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10 Main Currents in Sociological Thought

Finally, we shall try to participate in the dialogue ﬂEmw
these three writers did not have, since they bad mnmwﬁum y
heard of one another, but which they could and should have
had, and which we can reconstruct—or, to speak more

modestly, imagine.

EMILE DURKHEIM

I. De la division du travail social

De la division du travail social, Durkheim’s doctora! thesis,
is his first major book; it is also the one in which the influ-
ence of Auguste Comte is most obvious. The theme of
Durkheimian thought, and consequently the theme of this
first book, is the relation between individuals and the col-
lectivity. The problem might be stated thus: How can a
multiplicity of individuals make up a society? How can in-
dividuals achieve what is the condition of social existence,
namely, a consensus?

Durkbeim’s answer to this central question is to set up a
distinction between two forms of solidarity and organic
solidarity, respectively.,

Mechanical solidarity is, to use Durkheim’s language, a
solidarity of resemblance, The major characteristic of a so

cicty in Which mechanical solidarity prevails is that the in-

dividuals differ from one another as little ag possible. The].

individuals, the members of the same collectivity, resemble
each other because they feel the same emotions, cherish the
same values, and hold the same things sacred. The society
is coherent because the individuals are not yet differentiated,

The opposite form of solidarity, so-called organic solidar-
ity, is one in which consensus, or the coherent unity of the
collectivity, results from or is expressed by differentiation,
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The individuals are no longer similar, but different; and in a
certain sense, which we shall examine more thoroughly, it
is precisely because the individuals are different that con-
sensus is achieved.

Why does Durkheim call solidarity based on, or resulting
from, differentiation of the individuals, organic? The reason
for this terminology is probably as follows. The parts of a
living organism do not resemble each other; the organs of a
living creature each perform a function, and it is precisely
because each organ has its own function, because the heart
and the Jungs are altogether different from the brain, that
they are equally indispensable to life.

In Durkheim’s thought, the two forms of solidarity cor-
respond to two extreme forms of social organization. The
societies which in Durkheim’s day were called primitive
and which today are more likely to be called archaic (or
societies without writing—incidentally, the change in termi-
nology reflects a different attitude toward these societies)
are characterized by the predominance of mechanical soli-
darity. The individuals of a clan. are, so to speak, inter-
changeable, It follows from this—and this idea is essential to
Durkheim’s conception—that the individual does not come
first, historically; the individual, the awareness of oneself
as an individual, is born of historical development itself.
In primitive societies each man is the same as the others; in
the consciousness of each, feelings common to all, collec-
tive feelings, predominate in number and intensity.

The opposition between these two forms of solidarity is
combined with the opposition between segmental societies
and societies characterized by modem division of labor.
One might say that a society with mechanical solidarity is
also a segmental society; but actually the definition of these

two notions is not exactly the same, and the point is worth

dwelling on for a moment.

In Durkheim’s terminology, a segment designates a social
group into which the individuals are tightly incorporated.
But a segment is also a group locally situated, relatively
isolated from others, which leads its own life. The segment
is characterized by a mechanical solidarity, a solidarity of
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resemblance; but it is also characterized by separation from
the outside world. The segment is self-sufficient, it has little
communication with what is outside. By definition, so to
speak, segmental organization is contradictory to those
general phenomena of differentiation designated by the term
organic solidarity. But, according to Durkheim, in certain
societies which may have very advanced forms of economic
division of Iabor, segmental structure may still persist in
part. _

The idea is expressed in a curious passage in the book we
are analyzing:

It may very well happen that in a particular society a
certain division of labor—and especially economic divi-
sion of labor—may be highly developed, while the seg-
mental type may still be rather pronounced. This cer-
tainly seems to be the case in England, Major industry,
big business, appears to be as highly developed there
as on the continent, while the honeycomb system is
still very much in evidence, as witness both the
autonomy of local life and the authority retained by
tradition. [ The symptomatic value of this last fact will
be determined in the following chapter.]

The fact is that division of labor, being a derived
and secondary phenomenon, as we have seen, occurs
at the surface of social life, and this is especially true
of economic division of labor. It is skin deep. Now, in
every organism, superficial phenomena, by their very
location, are much more accessible to the influence of
external causes, even when the internal causes on
which they depend are not generally modified. It suf-
fices, therefore, that some circumstance or other
arouse in & people a more intense need for material
well-being, for economic division of labor to develop
without any appreciable change in social structure.
The spirit of imitation, contact with a more refined
civilization, may produce this result. Thus it is that
understanding, being the highest and therefore the
most superficial part of consciousness, may be rather
easily modified by external influences like education,
without affecting the deepest layers of psychic life. In
this way intelligences are created which are quite
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sufficient to insure success, but which are without
deep roots. Moreover, this type of talent is not trans-
mitted by heredity. | _

This example proves that we must not decide a given
society’s position on the social ladder by the state of its
civilization, especially its economic civilization: for the
latter may be merely an imitation, a copy, and may
overlie a social structure of an inferior kind, True, the
case Is exceptional; nevertheless it does occur.

