on politics and the state (Anthony Gid--
dens, Fd.; W. D. Halls, Trans.). Stanford, CA-

Stanford University Press, 1586,

A collection of Durkheim'’s otherwise scat-
tered writings on political themes divided
into sections on the state, democracy, social-
ism, Marxism, political obligation and pun-
ishment, the state and education, and patrio-
tism and militarism.

Education and sociology (S. D. Fox, Trans.). Glen-

co€, IL: Free Press, 1956 [1922].
A collection of four essays expanding on
themes presented in Moral Education.

The elementary forms of the religious life (Karen E.

Fields, Trans.). New York: Free Press, 1999
[1913].

Durkheim's last major work. Involves an
analysis of primitive religious belief and rit-
ual in order to understand the basic founda-
tions of all iofal and religious rules. Alsofo-
cuses on the development of society and
knowledge in general.

Emile Durkheim on'morality and society (R. N.Bel-

lah, Ed.). Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1973 (paper).

A collection of long excerpts from.a number
of Durkheim’s major and minor works, fo-
cusing on morality and society but covering a
large number of topics.

Ethies and the sociology of morals (Robert T. Hall,

Ed. & Trans.). Buffalo, NY: Prometheus Books,
1963.

A'clear introduction by Hall is followed by a
tranglation of Durkheim’s La science positive
de la morale en Allemagne. This early work
shows how much the young Durkheim was
impressed with contemporary advances in
German social sciefice. Durkheim found ar-
guments supporting the social realist ideas
that he had already. acquired from Renouvier.

He also found in the psychological research
of Wundt and his associates an example of a
positivistic approach-to the study of morals.

Essays on sociology and ph’ilosophy (Kurt- Wolff,

Ed.). New York: Harper & Row, 1964, (paper).
This work contains a rumber of essays by
Durkheim, as well as essays on Durkheim'’s
thought by others. Includes Durkheim’s im-
portant essay "The Dualism of Human Nature
and Its:Social Conditions.”

The evolution of educational thought: Lectures on the

formaiion. of secondary education in France (P.
Collings, Trans.). London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1977 [138].

Durkheim's most ambitious historical study.
‘Concerns the rise of advanced education from
the Middle Ages up to his own day.

Montésquieu and Rousseau (R. Manheim, Trans. )3

Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1965 [1953].

Durkheim’s two essays examining the sociolog-
ical value of the two philosophers in question.

Moral education: A study in the theory and applica-

tion of the sociology of education (E. K. Wilson &
H. Schnurer, Trans.). New York: Free Préss;

1973 [1925].
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Durkheim’s major analysis  of -the nature of
socialization and education. Concerns the
proper role of the teacher in the classroom
and the social dynamics of learning.

Pragmatism and sociology (John B. Allcock, Ed.;
I. C. Whitehouse, Trans.}. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1983.

This translation of Durkheim’s famous lec-
tures reveals Durkheim's-hostility toward the
philosophical school of pragmatism. His argu-
ments are especially interesting owing to the
great influence that pragmatic philosophy had
on the development of American sociology (via
the works of William James. John Dewey, and
‘especially George Herbert Mead). These lec-
tures:also give us a deeper understanding of
Durkheim’s epistemological views concerning
the nature of truth, science, and knowledge.

A series.of essays and answers to.questions in
which Durkheim attempts to treat traditional
philosophical concerns in a sociological
manner. Topics include the nature of moral-
ity and moral action. questions of duty and
authority, the nature of mind, and the cre-
ation of knowledge.

Suicide: A study in saciology (J. A. Spaulding & G.

Simpson, Trans.). New York: Free Press. 1664
[18971.

A pioneering study combining theoretical
and statistical analysis. Durkheim defines
and devélops the major "types” of suicide
while using suicide-statistics to demonstrate
the problems facing modern society and the
utility of sociological investigation.

Secondary Sources

Professional ethics and civic morals (C. Brookfield, Alexander; Jeffrey (Ed.). Durkheimian sociology:

Trans.). Glencoe, IL: Free Press, 1958 [i950].
Taken from a series of university lectures, this
volume in¢ludes Darkheim's longest discus-
sions of polities, the state, and corporatism.

The rules of socioldgical method and selected texts
on soctology and its méthod (Steven Lukes, Ed.;
W. D. Halls, Trans.). New York: Free Press,
1982 [1895] (paper).

Durkheim’s attempt to detail the approach
used by a'sociologist in the.course of a study.
Includes arguments for sociology as a unique
science with methods of its own. Lukes’ in-

troduction is excellent. Among the other

short writings included are Durkheim’s dis-
cussions of methodological approaches,
Marxian analysis, ethnology, history, political
economy, psychology, and philosophy com-
pared tothose of sociology.

