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CLASSICAIL SOCIAL THEORY
MAJOR DEBATES OF THE ENLIGHTENMENT AND PRE: ENLIGHTENMENT

A. THE SOCIAL CONTRACT DEBATE: HOBBES AND LOCKE
) THOMAS HOBBES - 11588~1679)
1. The nature of human nature-a mechanical model based on the

elements of motion (Hobbes). Action is based on Will (endeavor) :
appetite or desire (for what is good for one) & aversion
(shunning what is evil, esp.death). Humans basic desire is for

self-preservation; humans are self-regarding. Happiness is

continual success. in getting what one desires.
Society & state - based on this w1ll or 1ncllnatlon toward

‘power-insatiable.

Individual - the proprietor of his own power or capac1tles—
owing nothing to society. _
Society - relations of exchange between proprietors; all

relations are in effect market relationg:—-

Basis of society - universal political or moral obllgatlon

Rights - equal rights (based on fact) is inherent in equal
need for continued motion. (materialist view) Therefore, right -
and obligation are derived from fact. a

Humans - rational, calculating, self-correcting machines.

2. How 1is society possible? The Hobbesian Question

State of nature (society removed from human
aSSOClatlon)——force _fraud, war; humans are made sociable.
"There is no justice without law, no law without discipline, no
discipline w1thout sanctions.® Justlce and rlghts are products of
society.

3. The Lev;ggggg - the creation of a social organism or
collective person: a Commonwealth created by a group of people.
Gov’t. becomes the representative or authoritative person for all
members of society. Covenant - an agreement to transfer ind.
rights to a sovereign in order to protect themselves. One gives
up liberty for security & protection.. (War is natural; peace is
social.) The Commonwealth is a civil ‘society (bourgeois) ;
reflects modern urban commercial 1life.

4. The Laws of nature: the precepts of reason leadlng to

self-preservation: _
i1.to seek. ways to obtain peace {(in spite of fear &

mistrust) ‘ o }
ii. to compromise & content oneself with limited liberty &

for others as well - the golden rule idea
iii. to live according to the covenant made
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JOHN LOCKE (1632-1704)

1. The nature of human nature - naturally soc1al & ratlonal
Humans are born for freedom-a natural right. “Men" are naturally
social & rational; the mind is a tabula rasa; therefore, the -
importance of education Nature & rights are God-given. Locke
makes the case for constitutional monarchy to who that gov’t.
could rest on ratiomnal rather . than mystical grounds.

Natural law=a command of God; a rule of reascn; a law in
the nature of things - :

2. Society - All men are eligible for membershlp in society
who possess the rights of life, liberty & property. Labourers,
foreigners & natives (not full members of society) give their
"tacit consent®". Women are naturally cursed by the evil of Eve;-.
therefore, patrlarchy is natural. Importance of duty; respect for
others; the law of nature. ’

: How is soclety created? Through the soc1al contract: Govt.
is  created by the consent of the governed (majority rule) &
exists to promote theLr welfare (according to the laws of
nature) . : :

3. Property: The individual as the natural proprletor -

i. one’s self - one’s person

ii. life, liberty, labour-one is entitled only to those
goods with which one has wmixed one’s labour.

iii. the material possessions which result=private
property. Labour creates property & gives value to things--a
labour theoxry of value. Greed & waste must be checked.

HOBBES AND LOCKE
1. Locke-the state of nature is the only home for the state of .
war; not to be endured. Society makes humans social. Hobbes~
society controls men’s will
2. Self-preservation is a basis element in the law of nature
3. Civil government is the remedy for the inconveniences of
nature. :

DIFFERENCES:
1. Locke’s state of nature 1s not v101ent dlfflcultles rather

than viciousness & antisocial character assumed by Hobbes.
“LQcke’s civil gov't. is less absolute than Hobbes. Limited

gov’t. based on the consent of the governed is more effective &

beneficial than the unllmlted power of the absolute sovereign of

Hobbes.
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Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) The State of Nature &' the Soc.Contract.

In order to fully understand Rousseau's conception of the "Social
Contract'", itis necessary to first explain his conception of the
state of nature, and indicate how it differs from that proposed by
another contract theorist we discussed earlier, Thomas Hobbes.

Both Hobbes and Rousseau knew that there was really no such thing as
man within a true “"state of nature". Presocial men, as Rousseau
explained, could not really be called men at all. But speculation
about a hypothetical state of nature could be helpful to us if it
sheds light on the basic nature of man. In order to do this, we divest
man: of all his social qualities and try to imagine what he might be
like if he had ever lived in 1solatlon~ this 1s of course an '
impossibility.

Although both Rousseau and Hobbes speculate on what such a "natural
man" mlght be like, they differ in many respects. As Rousseau points
out, even "“savages" yleld a very inaccurate picture of the state of
nature, because even though they might seem primitive to us, they
are actually socialized in their own particular way. Therefore,
theorists (like Hobbes) who maintain that natural man shares the
warlike and brutal traits of "savages" is actually attributing to -

" natural man characteristics which he has acquired in society..

‘ Roﬁsseau“s’conception of the "state of nature"” 1is thus in almést
complete oppoOsition tc that offered by Hobbes. In Rousseau's ‘“natural
state", there is.a perfect balance between man's needs and the resources

at his disposal. Man doesn't want anything beyond what he already has-
and he already has everthing he needs. Like the animals, he has
sensations, but no knowledge and no language. Since, for Rousseau,
Tanguage is a social product, natural man cannot possess it. His needs
are simple and purely physical- food, a mate, and rest. He cannot
conceive of the futuré and is oriented solely to the present.

What, then is the rrlationship between humans in the “state of nature"?

Certainly not a state of war. Rousseau rejects the Hobbesizn notion

of a "war of. all against all". If mah has what he needs, why should

he attack others? 1In fact, in the prlmltlve natural state, men are

indifferent to and isolated from others. So Rousseau agrees with

Hobbes that natural man may be egoistic (perhaps even brutish) but

he asserts that this does not lead to war. War is a social .institution-

man learns to make war only in society.Man does not attempt to rob,

dominate or harm others- instead, in his natural state, he remains

indifferent to them- although he is capable of putting himself in’

their place and feeling sSome sympathy for -them. He doesn't want to

join with them to form a society, but neither does he want to harm

them. According to Rousseau, then, men in the state of nature are

guite similar to animals- they are neither good nor evil (having.
learned neither good nor evil). They are neither gquarrelsome nor

domlneerlng They do not benefit from speech, they have no notions of
‘progress"” or education- and every generation remains much like the

last. In Short, natural man does not live in society and has no culture.

 3_
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" Rousseau_on the Origin of Sociefy

The state of nature is fine as far as 1t goes, but according to Rousseau
something inevitably happens to upset it. The catalyst may be an in-
crease in population, or the challenge created by a poor harvest. This
forces men to work together and learn to cooperate with one another.
Families form and band together to create societies. Parents and
children experience bonds of love and closeness. Man learns tc speak
and to pass on culture  to future generations.

This was a happy time for mankind, in Rousseau's view, because although
we were riow capatle of vanity and envy, we were also learning to love

our fellow men. At this stage there were no true social inequalities-

of course children were subordinate tc thelr parents, btut this is a
natural and temporary condition. However, once men become more knowledge-—
able about the cultivation of plants and the domestication of animals,
and the division of labour increases 1in complexity, social inequalities
begin to emerge for the first time. The institution of inheritance &

the reglization that some men possess more than others- all of thls
divides society against itself. :

The result of this discord and inequality is that governments must

be formed to protect property. Obviocusly, this benefits the rich mcre.
than the poor. Like laws and government, war is a social institution
arising out of envy- it is only in society that men learns to attack
his fellow men. Hobbes is wrong, ther, 1n his assumption that man is
naturally brutal. Man makes war, according to Rousseau, only as part
of an organized community. So for Hobbes, war is a natural state, but
for Rousseau 1t is a social phenomenon,. . ,

For Rousseau, as for Locke, Hobbes' social contract is an asymmetrical
one involving coercicn. What sense does it make, as Rousseszsvu points.
out, to offer people a "coniract" which assumes that, "You need me, .
for I am rich and you are poor. Let us therefore make a contract with
one another. I will do you the honour to permit you to serve me under
the condition that you give me what little you still have left for

the trouble I shall take in commanding you." In other words, "Heads

I win, tails you lose" As Rousseau reminds us in The Socilal Contract,
‘a man (or a collect1v1ty) which gives itself away for nothlng has
done something absurd and incomprehensible. Such an act is obviously
invalid, since the man who does it must be mad. To say the same thing
‘'of a whole people is to make them all mad, and mazdness does not make
right. And even if, by some outragecus process of reasoning, such

an act could be consicdered legitimate, how cculd one make it on behalf
of one's children, as Hobbes argues? After all, childrern &are born
free, and such a presumption surely goes far beyond the rights of
parenthood.
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Rousseau on the Socizl Contract

In Ch.II of The Sociel Contract (The Right of the Strongest) Rousseau
contradicts Hobbes’ assertion that “might makes right". He points out
that even if we accept this claim, "nothing results from it but a

mass of nonsen$é”. All this means is that if the strongest is always
right, 1t 1s only necessary to make sure that you are the strongest.
But what kind of right is it that ceases tc exist without strength?

If a man is forced to otey, he no lcnger has any moral obligation

to do so- the words "right" and "might" are clearly contradictery.
VMany things are forced upon us- does that mean we shculdﬁ%othing'
about them? All power comes from God, Rousseau agrees, but does that
mean that if God inflicts disease on us, we are forbiddenrn toc call a
doctor? A bandit can force me to part with my mecney, but do I have

a moral obligation to give it to him because he has a pistol? Of
course not- we are obliged to obey only legitimate powers.

How is power to be made legitimate? Other contract theorists (such as
Hobbes and even to some extent l.ocke) viewed society as an agreement
established through the subjection of its members. But Rousseau offers
a contract based on freedom and eguality. That is the premise inherent
.in his notion of the General Will. It is a radical form of phcre.
heet” democracy which Rousseau himself realized was not possible
~outsicde of very small communities. Rousseau explains that the General
Will involves "the complete surrender of each associate, with all his
rights, to the whole community. Since each mar: gives himself entirely,
the condition is equal for all; and since the condition is equal for
all, it is in no one's interest to make it burdensome for others".

The advantage of this “General Will"is that it provides us with the

same protection as subjection tc an absolute ruler- we each have the
collective strength of the whole community behind us. (strength in
numbers). But each man remeins as free as before and ultimately

-obeys only himself- in surrendering himself to all, he surrenders
himself to nobody. There is no common authority-to make decisions for
us- we make them for ourselves. The sovereign, then, is formed only

by the individuals who compose it. Therefcre it cannot have any interests
contrary tc those of its subjects, nor can 1t have any desire to harm-
for how can the body want to harm any part of itself? But. the subjects,
ales, ¢do not always have the best interests of the collectivity at
heart. Sometimes we may want to enjoy the rights of & citizen without
fulfilling our duties as = subject. What to do? According toc Rousseau,
anyone who refuses tc obey the "Genersl Will" shall be compelled to =
do so by the whole body. He shall Tbte “forced to be free"- this is the
only way the arrangement can work. This of course is open to questi
and of course there must be good will on all sides, but Rousseau
stresses that there is a great difference between each subjecting
himself to the whole, and the subjection of an individual to a soveLjh .
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Kant, Herder, ggg the Promise of the Enlightenment

Before we begin discussing the assigned articles, it's a good idea to
review some of the mest important assumptions of Enlightenment thought,
since Immeznuel Kant is an archetypal Enlightenment theorist.

The era ofbthe Enlightenment extends throughout the eithteenth century .
The source of this i1llumination is of course the use of the methods
of the natural sciences to study both the natural and sccial worlds.

It was.in terms of the scientific method that the 18th c¢. theorists
sought to construct a science of humanity. -

Reason (use of the mind) would be supplemented by experience or the

use of the senses, especially observation. This led to the conception
of a new and better future, fashioned with ald of scientific knowledge.
This emergence of a scientific method to be used in the study of man
makes the Enllghtenment the logical startlng point 1f one is interested
in the origins of soc1olog1mL! theory.

However, reason, by itself will not yield knowledge of reality, but in
combination with observation will enable us to better understand both
the natural and the socizl worlds (the methodological application of

the human senses to the empirical world). By studying nature, includirg
the nature of man, .we can learn not only about the existing order, tut
also about its future possibilities. The existing order was .thus -studied
in order to learn how toc transcend it- to change the rigid conventions
which Enlightenment thinkers saw as stifling man’'s potential and limiting
new possibilities. Thus, we are speaking of the light of intellectual
understanding which contrasts with the darkness and ignorance of the

0ld order. Mot all Enlightenment thinkers agree on every point, but

in general they felt that their task was one of political educa

They sought to eliminate custom, superstition, backwardness andA3001al
practices and institutions which nurtured them. With these stifling
constraints removed, reason and self-control (rather thar control of

man by external forces such as the church) would flourish.

Central to the renunciation of traditional Christianity was tihe
realization that iggorance; and not man's"sinful"nature was the cause
" of most of the world's problems. Cnce ignorance is overcome, and man

assumes his proper place of prominence, the world will become a better
place in which to live. :

Immanuel Kant believed that the Enlightenment represents man's emergence
from immaturity. He believed. that the motto of the Enlightenment should
be, "Dare to know. Have the courage to use your own understanding"

And indeed, during Kant's time one did have t¢ be daring in order tc

use one's own understanding, since. every independent thinker had to

face serious sancticns- repressive custom, prejudice and the arbitrary
exercise.of power by the elites. But the implication of his mottc is
clear- understanding is not limited to an elite group- it is within

the reach of every individual, through the use of reason. ‘
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Kant, Herder and the Promise of the Enlightenment continued:

This emphasis on change, progress and the use of reason has a negative
and critical aspect as well as a positive one. It is negative most

of all in its repudiation of the existing order, with its traditional
assumption that all inequalities between men were somehow natural
and“ordained by God"- and therefore not subject to change. With the
Enlightenment there came a new realization that all men are free and
equal in the Kantian sense already menticned- we all possess reason.

In this respect the Enllghtenment affirms the sanctity of the individual
over that of the collectivity. After all, individuals alone can be

said to possess reason- not societies, classes or institutions. .

Herder and Kant

In many ways, Herder's (1744-1803) thoughts run counter to the Enlighten-
ment. For example, he rejected the idea that socizl reality was ordered
in terms of universal and unalterable laws which rational investigation
coulcd discover. In opposition to this, he maintzined that every histor-
ical period, and every culture and people, possess a unique and individ-
ual character of their own. From this notion, it follows that if we want
to understand society, or forms of community and historical periods,

we have to concentrate on what makes them distinctive and unicue. This
is more important than global similarities. If we describe phenomena

in generalities or .in terms of universal laws, we rob them of their
special, idiosyncratic qualities.

Therefore, Herder sees a radical distinction between the methods
appropriate to the study of society, and those used to study nature
(natural science)}. It’'s fine to look for similarities when studying
objects in nature, but Herder felt that such methods were not approprlate
for the social sciences.

Herder also differed from the Enlightenment philosophers in that he
thought they had misunderstood the nature of progress. According to
Herder, progress did not mean advancement in science or technology,
or even in commerce, for he maintained that any improvement in these
areas usually is accompanied by a decline in others- particularly
the moral or spiritual rezlms. In other. wcrds, Herder was one of the
first theorists to observe that it is possiltle tc be technologically
advanced, but morally bankrupt. As he saw 1t, progress did not necessar—
ily mean an increase 1n goodness or happiness for the individual. He
did, however, believe that humen and socilal evolution would lead to
~the realization of the potential of mankind and the development of
the human mind. :

The reading-"0On the Philosophy of History"- revezls Herder's general
- attitude. towards mankind which is in tune with the Enlightenment.
There is a basic sense of idealism in his optimistic view of the -
potential for human development- both at the level of individual -
cultures (not specific individuals) and on a global level. Herder
stresses the importance of. the diversity cf cultures, end the inter-
relationships between all aspects of man's personlalty, which he

sees as a blend of rationality and irrationality- into one harmonious
- whole.
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Immanuel Kant (172#—180&)'

Kant was 1nsp1red by Rousseau and felt an affinity with the splrlt
attitudes and values which emerged in the second half of the Enlighten-
ment. There was an intellectual division ' between Kant end Herder

{(for example, as I have caild, Herder was not in agreement with the

idea that there are laws of nature which determine human actiorn- but
Kant was). But Herder and Kant do share common ideals- a belief that
it is both possible and desirable for mankind to achieve spiritual
self-determination. In addition, btoth refuse tc accept any kind

of dogma, whether theologl cal or scientific. This call for self-.
determination is the main theme in Kant's essay, '"What is Enlightenment?"
Kant said, "Have the courage to use youwr own understanding“- but the
Prussia of Frederick the Great (and mid 18th century Europe ir general)
was bulilt on an open and expllclt denial of freedom.

~ What is Kant saying in his essay "What is Enlightenment?" First of =11,
it is quite obvious that in Kant's view Enlightenment is defined in
terms of freedom and autonomy. The message of this essay 1s clear-

"if man will only use his uniquely human capacity to reason, he can
produce a better society- but he must do it for himself. Thus Kant
defines Enlightenment as man's departure from a condition of self-
imposed servitude. (pg.132) Kant views the age in which he lives as

an age of Enlightenment- not just individuals, but a whole epoch is
freeing itself from the chains of the past.

- Although Kant discusses thus in relation to several spheres of life,

he focuses especially on religion, where the struggle 1s agalnst super-
stition. He points to the need to use one's own reason, in spite of

the fact that the priest says-~don't argue, believe! (pg. 134) The

tax collector says- don't argue, pay?! For Kant, Enlightenment is not
a private and personal achievement- 1t is a general historical zchieve-
ment which is universal. According to Kant, this entails the creation
of a world for which men must bear sole responsibility. So all that
appears to be imposed on man from the outside (the bad as well as the
good) is in reality his own doing. At the end of the essay, Kant poses
a question- “"Do we live (at present) in an Enlightened age?" (pg- 138)
He answers that, no, we do not- but we live in an age of enlightenment.
It is an ongoing process- who can say when (or if) it will ever be
completed?

Of course this notion of man's responsibility leaves us with the
problem c¢f what to do about accusations which were previously levelled
at God. For if man is really autonomcus and fully responsible for his
- actions, we cannot escape the conclusion that he is also responsible
for all the evil and misery in the world. This realization of course
makes us all very uncomfortable- but so be it.