Durkheim writes that Bngland, although characterized by
a highly developed modern industry and consequently an
¢conomic division of Iabor, has retained the segmental
type, the honeycomb system, to a greater extent than some
other societies in which, however, economic division of
labor is less advanced. Where does Durkheim see the proof
of this survival of segmental structure? In the continuance
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These are the fundamental themes of the book. With these
in mind, let us try to focus on some of the ideas which fol-
low from this analysis and which constitute Durkheim’s
general theory, First of all, let us see what definition of the
collective consciousness Durkheim gives at this period, be-
cause hence the concept of collective consciousness is of
first importance. :

Collective consciousness, as defined in this book, is simply
“the body of beliefs and sentiments common to the average
of the members of a society.” Durkheim adds that the
system of these beliefs and sentiments has a life of its own.
The collective consciousness, whose existence depends on
the sentiments and beliefs present in individual conscious-
ness, is nevertheless separable, at least analytically, from
individual consciousness; it evolves according to its own
laws, it is not merely the expression or effect of individual

consciousness,

The collective consciousness varies in extent and force
from one society to another. In societies where mechani-
cal solidarity predominates, the collective consciousness em-
braces the greater part of individual consciousness. The
same idea may be expressed thus: in archaic societies, the
fraction of individual existences governed by common sen-

: timents is nearly coextensive with the total existence.

In societies of which differentiation of individuals is a

_ characteristic, everyone is free to believe, to desire, and to
act according-to his own preferences in a large number of
circumstances. In societies with mechanical solidarity, onmﬁ

M of local autonomies and in the force of tradition. The notion
of segmental structure is not, therefore, identified with
solidarity of resemblance. It implies the relative isolation,
the self-sufficiency of the various elements, which are com-
parable to the rings of an earthworm. Thus one can imagine
an entire society, spread out over a large space, which
would be nothing more than a juxtaposition of segments,
all alike, all autarchic. One can conceive of the juxtaposition
of a large number of clans, or tribes, or regionally autono-
‘mous groups, perhaps even subject to a central authority,
without the unity of resemblance of the segment being dis-
turbed, without that differentiation of functions character-
istic of organic solidarity operating on the level of the en-
tire society, | |
In any case, remember that the division of labor which
Durkbeim is trying to understand and define is not to
be confused with the one envisaged by economists. Differ-
entiation of occupations and multiplication of industrial
activities are an expression, as it were, of the social differ-
~entiation which Durkheim regards as taking priority. The
origin of social differentiation is the disintegration of me-
chanical solidarity and of segmental structure.

the other hand, the greater part of existence is governed by}
social imperatives and interdicts. At this period in Durk-
heim’s thought, the adjective social means merely that these
prohibitions and imperatives are imposed on the average,
the majority of the members of the group; that they origi-
nate with the group, and not with the individual, and
that the individual submits to these imperatives and pro-
hibitions as to a higher power.

The force of this collective consciousness coincides with
its extent. In primitive societies, not only does the collective
consciousness embrace the greater part of individual exist-
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ence, but the sentiments experienced in common have
an extreme violence which is manifested in the severity of
@H punishments inflicted on those who violate the prohibi-
tions. The stronger the collective consciousness, the livelier
the indignation against the crime, that is, against the vio-
_m_.mon of the social imperative. Finally, the collective con-
sclousness 18- also particularized. Hach of the acts of social
existence, especially religious rites, is characterized by an
extreme precision, It is the details of what must be done
and what must be thought which are imposed by the col-
lective consciousness.

On the other hand, Durkheim believes he sees in organic
solidarity a reduction of the sphere of existence embraced
by the collective consciousness, a weakening of collective
reactions against violation of prohibitions, and above all a
greater margin for the individual interpretation of social
rmperatives.

Let us take a simple illustration. What justice demands
in a primitive society will be determined by collective senti-
ments with an extreme precision. What justice demands in
societies where division of labor is advanced is formulated
by the collective consciousness only in an abstract and, so
to speak, universal manner. In the first instance, justice
means that a given individual receives a given thing; in the
second, what justice demands is that “each recejve his due.”
wﬁ_ of what does this “due” consist? Of many possible
things, no one of which is in any absolute sense free from
doubt or unequivocally fixed.