Socialism (C. Stattler, Trans.). New York: Collier,.

1962 [1928].

Durkheim's'analysis and critique of several
major forms of socialist thought and ideology.
The main emphasis is on the ideas of Saint-
Simon.

Sociology and philosophy (D. F. Pocock, Trans.).
New York: Free Press, 1974 [1924].

Cultural studies. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1988,

This book is premised on a supposed distinc-
tion between anearlier Durkheim; who wrote
through the mid-1890s, and a later Durkheim.
who had a more “cultural” approach with.an
emphasis on “symbolic process.” Articles in
this book attempt to explicate, expand, and
apply the thoughts of the later Durkheim.

Allen,N.]., W.5.F. Pickering, & W. Watts Miller

(Eds.). On Durkheim’s "Elementary forms of reli-
gious life.” London: Routledge, 198.

Of all of Durkheim’s work, Elementary Forms
has generated the most interest in recent
years. The articles in this volume focus on a
broad variety of topics relatéd to that work and
range from explaining Durkheim's conceptual
framework to exploring difficulties with his
accounts of the origins, development, and sig-
nificance of religious phenomena.

Cladis, Mark 8. A communitarian defense of liber-

alism: Emile Durkheim dnd contemporary socio-
logical theory. Stanford, CA: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1993,

Written by a philosopher, this work empha-
sizes the lasting influence of the Dreyfus Af-
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fair- on Durkheim's thought. Durkheim is
presented as having developed the concep-
tion of "moral individualism” in order to
transcend a debate between a radical laissez-
faire. egoistic individualism and a despotic,
reactionary anti-individualism.

Gane, Mike, On-Durkheim’s rules of seciological

method. London: Routledge, 1968.

Gane summarizes the arguments in Durk-
heim's The Rules of Sociological Method, ex-
plores the critical reaction to that book from
Durkheim’s time to the present, and investi-
gates the logic and consisténcy of Durkheim's
own application of his “rules” in the course of
‘his research on avariety of topics.

Giddens, Anthony. Emile Durkheim. Harmonds-
worth, Middlesex, England: Penguin Books,
1978.

Perhaps the best short (132-page} introdue-
tion to Durkheim. A good first book for the
student interested in a summary of the scope

of Durkheim'’s thought,

Jones, Robert Alun. The development of Durk-
heir’s social reglism. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 19979.

Jones grounds the origins and nature of
Durkheim’s “realist” image of the social in
the socto-political-religious events of the
Third Republic and in a reaction by Durkheim
against the then widespread Cartesian reduc-
t\ionistic‘thinking. )

Jones, Robert Alun. Emile Durkheim: An introduc-

tion to four major works. Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage.1986.

The four major works in question are The
Division. of Labor in Society, The Rules. of So-
ciological Method, Suicide, and Elemeniary
Forms of the Religious Life. Jones addresses
each of these works in terms of the questions
Durkheim asked, the answers he developed,
and brief but interesting critiques of
Durkheim's views and procedures. Jones'
clear but nonsimplistic approach makes this
a good place to begin one’s reading on
Durkheim.

Jones, Susan Stedman. Durkheim reconsidered.

Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001.

According to Jones, sociologists in general,

and the authors of this book in particular,

don'tunderstand Durkheim at all. He was not'
a determinist but a Kant-inspired. philoso-
pher focused on autonomous moral choice. If
she is right, you've just wasted your time
reading this chapter.

Lammana, Mary Ann. Emile Durkheim on the fam-

ily. Thousands QOaks, CA: Sage, 2002.

A clearly written analysis of Durkheim’s scat-
tered and often uniranslated writings on the
family that is overall sympathetic but willing
to point out' problematic and contradictory
formulations.

Lehmann, Jennifer M. Durkheim and women.

Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1994.

Durkheim s severely criticized in this work as
an antifeminist thinker who was a liberal in
his view of men but-a conservative in his un-
derstanding of the role of women in society.
Lehmann asserts that Durkheim mostly ig-
nores womén-in his analyses of society. When
he does discuss them, he contradicts his
overall approach by resorting to biological re-
ductionist arguments.

Lukes, Steven. Emile Durkheim: His life arid works.

London: Penguin, 1975.

A comprehensive analysis of the chronological
development of Durkheim's ideas in the con-
text of hiographieal, social, and intellectual
environments. Perhaps the best work on
Durkheim in any langudge. Contains an exten-
sive list of writings by and about Durkbeim.

Me#trovic, Stjepan G. Emile Durkheim and the re-

formation of sociology. Totowa, NJ: Rowman. &
Littlefield, 1988.