Kant’'s other essay, "Idea for a Universal History with Cosmopoliten
Intent"- deals with his less optimistic philosophy of history- that is;
his explanation of how change comes about. Although Kant retained the
belief 1in progress, and saw an increase in freedom which could not be
reversed, he argues that 1t 1s antzgonism or conflict which brings this
about- this is the driving force of history. Kant argues that this
"asocial soCiability 1s innate in-man, and it is due to the =ffects
of this antagonism {pg. 140 Lth pr1nc1ple) that the first steps from
barbarism to culture were achieved.

(g.
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Immanuel Kant continued:

Far from associating harmoniously with one another, men were inclined
to hold themselves apart from the rest of society, because of a selfish
desire to have everything their own way. For Kant, progress comes

about through "antagonistic cooperation" and it is discord (conflict)
which stirs people out of their passivity and laziness. The progress

of man was thus laid down by the “will of rature"- the catalyst is

the ten81ons at work in society, and man's. amblvalent desire to be

both "social" and "asocial".

Kant's Theory of Knowledge

In late 18th and early 19th c. Furope, the Newtonian conception of a
rational and mechanistic universe was rejected. This was especially
evident in the religicus Qphere, where the importance of inner exper-
ience was restored- as well as in philosophy, where the mind was assigned
a creative role. This shift was especially important for Kant's new
epistemclogy, in which he argues against Locke's thecry of knowledge.
(remember Locke's notion of the "blank slzte'™ or "tabula rasa"). As

we discussed before, Locke was an empiricist- he argued that all know-
ledge originates in sensaory experience. The mind 1s a passive receptacle
in that 1t only receives the sensory experlence, but has no creative
role in the selection or organization of the impressions it receives.

In contrast to Locke, Kant argues that the mind is an actlve and creative.
.agent which plays a role in the processing and structuring of sensory
data. For Kant then, knowledge is created through the activity of the
human mind. It begins through sensory experience, which is then processed
through the individual's mental framswork. - '

But how does the mind do this? Accordirg to Kant, there are certain
universal elements which are necessary conditions for all knowledge.
These necessary conditions Kant calls a prioris (elements which are
prior to anything else) These organ121ng'pr1n01pleo necessary for
perception and knowledge are space _and time. All objects of experience
must appear in space and time- the need for this is inherent in the
mind itself. It follows from this that knowledge of the world as it
exists (1ndependent of the knowing .subject)-is impossible, because

the mind interprets in accordance with its own nature and laws. What
we perceive 1is already given to us arranged in space and ordered in-
time. We experience changes as our consclousness mcves through space
and time. Thus it follows that all are experiences are fragmentary
and depend on our position in space at various times- all knowledge

is perspectival, and there can be no such thing as absolute truth.

For example- we never see our own face as it really is, but only as

we perceive it to be from various angles. We can never study reality
apart from our perceptions of it, and Kant argues that we can never
really know 1f there is anything'beyond what we see. Thus Kant 1s

a skeptic of metaphy31CQ— he is skeptlcal about the reallty of "thlrgq
in themselves"
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Auguste Comte's Positive Philosophy and the Assumptions of Social

Realism

Before we begin discussing Comte‘s positive philosophy, it would
be helpful to examine the social realist assumptions whlch are of
fundamental importance for hlS work.

Social realism asserts that society 1s a reality in and of itself-

we cannot simply reduce 1t to the attributes of its individual
members. Secular conservatives (as opposed to,religious ones) do

not assume that society operates according to God's laws, but accord-
ing to its own laws. The task is to understand these laws and to obey
them. What, " then, are the laws of society (according to the social
realists?)

1. Social realism assumes that society is an organic unlty, greater

' than the sum of its individual members, with its own unhique
eharacterlstlcs It i, in other words, a realliy with its own
properties. So according to this view, the individual 1s-not the
basic unit of analysis- —the fundamental unit of society. Instead,
Instead, the basic units are the groups and relationships which
emerge out c¢f the family, the community, religion and the work-
place. These units are interdependent so that a change in one
will brlng about a change in them all. Just as 1s the case with
organisms in the natural world (such as the human body) society
avoids radical change, and instead strives tc maintain persistence
and'stability :

2. The second assumption is that society predates the 1nd1v1dual
(it was here before any one of us) and provides the setting. in
which we develop. Society 1s morally and ethically superior to
the individual, and sets the parameters of our development
Cutside society, man is impossible.

3. The third assumption is that social institutions serve as
necessary checks on man's &ncontrollable, selfish needs. These
institutions (family, church, state, etec.) give order, meaning,
and stability to life. We need the limits they provide, because
without them, we would be subject to constant unhappiness and
frustration. Man is insatiable- the more he has, the more he wants.

4. The fourth assumption deals with the fragile nature of the social
bond. These bonds rest on tradition and custom, and the social
order will break down if individuals attempt to interfere with its
workings or hasten its process of development in any way.
Individual interference in the laws of society results in dlsorder-
and unhappiness. :
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Comte and Social Realism continued:

5. The fifth assumption centers around the non-rational aspect of
the sociegl order. What does this mean? By non-rational, we mean
that all social institutions were not deliberately constructed
to meet a goal or solve a problem. For example, we did not set

- out to create families in an attempt tc solve the probtlem of

how to raise children. They do- but their origin is non-rational
and natural- not the result of conscious human interference .
It is because socilety is more powerful than the individual, and
exists over, above and independently of him, that it inspires
in people a sense of wonderment and awe. This-is almost the
way we feel about God- but according tc the secular conservatives,
society 1s not given tc us by God. In fact it is just the opposite-
society is the source of the sacred. Emile Durkheim (more about
him (ate~ MV> put it this way: "Religilon 1s society worshipping
itself™.

6. Finally,~socia1 realism stresses the importance of hierarchy
and status. Status differentials are deeply rooted inr custom
and tradition. Again, these are ron-rational in origin- they
are not the product of consciocus human intervention, but are
natural and God-given. They are beneficial, tecause they classify
people and assign them]to their proper tasks, and this. ensures
harmcny and order. ror example, some people are, better abtle +to
lead than others- status differentials give them the opportunlty
to do this. ‘

The major implication of all these assumptions is obvious. We must
not challenge time-honoured values and institutions, lest we under-
mine the very fabric of society. In contrast to Enlightenment
thinkers, conservative thought stresses socizl -authority (obllgatlons
over individual rights and freedoms, hierarchy over equality, the
power of the non-rational cver individual reason, and stablllty

over progress.

Auguste Comte (1798-1857)

Comte was Saint-Simon's pupil and friend for many years, but their
frierdship was broken arcund 1824, when each accused the cther of
stealing his ideas. Saint-Simon tried to commit suicide over this
in 1824, and irn fact it seeme likely that his death in 1825 was the
result of 2 successful suicide attempt.

Their ideas are very similar, but in fact Comte far surpassed his

mentor in reputation. If he appropriated almost all of Comte's ideas,

he also reformuleated them to some degree. He agreed with Saint-Simon

that the representatives of science and industry should administer

the progress of society. But he also felt that rational administration
was not enough tc create a society which is efficient arnd well-integrated
Even more important, for Comte was the mzintenance of acohesive set

of values similar to those found in traditioral society. We don't

1.
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Luguste Comte continued:

just need rational administration- we also need a moral code which
will restrain the unreasonable desires and vanitiesof the mass of

the population, and teach them to accept their place in society.
Sociology, then, must be both the science of society and the religion
of humanity. So Comte sees a division between moral and temporal
power- we need a moral force in society (he called these the savants).
as well as a class of administrative officials. The savants would

help to guide the administrators in their decision-making.

The essential theme of Comte's sociology is thus the reconciliation
of "progress and order". Progress is possible only within the context
of social order. Advencements take place only within established struc-
tures, and changes must be consistent with the laws of scciety. But
progress is not only a result of order, it also furthers the cause

of order (leads to greater order). It is a process of harmonious
evolution.

The progress and order theme is reflected 1n two maln components of
Comte's sociology- the study of sccial statics and SOCldl dynamics.
Statics involves the study of social consensus, the non- tlonal
foundations of scciety (family, church, all sacred custcms
hold society together. Dynamics involves an examination of the lgWS-

of social progress .and the necessary stages of social growth. Through
dynamics, we discover the patterns of evolutionary develcpment. Through

statics, we learn that this pattern is grounded in social solidarity.

Qomteig-Law of the Three Stages

This is related tc Comte's study of sccial dynamics- the proceqs of
evolution in all human sccieties. Comte also discussed the process

of evolutlon as 1t occurs in scientific thought-"the hierarchy of the
sciences"- but this is not as relevant for our purposes. Comte's Law
of the Three Stages 1is based on an organicist analogy which assumes
that the evolution of the collective mind (society) parallels the
evolution of the individual mind. He identifies the following three

stages in both individual and collective development:

1. Theological stage- Comte points out that the individual tends to
be a devout believer in. childhood- one who seeks what he calls
"the essential nature of things" and "their first and final causes".
At this stage of development, we believe that events are caused
by the actions of supernatural belngs (one God or many. Gods; .
In society, the theolagical stage is domirated by priests and
military men- can be compared to the feudal systen.

2. Metaphysical Stage- os one of criticism and questioning- typical
' of rebellious adolescents. £ periocd of upheaval for soclety as well,
~in contrast to the relative tranquility of the theological stage.
Upheavals in the existing order of things may verge on anarchy.

[
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Comte’'s Law of the Three Stages continued:

The period in which Comte lived seemed to him toi%rofoundly critical
and disordered. However, Comte believed that these periods of dis-
equilibrium were a necessary prelude to the next organlo stage. of
~development.

3. In tre positive stage of develcpment, the humen mind no longer-
seeks "first snd final causes"- the individual gives up his quest
for absolute truth, and seeks instead to understand the laws of
the universe and their relationship to one another. At this stage,
toth a belief in the supernatural and philosophical speculation
are abandoned in favour of the scientific approach. Comte believed
that the scientific principles of observation, experimentation ara
comparison would enable us tc¢ uncover the secrets of both the
natural and the social worlds.

Comte's Visicn of Sociology as "Applied Social Science"

But what is the point of such knowledge about the social world?

Comte believed that knowledge we gain about social phenomena will

allow us to predict the course soclety will take in the future, and
furthermore, that we will be able to control its course. Comte's motto
was, “Know in order to predict, predict in order %o control. In contrast
to Enlightenment thinkers such as Rousseau, Comte believed that human
nature was predictable. But only the positive science of socilology can
yield such practical applications- what Comte termed "social engineering"

When we speak of Comte's positivism, we are really using the word in
‘two senses. For Comte, social sciénces are positivistic because they
séek to uncover the regularities of human behaviour which can then
be expressed as laws. For Comte, positivism refers to an attitude of
mind towards science and the explanation of nature and society, not
some misguided search for mathematical precision which i1s not possible
in the social sciences. However, he did believe in the unity of the
sciences, and he stressed that the same methods can be used in both
the natural and the social scienrces. The =ciences are continuous and
related to one another, rot only in terms of methods, btut also in
terms of goals. The second use of the term "pesitive" refers to a
positive spirit of unity and acceptance of things as they are (facts
as they present themselves in nature and society).

What, then, ere the methods which Comte advocates? These are:
1. observation 2. experimentation 3. comparison 4. historical method
Let's lcok at them in more detail: o

1. Observation of phenomena through the use of the physical senses

(sight, hearing, etc.) which cculd be properly carried out only
when guided by theory. :

2. Experimentation- Comte reallzed that in the ro1al aclences,
strictly controlled latoratort-type experiments were impossible,
btut he had something like controlled observation in mind.

15
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Comte and "Applied Social Science" continued:

3. Comparison between human ‘and animal SOCletleS, between co-existing
societlies, and between soclal clzsses within the same society- all
all of this enables us to determine which formes of behaviour are
universal, and which are specific tec a partlcular place or type
of social organization.

b Plstorlcal method is a very imp. part of the comparative approach.
Comte stresses that comparlson of co-existing societies will not
allow us to compare the successive stages through which a given
soc1ety evolves. Yel we can only understand a given soclety as it
is if we view it in the light of its previous developments— all of
which have left an imprint. Social phencmena, therefore, must not
e viewed in a kind of historical isolation or vacuum - they are all
products of what has taken place in the past. For Ccmte, then,
sociology is the study of the historical evolution of 5001et1es

So, tc get back to Comte’'s vision of soclology as ”applied social
science". Why would we want to use scientific knowledge to “predict
and control"” the destiny of man? Comte’'s answer would be that this
leads to the betterment of man and greater happiness for all. In fact,
however, many critics of Comte (all the way from John Stuart Mill

to Irving Zeitlin) believe that his prime goal was the establishment
of intelllectual order (that is, conformity) which he believed was
the basis of all order. And -this intellectual order rests on the’
submission of the revolutionary spirit within the masses, which if
unchecked, will lead them to rebel against the existing regime.

But the positive spirit, in contrast, fosters a sense of unity and
acceptance- not the negative and. crltlcal attltude so typical of
Fnlightenment thlnkers S

Comte believed that the subordinate classes must resign themselves
to their position- and they will do so once they understand that
social phenomena are governed by laws similar to those which affect
nature. We cannot stop the sun from rising and setting- and we don't
try to. Once we understand that the social world operates in much

~ the same way, rebellion will be understood to be useless. According
to Comte, true liberty is nothing less than submission tc the laws

of nature. The scientific elite are the most able judges of what
these laws are and how the lot of the lower classes can be improved.
Change in social institutions achieves nothing- suth revolutionary
ideas are pernicious and destructive and must be avoided. What all of
this implies, of course, is the limitation of certazin freedoms of
speech {and even thought) which Enlightenment theorists (like Kant)
championed when they exhorted us to dare to use our own understanding.
. It means that we surrender our freedom, and our respon51b111ty, to a
group of elites who ultimately will make our decisions for us. This.
truth cannot be covered over by Comte's call for "“moral reconciliation",
or his recommendation that we should all “Love one another"

It
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Herbert Spencer (1820-1903)

Like Auguste Comte, Spencer recognized and advocated the possibility
of a science of sociolcgy- in fact he admitted borrowing this term
from Comte. Spencer was systematic thinker and his ideas form a
coherent and logical whole.. Certain ideas are especially important
as a foundation for his approach to social theory:1. Society as a
self-regulating system. 2. Notion of differentiation of functions.

3.
1.

His evolutionary theory. Let's look at these in more detzil.

Spencer derived the first idea- that is, of society as a self-
regulating system - from the classical economic notion of laissez-
faire. Spencer bhelieved that this principle of non-interference in
the marketplace could be extended to all areas of society- he viewed
society as self-sufficient. Therefore, the state should have only
limited power to ccntrol the actions of individuals- although he’
was not against its existence as such. A good society, -according

to Spencer, is based on contracts between individuals pursuing

their self-interest. Whenever the state interferes in these
contractual arrangements, it distorts the social order. Poor laws
and other social welfare legislation is counter-productive, tecause
1t upsets the process of natural selection and Darwinian "survival
of the fittest". The only real power that Spencer was willing to
grant the state was that of protecting individuals and collectivities
against outside enemies (foreign aggression) .

The second idea, the notion of dlfferentlatlon of functions, relates
to both economy and biolcgy. Spencer’'s organicism implies the

mutual dependence of the differentiated parts of society on each
other. The combination of the idea of a self-regulsting system

and that of functional differentian brings Spencer very clcse to

a modern functionalist theory of society (this came later in Durkheim) .
The whole structure of Spencer's theoretical system is bound together
by the third element- the idea of evolution.

. It is through the concept of evolution that Spencer establishes

a direct link between the sozial and the biological sciences.
Spencer views society (as did other 19th.c. theorists such as

Comte and Durkheim) as a functional organic unity which is slowfy
evolving and developing in a cumulative, directional way. This is
true of all the institutions and parts of soclety. Thus Spencer saw
the process of change in the social world as a reflection of change
in the biologi .cal world. The sopcial world includes the immense

-complex of customs, traditions and institutions- eg., politics,

religion, industry, the professions,etc. For Spencer, social
evolution implies progress. It is not just change, tut a long
cumulative movement towards increased social harmony- although
Spencer did recognize the possibility of regression (at times).

His view of humsn nature is also related to the notion of human
progress. The species is constantly adapting and improving, but
adaptation 1s variable and dependent on the nature of the environment.

-Thus, there is no universal human nature, there are many, depending

on the time and place.
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Herbert Spencer- "A Society is an ganlsm

In Spencer's consideration of soclety as an grganisn, he argues that
society and biological organisms are alike in four ways, and that: they
also differ from one another in four ways- but he couln't call his
essay ”Soc1ety 1s Kind of Sort of Like an Organism in Certain Limited

.Ways", because that doesn‘t scan very well. First, let's consider the

likenesses:

1.

Both begin as small organisms and slowly develop intc larger ones.
Therefore we can see that both increase in size. A small community .
can grow into a metropolis, just as an embryo grows intc an infant
and then intc an adult.

. As societies and organisms grow in.size, they also become more compiex

in structure- they'develop from the simple to the increasingly complex.
Thus a one-celled organism (ameoba) has by definition only a simple
struoture, whereas higher organlsms are multi-faceted. In societies
as well, we see this progr9531on from community or village tc
metropolis, with 1ncre351ng differentiation of polltlcal economic
and social structures. ‘

The third way in which biological organisms and socleties are alike
is in their progressive differentiation of functions. So, as there
is growing differentiation of structure, there is also grow1ng
dlfferentlatlon of function.

Thus we can see that while Spencer was an evolutionist, he was also

a  functionallst- that is, he saw social structures as arising out

of social functions. At first there is a minimum of mutual dependence,
because functions can be carried out by all members (both in a simple
organism and a simple society). For example, in a primitive society,
all members can grow food and build shelters, as well as take care

of younger members. There is a minimal division of labour- but in

a more complex society there is a greater dependence on other people
to carry out specialized tasks- growing complexity in the division

of labour. This is similar to the gradual differentiation of parts
and functions in a biological organism- each part gradually acquires
specialized functions. So, in summary, in societies, as in biological
organisms, there is a progressive differentiation in structure - from
the simple to the increasingly complex.

The last way in which society is.like an organism is that both the
bilogical and social organism can continue to live after their

respective unit members have died (of course, in both cases this does

not mean all of them, or for an unlimited period of time). For
example, cociety as an entity. lives beyond the 1life span of its
individual members- and the life of a biological organism can go on
even though certain parts are lcst (an arm, a leg, or even brain
cells). :

[
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"A Socilety is an Organism" continued:

Spencer saw four fundamental and important differences between
societies and organisms: :

1. The first of these is that while biolcgical organisms have a concrete
external form, societies do not.

2. The second difference is that in a biological organism the parte. are
physically connected (through tissue and joints, etc.) and encased in
the skin, while in a society the membters are quite loosely dJispersed
in space. However, although the memters are not always in direct
contact, cohesion and cooperation are maintained by means of language
(both oral and written) as well as by emotional (affective) behaviour.