From this sort of analysis Durkheim derived an idea
which he maintained all his life, an idea which is, as it
Nﬂmﬁ_ at the center of his whole sociology, namely, that the
individual is born of society, and not society of individuals.

Stated this way, the formula has a paradoxical sound, and
often Durkheim himself expresses the idea just as paradoxi-
cally as I have done. But for the moment I am trying to
understand Durkheim, not to criticize him. Reconstructing
Durkheim’s thought, I would say that the primacy of so-
ciety over the individual has at least two meanings which
at bottom are in no way paradoxical. |
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The first meaning is the one I indicated above: the his-
torical precedence of socicties in which the individuals re-
semble one another, and are 5o to speak lost in the whole,

- over societies whose members have acquired both awareness

of their individuality and the capacity to express it.

Collectivist societies, societies in which everyone resem-
bles everyone else, come first in time. From this historical
priority there arises a logical priority in the explanation of
social phenomena. Many economists will explain the divi-
sion of labor by the advantage that individuals discover in
dividing the tasks among themselves so as to increase the
output of the collectivity, But this explanation in terms of
the rationality of individual conduct strikes Durkheim as
a reversal of the true order. To say that men divided the
work among themselves, and assigned everyone his own
job, in order to increase the efficacy of the collective output
is to assume that individuals are different from one another
and aware of their difference before social differentiation.
If Durkheim’s historical vision is true, this awareness of
individuality could not exist before organic solidarity, be-
fore division of labor. Therefore, the rational pursuit of an
increased output cannot explain social  differentiation,
since this pursuit presupposes that very social differentia-
tion which it should explain.?

We have here, I think, the outline of what is to be one of
Durkheim’s central ideas throughout his career—the idea
with which he defines sociology—namely, the priority of the
whole over the parts, or again, the irreducibility of the so-
cial entity to the sum of its elements, the explanation of
the elements by the entity and not of the entity by the ele-
ments, |

- In his study of the division of labor, Durkheim discov-
ered two essential ideas: the historical priority of societies
in which individual consciousness is entirely external to
itself, and the necessity of explaining individual phenomena
by the state of the collectivity, and not the state of the col-
lectivity by individual phenomena.

Once again, the phenomenon Durkheim is trying to ex-
plain, the division of labor, differs from what the econo-




18 Main Currents in Sociological Thought

mists ﬁmﬁ.ﬁmﬂm by the same concept. The division of labor
Durkheim is ﬂ.mEbm about is a structure of the society as a
whole, of which technical or economic division of labor

is merely an expression.

Having stated these fundamental ideas, I shall now turn

to the second stage of the analysis, namely how to study
the division of labor which we have defined. Durkheim’s
answer to this question of method is as follows. To study a
social phenomenon scientifically, one must study it objec-
tively, that is, from the outside; one must find the method
by which states of awareness not directly apprehensible
may be recognized and understood, These symptoms or
expressions of the phenomena of consciousness are, in De
la division du travail social, found in legal phenomena. In
a monﬁmﬂm and perhaps rather oversimplified manner, Durk-
heim distinguishes two kinds of law, each of which is
Characteristic of one of the types of solidarity: repressive
law, which punishes misdeeds or crimes, and restitutive or
cooperative law, whose essence is not to puni$i breaches
of social rules but to restore things to order when 2 mis-
deed has been committed or to organize cooperation among
the individuals.

Repressive law is, as it were, the index of the collective
consciousness in societies with mechanical solidarity, since
by the very fact that it multiplies punishments it reveals the
force of common sentiments, their extent, and their par-
ticularization. The more widespread, strong, and particular-
ized the collective conscience, the more crimes there will

be, crime being defined simply as the violation of an imper-

ative or prohibition. |

Let us pause over this point for a moment. This defini-
tion of crime is typically sociological, in Durkheim’s sense
of the word. A crime, in the sociological sense of the term,
is simply an act prohibited by the collective consciousness.
That this act seems innocent in the eyes of observers situ-
ated several centuries after the event, or belonging to a
different society, is of no importance. In a sociological
study, crime can only be defined from the outside and in
terms of the state of the collective consciousness of the so-
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ciety in question. This is the prototype of the objective,
and therefore of the relativist, definition of crime. Sociologi-
cally, to call someone a criminal does not imply that we
consider him guilty in relation to God or to our own con-
ception of justice. The criminal is simply the man in a so-
ciety who has refused to obey the laws of the city. In this
sense, it was probably just to regard Socrates as a criminal,

Of course, if one carries this idea to its conclusion, it
becomes either commonplace or shocking; but Durkheim
himself did not do so. The sociological definition of crime
Ieads logically to a complete relativism which is easy to con-
ceive in the abstract but which no one believes in, perhaps
not even those who profess it.