Mestrovic questions the ‘extent to which
Durkheim’s Judaic background had any last-
ing or significant influence on his sociologi-
cal theorizing while maintaining thata strong
filiation-exists between the work of Durkheim
and the thoughts of the German philosopher
Arthur Schopenhauer.
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Miller, W. Watts.. Durkheim, morals and moder-
nity. London: UCL Press, 1996.

Miller views Durkheim as a moralist and
reformer who wished to use sociology as a
bridge between a knowledge of what is and an

understanding of what ought tobe. Durkheim's

main concern was to create a modern society
that would avoid the polar dangers of an atom-
ized individualism and a totalitarian crushing
of the individual. Miller views Durkheim as
avoidingthe mistakes of a simplistic empiricist
view of social reality.

Nielson, Donald A. Three faces of God: Society, re-
ligion, and the categories of the totality in the
philasophy- of Emile Durkheim. Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1999.

This is an important work for understanding
Thirkheim's central focus on the social whole.
Addmonally. Nielson includes sophisticated
‘discussions of the roots of key philosophical
assumptions on which Durkheim structured
his sociological ideas and Durkheim’s intel-
lectul relationship with his Jewish heritage.
The serious Durkheim student should read
this book.

Parkin, Frank. Durkheim. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1992.

This short, very readable overview of

Durkheim’s theorizing maintains that the
value of Durkheim's thought lies more in
the questions he raised than in-the answers
he found. Parkin consistently contrasts
Durkheim’s positions to those of Marx and
Weber.

Pickering, W.S. F. Durkheim. s sociology of religion.
Themes and theories. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1984,

This work forms the most comprehensive
analysis of Durkheim's overall views of reli-
gion in print. In includes excellent chapters
on‘theisacred and the profane and on the na-
ture of ritual and effervescence.

Poggi, Gianfranco. Durkheim. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, z0c0.

Not intended to be a comprehensive analysis
of Durkheim’s work or of the critical litera-

ture it engendered, this work examines a
number of themes and ideas that appear in
Durkheim's theory and the i.ntcrprétations
and misinterpretations of them by others.
Poggi is often original in his critigue, demon-
strating that while Durkheim was more so-
phisticated on some issues than he has gener-
ally been given credit for, his work was not
without its logical flaws.

Richman, Michele H. Saered revolutions:

Durkheim and the College de Sociolo'gi__e. Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
2002.

This work looks at the impict of Durkhéim'’s
ideas about religion, "collective efferves-
cence,” and the use of ethnographic research
on later French thought.

Schmaus, Warren. Durkheim’s philosophy of sci-

ence and the sociology of knowledge: Creatingan
intellectual niche. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press. 1994.

An interesting book by a philosopher knowl-
edgeable about the historical and intellectual
context in which Durkheim wrote. Schmaus
argues that Durkheim was remarkably con-
sistent in his methodological approach, that
hewas highlytolerant of differentviewsof his
research colleagues, and that a review of
Durkheim's approach to data would help con-
temporary sociologists overcome the increas-
ing split between theorists and empirical re-
searchers.

Smith, John A. & Chris Jenks. Images of commu-

nity: Durkheim, social systems and the sociology
of art. Ashgate, England: Ashgate Press, 2000.
Smith and Jenks present an interesting and
unique reading of Durkheim: Prior to
Durkheim, social settings were seen as causal
products of the actions of rational individu-
als, hut Durkheim reverses thé cansal order:

Social settmgs bécomethe cause and individ -
ual actions become the outcome. Not an easy
read, but worth the effort.

Strenski, Ivan. Emile Durkeim and the fews of

France. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1997
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Strenski-argues that there is mo "essential”
Jewish core in Durkheim’s thought and that,
for all intents and purposes, knowledge of
Durkheim’s Jewish roots does not enlighten
one about the origins or meaning of Durk-
heim’s sociological ideas.

Thompson, Kenneth. Emile Durkheim. London:

Tavistock, 1982.

A highly readable introduction to Dirkheim’s
thought. Organized in terms of a prescntatlon
of a number of Durkheim's major works in
chronological order.

Walford, Geoffery & W. S. F. Pickering (Eds.).

Durkheim- and modern education. London:
Routledge. 1998.

Durkheim, whotaught in high school and who
was a Professor of Education, is generally
considered the founder of the "sociology of
education.” The well-written articles in this
volume focus on an analysis and contextual -
ization of Durkheim's educational writings,
the application of a "Durkheimian frame-
work” to "current educational issues,” and
the relationship of Durkheim's thought to
that of other educational theorists.