3. The third difference is that the parts of the organism are always
-in a fixed relation tc one another. That is, the organs.-of the body
are always found in the same place in everyone.:This is in contrast
to human membters of society, who have great mobility.

L. The fourth and most important difference is that consciousness is

located in only one part of the biological organism (brain or nervous
system) . But in a society consciousness is diffused throughout the
individual members, and each member can have his own . individual notion
of society. : S : '

Spencer was an extreme individualist- that is, he saw society as existing
for the benefit of its individual members, in spite of his organicist
approach. Most organicists (like Comte and Durkheim) are social realists-
they tend to see the individual as secondary to society. Spencer tried
to reconcile this tension between his individualism and his organicism
by using the idea of consciousness existing in each individual (each
member of society) to support the assertion that society cannot exist
without its members and ultimately must serve them. He argues that
because there is no social consciousness or sensory system, the welfare
of the whole of society cannot be considered apart from that of its
individual members. Therefore society should permit individuals to
pursue their interests (especially economic ones) to the greatest
extent possible.- . This in fsct is the hallmark of an evolved,
sophisticated society, in Spencer's opinion- to what extent 1s it
organized around the needs of commerce and industry, rather than
focusing on readiness for war. He sounds a good deal like John Locke
here- we should trade with our neighbours, rather thean quarreling with
them, 2nd governments should involve themselves as little as possible
in the marketplace, since individuals will engage in endeavours which
further the interests of all interested parties, 1f left to their own
~devices. ' ‘
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Harriet Martineau (1802-1876) First Woman Sociologist

Hariet Martineau is considered to bte the first women scciclogist, and

she was especially concerned with formulating a science of sociology-

as were Auguste Comte znd Herbert Spencer, among others. Spencer's
organicism influenced her, too- but she was an unusual positivist in-

- that she did not share the conservative, even regressive approach tc
social change and the maintenance of hierarchy in society which as-we
have seen,was characteristic of de Bonald, de Maistre and Comte. Remember
that Comte in particular advocated positivism not only as it refers to
the unity of the sciences, btut also in the sense that 1t implies a
positive acceptance ¢f things as they are- of facts as they present
themselves. Martineau certainly believed that we should employ scientific
methods in the study of the social world- but that does not necessarily
"mean that everything in this world is as it should be. Martineau deplored
Comte's smug complacency, arid warned all those who read her translation
of his Positive Philoscphy, that although she hoped that she had renderead
his ideas accurately and fairly, the reader should not infer that she
agreed with them. - ' :

There is very little in Harriet Martineau's background to suggest that

she would become such a prolific writer, much less a champion of scientific
sociology. Her childhood seems to have been ordinary; she was the sixth

- of eight children,.born in England to a Norwich manufacturer who had

limited financial success, but managed to raise his family quite

- comfortably. Harriet was well-educated and clever, despite her many
childhood illnesses- one :0f which left her with a partial deafness.

But she might never have been motivated to write had it not been for

the crash of 1825, which wiped out most of her family's assets, end
forced her to find a way to make a living. And make a living she d4did-

by writing-for the next fifty years of her life. As Seymour Martin Lipset
observes in hils introduction to Society in America, "Harriet Martineau
suffered from many ills, but writer's block was not among them."(p.39-40)
Many of her works, including How to Observe Morals and Manners (1838)

and Society in America have special relevance for sociology.

Both of these works grew out of a two- year stay in the United States,
from 1834-1836. She spent time mostly in the eastern U.S., chiefly

New England, New York, and Pennsylvania, and although 1t was partly a
pleasure trip, 1t is clear that she also wanted to study the "morals

and manners" of Americans in a scilentific way. Like Auguste Comte and
Herbert Spencer, she believed that a science of society was possible,
and in How to Observe, she explains- that any observer of foreign culture
must keep several rules in mind, lest he "contaminate" his findings and
© jeopardize their validity. These guidelines are still valuable for

those who use the partiecipant-observer method today..

What are the guidelines which Martineau recommends to any observer of
morals and manners? - First of all, she begins by using the comparative
approach- she compares America to England, the position of women-in
America to that of slaves, the rich with the poor, znd the lower, middle,
and upper classes to one -another. '
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Harriet Martineau continued:

Martineau stresses that a great deal of mental preparation is required
to carry out this task of observation and comparison properly. She
points out that few of us would attempt to make observations on the
natural world without some understanding of its underlying principles.

‘However, “few, or none, make the same avowal about the morals and
manners of a nation. Every man seems to imagine that he can understand
‘men at a glance". {(How to Observe, p.2)

What sort of preparation is necessary? Of course we must first decide
what 1t is we want to know. Once that has been taken care of, we must
guard against an almost inevitable tendency to be ethnocentric- that is,
to judge other cultures by the standards of our cwn. If the traveliler

iz to learn anything at all from what he observes, he should not be
judgemental about varieties of human custom and behaviour. As Martineau
points out, "He is not to suppose thelr social meetings a failure because
they eat with their fingers instead of silver forks, or touch foreheads
instead of making a bow"™. (How to Observe, p.22) Such an attitude will
never advance the goal of mutual understandlng

Martineau was also aware that there are two parties to any inguiry of
this sort- the observer and the observed. We affect a situation just
by becoming part of it- we may cause people to act differently, and
therefore may receive a distorted picture of events and customs.Thus,

. the observer must attempt to be as unobtrusive as possible- either by
becoming part of the 1nteract10n, or by separating herself from it, so .
as not to interfere with it in any way. Martineau was also sensitive

tc the problem of sampling bias. She believed that we must seek out

all classes of the society we visit- the rich and the poor, the young and
the old, the great and the ordinary. But she was also aware that a lone
observer cannot possitly interview a representative sample of the
population, and the sm2ll numbers we can meet and talk with might not
give us an accurate picture of the whole. What can be done about this
problem of sampling bias?

Martineau suggests that we should focus our efforts on what we can

study systematically- the institutions of society. Rather than restricting
ourselves to talking with individuals, we must study the. 1life of the
group. Martineau emphasizes that the study of political, religious,

and social institutions yields evidence which could not be gathered

in a lifetimeof studying individuals. We must ask ourselves about

their character and purpose- what segments of the population participate
in them, and are religious, political or festive gatherings most popular?

1
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Harriet Martineau continued:

In Society in America, Martlneau asks why it isthat the United States,
with its empha81s on the “inalienable rights" of “"life, liberty, and
the pursult of happiness", has not managed to extend these rights to
all its citizens- namely women. Martineau compares the lot of women

to that of slaves. Neither women nor slaves have much opportunity to
receive an education or use their ‘intellect except in very limited wvays.
Any education offered to women is expected to encourage them to become
wives, mothers, and decorative and amusing assets in society. If women
reject marriage, their only option is domestic service of some sort-
which offers little prestige, low wages, and no securlty'ln later life.
Furthermore, if either the slave or the woman aspire to something
greater than the usual occupation, they are not applauded for it, -

but are scorned by society- both are accused of gettlng "above themselves",
and aspiring to something which is beyond them. '

Martineau suggets that if economic conditions in the U.S. made 1t
necessary for women tc work, they would be able to exercise: their full
potential- and at last show society what they can do. But society as

it is now structured prefers to keep both women and slaves weak, poorly
educated, and reliant upon the good will of masters (or husbands).

Martineau believes that this situation cannot help but corrupt the
morals of both women and men, and debase the institution of marriage.
She observes that this is one reason why there is such a high incidence
of women marrying men much older than themselves- soclety offers them
no option but marriage, and preferably marriage not for love- but for
money. Only education and a gradual change of attltudes on the part
of both women and men canalter this.
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Harriet Martineau on Religion and the American Character

"Martineau's views on religion as it is conceived of and practiced
in the United States are intimately connected with her assessment
of the American character. She finds much that is praisewortlry
in Americans- according to Martineau, they are almost always kind,
friendly and open, and attempt to deal with one another in the
egalitarian manner which is so much a part of their moral tradltlon
As Martineau expresses it (on pg. 7128 of your coursepack) :

In America... the English insoclence of class to class,

of individuals towards each other, is not even conceived
of, except in the highly disgraceful instance of people

of colour..Nothing in American civilization struck me so
forcibly and so pleasureably as the invariable respect

paid to man, as man. Perhaps no Englishman can become

so fully aware, without going to America, of the atmosphere
of insolence in which he dwells; of the taint of contempt
which affects all the intercourses of his world

As the quotation above indicates, Martineau believed in America’'s
- promise as an egalitarian democracy- but of course for it to truly
achieve this promise, the disgraceful institution of slavery must
be abolished, and the position of women elevated (see class notes
Mmey 2%, o 7). However, an egalitarian society is not necessarily
one which is iree of ‘competition. As Martineau realized,’ the
reverse is often true. The guideposts which traditionally defined
status and hierarchy in the o0ld world have been swept away- but
Martineau discovered that a society based on achievement rather
than ascription may be more status-conscious than even the ancient
aristocracies of Europe. Americans have lost their situation and
have reinvented themselves based on new criteria- success is now
measured in terms of wealth and popularity. As Arthur Miller
reminded us in Death of A Salesman,"it is not enough to be liked,
one must be well-liked". One must in fact be well-liked (as far as
possible) by everyone-- and this imposes an almost intolerable ,
burden on the individual- a ceaseless demand for conformity whlch
corrupts the personality and distorts all values. In Fartineau's
oplnion, Americans are so other-directed that much of their
discourse is reduced to the level of ritual banality- lest they
offend anyone. Harriet Mdrtineau was thus in agreement with Alexis
de Tocqueville (coursepack, pg.139) who observed that, "I know of
no country in which there is so little 1ndependenee of mind and
real freedom of discussion as in America..."-

What has any of this to do with religion? Martineau herself

believed that religion should serve as a guide for life- that it
should teach decency and human values in the true sense of the
~term. In her view, it should spring from morals, but as she observes,
“If religion springs from morals, the religion must be most faulty
where the morals are so. The greatest fault in American morals is

an excessive regard to opinion". (Coursepack, pg.168) The end result
is the degradation of religion to nothing more than an empty

mouthing of dogma- professinrg bteliefs which one does not hold in
order to maintairn the appearance of propriety. Martineau concedes
that some Americans do live according to humznistic beliefs (pgs. 168-'

169) but for most, principles are not put into action.

Il
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What's Wrong With Evolutionary Thecries?

Irving Zeitlin gives a very useful account cf some of the problems
associated with evolutionary theories (so far we have looked at
Comte's Law of the Three Stages and Spencer’s organicist analogy).
" You may wish to consult his discussion, “Was Marx a Social o
Evolutionist?" (see Ideolcgy and the Development of Sociological
Theory- on reserve at $.¢ & - Library- pgs.176-178 esp.) We will not
be studying Marx until nextv term, but much of what is said applies
to evolutionary theories in general.

Such theories are seductive because it seems to make sense, on an
intuitive level, to compare the development of soclieties with the
development of the individual human being. However, they seldom
stand up to careful scrutiny, because they are a2lmost always shot
- through with conservative assumptions which tell us more about
the agendas of the authors themselves than they do about actual
parallels between the natural and social worlds.

- Zeitlin reminds us that most nineteenth century evolutionary scheme
had certain assumptions in common (whether or not they were '
explicitly stated). They may be summed up in the following way:
Change is natural, directional, immanent, continuous, and derived
from uvniform causes. (pg.176). But why should we assume that
socileties develop 1n a linear, progressive and predictable manner,
just because this is the case with 1living organisms? Human beings
(and the societies we have created)are not carrots or cabbages
which develop in the same manner, generation after generation,
regardless of time, place, or other special circumstances. Embedded
in such analogies is the assumption that anything "different" or
"unusual'™ is by definition a possibly harmful mutation which should
be eliminated for the good of the species- in this case, the
collectivity. Cf course, even in the natural world, not all

- mutations are harmful- some may be beneficial, perhaps in unan-
ticipated ways. DlMore toc the point, the use of such rigid, law-

like models in the social world is not only scientifically unsound,
it does violence to that which renders us human- owr capacity for
creativity and autonomy. We are not simply passive receptacles

of environmental influences or "laws of nature”- we are able to

act on the social world and change it, at least tc some degree.

It is this conservative, even regressive approach to the issue of
social change which is the hallmark of most evolutionary theories.
This is particuvlarly evident in Comte's approach, which characterizes
any sort of rebellion as destructive- remember he exhorts us to
“Love one another" and reconcile our differences, lest we tear ,
asunder the fabric of society. Spencer tried to reconcile organicism
with an individualistic approach- he at least recognized that

only human beings have will and consciousness- societies do not.

But his individual sm undermines his organicist scheme- 1f
soclety 1s based on contracts freely entered intc by human beings
who possess will and agency, then what becomes of his analogy?
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Sigmund Freud- Civilization and its Disccnrtents

In this work, Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) ccmes closest tc hbeing

a scciologist, while at the same time precerving his tasic psycho-
anclytic concepts. It 1s an examinatiorn c¢f the antagonism between
the individual and society, ahd the reascne for thils antagorism.
But althcugh Freud's work car Le seen as an aitack on civ:l::ei;oL;
he is in some wsys ene of iis mcei zrdsnt defenderes, '

At the outset Freud refiects cn the fact that many pecple think we
would be much happier without civilizatior- that we should perhaps
abander it altogether and “return to sc-called “"primitive' ccnditions .
But Freud pcints cut that this 1is an astorishing assertion. After '
all, scciety coes protect and nurture us. It prctects us, especially,
frcem three fundamental sources of human Suffering— the superior
power of nature, the feebleness of our own bodies, and the fact

that relationships betweenrn human beings (if we were left toc cur own
devices) wculd be chaotic and often violent.

Still— nothing can change the fact that even having said all this,
man's basic nature makes him an enemy of civilization. He is funcda-
mentally anti-social. Why Because in prectecting us frcm nature
(including cur own nature) SGClety demands -the renunciation cf the

instincts. Of ccurse, we can‘t rencunce our instincts eﬁtlxely— that
would be impcssible. A1l of us centinue to experience the instinctusl
drives of sex and aggression. But civilization works by dividing :
man against himself, so that hlS ego and ccnscience emerge in Cpposi-—
tion to his basic nature

With.. the grewth of civilization, Freud explains that “externzal
ccercion gradually becomes internalized...only by this means does

man tecome z moral and scclal being. Such a strengthening of the
super-ego is a most precious asset in the Ppsycholdgical field.

Those in whom it has taken place are turned from teing opponents

of civilization into being its vehicles". But we are divided vehicles
for in becoming civilized we dc not eliminate cur cpprosition to
~society, we internalize its demands {as Mead would say) and sublimate
our own desires, B

This is a good time to triefly explain Freud’'s well-krown mcdel

of personality. Its three basic concepts are the id , the ego, and
the superego. The id 1s the 1mpu151ve, unsocialized aspect of the
personality. Its sole activity is to strive for the the satisfaction
of the crganism's needs, and to seek pleasure. The newborn infant is
presuma?lm dll id. With socialization, a part of the id gredually
develcps into the ego, which is the mediator between the id and the
outside world. The ego guides the impulsive, unrestrained id 1n order
that the human Felna may better adapt tc his environment. Withcut
this guldlng force, “the id would soon face anrihilation at the »-

2%
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Civilization and its Discontents continued:

of society. Thus the ego forces the id to face reality- the reality
that all impulses carnot be gratified. Instead the ego teaches the
id to give up some goals completely, deny gratificaticn cof others
for =z time, or change the mode of gratification.

In the course o7 socialization.ard development, ancther mental'

prccess emerges- ihe superesc- that is, the "censor” or "ccnscisnce”
Its main source is the parsnial iniliuence, which remsins &t 1:T3 20rs.
Later, however, ithz superegc embiodies all the values of sccisty

which nhave been interralized by the individual. As a result of the
developnmnent of ccnscience, the individual begins to experlence guilt-
that is, the need to be punished for real (or even imagined) wrong-
doing. The superego begins to exercise strong restraint over the
forbidden wishes and fantasies of the id (e.g., suppréssed sexual
desires, such as those typical of the Oedipus complex, or aggressive
impulses) The superego ensures that for the most part, these desires
remain at an unconscious level.

Yet ClVlllZGd mari 1s not at peace with himself, for.the demands of
‘the pleaswre principle remain alive within his unconscious. Sometimes
forhidden desires may be expressed in .an apparently Jjoking way, which
helps to make them less threatening. Thus, on page 47, Freud includes
this quotation from the work ¢f his friend Keinrich Heine, who
confesses: "Mine is a most peacebblgdisposition. My wishes are: a
humble cottage with a thatched roof, but a good bed, good food, the
freshest milk and butter, flowers before my window, and a few fine
trees before my door; and 1f God wants tc make my happiness complete,
he will grant me the joy of seeing some ‘six or seven of my enemies
hanging from those trees. Before their deaths I shall, moved in my
hearti, forgive them all the wrong they did me in their lifetime.

One must, it #s trueforgive one's enemies- but not before they have
been hanged".

Forbidden urges may be destructive and dangerous, but they are also
a source of energy. What do we do with this life-force, as Freud
sometimes calls it? We sublimate it or redirect 1t in socially use-
ful and desirable ways. It is the redirection of the energy of the-
id which is in fact responsible for many of the achievements which
we associate with "civilization". Culture, in short, is sublimation-
-and it is both a2 cause and consequence of repression and neurcsis.
The further civilization advances, in Freud's view, the more repressed
and guilt-ridden we become. Freud in fact takes guilt to be the
fundamental e;perlence of civilized man. As he says, "the price we
pay for our advance in civilization is a loss of happiness through
the heightening cf the sense of guilt”.

Yet self-mastery (which is necessary i1f social order is to be main-
tained) paradoxically offers its own kind of freedom. Mead would
agree with:this too- the more we have internalized the demands of
society, the less we need to rely on external controls, end the more
we are able to keep what little freedom we have. Cold comfort, but

it's better than a poke in the eye with a sharp stick.
24.
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CLASSICAL SOCIAL THEORY SOC.BOQ//
EMILE DURKHEIM (1858-1917)

Father was a rabbi-fourth child, second son, expected to become a
rabbi . Aﬁtended Ecole Normale Superieur-trained in philosophy and
history. Read Comte and Spencer.

PhD.. -University of Paris ‘ :
1887-faculty appointment at the University’ of Bordeaux-taught
education students. Taught the first course 1n Sociology.

Chair of Social Science-1896-1902

1902-position at the Sorbonne, Paris. Chair of the Science of

‘Education.
1913-changed app01ntment to the Chair of The Science. of Educatlon

and Sociology

1894-The Dreyfus Affair- Dreyfus was falsely accused of treason
(collaboration with the Germans) by right-wing groups to protect

Major Esterhazy, an army officer who was the guilty person.
Durkheim took-up Dreyfus’s cause-an essay on “Individualism and the
Intellectuals". Dreyfus was exonerated in 1906 but kB sentenced
earlier to 10 years in prison.