In any case, having outlined a theory of crime, Durkheim
also offers us a theory of punishment. He dismisses with a
certain contempt the classic interpretations whereby the
purpose of punishment is to prevent the repetition of the
guilty act. According to him, the purpose and meaning of
punishment is not to frighten—deter, as we say today. The
purpose of punishment is to satisfy the common conscious-
ness. The act committed by one of the members of the col-
lectivity bas offended the collective consciousness, whic
demands reparation, and the punishment of the guilty is the
reparation offered to the feelings of all,

Durkheim considers this theory of punishment more sat-
isfactory than the rationalist interpretation of punishment
as deterrence. It is probable that in sociological terms he is
right to a great extent. But we must not overlook the fact
that if this is so, if punishment is above all a reparation
offered to the collective consciousness, the prestige of jus-
tice and the authority of punishments are not enhanced.
At this point Pareto’s cynicism would certainly intervene:
he would say that Durkheim is right, that many punish-
ments are merely a kind of vengeance exercised by the
collective consciousness at the expense of undisciplined in-
dividuals, But, he would add, we must not say so, for how
are we to maintain respect for justice if it is merely a trib-
ute offered to the prejudices of an arbitrary or irrational
society? |
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to reestablish the state of things as it should have been in
accordance with justice, A man who has not setiled his
debt must pay it. But this restitutive law, of which commer
cial _mﬂ is an example, is not the only form of law chare
acteristic of societies with organic uamgﬁ. At any Hﬁoy we
must understand restitutive law in a _qm_.w wide sense
ﬂwmnmww it includes all aspects of legislation aimed at
bringing about cooperation among individuals, Administra.
tive law and constitutional law belong by the same token
to the category of cooperative lepislation, They are less
the nwﬁnmmmman of the sentiments common to g n_onnomiq
than the organization of regular and ordered coexistence
among individuals who are already differentiated.

- Following this line of thought, we might suppose that we
are mﬂo.ﬁ to encounter an idea which played a large part in
the sociology of Herbert Spencer and the theories of the
economists, the idea that a modern society is %moumw:w
_u.mmwn on contract, on agreements freely concluded by in-
m__ﬁnﬁﬂ? Were this the case, the Durkheimian vision would
in & sense accord with the classical formula .ﬁg.mﬁaﬁ
to noﬂﬁnru or from a society governed 3. nacmo_mwn E...
peratives to a society where common order is created E_.
the free decisions of individuals, .

But such is not Durkheim’s idea. For him, modern society

is not @m_m_on-ob contract, any more than division of labor is

explained by the rational decision of individuals to increase

the common output by dividing the tasks among themselves,
If modern society were a “contractualist” society, then
m.ﬁ would be explained in terms of individual conduct, and
it is precisely the opposite that Durkheim wishes to dem-
onstrate. | |

While opposing “contractualists” like Spencer, as well
as mnm. ecanomists, Durkheim does not deny that in modern
societies an increasing role is indeed played by contracts
freely concluded among individuals. But this contractual
element is a derivative of the structure of the society mum.
one might even say, a derivative of the state of the collec«
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tive consciousness in modern society. In order for an ever
wider sphere to exist in which individuals may freely reach
agreements among themselves, society must first have a
legal structure which authorizes independent decisions on
the part of individuals. In other words, inter-individual
contracts occur within a social context which is not deter-
mined by the individuals themselves. It is the division of
labor by differentiation which is the original condition for
the existence of a sphere of contract. Which brings us back
to the idea I indicated above: the priority of the structure
over the individual, the priority of the social type over in-
dividual phenomena. Contracts are concluded between in-

~ dividuals, but the conditions and rules according to which

these contracts are concluded are determined by a legis-
lation which, in turn; expresses the conception shared by
the whole society of the just and the unjust, the permissible
and the prohibited.

The society in which the organic type of solidarity pre-
vails is not therefore defined by the substitution of con-
tract for community. Nor is modern society defined by the
substitution of the industrial type for the military type, to
adopt Spencer’s antithesis, Modern society is defined first
and foremost by the phenomenon of social differentiation,
of which contractualism is the result and expression. Once
again, therefore, when economists or sociologists explain
modern society on the basis of the contract, they are re-
versing both the historical and the logical order. It is in
terms of the society as a whole that we understand not
only what individuals are but how and why they are able
to agree freely.

‘This brings us to the third stage of our analysis. We have
considered first the themes, then the methods; now we must

~ look for the cause of the phenomenon we are studying,

the cause of organic solidarity or of social differentiation
seen as the structural characteristic of modern societies.

- Before indicating the answer Durkheim gives to the ques-
tion, 1 should like to insert a parenthetical comment. It
is not self-evident that Durkheim is right in stating the prob-
lem in the terms in which he does, namely: what is the
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cause of the growth of organic solidarity or of social dif-

ferentiation? What he has done is, essentially, to analyze

certain characteristics of modern societies, It is not evident

a priori, and it may even be uniikely, that one can indeed

find the cause of 2 phenomenon which is not simple and

Isolable but which is rather an aspect of the whole of so-
ciety. Durkheim, however, wants to determine the cause of
the phenomenon he has analyzed, the growth of division of
labor in modern societies.

As we have seen, we are dealing here with an essentially
social phenomenon. When the phenomenon to be explained
is essentjally social, the cause, in accordance with the prin-
ciple of homogeneity of cause and effect, must also pe
social. Thus we eliminate the in ividualist explanation, Cy-
riously, Durkheim eliminates an explanation which Comte
had also considered and eliminated, ie., the explanation
whereby the essential factor in social growth was held to be
enaui, or the effort to overcome o avoid ennui. He also dig-
misses the search for happiness as an explanation, for, he
Says, nothing proves that men in modern societies are hap-
bier than men in archajc societies. (I think he is absolutely
right on this point.) The only surprising thing is that he
considers it necessary (though perhaps it was necessary at
the time) to devote so many pages to proving that social
differentiation cannot be explained by the search for pleas-
ure or the pursuit of happiness,

It is true, he says, that pleasures are more numerous and
more subtle in modern societies, but this differentiation of
Pleasures is the result of social differentiation, and not it
cause. As for happiness, no one is in a position to say that
we are happier than those who came before us. At this
time Durkheim was already impressed by the phenome-
non of suicide, The best proof, he writes, that happiness
-does not increase with the advance of modern society is
the frequency of suicide. He proposes that in modern so0-
cieties suicides are more Rumerous than in the societies of
the past, Let us add that due fo the lack of statistics on

suicides in early societies we cannot be absolutely sure on
this point,
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Thus, division of labor cannot be explained by ennut of

i 1 of pleasures,
it of happiness or by the mcrease of °
Nw ﬁmﬁ“ﬂ«m to muwwammm the output of collective EMM_...
Umi&on of labor, being a social w_pmuoamuo_w M.H Ermw
be explained by another social phenomenon, an

S -
social phenomenon is a oonEmnoﬁ of Hﬂ mﬂ“ﬂ“@. th
material density, and the EanH density o e

The volume of a society is EEEM the num _MH_.H o Indivic
vals wm_ofhﬁm-d to a given nommowﬁ@. But vo oy e
not the cause of social differentiation. HEmmE:Em s
ciety inhabiting a vast surface area _UE Hmmmum Byl
juxtaposition of segments (e.g., 9.0 :EEMm 0 bl -
ber of tribes, each of which retains .:m orm e 1
volume alone will not give rise .8 m_mﬁmﬂaﬂﬂ e alct
order for volume—i.e., increase in number— ) pelag Rt
differentiation, there must also be _uozm materi | and mora?
density. Density in the material sense is EM E“.ﬁ T of fn-
dividuals on a given ground surface. Moral *mwmwowu it scems
to me, is roughly the Eﬁgmﬁw of ncEEﬁu.mw tion Between
individuals, the intensity of intercourse. it otk
munication there is between F&ﬁmmm_m_ the EMM% B
together, the more trade or o.oﬂmmﬂﬂon EMM ye with one
another, the greater the density. Put .:.__mmm Mu wﬁ. wrma ¥
volume and material and moral density—together,
nﬁmanu%muﬂwwwﬂw MMMMMQ a concept made mmmwmowmﬁa ﬁww
U,H_Mw in the second half of the umnmammnﬁ._u nmﬂﬂwaﬂmm% nm

struggle for survival. Why does n.rm Enwmmmhb% wu —.bs
intercourse between individuals, .:m.m:m crea msmm w\&n teria
density, produce social differentiation? Beca se the more
individuals there are trying to :ﬁ.ﬁomﬂwﬁ, the mors in-
tense the struggle for m,a_ﬁ..&wﬂ. ﬁmoﬂww_ MMMMMMM Mwa mcﬁmw -

eak, the peaceful solution to oy
Nmmﬁwmm of mEMm being m_MEFmﬁm ”_._ ammw MMMM_.MMM MMMMMMm