1898-founded L’Annee Sociologique: _
Durkheim’s son Andre was killed in WW I(he was his father’s

‘intellectual collaborator).

Influences on Durkheim: Kant, Montesquieu, Rousseau, Saint-Simon,
Comte, Spencer, Wundt, Martineau - : ~

MAJOR WORKS : :
The Division of Labour in Society 1893

The Rules of the Sociological Method 1885
Suicide 1897
The Elementary Forms of the Religious_ Life

Socialism
Montesqguieu and Rousseau: Forerunners of Sociology

Society as an organic entity

Importance of laws at each level of existence

Importance of mind and consciousness--on the SOCletal level,
is a collective consciousness.

Social reality ‘is a. reality sui generis (of its own kind);
cannot be reduced to simpler terms. It predates us and Succeeds us
as individuals. Society is an external force.

Collective representations=collectively shared ways of acting,
thinking, believing. Individudl representations are less important.
In the Division of Labour in Sogiety he traces the evolutlon of
society from mechanical to organic solidarity. '

there.

25+



CLASSICAL SOCIAL THEORY 300/7
EMILE DURKHEIM - THE METHODOLOGY OF SOCIOLOGY

Sociology as a Positive Science
the primacy of inductive methods
laws & types (following Montesquieu)
--laws of society no different from those in nature
--can be discovered by same (scientific) method
--positivism--the unity of the sciences

The principal divisions of Sociology--Thompson pp.21-27..

Society is a reality sui generis {(of its own kind)

Society is composed of collective representations--formed out of
social relations

Sociology studies the stages of society (hlstorlcal & evolutlonary)

and social institutions (ways of acting & thinking general-to

the collectivity. .
Sociology is the study of social facts and social axe things.
Social facts are to be- dlstlngulshed from individual facts.

Their thing-like nature is not necesgsarily material but amenable to
study through scientific methods. That is, to observe a particular
mental attitude towards them. ’

Social facts: . . Social facts are ways of'actlng, thinking .

& feellng, external to the individual and endowed with the power of
coercion  (constraint- direct or indirect), by reason of which they
control the individual. They exist independent of individuals. They
are representations or actions which are neither psychologlcal noxr
biological.
Social facts are remarkable in their obllqatoryfcharacter they are
collective and carry an obligation for those who live by/with them.
Sociological method must  be independent of philosophy & ‘of
practical activity. :
Sociological method aims toward greater objectivity. Therefore,
social facts are defined as things.
Sociological method is specific to the study of social facts.
Function: the operation and consequence(s) of a social fact.
must separate its cause from its effect. Cause may be
found among preceding social facts.
Function is not necessarily related to end or purpose
It may never have had a purpose or may have lost its
utility.
Sociology must distinguish between the normal and the pathological.
Normal=phenomena which are true or found in the majority.
General ;occur with only minor variations.
the average type
Patholoqlcal— variations in phenomena; the minority;
occuring only periodically. '
The normal and/or the pathological are relative; always with

" reference to this or that. For example, deviance oOr crime may be

normal; may prepare the way for change.
"The principle object of all sciences of life, whether individual
or social, is to define and explain the normal state and to

distinguish it from its opposite."

26 -
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The Methods of Sociolggig’

Historical method
Comparative method

‘Method of Concomitant Varlatlon——statlstlcal correlatlon——td

see how phenonmena vary with one another; the 1nterdependence

of factors

Basic Methodolmqlcal Assumptions or prerequisites:

1.
2.

3.

All preconceptions must be eradicated.
The subject matter must be defined in advance by common external

characterlstlcs

One must distinguish between the phenomena themselves and their

individual manifestations.

One must show the function of social phenomena
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Sociology 300
Summary Sheet on Positlvistic Orqaniclsm

The perspective of the first group of theorists studied in the
course is identifled as positivistlic organicism, simply as a
means for understanding the relation of their ideas about
soclology to a particular view of soclal reality.

Positivism - an orientation in science which restrlicts
explanation of all phenomena purely to phenomena themselves,
which insists on the use of exact scientific procedure and which
rejects all ideas and assumptions which go beyond "sclentific?
limits. It 1insists that experience is the basis of all knowledge
(empiricism), that all facts are relative and that the sclences
comprise a unlty in terms of subject matter (the equivalence of
physical, natural and social phenomena) and method (the methods
of the physical and natural sclences become the prototype for
methods in social science). It suggests a posltive acceptance of
phenomena as data and 1s 1In that sense uncritical of what it

studles.

Organiclism — a perspective which uses an organic or biological
model of soclety (soclety as an organism). It suggests that
there are certain inherent and natural laws which influence the
course of development of the society. Change is seen as
development or evolutlion, suggesting an lnevitable direction and
leading to the 1dea of progression or progress.

The two concepts are complementary in the work of Saint
Simon, Comte, Martineau, Spencer and Durkhelm and others.

Both perspectives emerge from natural science (positive
methods and the emergence of soclology out of blology in the -
hierarchy of the sclences) and involve a focus on natural and
progressive change. Both reflect the reductionist tendency of
parsimony, that 1is, the reducing of complexities of society to.
the analogy of a blological organism. .

There are some contradictions in the two terms. The
empiricism of positivism insists on facts which are free of
assumptlons or preconceptions (see Durkhelm for example), while
the organic model of soclety contalns a whole set of assumptlons
_ about the nature and functions of society. Positivism insists

.that one can study sclentifically only those phenomena which are
emplrically observable or measurable. Organicism suggests a
model whose elements may not .be observable, as wilth Durkheim's
consclence collective. Society involves values, and therefore a
totally uncrltical approach to understanding, as suggested by
positivisitic organlcism, may be impossible. The goals of
positivism of prediction and control (for purposes of soclal
engineering oxr social policy - Comte and Durkhelm) conflict with
the organiclists! emphasis on the natural development or evolution
of society (Martineau and Spencer). - Although positivism derives
considerably from Enlightenment thought, organliclism ls a product
of the conservative romantic reaction, an attempt to retrleve
tradltion and history '
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~ CLASSICAL SOCIAL THEORY 300/
EMILE DURKHEIM’S THE DIVISION OF LABQUR IN SOCIETY 21893

What is the purpose and the "problem" of the book?
"To treat the facts of the moral life according to the method of

.the positive sciences. A science of ethics. Moral facts are
phenomena like others——Rules of action are recognizable by certain
distinctive characteristics." It is possible to observe, describe,

classify them and to look for the laws explalnlng them.

From the Division of Labour in Society:

Science can help us adjust ourselves, determining the ideal toward
which we head. Science permits us to assess the state of moral
health by collecting facts, to understand the changes and problems,
to see. the contradlctlons or imperfections and to eliminate or
correct them. :
tScience tells us simply what is necessary to life." And this
becomes transformed into imperative rules of conduct; into an art.
tEthics 1is for us a system of realized facts, bound up 1in the total

world-system.
Durkheim empha81zes looking for the objectlve element of facts and

if p0551ble measurement .

*Durkheim is interested in the relationship between 1nd1v1dual
personallty and social solidarity. Specifically, How can it be that
the individual, while becoming more ' autonomous, depends more
heavily on society {(becomes more solidary)?

*Durkheim observes- that the division of labour is more and more
becoming one of theé fundamental bases of the social order.
Spec;allzatlon beings d categorical imperative to "make yourself'
usefully fulfill a determinate function."

Spec1allzatlon emerges especially in the 19th century, already the
negative effects of specialization were being well recognized; a
retrogre831on

nour work is divided into three parts:

1. to determine the function of the division of labour—~to see the
social needs it satisfies.

2. to determine the causes and conditions on which it is dependent.
3. te classify the principal abnormal forms; the pathologies.
What is the function of the division of labour?

--The division of labour is not confined to the economic world it
refers to the specialization of functions in all spheres.

--Thée true function of the division of labour is to create between
" two or more persons a feeling of solidarity; to cause coherence.
Social solidarity: not easily observed or measured, so how do we
study it? Durkheim selects indicators, external visible symbols to
study it: particularly Law. : '
Durkheim is interested in analyzing the
traditional to modern society:

transformation from

29
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Collective conscience--the totality of beliefs and sentiments
common to average citizens of the same society. It forms a
determinate system which has a life of its own. It is diffused
into every reach of society. It is independent of place and does
not change with generations. It creates a psychical type of
society; that 1is, people tend to share a common collective
(psychological life). This is the dlfference between 1nd1v1dual
conscience and collective conscience.

Collective conscience does not disappear but comes to consist of
very general and indeterminate ways of feeling and thlnklng It

increasingly leaves room for individual differences. As the
division of labour develops, the «cult of individualism is
strengthened. All social 1links which result from 1likeness

progressively slacken.

An act is <criminal, ~therefore, because it shocks the common
conscience (NOT that an action shocks the common conscience because -
it is criminal). It is a crime because we reprove (censure) it.
Crime is.an offence. against authorlty and is therefore related to
public affairs and to religion.

Punlghmgnt is an act of vengeance; also an act of defense.
Religion is the basis of criminal law. Expiation is relation to
satisfying some real or ideal power; something sacred.

We avenge socilety, not ourselves.

Durkheim speaks of a solidarity sui generis which 1links the
individual with society. Punishment is meant to maintain social.
cohesion intact whileé maintaining all its vitality in the common
conscience.

Laws express only partially the ties among people; must also have
religion or the 1nterdependence of the lelSlOD of labour. Law
relates to functions in society. :

3'0_’
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MECHANICAL SQLIDARITY

—Similarity of function

Solidarity of resemblances

Segmental type e
clan/famlly based

Little 1nd1v1dual lndependence

social bonds=weak
Low volume of population
Low material density-
Low moral density

. Law: the visble symbol of D of L.

public (penal) Law

emphasizes precise punishment;

+ or - ; based on passion

4

Repressive sanctions:
diffuse-common morality

organized-penal law -.

Deene it ot 2

ORGANIC SOLIDARITY

Specialised division of labour
Interdependence of difference

Organized (differentiated) type
occupational /urban based

Individualdiffé./interdependence

social bonds=strong
High volume of population
High material density
High moral density

' ClVil {private) Law (commercial,

procedural, administrative,’
constitutional law); i
individual/contractualrights

Restitutive sanctions:
regulative function
civil law .

to punish by equal retribution to restore to original state:

Basis of solidarity:
Conscience collective
high volume=consensus
high intensity=

high rigidity= clarlty
content

Highly réligious

Supreme value to society

" Norms: Concrete and specific

The problem of nonconformity
1 change

reestablish equilibrium

contracts=cooperation;reciprocity

Basis of solidarity:

Division oflabour/spe01allzatlon

low volume=lack of consensus

low intensity -
low determinateness=clarity

content
Highly secular

Supreme value to individual
dignity,equality of
opportunlty work ethic, soc1al
justice

Abstract and general;ambiguous

‘The problem.of happiness:
meaning of work
limited capacity for happ.
suicide-need for stability

Abnormal forms of D. of Labour:
Anomic division of labour
Forced division of labour:
Uncoordinateddiv. of labour

e
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DURKHEIM ON SUICIDE

Durkheim considers suicide to be social--we must look to social
factors to explain (causation). Cannot look at:(l)motivation-not
empirically observable; difficult to get at or (2) ends--one’s
behaviour may serve many different ends--is death inevitable if
regrettable, or desired and soughtj (3) Reasons assumed or given
‘are only individual expreselons of a general state.

"Definition: suicide is defined in terms of knowlecge of it by the
actor. (p-.95) '
In what sense 1is suicide sociological? Suicide is understood as a
social fact, sui generis, with its own nature and unity. ‘Every
society at every moment of history has a certain tendency towards-
suicide;’ the rate of mortality due to suicide. Durkheim wishes to
understand and explain the causes of suicide rates (relation b/n
the total of  wvoluntary deaths in a population and other
characteristics:. age, sex, religion, marital status, economic
position, density of pop.,etc.) ‘ '

The social types of suicide are derived from a classification of
causes which produce them.

**Durkheim assumes that humans act as social belngs——members of
groups and societies. Therefore, what are the social concomitants
of suicide? How do different social environments (religion,
family, politics, class, occup, educ.,etc) function to create
differences in suicide? .

Egoistic suicide:
a. Religion: Catholics-lowest -
: Jews-as low if not lower (occup. & ed.raise it)’
Protestants--highest
Degree of self-control and dlSClpllne
Beliefs against suicide related to authority of God (general)
Differences lie in increase of free inquiry & challenge to
traditional beliefs.
Protestants have fewer common beliefs & practices.
Protestants-less strongly integrated as a church.
Judaism--strongly integrated group & cultural life.
Integration rests on the number of beliefs & practices held in
common which are recognized as traditional & therefore obligatory.
In these situations integration is low or weakened culturally.

b. Family:

1. Too early marriages have an aggravating influence on
suicide, esp. for men. :

2. From age 20 people benefit from a ‘coefficient of
preservation’. o

3. sex-varies by society

4 ., widowhood-suicide rates hlgher than for married, but lower
than singles. Influence of family, especially children (Durkheim) .
(Suicide may be reduced but not necessarily unhappiness.)

c. Politics:
Revolution reduces rather than raises su1c1de. Also war.
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why? Because it arouses collective sentiments.

Altruistic suicide: _
Insufficient individualism, just as excessive individualism, -
leads to suicide. ‘ ‘
Suicide in primitive soc1et1es aged or sick men
women on death of husband
followers or servants of leader
Suicide as duty-to avoid dishonour
The ego is not its own property--external codes of conduct
High group integration ‘
Army-higher rates of suicide than civilians-provides for very
little individualism.

Anomic suicide:

This form is a function of low control or requlatlon

Economic crises- sudden increase in wealth or power as well as
less.

Dlsturbances of the collective order ~—dlsequ111bvlpm

Relations between needs and means must be balanced.

i.e., unlimited or insatiable desires; passions are less
‘disciplined.

Society must be the wmoderator, and if it 1is not, suicide may
rise.

Loss of power of rellglon——ln such areas as- roles of employers
& employees.

Govt . has become the instrument of the economy, rather than the
reverse. (Durkheim here is <criticising materialists for seelng
economics as determining base of behaviour) .

The disequilibrium of industrial capitalism and new wealth.as
well as the loss of former political and religious controls
contributes to suicide. :

- Therefore, an.lnsuff1c1ent presence of society 1n the individual
(p.112) .

Men benefit mwost from wmarriage. .Therefore, divorce may

contribute to male suicide. '

Fatalistic suicide

Durkheim mentions a fourth type of suicide but does not emphasize
or develop it like the other types. This type occurs in situations
of excessively high regulation, where there seems to be little
possibility of change. Suicide among slaves, prisoners, captives
would be examples. :

In Durkheim’s consideration of suicide as a social phenonmenon, we
see the factors of integration and regulation and their effects.

These are - types, for Durkheim, and are not meant to be all
inclusive or exclusive. : ' ,
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Emile Durkheim- The Functions of Religion

Emile Durkheim (1858-1917) was a French sociologist who was
especially concerned with the maintenance of social cohesion.
This preoccupation is evident in your assigned reading, "The
Persistence of Religion", which briefly summarizes his views
on religious ritual as an integrating force.

Why is-ritual important, according to Durkheim? For one thing,
Durkheim studied the problem of suicide and concluded that it was
social, rather than individual in nature. He found that groups
which have a high social density- that is, groups whose members
interact frequently and share the same beliefs and values- tend
to have a lower suicide rate. Durkheim argued that a dense social
structure creaiss akind of "cocoon" around the individual, making
him or her more secure and less concerned with selfish personal
goals- 1in otner words, less 1ndividualistic, and more a member of
the groeup. '

The meaning of 1life becomes attached to something beyond the self
and one's own wishes. An individual who is well-integrated into
the group is by definition happier and more stable. A high suicide
rate, in Durkheim's view, 1s an indicator of social disintegration
and misery. But how 1s the "moral cocoon" formed which helps to
keep the individual stable?

Durkheim traced the formation of this mechanism to what may be
called “social rituals", of which religion is perhaps the most
important. Durkheim explained that a ritual is a moment of extreme-
ly. high social density, which need not be specifically religious
_in character in order to be effective. Ritual of any kind heightens
the contact between people- by performing shared gestures, chanting
in unison, and so on, people all focus their attention on the

same thing. They become acutely conscious of the existence of the
group. Certain objects take onm a "sacred" character as well, which
Durkheim argues is socially constructed. A cross is not inherently
“"holy", nor is an altar- unless the believers have chosen to confer
this meaning upon it. The same function may be served by the flag
of one's country, for example, as well as by other "collective
representations” (as Durkheim-called them) which symbolize the
shared life of a group. '

Before we go any further, it would be a good idea to clarify

what Durkheim means by religion. A commonsense definition would
probably describe it as a "belief in spiritual things". But Durkheir
‘would argue that such a definition is inadequate, because it faills
to include those religions in which the idéa of spirit or God is
absent. Buddhism, for example, does not concern itself with the
notion of divinity at all.

24



2.

Jown (3,212
Classical Socisl Theory 300// ¢

Emile Durkheim- The Functions Qﬁ Religion continued:

According to Durkhelm's own definition, all known rellglous

beliefs divide the world into two domains- the sacred and the
profane {or secular) It is all those beliefs and practices
associated with the domain of the sacred that we call religion.
Thus, when members of a society think and act in the same way

with respect to the sacred, they share a common religion or church.
To put Durkheim's definition of religlon in capsule form- -"Rellgior
is a unified system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred
things, which unite those who adhere to 1t into a single moral
commur:ity called a church".

We have alrezdy seen that for Durkheim, when we come together as
members of a church, to perform certain religious rituals, we
both create and reinforce social solidarity. This leads to a very
important point- the real meaning of religion, as Durkheim sees
it. For Durkheim, God and society are one. As he puts it, “Religior
is society worshipping i1tself". This is because what we call God
is actually a symbolic manifestation of the powers of society.
Every believer is right in assuming that there exists a power
greater than himself- on which he depends and from which ‘he
receives all that is best within himself. Such a power does exist,
but it is not God, and 1t is not the supernatural. God is no more
than the symbolic representation of society itself.