1 i kingdom, soc : :

Mm memuw uﬂuuwﬂww of mw&imz&m to mﬁﬁﬂm Eﬂ. M_HHMMMM

mom“.. Each man ceases to be E noEme_o% ﬁ“ﬁoﬁm_ B

man is only in competition with 2 few of his _m Em e

man is in a position to occupy his place, to play
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to perform his function. There is no need to eliminate the
majority of individuals once they are no longer alike but
different, each contributing in his own peculiar way fo the
survival of all.2

This kind of explanation is in keeping with what Durk-

heim considers ‘a rule of the sociological method: the
explanation of a social phenomenon by another social phe-
nomenon, the explanation of a mass phenomenon by an-
other mass phenomenon, rather than the explanation of a
social phenomenon by individual phenomena,

In conclusion, let us summarize briefly the essential ideas
of this necessarily concise study. Social differentiation, g
phenomenon characteristic of modermn societies, is the
formative condition of individual liberty. Only in a society
where the collective consciousness has lost part of its over-
powering rigidity can the individual enjoy a certain
autonomy of judgment and action, In this individualist
society, the major problem is to maintain that minimum
of collective consciousness without which organic solidar-
ity would lead to social disintegration,

The philosophical idea which underlies the whole theory
might be summarized as follows: the individual is the ex-
pression of the collectivity itself. The individuals in me-
chanical solidarities are in a sense interchangeable; in an
archaic society it would be out of the question to call the in-
dividual “the most irreplaceable of beings,” as Gide hag
put it. Even when we come to a society in which each man
is willing and able to be the most irreplaceable of beings,
the individual is still the expression of the collectivity, It
is the structure of the collectivity that imposes on each man
his peculiar responsibility. Finally, even in the society which
authorizes each man to be himself and know himself, there
is more collective consciousness present in the individual
consciousness than we imagine. The society of organic
differentiation could not endure if there were not, outside
or above the contractual realm, collective imperatives and

prohibitions, collective values and things held sacred to
bind individuals to the social entity.

I1. Le Suicide

Tue ook Durkheim devoted to the ﬁao_uﬂﬁ. __um suicide is
related in various ways to his study of the division of F_uonm
On the whole, Durkheim approves of @mm ﬁwouoamﬂwu on
the organic division of labor. He sees #ﬁ as a uoHEm_. wwm
generally speaking happy mﬁoﬁwﬁmﬁ in human momﬁw mw 3
He approves of the differentiation of uowm_ mﬂm ﬁmﬂmﬂw ty
and differentiation of individuals, the mm_mnwum in the mﬁw E_.”
ity of tradition, the mﬁﬁmu&u.m domain of amﬁoﬂ_ mow_w :
lowance for individual memﬂﬂm.. However, he .mmomu -y
that the individual is not necessarily any more m.ﬁuw_mm H_w
his lot in modern societies. Durkheim is, incident um.
struck by the increase in the uﬂE.wﬂ. of mﬁﬂmmm _m“ E.HEQW
wwmmmwou and proof of nmﬂwww ﬁomwwﬂw MMHMW%M ai
rganization © .
EM.MMMHWWMHM m_u% book devoted ﬂo.ﬁrm &ﬂ.mmmg oﬂhﬂau
contains an analysis of these pathological traits. Dur ME
is already using the term aaoﬂmmlmcmmm_nm of umnmm or MMM
integration of norms—a concept which is to play m}oﬂﬁ et
role in his study of suicide. He IeViews certain patl ow_omu :
phenomena: economic' crisis, nonadjustment of 4_% Mw | _o
their jobs, the violence of the claims which inc _Mu sMH. M
lodge against the collectivity. Humcmﬂ“ mm.EcnnE mamwnhmﬂ _
based on differentiation, it becomes indispensable that every




IIl. Les Formes élémentaires de la vie
religieuse (1)

THE FIRST QUESTION that arises when one tries to draw prac-
tical conclusions from Durkheim’s study of suicide is that
of the normal or pathological character of the phenomenon
under consideration. As I have indicated, Durkheim re-——
gards crime as a socially normal phenomenon. This does
not mean that criminals are not often psychically abnor-
mal, or that crime should not be condemned and punished,
but simply that in every society a certain number of crimes
are committed and that consequently, if by normal we mean
what happens regularly, crime is not a pathological phe-
nomenon. Similarly, a certain suicide rate may be regarded
as normal. Durkheim then goes on to decide, perhaps with-
out quite conclusive demonstration, that the increase in the
suicide rate in modern society is pathological, or, rather,
that the current suicide rate reveals certain pathological
traits in modern society.

Modern society is characterized by social differentiation,
organic solidarity, density of population, intensity of com-
munications and of the struggle for survival. All these phe-
nomena are related to the essence of modern society and
as such should not be regarded as abnormal.

But at the end of De lg division du travail social, as at
the end of Le Suicide, Durkheim indicates that modemn
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societies do present certain pathological symptoms—above
all, insufficient integration of the individual into the collec-
tivity, The type of suicide that in this respect most engages
Durkheim’s attention is the type he has called anomic,
the type corresponding to an increase in the suicide rate in
periods of economic crisis as well as in periods of prosper-
ity, i.c., whenever there occurs an “exaggeration” of
activity, an amplification of the intercourse and competi-
tion which are inseparable from the society in which we
live but which beyond a certain threshold become
pathological. Hence the question Durkheim raises at the
. end of his book: how can reintegration of the individual
into the collectivity be effected? He considers in turn the
family group, the religious group, and the political group
(particularly the state), and tries to demonstrate that none
of these three groups provides a social context that would
give the individual security while subjecting him to the de-
mands of solidarity.

He dismisses reintegration into the family group with
two kinds of arguments. In the first place, the suicide rate
rises as rapidly in married people as in single people, which
indicates that the family group no longer offers protection
against the suicidogenic impulse or that the rate of protec-
tion given by marriage does not rise. Thus it would be use-~
less to count on the family alone to provide for the individ-
ual a milieu both close to him and capable of imposing
discipline on him. Moreover, the functions of the family
are declining in modern society. The family is more and
more ltmited; its economic role is more and more cur-
tailed. It is not the family which will serve as intermediary
between the individual and the collectivity, -

The state or the political grouping is too far from the in-
dividual, too abstract, too purely authoritative to offer the
context necessary for integration. |

Religion too, according to Durkheim, is unable to do
away with anomie. We cannot expect religion to offer the
remedies necessary to cure the pathological type of suicide,
Why not? Essentially the reason is this. Durkheim’s funda-
mental requirement for the group which is to be the means
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of reintegration is discipline. Individuals must consent to
limit their desires, to obey imperatives that both fix the ob-
Jectives they may set themselves and indicate the means
they may rightly use. But in modern societies religions pre-
sent an increasingly abstract, intellectual character; in a
certain sense they are being purified, they are nobler, but
they have partially lost their function of social constraint. |
They appeal to individuals to transcend their passions, to
live according to spiritual law, but they are no longer ca-
pable of specifying the obligations or rules which man
should obey in his secular life. Modern religions, according
to Durkheim, are no longer schools of discipline to the de-
gree they were in the past. They have little authority over
morals in action. .

Therefore Durkheim’s conclusion that the only social
group that might foster the integration of individuals in zu.a
collectivity is the professional organization, or, to use his
own term, the “corporation.”

In the preface to the second edition of De la &?Eum du

travail social, Durkheim speaks at length of corporations
as institutions which are considered anachronistic today but
which actually meet the needs of the present order. mmmﬂ..
erally speaking, by corporations he means professional
organizations which would apparently include mEEo.%mmm
and employees, which would be close enough to the indi-
vidual to constitute schools of discipline and far gojmﬁ
above him to emjoy prestige and authority. Finally, being
professional organizations, corporations would nmﬁnmﬁmnm
to the major characteristic of modern societies in which
economic activity prevails. | .
1 shall return later to this conception of corporations,
which might be called the Durkheimian version of social-
ism; it has had the ill fortune to be rejected by socialists
and liberals alike, with the result that it is condemned to
remain an academic solution. _ |

For the moment let us take from this discussion of the
pathological character of current suicide rates and the
search for therapy an idea that for me is central to Durk-
beim'’s philosophy. According to Durkheim, man when left
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to himself is motivated by unlimited desires. Individual
man resembles the creature around whom Hobbes con-
structed his theory: he always wants more than he has,
and he is always disappointed in the satisfactions he finds
in a difficult existence, Since individual man is a man of
desires, the first necessity of morality and of society is dis-
ciplite. Man needs to be disciplined by a superior force
which must have two characteristics: it must be command-
ing and it must be lovable. This force which at once com-
pels and attracts can, according to Durkheim, only be so-
ciety itself.