Thus Durkheim's concern is with what we might call the "latent
functions" of religion (the ones which are hidden, or at the very
least, less obvious). The “manifest functions"- that is, those
which revolve around expressing a more conventional belief in
God, and a desire to worship Him- are less important in his view.
Durkheim's sociology of religion therefore focuses on function,
(latent purpose) rather than the specific content of religious
beliefs. -

Religious ritual is thus important in the sense that it maintains
cohesion, as we have seen, but 1t also performs other vital
functions. Ceremony can sometimes offer an escape from difficult,
‘stressful circumstances, creating a sense of collective ectasy
and exuberance. Once again 1t should be noted that rituals need
not be specifically religious in nature 1n order to accomplish
this. One mlgbt with almoste{ual Justlflcatlon say, "Going to

the movies is society worshlpplng itself", or "The Super Bowl is
society worshipping itself"™ or “"Visiting the Statue of Liberty
is society worshipping itself". More to the point, "Visiting
Graceland is society worshipping 1tself" (People even speak of
maklng a pilgrimmage to Craceland) :

thual also helps us feel that we are more in control of often
uncontrollable, capricious events which threaten the safety of

the group. On an intellectual level, of course, we know that we
cannot cempletely master nature, however hard we may try to
accomplish this. Ultimately, it will master us. But certain rituals’
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"Emile Durkheim- The Functions of Religion continued:.

allow us to experience a sense of comfort as well as control in
the sense that they reassure us of the continued existence and
strength of the group, even in the face of adversity. Funerals

are an excellent illustration of such a latent function. These
ceremonies are meant to. honour the dead, of course, but their
real purpose is to demonstrate the ongoing resilience of the
collectivity. Even though a member has been lost, thé group
carrries on, and must demonstrate this to itself. To bury the-
‘dead without proper ceremcny, then, is not only an insult to the
memory of that individual, but is a grievous affront to the flock.

Finally, Durkheim reminds us that all religions, regardless of
their specific ccentent, perform a-:crucial disciplinary function,
which is vital to the maintenance of social order. This will no
doubt remind you of Mead's emphasis on the internalization of

social norms. No religion ever tells its members, "By all means
do whatever you want". On the contrary, religion emphzsizes "“Thou
shalt not”. Whether this injunction is obeyed because believers

truly accept the rightness of such commands, or because they fear
the repercussions of disobedience, ‘1s a debatable point. In any
case, the discipline impcsed by religion prepares believers to
meet the demards of everyday life as well ' '

Durkhelm was well aware that the role of conventional religion
‘would- "contract" (as he put it)in contemporary society. ‘He admits
that, "religion tends to embrace a smaller and smaller sector of
everyday life".(pg.245). What then, is the future of religion?
Is 1t finished in modern society? Durkheim says no. He tells us
that, "there is something eternal in religion which is destined
to survive all the particular symbols in which religicus thought
has successively enveloped itself...What essential difference 1is
there between an assembly of Christians celebrating the principle
dates of the life of Christ, or.Jews remembering the exodus from
Egypt...and a gathering of citizens commemorating the institution
of a new moral or legal system or some great event in national
life?" (pgs. 243-24L4).

We don't know the form which our yet-to-be created rituals will
take, and Durkheim feels that this is because we are going through
a transitional stage in our development- one of "moral mediocrity".
(pg.2bL). We no longer are moved by the ceremonies which used to
fill our ancestors with awe, either because they have grown stale
with repetition (although repetition should be part of their charm)
or because they no longer answer our needs. In other words, '"the
‘former gods are growing old or are already dead, and others are

not yet born".(pg.24l). But this does not mean that we no loriger
need gods. They will simply take on a different form, and we are
quite capable of inventing new ones. It is in the nature of society
that 1t revitalizes itself through assemblies and doctrines which
have a religious character, if not a specifically religious content.

-
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DUI;KHEIM ON RELIGION, SECULARIZATION AND PJ___ %%DGE : n .
eligion is the basis of knowledge; it is @« seen by Durkheim
as society in divine expression. _
Categories of understanding (Aristotle): time, space, class,
number, cause, substance, personality, etc.-the property of things.
Other ideas are contingent and variable. :
Religion--eminently social and collective;. a manifestation of
society internalized in individuals. '
--expresses the power of society and our obligation or
commitment. The basis of civil morality for members of society.
--religious representations .are c0118ctive-
representations reflecting collective realities.
--Time--impersonal, abstract arrangement out51de of the
1nd1v1dual—~the rhythm of collective llfe ’
--Space--collective
--The Sacred and the Profane: all religious beliefs
classify the world into these terms; distinct and distant from each
other. The profane: everyday utilitarian affairs
The sacred: those things set apart, the extraordinary,
~ the transcendental--establishes bonds among those who participate
and believe. It has a communal function--binds people.

Magic: composed of beliefs and rituals, myths, dogmas.
elementary and general - -
seeks specific technical and utilitarian ends
no church associated with it -

" Church: a community united by beliefs and practices relating to
the sacred.

Totemism: --a totem is a material expression of something--a symbol
of the clan. '
--totemic principle or God represented
--personification of the group
The moral authority of society over us--something which causes us
to act in a certain way--the force of a god. Respect for God
creates confidence and energy. :

Religion is a collective force which exists outside of us but is
taken into consciousness; internalized; a part of our being which
is also projected outward toward some object. Religion both
dominates and sustains.

Kings as gods or representatives of gods.

Society consecrates things; social 1life depends on systems of

symbols.

Man is moulded by the totality of intellectual property in society.

The fundamental categories of thought (and science) are_religidus
in origin (also magic, to some extent). Social institutions
originate in religion.
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Religion mirrors SOClety-—lt makes a place for good and evil
. : --a systematic idealization

~ --the sacred; added to & above the real.
The ideal world is a product of social life'and a part of it.
Religion is society conscious of itself; reaffirming itself.
Religion relates to man, nature and society.
Religion, 1like science, seeks to classify, explain, systematic
aspects of reality. Science, for Durkheim, is only a more perfect
 form of religious thought.
Durkheim seems to end with a Comtean vision that science w111
become the mistress(?) of thought.
Religion loses its speculative function (Weber s demystlflcatlon or
dlsenchantment of the world). :

QUMA/IS/ﬂbiﬁ'
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G.W.F. Hegél (1770-1831) REASON AND THE HISTORICAL PROCESS

It would be very difficult to overestimate the influence of Hegel's
thought on the German academic community in general and on.Karl
Marx (1818-1883) in particular.:

Hegel wrote 2 esp. imp. works- The Phenomenology of Mind and
The Philosophy of Right (1821) which are imp. reference points
for Marx.

CLASSICAL SOCIAL THEORY 300/7

In these works Hegel elaborates his philosophy of history and
related notions of reason and freedom. Hegel's perspective on

the unfolding of history was based on his ldeallsm.

What does this mean? Hegel assumes that man's existence has its
center in the human mind (that is, in reason) and it is from this
center that man builds up his world of reality. In other words,
the world is simply ideas made concrete. History is continually
striving towards the goal of greater reason, and by exten31on,
greater freedon.

Not solely on an individual level— it is not enough to say that I
am becoming more enlightened and “reasonable", or that you are-

but on the level of the species. Mankind as a whole must fulfill
its potential, and this is reflected in the institutions of society.

But this does not happen without conflict (again on the level

‘of ideas) which is the engine of history- the catalyst for change.
More specifically- Hegel believes that the boundaries of human
imagination are not fixed, but changeable. As new ideas develop,
they tend to contradict the old established ones, and ultimately
the resulting contradictions (or conflicts) are resolved when new
social arrangements replace the old. This constant change and
dialectical development continues without let-up- reality is
always in the process of becoming something else. Hegel‘s dialectic
can be represented in this way:

BEING — -\ NON-BEING
(THESIS)-\\\\ &{/// (ANTITHESIS)
BECOMING

(SYNTHESIS)

Thus- the struggle between what we might call conventional wisdom
 (thesis) and the new, radical idea (antithesis) leads to a synthesis
or new way of thinking (and behaving) which at the same time contains
elements of the old. It is not wholly destructive, but rather is
transformative. This synthesis is itself destined to be transcended,
in a continual process of negation and creation.

39.
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MARX 'S SYNTHESIS- HEGEL'S IDEALISM AND FEUERBACH'S MATERIALISM

~ Ludwig Feuerbach was another German philosopher who inspired Marx-
both disagreed with Hegel's idealism. Marx in fact cldimed that
Hegel was "“standing on his head" and must be “set right side up"-
more about this later.

Like Marx, Feuerbach had been a follower of Hegel, but later came

- to disagree with Hegel‘s first principle that mind or spirit is

" the essence of reality. Instead Feuerbach insistédc on the primacy
of matter over mind. He felt it was quite obvious-if matter did not
exist, there would be no possibility of mind or splrlt— after all,
we are made up of matter.

Marx agrees with Feuerbach on thls, and clalms that any understandlng
of history must start with real people and what they must do to
survive- this is what determines their thinking.

As Marx says in The German Ideology (pg. 47) "Life is not determined
by consciousness,.but consciousness by life"

Thus, Marx feels that Feuerbach's materialism helps to set Hegel
"right side up”- but Marx did not fully agree with either of them.
Marx thought that Feuerbach was right in assuming that history
begins with real people and their need to survive, but he fourid
Feuerbach to be overly passive and contemplative. He observed the
world, but did not think that anything could be done to change it.
Feuerbach recommended self-change, rather than change in social
structures. '

Marx arrived at his own materialist conception of history, based
on the fundamental concept of human labour, which combines both
our mental and our physical powers, and thus is generative and
creative. Every act of labour carries within it the potential for -
s001al transformatlon.

Thus, Marx's position is based on a synthesis and reformulation

of Hegel's idealism and Feuerbach's materialism. For Marx, each

of these views of reality, taken alone, are one-sided and deficient.
Marx's master assumption is that people make society (through
labour) but although we are active creators of our social ex1stence,
we are nevertheless constralned by the past.
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Marx and-Engels' THE GERMAN IDEOLOGY o '

We have seen ‘that Marx takes lssue with Hegel and his followers
who believe that mind (spirit, reason) is the driving force of
history.

The Hegelians believe that new ideas will result in lnstltutlonal
-changes, and if these changes cannot be achieved, it is up to
human beings to dlter: their perceptions of reality. (Hegel would
[say that you only truly become a slave if you think as one).

Marx, however, insists that a revolution in thought is not enough.
We must begin by changing the real-life conditions of real men.
This can only come about through labour, which Marx defines broadly
as any activity combining both mental and physxcal powers in a way
that is uniquely human and creative.

Marx refers to this as an expression of our species-being- that

which separates us from animals. When animals search for food, use
tools, or build shelters, they do so without awareness or reflection-
merely out of necessity (e.g.-birds building nests, beavers building
dams). But human labour is meant’ to express man's will. and Consc1ous—
ness- our creative essence. : :

Marx is painfully aware, however, that even in pre-capitalist:
society, man laboured as a member of a class, in a realm of
necessity and not one of freedom. He further points out that the
role one plays in the division of labour (where one stands in -
relation to the means of production) determines one's consciousness.

On pgs. 43-46 of The German Ideology, Marx and Engels discuss 3
pre- capltallst systems of property ownership, and from this derive
3 main types of non-capitalist social structures which depend on
them:

1. Tribal ovwnership- social structure is based soiely on the family

division of labour (kinship criteria). Similar ti hunters in%
gatherers. Subsistence economy—llttle or no surplus-= equality.

2. Ancient communal .and state ownershlp (early city-states of Greece
and Rome). Here the division of labour is between owners of
property and their slaves (pg.44).

3. Feudal or estate property (pg.45). This is primarily a rural
soclal formatlon, and 1t is composed of landowners and a serf
class. '

Later, 1n ca italism, the town has become the center of economic
life, the productive system has shifted from agriculture to industry,
and there. is a fully developed political and civil 1life. There is
w1despread emergence of private property (due to the creation of an:
ever-increasing surplus) and a developed class system- composed

of capitalists (owners of the means of production) and workers who
contribute physical labour.
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MARX'S THEORY OF IDEOLOGY

Marx and Engels wrote The German Ideology in an effort to elaborate
two important ideas. First, even in pre-capitalist forms of social
organization, inequality existed because an elite group was able

to appropriate the surplus created through the labour of an oppressed
class. The political power which results from ownership of private
property is real and cannot be dissolved through theorizing, but
only through changing underlying conditions which make it possible.
In other words, not contemplation or criticism, but revolution-

is necessary (The German Ideology, pPg. 55). -

Second, Marx and Engels wished to make a connection between power
and the production of thought and ideas. See The German Ideologl
pg. 64~ "Ruling Class and Ruling Ideas"

The class which is the ruling material forue of soc1ety is at the
same time its ruling intellectual force. They are in a position-
to disseminate ideologies (false or illusory beliefs) ‘which allow
them to legitimate and justify their position, further their own
interests and represent them as unlversally valid.

The ruling classes are able to do_this, ‘Marx asserts, simply because
survival 1s man's first principle, and those who control economic
life are therefore able to wield great power. Furthermore, we-do
not perceive reality directly (as it is) but rather through the
filter of prevailing ideas, which become S0 much a part of our
thinking that we do not questlon them.

They do not arise in a vacuum, however (as Hegel believed) but
again are the result of economic structures. Thus, during the epoch
when the aristocracy was dominant, notions of "honour" and "loyalty"“
were especially important

In capitalism,-"freedom" and “equality" are deplcted as universally
held values—- but in fact “freedoms" supposedly enshrined in the
legal system (for the good of all) actually benefit owners of the
means of productlon

According to Marx, both the elites and the oppressed believe in
the rightness of these claims to authority- the elites are taken
in by their own ideologies. In fact, everyone is a victim of
ideological thinking- except Marx and Engels, of course.

ja -
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Marx's Dialectic- The Unity of Theory and Practice

It is in the "Theses on Feuerbach" (German Ideology pgs. 121-123)
that we can find the principle source of t the Marxist doctrlne of
the unity of ftheory and practice. v

Very simply, for Marx this means the resolution of theoretical
problems through practical activity. Thus, the idea of "theory
and practice" has to be understood in the context of Marx‘s
materialist transformation of world history.

Marx's dialectic- his materialist conception of history- 1is,as we
have seen, one in which practical human activity, rather than thought,
plays the crucial role. Marx thus rejected Hegel's phllosophy of
history, which.was based on idealism.

After Hegel, Marx took the dialectic .in a different direction,
developing the material side by looking at historical and economic
growth. Marx ‘s doctrine of development is called the materialist
-dialectic to indicate the shift from the dominance of ideas to the
dominance of economic conditions. Marx took the view that the
principle of change could be found in economic production (not in
the conflict between opposing ideas, as Hegel claimed)

For Marx, then, the principle of contradiction manifested itself
in the form of the coercive class structure of society. This class
structure existed to some degree even in pre-capitalism- remember
the 3 forms: 1. Tribal 2. Ancient city-states (slavery) 3. Feudal
(agrarian).

These contradictions reach their apex in capitalism, and this leads
to the development of a revolutionary class (the proletariat- more
about this later) who are conscious of their common interests and -
the conditions which oppress.them. In this sense, Marx's historical
examination of successive societies and modes of production makes
the dialectic real and concrete.

If we examine Marx's eleventh theis on Feuerbach, we can see the
importance of a revolutionary class. Marx argues that, “The phil-
osophers have only'lnterpreted the world in various ways; the point
is to change 1it. :

What is Marx saying here? Simply that the problems philosophers
identified cannot be resolved through passive interpretation of"

the world as it is. Only changing the world in fundamental ways
(through labour, broadly defined) will eliminate the contradictions
which are an inherent part of it. Revolutionary transformation of
society (leading to communism) will allow us to“solve the riddle of
history". : ' .

43
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Marx on Labour and Alienation

- We have already seen that for Marx, labour is an expression of
man's essence- his "species-being". He must use both his mental
-and physical powers in an unconstrained and creative way if he 1is
to be connected to himself.

Unfortunately, we generally labour in a realm of necessity and

not one of freedom. This is especially true in capitalist society,
because the demands of the marketplace result in a forced division
of labour- that is, a situation where the worker must perform
repetitive tasks in a mechanical fashion in order to increase
efflClenoy, productivity and profits.

Marx is not saying that the division of labour itself can be
completely eliminated (although we do derive the greatest satis-
faction if we create an object ourselves in its entirety). Marx
admits that tasks must be allocated in order to meet the needs of
a growing population. :

But it is the forced and unfree oharacter of labour under capitallsm
which transforms useful labour carried out to meet human needS'lnto
abstract labour- a commodity to be bought and sold.

What does Marx mean by these terms? As indlcated, useful labour
meets a need, and confers value on the materials which have gone into
the creation of a product. Eg.- a piece of leather has little value
in itself until the labour of the worker transforms it into a pair

of shoes. Such useful labour is the result of human 1mag1natlon,
muscle and skill.

However, the forced division of labour reduces useful labour to
what Marx calls abstract labour, stripping it of meaning and
individuality. Under capitalism, .all labour is abstract- a “thing
to be sold and paid for at.an hourly rate, with no recognition of
the special skills which different individuals possess. Therefore,
it doesn't matter what you as a worker can contribute in concrete
qualitative terms, only the quantitative value of labour power in
the abstract- How little can the owner pay? How much can he make?

The transformation of useful labour into abstract labour leads to
what Marx calls alienation.

This is a central concept which in Marxist terms refers to the
worker's loss of control over the labouring process. When labour
is alienated, it means that the worker is no longer free to make.
decisions about what, when and how he produces, thus surrendering
his. autonomy and compromising his self-definition.

{44-
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Marx on Alienation and Labour continued:
According to Marx, alienation occurs in four broad ways:

1. Workers become alienated when the means of production falls
into private hands, and labour 1s thus subject to the demands

of the marketplace.

2. Alienation occurs when the self-defining nature of labour is
surrendered- when workers must sell their labour 1n exchange
for wages, and threfore it is owned by others. This loss of
productive activity leads to what Marx calls a fundamental
‘reversal’ of 'what is human to what is animal'. This reversal.
takes place in the sense that the worker is only free in those
functions which he or she shares with anipals, such as eating,
sleeping, drinking, etc.- since it is only in these functions
that he is alone and unsupervised.

3. Alienation takes place when human beings lose the connectiaons
they have to their own species since, under capitalism, labour
is turned into a physical rather th4n a creative act. Like.
animals, human beings are required to perform their labourfng
functions only to fill their immediate physical needs, and in
doing this they relinquish their conscious being.

k. Alienation occurs when human beings are estranged from their
fellow humans as a result of the fact their labour under capitalism
has turned them into individual beings who compete alone against
others in the pursuit of private gain. (This is egpecially true
in the case of the owners). This disruption of the labour
process estranges individuals from the human community since
at one time their labour was cooperative and collective, whereas
now it is. 1nd1v1dual

S
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Marx on "Clags” and "The State"

It's important to remember that for Marx, human beings never produce
as completely isolated individuals, but only as members of a
-definite form of society (a class). All labour is cooperative to
some extent, because we depend on others to produce goods and
services that we need in order to carry out our own tasks.

We tend to lose sight of this fact under capitalism (see last
"week's notes on "Alienation") but nevertheless there is no type
-of society which is not founded upon a definite set of relations
of production. To think otherwise would be to fall victim to a
bourgeois philosophy of individualism, which serves to conceal
the social character of production, and the crucial role played
by class interests (domination).

Given that the concépt of class was so important to Marx, it is
ironic that he did not define it clearly and consistently. Much
of his writing centers around discussing what a class is not,

‘rather than what it is. : : v ’

Accordlng to Marx, class must not be identified with either the
source of one's income or the functlon performed. This would yield
a great many classes- eg.- doctors, who receive their income from
the treatment of the sick, would be in a different class from
farmers, who derive theirs from the cultivation of the land.

Marx also stated that classes are not synonymous with income groups.
He rejected this idea because it perpetuates the notion that re-
distribution of wealth will eliminate class conflicét. This is not
a real solution- as Marx points out, it simply results in "better
payment for the slave®

So- what is a class, according to Marx? Class and class membership
~are based on the ownership of private property in the means of

production. This yields a model of class relations which is basically
dichotomous~ 2 antagonistic classes- one dominant (the owners) and
the other subordinate (the workers). This necessarily results in
conflict between the two. :

It's important to note that for Marx this two-class model of society

is a theoretical construct or ideal-type model- not meant to accurately
reflect reality at all times under all historical conditions. Marx

was aware of the existz@nce of other classes-realized that not every-
one could fit neatly into the. owner-worker dichotomy. He sometimes
spoke of the "landowning" classes,-the "intelligentsia™, and the
"lumpenproleteriat”- those on the fringes of society, vagabonds who

do not really play a part in the productive process.

b,
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Marx on “Class" continued:

Thus we can see that Marx was aware of the multiplicity of class
structure. However, he felt that as bourgeois capitalism becomes
increasingly refined, these fringe groups- whether professionals,
peasants or so-called "intellectuals™ will more and more be
absorbed into one of the "“two great warring classes". In bourgedis
society, relationships become simplified and polarized.

Under- capitalism, then,.we may speak of. tHe_ “propertisd"” vergus .
the "propertyless" class. Owners (employers) pes3&38% capital, while
non-owners (that is, workers) 81mply possess labour power. These
are economic categories- that is, Marx is not trying to say any-
thing about the social or poli%tical characteristics of these groups,
or in fact about any characteristics not open to empirical inves-
tigation. For his purposes, all the owners have in common is that
thﬁy own property, and all the workers have in common is that they
don't. Of course, they may have other things in common which cannot
be seen and measured- but Marx 1is not concerned with inner disposi-
tions. In other words, he is adopting a "scientific" or "positivist"
.approach to the study of class.

So far, we have been using the terms "worker" and "proleteriat"

or "owner'" and "bougeoisie" as though they are interchangeable-
but in fact this is not really so. A vital distinction must be
made here, between what Marx calls a class "in 1tself" and a class
“for itself". v

We may call those who possess property‘the owners" when they are
merely a class "in themselves"- that is, when they haven't yet
become fully aware of the need to protect their own interests in
relation to the workers. Once the owners develop linkages with _
each other--a heightened sense of class consciousness and awareness
that their interests are in opposition to those of the workers- we
may call them the "bourgeoisie". They have become a class "for
themselves"”, rather than simply a class "in themselvesg"

The same thing can be said of the workers, too. Once thay have
become fully aware of their exploitation at the hands of the
owners, they may be called the "proletariat"- they have become a
class "for themselves”

How does this happen? According to Marx, self-consciousness develops
gradually, and not necessarily at the same rate in all countries.
Often it ows simply as a result of members of each class coming
together (perhaps quite accidentally) to air their grievances and
then goes on from there- small meetings begin to attract more
participants, and so on.

La-
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Marx on “Class™ continued from pg;Z:

Similarly, the owners only bécome aware of themselves as:a clags
when-they see the evidence of this new militancy in the ranks of
the workers (proletariat) whom they now view as a threat to their
interssts. However, Marx believed that the bourgeoisie could never
develop a true and united consciousness of their own interests’

in the same way that the proletariat can. Marx sees the self-
interest of the bourgeoisie as ultimately destructive of their.
class and destructive of capitalism 1tself.

Their greed prevents them from uniting in the economic sphere,

and thus leaves them at a disadvantage in relation to the proletariat,
who are capable of uniting for the good of theilr class (after all,
they have nothing to lose). Once the proletariat become aware that
they are alienated from the productive process, and confront their
antagonists, the capitalist system 1s doomed. Ironically, it is

the very creation of an army of workers {(who will inevitably become
conscilous of their interests and their power) Wthh results in

the collapse of bourgeois society.

Of course,any claim to self-consciousness is debatable, because

it develops in the subjective realm only- and remember that Marx

is attempting a. scientific, obgectlve analysis of this issue.
Nevertheless, heightened self-consciousness (among the proletariat

for example) may manifest itself in disturbances of all kinds,

which disrupt the economic system. More on this later- see "Revolutior

Marx on "“"The State"

In Marx's view, the stste apparatus under capitalism serves to
buttress the interests of the ruling class (bourgeoisie). Its
origin can be traced back to the division of labour- as we have
seen, according to Marx those who control the economic substructure
are also in a position to shape society's superstructures (eg.- the
state and its interconnected legal realm, as well as the spheres of
religion, education, the arts,; etc.- according to their will. This -
does not necessarily mean that everything in the superstructural
realm is a reflection. of the interests of the dominant group- that
-would be too dogmatic, even for Marx. Nevertheless, he asserts

that the state is the handmaiden of the ruling:class- allowing

them to collect taxes, make laws which work to their advantage,

and mould other institutions. As Marx expressed it in The Communist
Manifesto: "The executive of  the modern state is but a commitiee
for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie".

8-
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Marx on “Revolution" and “"Future Communist Society™

!

We have already seen that for Marx, the way in which our survival
needs aré met is so fundamental to the human condition that those
who controlthe economic substructure are in a position to shape
much of the superstructure as well. Thus the owners (bourgeoisie)
are able to consolidate their power to an extraordinary extent.
Given that the ruling class manages to perpetuate a set of ideas
and social relationships which reinforces. their position, how does
any of this ever change?

Marx explains it in this way: In a relatively stable society, there

is an equilibrium between the mode of production,,the social relation-
ships which support it, and the "superstructure" which is so closely’
tied to the means of class domination.

Inevitably, however, something happens to upset this stability- 1it's
not that everthing is fine the way it is, but simply that in periods
of relative calm, tensions remain below the surface. When a change
in the mode of production occurs (as was the case when much of
Europe shifted from a primarily agrarian and cottage-indusiry

mode of production to an industrial one) the difficult period

of transition allows unexpressed conflicts and contradictions

to manifest themselves. These overt class conflicts terminate in
revolutionary struggle in the political sphere. They manifest

. themselves ideologically as clashes between competing “principles"”
or opposing principles.of "right" and "wrong". Each group engaged
in the struggle represents his ideas as the only "true" and “valid"
ones.

Sometimes the struggle destroys both groups, but at other times 1t
results in a radical reconstruction of 3001ety—_as occurred when
capitalism overcame feudalism. But in all of previous history, once

a revolutionary class has gained power, it ceases to be revolutionary-
like its predecessors, 1t now geeks to justify and maintain the
existing order. In so doing, it inaugurates yet another period of
relative stability, which will continue until the mode of production
~undergoes a change- it "contains the seeds of its own destruction"

as Marx puts it. -

The revolutlonary rise to power of the proleterlat however, 1s not
destined to repeat thls pattern. According to Marx, the proleteriat
cannot come to power"except by abolishing its own previous mode

of appropriation and thereby also every other mode of approprlatlon
(Communist Manifesto, pg. Z?

With the rise of the proletariat, it will be possible for mankind
to recover -his alienated self- in a rational order which has no
need for the old forms of domination.

iHq.
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- Marx on “"Revolution" and “Future Communist Society" continued:

What does Marx mean by "revolution"? He means a change in the
fundamental principle on which . the social order had been based
in all previous societies. This implies a transformation- a
systematic, structural change in power relations. A prev1ously
dominant class loses control and some new arrangement 1s sub-
stituted.

Let'S‘look_at the terms "revolution" vs. "evolution". Evolution,

as we have seen, implies a linear, almost "lawlike" and gradual
change of structure and funotion. No sudden leaps are involved

in evolutionary change- 1t involves building on the past. This,
then, 1s not consistent with the klnd of fundamental change Marx
had in mind. But he chose the term "revolution" not to express

the suddeness or violence of the change, but rather the fundamental,
.radical transformation of the system which it involved. There is
~‘a change from a system based on the ownership of private property
~to one in which this is absent. But this revolution need not occur
suddenly or violently, nor need it involve the spilling of a single
drop of blood- in fact, Marx was very much against such a thing.

He prefzrr€&, to think that perhaps in America.or in England,
the working class might come to power through the parliamentary
system- they might be voted into power, and proceed with the
revolution from there

That's why he says the follow1ng (on pg. 236 of McLellan)

"We are aware of the importance that must be accorded to the
institutions, customs and traditions of different countries;
and we do not deny that there are countries like America, England
(and if I knew your institutions better, I would add Holland
where the workers can achieve their aims by peaceful means"

However, despite Marx's hope that the ruling class will go quietly,
he is aware that this . may not happeri. He goes on to say that:
"However true that may be, we ought also to recognize that, in

most of the countries on the continent, it is force that must be

the lever of our revolutions; it is to force that it will be
necessary to appeal for a time in order to establlsh the reign

of labour". (McLellan, pg. 236) :

What does Marx mean by “force" here? As we have seen, he wasn't in
favour of the spilling of blood- so the "reign of terror" typical
of, .for example, the French Revolution, was rejected by Marx. He
knew that this achieves nothing- and in fact, that after such a
period of violence, there is likely to be a backlash during which
conditions return to their original state. You can't impose by
sheer force what is not yet inherent in soclety.

.-
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Marx on “Revolution” and "Future Commiunist Society" continued:

The type of "force“ which Marx had in mind, then, involves what
he called the "dictatorship of the proletariat". "Dictatorship“,
however, didn‘'t have quite the same connotation for Marx as it
has for us. He was thinking back to the Roman office of the
dictatura, where all power was legally concentrated in the hands
of a single individual (temporarily) during a period of crisis.
Marx explains the powers and responsibilities such a dictatorship
would hold at greaterlength in The Communist Manifesto.

How would the revolution come about? Obviously Marx did not accept
the sort of romanticism which asserts that, “If you want revolution
badly enough and get everybody together, you can have it". This, in
his view, is pure fantasy. Revolution cannot come about unless
objective (real) conditions. in society are ready for it.

What is Marx saying here? Remember he stressed that revolution
cannot be lmgosed on a society through terror (as the Jacobins
tried to do 1in France). Society must be “ripe" for revolution-
and according to Marx, it would be an economic crisis of one sort.
or another which would be the precipitating factor. This is what
he means by objective conditions- the real conditions of man‘'s
material life. As he puts it on pg.223 in McLellan: “At a certain
stage of their development the material forces of production in a
society come into conflict with the existing relations of produc-
tion- or- what is but a legal expression for the same thing- with
the property relations w1th1n which they have been at work before"

Such an economic crisis might stem from a number of problems- for
example- a depression, a high rate of inflation, food shortages, etc.
"If the resulting attempt to change society is to have any hope of.
“success, it must embody what Marx called "revolutionary praxis“-.

the unity of theory (ideas) and practice. We must alter the way -
men live and the way they think- and on a structural level. As

Marx says in McLellan, pgs. 22'5-226:

The alteration of men on a mass scale is necessary,
an alteration which can only take place in a prac-
tical movement, in a revolution; this revolution is
necessary, therefore, not only because the ruling
class cannot be overthrown in any other way, but also
because the class overthrowing it can only in a rev-
-olution succeed in ridding itself of all the muck of
ages . and become fitted to found society anew .
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Marx on “Revolution'™ and "Future Communist Society"continued:

Let's assume that the revolution is successful- what does the
future communist society look like? . Those who want specific
details look to Marx 4in vain, and some critics point out that
this is a weakness (presumeably deliberate) in his theory- it
cannot be disproven. If Marx is vague as to the exact nature

of post-capitalist society, there is no point at which we can
"say that he was wrong- it may simply be that in certain societies
(the Soviet Union, for example) his ideas were not properly
executed and that is why the experiment - alled

At any~rate, in Marx's view, the precise nature of new social
structures cannot be determined before the fact. One thing seems
certain, however- the role of the state will change drastically.

We have already seen that accordlng to Marx, "The executive of the
modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of
the whole bourgeoisie". With the end of class domination, the state
as we have known it will no longer be necessary, and nor will the
state bureaucracy. For Marx, socialist society thus meant the
destruction of "the centralised state power, with its ubiquitous
organs of the 'standing army, police, bureaucracy, clergy, and
judicature™. We will no longer need the state, and in Engel's
words, it will w1ther away" o :

The state will not completely disappear, however. According to

Marx, it will still be at least temporarily needed to perform

quite a few crucial functions. You should turn to pg. 219 of the
McLellan reader for an elaboration of what these are. Marx's ten-
point program interestingly enough seems to necessitate the creation
of a new state bureaucracy— in opp051t10n to Engel s assertion that
it will "wither away", Marx envisions a future in which the state
may paradox1cally become stronger than ever.
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Max Weber- Intellectual Orientations

In beglnnlng our dlscu531on of Max Weber's (1864-1920) ideas, it
is first important to seg hpw he defin sogiology, and contrast
this' with''the ideas of somé’ of the- e%ﬁgg thedrists we've been -
studying so far.

We ‘ve seen that Marx was primarily interested in the conflicts between
soclal classes, and in how these antagonistic relationships changed

as the mode of production was transformed. On the other hand, the
social realists- e.g., Comte, Durkheim, etc.- concentrated on the
evolution of society- a natural consequence of their tendency to

view society as a living organi.sm.

Weber's orientation differed from all of these- he focused on the
subjective meanings that human beings attach to their actlons, as

" they interact with others. So he defines sociology as "a science
which attempts the interpretive understanding of social action in
order thereby to. arrive at a causal explanation of its course and
‘effects". (Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization)

“Action" (for Weber) refers to all human behaviour to which an.
individual attaches subjective meaning. It is social in so far as

it takes account of.the behaviour and expectations of others, and

is therefore oriented towards them. Almost everything that human
beings do fits into this category, of course- whether we respond
p031t1ve1y'or negatively to the behaviour of those around us, or

- choose to igrnore them, there are social ramifications involved,

and we have come to this decision based on factors which have meaning
for us and require interpretation on our part.

This does not necessarily imply that we all share the same meanings,
but Weber is interested in that too- the asymmetry which is sometimes
involved in social relatlonshlps, and how they are created, maintained,
used, .and even destroyed:. Becduse Weber is concerned with meaning

on a subJectlve level- how are we to 1nterpret a given action, what’

is its significance to the person carrying it out- he sees the
individual as the basic unit of anlysis. This is quite different.
from the viewpoint of the social realists, or even from that of

Marx, who saw almost everything as a function of class membership.

But as has been said, Weber believed that the individual is the sole
carrier of meanlngful conduct, because only the individual can be-said
to possess will and consciousness.

Why is this emphasis on meaning so important? Because it is 1mp0331ble
to achieve an understanding of what an action means to. an individual
through the use of natural scientific methods, and therefore Weber
"rejects them as a tool to be used in the study of society. Remember
that the Enlightenment emphasis on reason and science led to a belief
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Max Weber- Intellectyal'Orientations Centinwed .

that the natural and social worlds could be studied in the same way-
a unity of the sciences- through observatlon, comparison, etc.- of
whatever phenomena 1nterested us.

This is all right as far as it goes. but for Weber, 1t doesn't go
far enough. The trouble with the use of scientific methods based

on observation, comparison and experlmentatlon is that people are
not the same as rocks, bugs or bacteria in a laboratory dish. And
if we treat them as though they are, we are missing out on the most
fascinating aspects of the soeial world. Natural scientific methods
are adequate for examining external characteristics and allowing us
to formulate general laws about them. Rocks, bugs and bacteria don't
really consist of anything more than their external characteristitvs-
they don't (as far as we know) have goals, feelings or desires. Nor
do they have any ability to affect the world around them, or change
it in any way- only people can do that. :

Furthermore, Weber wanted to go beyond Comte's maxim of "Know in
order to predict, predict in order, to control."Understanding, for -
Weber, was a higher goal than eilther prediction or control. Again,
"if human belngs possess unique and spontaneous motivations and
desires, how can we either predict or control their behaviour?

And why, in fact, would we want to? If we attempt to study them in
the same way we do inert obJects, we dre making their motivations
irrelevant. : :

In addition to all of this, Weber rejected the social realist
assumption that certain elites in society have the right (ér even
the ability) to make choices (on the basis of scientific knowLedge)
as to what is "best" for the whole. There is no type of scientific
knowledge which entitles us to make such decisionsg. Scientific data
and theories tell us what we can do about a particular problem, but
not what we should do: Science offers us no moral guidelines- it
tells 'us we can split the atom, but is silent on the question of
whether or not we should. drop the bomb

Weber on 'Ideal-Types’

Given Weber ‘s emphasis on the subjective meaning that individuals
attach to their behaviour, and the necessity of achiewing an under--
standing of this, it is not surprising that one of his primary. goals
is to elaborate a typology of social action. Weber discusses four
major types of social action, which will be elaborated shortly- but
first, some explanation is needed as to why ideal-types are necessary
at all What are they, and how do they further our understanding of
reality?

By
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Max Weber on 'Ideal-Types' continued:

You already have some familiarity with ideal- types whether you

realize it or not- for example, whén Rousseau, Hobbes and Locke

speak of the so-called "state of nature”, they are really referrlng

to an ideal-type- a hypothetical construct which cammot be found in
reality. Social researchers need to: use ideal-types because according -
to Weber, it is impossible to know all of reality. Reality for him

is a "vast chaotic stream of events, which flows away through time"”
Furthermore, even a description of the smallest slice of reality can
"never be exhaustive”

Since we can never hope to make sense of this ever-changing stream
of events in their totality, we must focus on specific aspects of

it- those which are important to us at a given time. Ideal-types are
not meant to provide an accurate representation of reality- they are
arrived at by the accentuation of certain characteristics. As some .
are highlighted, others are thrust into the background. Nor are they
meant to depict that which is "ideal” in the sense of being "perfect”
"good" or "desirable”

The advantage of the use of ideal-type constructs lies in their
precision and clarity. If the researcher formulates these constructs
carefully, he will be able to determine how far empirical reality
deviates from this hypothetical "utopia”. So the creation of ideal-
types 1s not carried out as an end in itself- they are formulated

to help in the solution of particular problems- especially in order
. to discover what is distinctive and unique.about a particular
phenomenon. They are sharpened and modified as the researcher continues
his investigations.

Let's get back to Weber's fourfold typology of social action- again,
remember that all of these are.ideal- types as discussed above, not
necessarily-to be found in their pure form anywhere in reality:

1. Affectual action is dictated by the individual's emotional state,
rather ~than by the rational calculation of means and ends. Like

the third type (value-rational action) it is carried out for its
own sake- not to further any other goal. An example of this might
be a mother who rushes into a burning buliding to save her child.

- 2. Traditional action serves no conscious goal, but is dictated by
deeply-entrenched custom or habit. Weber explains that this applies
to the great bulk of activities which people carry out in their
everyday lives- "We always have dinner at six o'clock"”. Traditional
aczlon does not have the coherent, defined form of value-rational
action
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Max Weber on fIdeal-Typeé' continued:

3.

Value-rational action is centered around the belief that an action
is worthwhile for 'its own sake. This action is rational not because
it attempts to attain a practical goal, hut because it is faithful
to a value such as honour or integrity. Because it is directed
towards the fulfillment of an over-riding ideal, no other consider-
ations are deemed to be important. Such action is exemplified by
the maxim, "The Christian does rightly and leaves the results

with the Lord".

Goal-oriented action (also. oalledlnS?Tu”““dﬁJ o P‘“WPO&IJe)

"rational action) is carried out in order to achieve a practical

goal- perhaps one which is oriented around the desire for money,
success, recognition, etc. The individual clearly perceives his
purpose, and after weighing the alternatives, has rationally
chosen the best means to attain it. E.g.- an ambitious young man

(or woman) after calculating the costs and benefits involved,

decides that the best route to professiorml advancement is-to
marry the bosses' daughter- not because he loves her (that would
be an example of ‘affectual or value-rational action) but because
it is the most direct and efficient way of achieving his goal.

Don't forget thaf4in practice, mogt beha&iour is difficult to.
classify so precisely because it involves a mixture of two or

‘more types of action. For example~ the goal-oriented young man

who marries the bosses’ daughter may realize that this is in his
own interest, but he may be in love with her as well. Goal-oriented
or instrumental behaviour is the easiest to understand directly,
with a minimum of interpretive work on the observer's part, because
it is most like a mathematical formula- "If action 'X' is carried
out, result '¥' can be anticipated". Nevertheless, even in such
cases, we can never be absolutely sure about the meaning of an
action for another individual (or even for ourselves- sometimes

our own motivations are unclear to us as well). The most we can

do is speak in terms of probabilities when carrying out the
interpretive work of understanding behaviour within a social
context. In Weber's view, then, Auguste Comte's aim- "know in

order to predict, predict in order to control”- is impossible

to achieve.
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Max Weber on The Protestant Ethic and:the Spirit of Capitalism

Iﬁ The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, Weber asks
why it is that the business leaders-of modern Europe are over-

‘whelmingly Protestant. In other words, what is the relationship

between religion and economics?

On a deeper level, Weber is also asking: What kind of people are

we going to be in the modern world- a world which places more and
more emphasis on success and accumulation, and correspondingly less
emphasis on deeper values But we will return to the second question
later.

First of all- why is Weber even interested in the relationship between
ideas (religion) and economics? In large part this fascinatéed: him
because he wished to ‘'round out’' (but not reject entirely)Marx's
rather one-sided concern with the economic 'base’ as the causal faertor
in social change. You will remember that Marx tended to see all :
'superstructural® phenomena (religion, politics, literature, art, etc.,.
as having little or no 1ndependent existence apart from the so-called
'real' material, economic conditions which made them p0831b1e- "Life

.is not determihed by consciousness, but consciousness by life”

Weber did not want to fall into the trap of 'idealistic' determinism
(certainly he considered this to be a weakness in Hegel's perspective
on history, who as you know saw everything as emanating from 'reason'

~or 'spirit'- created as if in a vacuum with no socikl or economic

context whatsoever). Yet although he did not think Marx was wrong

to be concerned with the real, material conditions of man's existence,
he was also ‘intrigused by the role which ideas might play in bringing
about social change. Economic interests, therefore, are not the only.
ones which motivate our actions, and neither are they invariably the
most important ones. Weber was thus anxious to reject ggggone—

sided approach to the study of society- as he expressed it, any form
of rigid determinism "tends to invalidate itself".

In exambning the relationship between religion and economics, then,
Weber is certainly not trying to say that Protestantism causes
capltallsm Rather he is concerned with demonstrating what he calls
an "affinity’ between the two. What is the nature of this affinity?

At first glance it might seem that Protestantism is well-suited to
business activity because the demands it imposes on the individual

are not as rigorous as those of Catholicism- that Protestantism is
somehow more 'lenient' or ‘'worldly’. But Weber's investigation into
the belief-systems of the early Protestant sects (especially Calvinism,
as will be demonstrated shortly) shows that this is not the case.

The movement towards Protestantism was in fact much more demanding,

and required stricter codes of behaviour, especially as far as relax-
ation and enjoyment were concerned.
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Weber on The Protestant Ethic continued:

In elaborating the connection between Protestantism and Capitalism,
Weber discusses two contrasting, ideal-typical forms of economic
orientation (action)- economic traditionalism vs. economic rationalism
(also known as the "spirit of capitalism”.)These two orientations are
best exemplified by a group of people (a famous family of money-
lenders- the Fuggers) and a well-known historical flgure— Benjamin
Franklin.

‘Traditionalism is not incompatible with a desire for wealth, as the
Fuggers illustrate. Their attitude towards work and wealth was "get .
as much as you can and enjoy it"- inherited wealth is best, but if
you must work, work only as hard as is necessary to get what you want.
The traditional worker (employee) had the same attitude as well. He
did not think in terms of earning more and more money, but simply of
maintaining his accustomed way of life. He would have preferred to
work less and earn less, if he .could manage in this way. Weber points
out that this did not mean that people intraditional societies were
not greedy, or that capitalism did not exist before the adve%t of
Protestantism. He speaks of so-called "adventurer capitalism- fortunes
made through foreign conquest or piracy, for example. But this is
quite different from modern capitalism, which is rational, well-
organized, and founded onthe idea of work as a duty- "the calling”.

Benjamin Franklin is (in Weber's view, at any rate) the chief exponent
of the modern "spirit of capitalism”. For Franklin, work is a
necessity- even the rich should work, in his opinion. But-~ and this
must be emphasized- Franklin is not a Calvinist. The Calvinists, as
we will soon see. are an example of value-rational action (please
refer back to ﬂub124 -27 notes) and Franklin, at léast as Weber portrez
him, is an exampie of purposive-rational, instrumental action. He had
a set of rules for every aspect of money;maklng and economic conduct-
and money was one of Franklin's chief preoccupations, as Weber ably
i1llustrates. You will no doubt be familiar with some of these sayings-
"Waste not, want not", "Early to bed, early to rise", etc. And Frank-
1in advocated a corresponding set of desirable virtues as well- for:
example, 1t is wise to be frugal, punctual (especially in the repay-
ment of debt) dependable, brave, clean, loyal upright, and so on.

But for Franklin, all virtues are defined in terms of their use-value-
never in their absolute sense. He preaches an ethic of self-mastery
in every aspect of life- efficient use of time, money and talent. .

If you are efficient, reliable, frugal (even honest) you will become
rich. But for Franklin, the appearance of virtue was just as good
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Weber on The Protestant Ethic continued:

as the actual practlce of it- if the illusion would allow for the
attalnment of one's goals. Franklin went so far as to say that
"virtues are only virtues insofar as they are useful to the individual®
Furthermore, hée deplored the natural inclination towards the pursuit
of pleasure, ‘which he claimed was typical of the peasant class (and
therefore of traditional societies). What Franklin did in his private
life was another matter, of course, but we won't get into those
embarrassing inconsistencies. here. Suffice it ta»say that Franklin is
an example of what happens to the Protestant Etnic when it loses
its religious foundation- as it inevitably does. But flrst let's
look at how it got started.

The Influence of Ascetic ProteStantism

As has been mentioned,the notion of the "calling"” 1s of primary
importance in ascetic Protestantism. The "calling" is founded on
the belief that the individual must fulfill his duty to God in the
moral conduct of his everyday life. This contrasts with the Catholic
ideal of “monastic isolation”™, which rejects the material world.
Instead the ."calling" centers around a kind of “worldly monasticism’-
"1living in the world, but living as a monk would. Luther first had
this idea- we can fulfill our duties and glorify God through our
work- again, by living in the world and making it a better place,
not by rejecting it. The notion of the “calling" was refined not by
Luther, but by later Protestant sects- ascetic (selfidenying)
Protestantism. There were 4 main streams: 1) Calvinism 2)Methodism
3) Baptism &) Pietism. Weber concentrates on Calv1nlsm, which will
be of greatestlnteresttu us hers.

~ What is most 1mportant in Calv1nlsm° There are uhree ba51c aspects
to this bellef—system-

1. First, the idea that the universe exists to further the glory of
God- we are here to fulfill His purposes.

2. Second, the idea that God's wishes are beyond human comprehension.

3. Third, (this is most most important and tied in with #2) is the
Calvinist belief in predestination. Predestination refers to the
assumption that from. the moment of one's birth, God has decided
one ‘s eternal fate- that is, whether one 1s to be saved or dammed
to hell for all eternity. There is nothing the individual can do
to affect his fate~ no earthly actions can influence the outcome,
siricr it would be presuﬂ%uous of human beings to assume that they
can change God's actions  in any way. Furthermore, for God to
change his mind about the salvation of any individual would imply
that He had been wrong in the first place, and thus, by deflnltlon,
could not be God, who is infallible in all things.

5q.
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Weber on the Influence of Ascetic Protestantism continued:

What was the effect of this belief-system on those who subscribed
to it? Weber speaks of the loneliness of the individual believer.
He is thrown back upon himself in the search for the certainty of
salvation, and inevitably experiences great anxiety about his fate.
For the Calvinist, salvation is an "inexplicable gift of grace"
from an omniscient, unreachable God who 1s immune to all human
entreaties.

1t would thus seem, as Weber points out, that fatalism would be the
logical consequence of a belief in predestlnatlon But as we will
see, because of their emphasis on the idea of proof, or a sign of
salvation, the »nsychological result was entirely the opposite.

The Calvinist could not live with the terrible burden of uncertainty
and loneliness caused by his belief in predestination, so rather
than fatalistically accept the inevitable, he searched for a sign
that he was one of the elect. Where is such a sign to be found?

The Calv1nlst came to the conclu31on that the accumulation of wealth
could be taken as an objective 51gn that the individual is one of

the elect. It cannot change one's ultimate fate, since that has been
‘predetermined, but the sign at least helps to alleviate the anxiety .
of the believer. Therefore the Calvinist worked at his calling with .-
exceptional diligence, and reinvested the profits amassed as a result
of his labour into his business, which would then flourish. Believers
were warned against any type of self-indulgence which would turn their
thoughts away from God, and thus the Calvinist had no option but to
save his earnings. This was in sharp contrast to the traditional mode
of life, which, as we have seen, stressed consumption .rather than .-
production. The ethos of the traditional business enterprise was
consistent with a leisurely and congenial way of life which soon
collapsed under new demands for self-discipline and frugality,’
generated by the actions of a relatively small group of Calvinist
believers. Those who could not or would not conform to the demands

of the new marketplace were forced out. It was a dreary existence,

to be sure, but that was of little consequence to the Calvinist,who
considered his earthly life to be of secondary lmportance compared

to the hoped for eternity in paradise.

It must be emphaSLZed that the Calvinist did not practice ascetic
self-denial in order to become a better, more effective Capitalist-
rather his behaviour is value-rational (as opposed. to the 1nstrumental-
1ty of Bengamln Franklin) because the Calvinist is acting in accordance
with the dictates of his faith, and not in an effort to attain a
practical goal. The fact that this way of life happened to make him

a successful businessman 1s, from his point of view, largely irrelevant,
since his only real concern is with pleasing God and alleviating his
anxig}_ about his ultimate fate. Nevertheless, because this ethosis

so 1n,with the demands of an lncreasingly rational and calculable
world, which values efficiency and productivity above all else, it .
could not help but take hold and perpetuate itself.

bo-
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‘The Protestant Ethic and Rationalization

We've seen that the Calvinist belief in predestination, and the attempt
to alleviate anxiety about one’'s ultimate fate led to a reorganization
of personality, which in Weber's view, enhanced the development of
rational capitalism. The Calvinist was sober, methodical and above
all self-disciplined in every aspect of his life. This ethic of self-
denial, as we have seen, ensured his success in the business world,
but at the expense of any possibility for real happiness. For the

true believer, however, this was allright- the certainty of salvation
(measured by the ever-increasing accumulation of wealth) was all the -
happiness he ever hoped for or expected. The Calvinist "wanted to work
in a calling", as Weber said, because to do so was in accordance with
values which were important to him- the dictates of his religion.

But what happens when capltallsm becomes firmly established, and no
longer needs the religious foundation which Calvinism provides? We've
seen some evidence of the result in the writings of that supreme
pragmatist, Benjamin Franklin. Never was there a man so- greatly'lnter—
sted in money- and so little interested in the true meaning and practice .
of the "virtues“"meant to help one acquire it. But how gspecifically

did asceticism help to create a different world- the beginning of the
modern rational world we know today? What is the legacy of the Calvinist®
We can distinguish three inter-related themes, which Weber does not
discuss explicitly, but which can be inferred from his analysis:’

1. Knowledge
2. Impersonality
3. Control

Let's look at each one of them separately, beginning with knowledge,
and then 1link them together. ,

For Weber, to act in a purposive-rational, goal-oriented way is to

act on the basis of Inowledge. This is nothing new, of course. Weber
reminds us that even people in earlier sociéeties who performed“religious'
rituals or incantations were orienting their behaviour towards the
achievement of some goal— whether it be a better harvest, more rainfall,
.etc. They were simply u31ng the best means available to them under

the circumstances. But in modern western society the empha31s on know-
ledge has exceeded that of all past epochs. This is because the rise

of science and technology has made knowledge almost the only basis

for individual rational action. Like the Calvinist (who also valued
knowledge greatly, only we have more of it) we must be willing to
submit to ever-more-rigorous training in a specialized field- a process
of 1ncrea51ng self- masterx

This 1s flne, up to a point, and Weber is not recommending ignorance,
BUT there is a price to be paid. Weber warns us that we must also
reckon with what he calls the growing “disenchantment" of the world.
What does he mean by this? Weber is here referrlng to the decllne of
magical or religious views of the world. The rellglodS world -view,
which predominated in earlier societies, has given. way to a “scientific"
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The Protestant Ethic and Rationalization continued:

outlook which teaches man that everything is open to rational explanation.
And in our arrogance we also tend to believe that everything is open

to human mastery and control as well- even the mysteries of nature.

What all of this means is that if God is not dead, we have at least
banished him from the scene. What place does God have in a rational,
calculable world where we dismiss everything that we cannot see or
measure or prove? There is no room for faith in such a world, because
faith means believing in things when commonsense tells you not to. The
Calvinist had faith, of course (his search for knowledge did not take
him away from God) and his faith told him how to live his life- but

we have no such guide, because science cannot offer guidance on moral
issues. As Weber says, "Science tells us what we can do, ‘but not what

we should do." Nor can it offer any explanation for apparently random
and incoherent human suffering- the age-old questions of "Why did this
terrible thing happen to my wife (or my child)? Why did it happen to me?

Knowledge also means that we have become more self-interested and
calculating in our relationships with other people,too, and more
inclined (as Benjamin Franklin was) to wuse them to achieve our own
goals. The Calvinist would not have done this, because his faith forbade
such actions- but remember, we live in a world largely without faith,
one in which .there are very few consequences for such behaviour, and
where the question of greatest importance is, invariably, "What's in

it for me?" - ' ’

2. Impersonality is a vital component of purposive-rational, goal-
oriented behaviour. Such detachment, in Weber's opinion, is a
legacy of the Calvinist's mistrust of all intimate relationships,
which can only serve to turn man's thoughts away from God, and are
"of no use towards salvation". Modern 1life demands that we treat
others in an impersonal way too- what could be more impersonal than
a marketplace based on money transactions (which reduce everyone
to the same level) or the bureaucratic organization? Impersonality
has simply become the only possible way of life in a world dominated
by the need for efficilency and productivity. If modern man entered
into all his relationships with the intensity which characterized
his predecessors, his carefully constructed economic, legal and
bureaucratic spheres would collapse. Modern man must sacrifice the

- “values 6f love and' frienship in order to serve the goals of the
"rational" society which he himself has created. Yet these goals
‘are irrational from the point of view of his own happiness

3. Control. (especially self-control) is yet another legac¥ of theCalunt
who certainly wrote The book on it. As has been said, the demands
of the modern world also require us to control ourselves, nature;,
and other men as well- the need for stability and continuity is
paramount. Yet (especially within the bureaucracy) this tends to
reduce individuals to the functions they perform, and compromise -
personal and intellectual freedom. Taken together, these three
factors (the requirements for knowledge, impersonality and control)
have resulted in the creation of what Weber describes as an "iron
cage”- a web of repression which threatens to overwhelm us, but 1is

af our own making. A hAa.
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Max Weber: Science and Politics

In hls two essays, Science as a Vocation and Politics as a Vocatlon,
we Tind elaborations of some of Weber's most important “ideas on mod-
ernity, and possible answers to his central question, "What kind of
people are we going to be?" Some-of these issues and answers were
already discussed in The Protestant Ethic, but some have not been
touched on as yet.

Weber links both science.and politics with the fate of what he calls
“the disenchanted world". We've talked abouth this before- the fact
that in a world dominated by reason and science, faith inevitably
declines. The significance of this is simply that the world loses

its transcendent meaning. This loss must be addressed not only by
‘801entlsts and politicians,but by all of who live in a rationalized
world. As we have seen, the Calvinist work ethic was a source of mean-—
ing to the early ascetic Protestants, who wished first to glorify God
on earth, and secondly to alleviate their anxiety about salvation.

For the Calvinists, then, meaning was a given- but it 1s problematic
for modern man, who must create meaning through his own actions, and
'his commitment to certaln values. Yet we meed only remember the example
of Benjamin Franklin to realize how easily values can be abandoned
‘when they serve no discernible practical purpose

-JWeber‘s main agenda. in writing Science as a‘Vocation is to elaborate
the limits of scientific knowledge. We have already discussed his
rejection of positivism as a tool for the study of society, and his
assertion that "Science tells us what we can do, but not what we should
do". But Weber reminds us that in the past no one doubted the value
of science and reason, and their power to liberate  humanity. Although
he does not explicitly say so, Weber is obviously referring here to
the naive Enlightenment belief that through reason, mankind would
forever progress onward and upward, and that we would easily learn
how to act rightly in life. But he mockingly asks- who now believes
in this, aside from a few "big ch11dren°" For Weber, science is of
extremely limited value because it can give no answer to the only
question which is truly important (first posed by Tolstoy) "What shall
we do and how shall we 1ive?"

This does not mean, however, that scientific work is of no iumportance-
simply that we must recognize its limitations. It must be emphasized
that Weber uses the word “scientific" in the broadest possible sense,
not simply to mean work carried out in a laboratory, but also to mean

'~ _the extreme emphasis on knowledge of all sorts which rules our lives-

‘in modernity. As I've said béfore, Weber is not recommending ignorance.
or a return to the past which would be impossible- but he cautions us
that science ‘is mute on the question of values, that is, the difference
between right and wrong. There is no mathematical formula, there is
nothing in the periodic table of the eleménts, which can give us the
answer to questions of morality and ethics. All science can do is tell
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Science and Politics continued:

“us that if we w1sh to achieve result Y, we should follow procedure X.
In other words, it enables us to control our own actions and the world
around us, at least to some degree. In addition, it imposes mental
discipline and clarity- all of which are valuable goals, but not
‘tools which enable us to select the "right" course of action.

Weber further explains that such choices are all the more agonizing
because frequently our course of action is not clear- there are no
"best" ends, only relatively good ones, and no "best" means for
achieving them. Weber uses the example of prolonging life through
artificial means to illustrate the dilemma (one that is even more
relevant now than it was in his day). If we see prolonging human life,
at whatever cost, as an ultimate value, then we would be likely to
conclude that heroic measures must be taken to attempt to save a —
dylng person. But our problems are not over yet. On the one hand, this
orientation can be justified by asserting that there may still be. some
slight hope of recovery, or that the individual's relatives, who claim
that they wish to spare him further suffering, may really want to get
their hands on his money. We may also say that only God and not man.
has the right to decide when human life begins and ends. {(This argument,
of course, has been used both for and against those who believe in
prolonglng human life through artificial means- some believe we are
"playing God" when we turn off the respirator, and others believe
we don't have the right to turn it on in the first place.)

Whatever stand we take, it 1s clear that no scientist, no teacher,

and no political leader can give us the answer to this question- when
we serve one God, we reject another. This, for Weber, is the inescap-
able characteristic of modern life- the plurality of values and the
difficult choices we must 'make, and the fact that no decdision can be
reached through so-called "scientific" means. Choices can only be made’
from within ourselves, through a process of critique and reflection-
we ultimately cheoeS2 our own values.

This means that not only scientists and pollt1c1ans, but all of us,.
must be aware of one thing above all else- that actions have consequenc:
We must take responsibility for the consequences of these actions even
when 1t:is inconvenient for us to do so. This is a theme which Weber
explores further in Politics as a Vocation. Self-responsibility is
rendered even more dlfflcult and problematic by what Weber calls the
"paradox of consequences"- that is, the realization that we can never
know the repercussions of our actions in advance, and furthermore, that
good intentions do not necessarily produce good outcomes. Quite often
the reverse is true- we may engage in an action with the best will in
the world, and the results may be disastrous. On the other hand, plans:
formulated with evil or self-serving intentions may have unexpected
beneficial consequences.
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Science and Politics continued:

In Politics as a Vocation, Weber discusses two ideal-typical forms

of ethical action, which he believes can (if reconciled) allow us to
find meaning and morality in a rationalized world. These two forms

of action are 1) Ethic of Conviction 2) Ethic of Responsibility.
Let's discuss the ethic of conviction first, which will already be
familiar to you as a "result of your reading of The Protestant Ethic.
It is exemplified by the maxim, "The Christian does rightly and leaves
the results with the -Lord". '

The ethic of conviction (or ultimate. ends) thus is value-rational-
oriented to a belief in the value of a given behaviour for its own

sake, regardless of the consequences for oneself or others. It 1is
subscribed to by the uncompromising man of principle, who has singleness
of purpose inspired solely by a devotion to what he sees as his "duty".
Such an attitude may be admirable- but it may also degenerate into
fanaticism and zealotry. Weber 1is very much aware of the dangers of

the unconditional morality of all-or-nothing. He points out that when
"true believers"” meet with opposition, they often blame their failure
on human stupidity (which will be overcome when they achieve their =
goals. in-some utopian future 5001ety) or advocate extreme violence

in the Service of their "cause™.

ThlS is not to say that all those who would fit the deflnltlon of
such ethlcally‘orlented behaviour are indeed dangerous zealots. Weber
reminds us that we must have convictions, for those who do not are
“morally dead". However, he also points out that the ethic of convic-
tion is perhaps more suited to the monastery than the real world, and
therefore recommends that it be tempered by reconciling it with the
more reallstlc and Dractlcal ethic of responsibility.

The proponent of the ethic of responsibility does not sacrifice the
"good" in the fruitless search for the “ideal". He orients his behaviou
towards the possible, and is constantly aware that his actions have
consequences (often difficult to anticipate) for both himself and
others. This does not mean that the scientist, the politician, or
the ordinary citizen who lives according to such an ethlic has abandoned
his i1deals, but rather that he knows he must accept the world "as it is”
and master the art of compromise: Weber thus exhorts us to act with
both passion and responsibility. He cannot tell us which values to live
by (and nor can anyone else- again, that is ultimately a personal
decision). However, if we are to live meaningful lives- lives which
“transcend petty personal goals and self-aggrandizement- we must orient
our behaviour around a self-chosen set of personal values. The trouble
with all of this is- and Weber 1s painfully aware of it- in a world
where the most important question is "What's in it for me?", values
are easy to jettison when they do not serve our purposes. The recon-
ciliation of the ethic of responsibility and the ethic of conviction
may offer a way out of the "iron cage" of modernity- but Weber is~
not optimistic about the prospects of many of us living up to such
"heroic" ethics- especially when the rewards of pure expediency are

so great. . 4253
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Max Weber on Power and the Three Types of Authority

Weber defines “power" as the probability that an actor will be able
“to realize his own objectives even against opposition from others,
This definition is,of course, very broad, because if we accept it,
then we also accept that almost everx social relatlonshlp is also a
power relationship.

What is authority? According to Weber, it is power which has been
legitimized. Remember that we are most likely to obey rules (in.a
consistent, stable way) if we believe they are tied to a legitimate
order. Weber therefore distinguishes 3 types of legitimacy upon which
a. relatlonshlp of domination may rest. All of these (as usual) are

ideal-types
1. Traditional authority

2. Bureaucratic authority

3. Charismatic authority

It is useful to contrast traditional authority with bureaucratic
authority. Traditional authority is based on the sanctity of age-

0ld rules and powers. It is not based on a specific legal code or

set of rules- instead, "“we do it this way because we always have" :
"E.g.- the authority of village elders, or that exercised in patrlarchal
societies, where the head of the family possesses authority which is
transmitted from generation to generation through rules of inheritance.
This "“pure™ type of traditional authority, as indicated above, offers

a contrast with the "pure" type of rational bureaucratic authority.

In traditional societies, tasks of members are ambiguously defined,

and privileges and duties are subject to modifieation according to

the whims of the ruler. Recruitment of employees is based on blood
relationship to the ruler (nepotism) or other personal afflllatlons,
rather than on the specific abilities of applicants. Furthermore, 1in
traditional societies.there is no rational process of “law-making"-
laws are seen as an expression of "truths" or "values", or again, the
inclinations of the ruler. In traditional societies leadersmmay.0f
course be harsh and arbitrary- but Weber reminds us that such power
relationships may also be based on shared feelings of love, respect .
and trust- as he puts it, "after the fashion of the family". The partie:
involved may thus react to each other as people- they are aware of

each other as individuals and thus take account of the virtues and
ldlosyncrac1es which each possess.

Now let's contrast traditional (patrimonial) authority with bureaucrati
authority. Weber notes that bureaucratic authority (and bureaucratic
administration) is distinguished by its rationality- that is, its
efficiency which is intended to maximize results. In contrast to
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Weber's'Three Types of Authority continued:

traditional authority, bureaucratic authority is rule-oriented. The
adminstrative staff carries out their duties on a regular basis, in
accordance with the needs of a well-defined hierarchy. Rules are in
written form, and employees are chosen not because of their personal
affiliations with a ruler (as is the case in patrimonial or traditional
society)but because of their competence. So a bureaucracy stresses
achievement over ascription as a means of obtaining social and economic
advantages. Education has simply replaced ‘proof of ancestry" as a
prerequisite for high office.

Thus bureaucrati¢ administration is rational on its dependence on
specialized technical knowledge. Written rules spell out how authority
is to be delegated, the specific duties associated with each position '
in the hierarchy,and how these duties are to be carried out. This is
necessary in order to eliminate ambiguity and maximize  efficiency.
Bureaucratic authority, in contrast to traditional authority, is not
derived. from the personal feelings of subordinates for their superiors.
It 1s thus not related to the personal qualities of a particular
‘individual, but rather to respect for the office he holds. It must

be this way, as Weber points out, because a bureaucratic organization
needs continuity and stabillty- the organization must go on, even if
particular members retire 'or die. Traditional society offers no such
guarantees- 1f the leader dies, chaos may result.

Yet there are heavy costs associated with this type of administration,-
in terms of personal happiness, autonomy and creativity. As Weber

" explains, "Bureaucracy develops more perfectly the more it is
'dehumanized'..." Individual differences.and emotional considerations
of~loyalty and-friendship are not brought to bear in the workplace,
and innovation, which may be disruptive, is discouraged.

Charismatic authority is quite different from the bureaucratic type-
according to Weber, '"charisma" refers to a "gift of grace" or gift
from God"not accessible to the ordinary person. Such leaders are able
to galvanize followers with the promise of extraordinary change, or
their ability to divine the "true" destiny of a people-traits which
are particularly compelling in times of trouble or uncertainty. Like
traditional authority (but to an even greater degree) charismatic
authority is unstable- leaders may die or fall from grace.
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Max Weber on Class, Status, Party

Weber agreed.with certain fundamental features of Marxist thought,

as far as stratification is concerned. For Weber, as for Marx, control
over property 1s a decisive factor in the determination of the life-
chances of either an individual or a class. This notion of life-chances
is crucial to Weber's definition of a class, and in fact it is one

with which Marx would probably agree as well .although he never .explicit-
ly made use of the term.

Weber thus defines a class as a number of people sharing certain life-
chances- in other words, "the typical chances for a supply of goods,
external living conditions, and personal life experience". For example-
being born into a wealthy family affects one's chances of acquiring

an advanced education (to some extent, at any rate) and level of educa—
tion largely determines occupational standlng

Marx, too, would assume that class membership affects one‘'s life-chances.
But for Marx, the emphasis is on only one element- the ownership or
non-ownership of . .the means of production. Weber believed this was fine
as far as 1t goes- but too simplistic. He wanted to add other elements
to the purely economic dimension of stratification- not just class
(in"terms of economic position) but also status and party (that is,
prestlge and power). Of course, these. dimensions do interact- control
of .the economy does tend to generate honour and political power. But .
they can function independently of each other to some degree, and Weber

. felt that ignoring all other considerations besides the purely economic
could not help but produce a distorted view of social reality. :

Weber begins by adding to Marx's basic two-class model (owners and
.workers). He distinguishes 4 main social classes:

1) The workers (as a whole)
2) The petit bourgeoisie (small businessmen)

3) The propertyless intellectuals (technicians, white collar workers,
civil servants) with differences dependent on amount of training.

L) The privileged class (through property ownership and education)

It is obvious from this 1list that while Marx ignored status distinctions
among various types of workers, Weber did not. For Weber dlfferences in
education, training and property ownershlp aside from one's role in the
means of production are also important in class identification and place-
ment. Weber saw that property differences generate classes, power
differences generate political parties (although power can take many
forms) and prestige differences generate status groupings. Thus, because
of Weber's interest in subjective elements which cannot be easily measure
or observed empirically, he is concerned with more than just ownership

" or non-ownership of the means of production. He 1s concerned with '
attitudes, and not only with how people produce their means of subsistenc
but with how they consume as well. (Style of 1life)
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Max Weber on Class, Status, Party continued:

- For Weber, then, 1t is status which truly creates a community- all the
(both tangible and intangible) elements which enable us to feel that we
have 'something in common' with others. This is not necessarily a functior
of income or a shared position in relation to the means of producticn.
Weber points out *hat the "old rich" may consider the "nouveau riche™

to be vulgar upstarts, and other examples of such status distinctions
leap to mind as well. Doctors and plumbers both make a great deal of
money, -but (rightly or wrongly- and this is not meant to disparage
plumbers) they do not generally move in the same social circles. These
issues must be taken into account, in Weber's opinion, because'they

offer valuable insight into how certaln status groupings view themselves—
and how they are viewed by others. :

This speaks to another weakness in Marx's theory of class and class
action. How can we conceive of "two great opposing classes"” or of the
proleteriat "uniting" in oppositioato the bourgeoisie when in fact not
all members of the so-called proletariat (or the bourgeoisie) would
necessarily feel that they have much in common with each other? How

is collective actlon possible under such circumstances? :

The third form of association Weber dlscusses is the party. Although
- economic classes, status groups and political parties are all related
to the distribution of power in a community (because again, for Weber.
power can take many forms) parties differ from classes and status
groups 1n several ways. Parties are only possible within communities
which have some rational order (hlerarchy) ‘and a staff of persons
ready. to enforce it. For parties aim precisely at. 1nfluen01ng this
staff, and if possible, to recruit from it party followers". (Weber,
Class, Status, Party, pg. 19L)

Tt should be understood here that party here refers to any group or
association (factlon) which has the aim of securing control of an
organization in order to implement definite goals. Thus any organization
into which members are freely recruited for a particular purpose may

" Dbe considered a party. So the Liberal Party, the Democratic Party, or

the Three Stooges Fan Club all fall into this category- in spite of

the fact that their goals are (we hope) quite dissimilar. Economic & stat
differentials may work together to influence membershlp interest and
recru1tment

To sum up- we can see that for Marx, the essential question was who

controls the means of production? For Weber, on the other hand, it

was also necessary to ask who controls the other means of dominating

human beings? We must also explore other structures of social power-

a a concem with the separation of the worker from the means of production
is important, to be sure, but so is that which lies beneath the surface-

a sense of shared community with others- or the lack of 1t.
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Georg Simmel- Metropolis and Mental Life

Like Max Weber (who was a very close friend) Simmel's goal as a

- sociologist was to observe and understand the relationship between
the individual and society, rather than to attempt through his
writings any large-scale structural change, which he did not think
was possible (or even likely to be an improvement on the status quo) .
This does not mean, however, that Simmel was an organicist- nor, of
course was Weber- far from it.

. .
Simmel did not perceive the individual as somehow "subordinate™

to the collectivity, and futhermore he rejected the idea that
society is "held together" by harmony, consensus, and so-called
“shared" values. This may be true at tlmes, but for Simmel, inter-
action (or "sociation" as he called it) is characterized by both
~harmony and conflict, attraction and repulsion, love and hatred.
The hallmark of human relations is thus a profound ambivalence, on
both the micro and macro levels.

As indicated above,-this attitude distinguishes Simmel quite sharply
from the organicists, who tend to see conflict as destructive. But
Simmel points out that anentirely harmoniousgroup could never exist
in.reality. For one thing, it would never change, and would therefore
never exhibit any kind of 1life process. It would be similar to living
in a cemetery- which is nice and quiet- but rather dull. Furthermore,
Simmel wished to distinguish between appearance and reality- a relatior
ship which appears on the surface to be wholly negative could actually
be shown to have latent positive functions. Of course, the reverse:
could be true as well. In fact, for Simmel, any kind of relationship
is better than none at all- even one which is conflict-ridden "sews
together" the threads of the social fabric- in its own way. The only
‘thing which would would be completely negative, in Simmel's view,

is total withdrawal from a relationship. Even if it seems too: painful
to continue, it is important to try, because conflict might serve

‘as a “"safety valve™ for negative thoughts and feelings which partici-
pants may not be able to express in any'other way. In addition, conflic
may ultimately serve to strengthen the positions of one or both parties
thus enhancing their dignity and self-esteem. Remember, too, that
conflict with a shared enemy can be beneficial for the group in the-
sense of strengthening their internal bonds- it brings members closer
together. But what is most important for Simmel is that we can never
truly distinguish a society in conflict from one in a state of

harmony. They are not distinct realities- as 1f we can or must choose
between one or the other- they are simply dlfferent aspects of the
same reality. .

Simmel views the relatlonshlp ‘between the 1nd1v1dua1 and society in

a similar: way- it is dual in nature, a duality which is eloquently
expressed in his essay "Metropolis and Mental Life". We are incorpor-
ated within society and yet stand outside 1t, we exist for society
and yet also for ourselves -
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Metropolis and Mental Life continued:

So rather than trying to resolve an impossible question- are we
products of society, or do we act on society and change it- Simmel
sees a unity here. Man cannot be seen as either social or individual,
or even partly social and partly individual. Rather, he is both at

the same time. He is determined at the same time as he is determining,
he is acted upon at the same time as he 1s self-acting.This unity of
opposites allows the emergence of individuality and autonomy {just
think, for example, of the possibilities embedded in the division

of labour) but also impedes them.

It is, in fact, the struggle of the individual to preserve his
individuality and autonomy in modernity which forms the core of Simmel
thesis in "Metropolis and Mental Life". You will no doubt remember tha
. these themes preoccupied Weber - and to some extent, Durkheim and
Marx as well. Simmel actually uses the city as a synonym for moderni
and rural 1ife as a symbol of traditionalism. He compares and contrast
the two throughout, in much the same way that Weber would have done.

Simmel tells us at the outset that the individual must struggle to
maintain his freedom and uniqueness in the face of what he describes
as "overwhelming forces of social organization, technology and
cultural tradition™. As usual, we see a unity of opp081tes— city life
(modernity) threatens our individuality and autonomy in some ways,
while enhancing it in others. The division of labour, the preoccupatio:
with time which reaches its apex in the city (modernity) the dominance
of the money-based economy, and the often overwhelming sense of
alienation or estrangement from others- all of these can cut both ways
‘For example, cities do promote individuality by supporting an extreme
degree of speclalization in the division of labour. At the same time,
they threaten individuality and one's sense of uniqueness by making
people feel like mere cogs in the "vast overwhelming organization of
things and forces". Didn't Weber make much the same observation dbout
bureaucracies?

Simmel speaks not only of the division of labour, but also of the
predominance of money, development of the 1ntellect and routinized
structure of urban life. All these things generate alienation, isola-
tion, and a blasé attitude, while at the same time, they provide

the opportunity to choose (often absent in traditional society) growth
~of the mind, and thus, progress- of a sort. But as always, we must
ask- at what cost?
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