Before turning to Les Formes élémentaires de la vie
religieuse, I should like to take up the three points on which
discussion regarding Durkheim’s thesis on suicide has fo-

The first point concerns the value of statistics. Statistics
on suicide are inevitably based on small numbers, because,
happily, only a small number of persons deliberately take
their own lives, even in societies with organic solidarity,
Statistical correlations are established through relatively
slight differences in the suicide rate. If one is a doctor, or if
one believes in the individual-psychological interpretation
of suicide, one can always try to prove that variations in the
suicide rate are meaningless in the majority of cases because
of errors in the statistics.

There are at least two incontestable sources of error. The
first is that more often than not suicides are known only
through the declarations of families. Certain suicides are
known because the very circumstances of the desperate act
are witnessed by others: but a good number of suicides are
committed under conditions such that the authorities know
of these voluntary deaths only through the declarations of
families. Hence it may be argued that the percentage of

misrepresented suicides varies with the social milieu, the
times, and the circumstances.

The second source of uncertainty is the frequency of
unsuccesstul suicides, attempted suicides. Durkheim had not
studied this problem, which is extraordinarily complex; a
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psychosocial study of each case is required to determine
whether the intention to die was authentic or not.

The second point of discussion concerns the validity of
the correlations established by Durkheim. To give you an
idea of what is involved here, I need only refer to a classic
thesis of Durkheim’s, that Protestants commit suicide more
often than Catholics because the Catholic religion is a
greater integrating force than the Protestant religion. This
thesis was based on German statistics taken in regions of
mixed religion. It seems convincing until we ask ourselves
whether by chance the Catholics live in agricultural regions
and the Protestants in the towns; for if by chance the two
religious groups correspond to populations having different
ways of life, the thesis regarding the integrative value of
the religions would be cast into doubt.

The establishment of correlations between the suicide
rate and a factor such as religion requires a statistical dems
onstration that there are no differential factors other than
religion. In a large number of cases, of course, one does
not arrive at an incontestable result. The religious factor is
difficult to isolate. Populations that live close to one another
and are of different religions have also, more often than
not, different ways of life and different professional
activities.

It should not be forgotten that causal analysis as Durk-
heim practiced it by working from suicide statistics bears
witness to an intuition that can truly be called inspired. He
did not have the mathematical training of the sociologists of
today, and the methods he employed often seem simple and
crude in comparison with the subtleties of modern meth-
ods. Nevertheless, in this field Durkheim remains an im-
pressive pioneer, worthy of admiration.

The third point of discussion and the most interesting
from the theoretical point of view is the relation between
the sociological and the psychological interpretations. Psy-
chologists and sociologists are agreed on one thing: the
majority of those who take their own lives have a nervous
or psychic constitution which, though not necessarily abnor-
mal, is at least fragile, vulnerable, These people dwell at
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the outer limits of normality. More simply, many of those
who kill themselves are in one sense or another neuropaths.
They belong either to the anxious type or to the cyclothymic
type. Durkheim himself had no objections to admitting this.
But he was quick to add that there are a great many neuro-
paths who do not kill themselves, that the neuropathic
character merely constitutes favorable soil, a favorable cir-
cumstance for the suicidogenic impulse.

I here quote from Durkheim the passage that seems to

me most characteristic of his manner of stating the
problem:

We can now form a more precise idea of the role
of individual factors in the genesis of suicide. If in the
same social milieu—for example, in the same religious
community, the same body of troops, or the same pro-
fession—certain individuals are struck and not others,
it is undoubtedly, at least generally speaking, because
their mental constitution, as nature and events have
made it, offers less resistance to the suicidogenic im-
pulse. But though these conditions may help to de-
termine the particular subjects in which this impulse is
embodied, neither its distinctive characteristics nor its
intensity depends on them. It is not because there are
SO many peuropaths in a social group that the annual
number of suicides is so high. Neuropathy simply
determines that some will give way rather than others.
Here is the great difference that separates the clini-
cian’s point of view and the sociologist’s. The former
is confronted by particular cases isolated from one
another. He observes that very often the victim is either
4 nervous type or an alcoholic, and he ascribes his
action to one or the other of these psychopathic states.
In one sense he is right, for if the subject committed
suicide rather than his neighbors, it is frequently for
this particular reason, But this is not the general reason
why people commit suicide, or why in each society a
certain number of people commit suicide in a deter-
mined period of time.

What is ambiguous in a passage like this is the expres-
sion suicidogenic impulse. This Concept seems to imply that
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there is properly speaking a social force, a collective m.oﬁn.m
emanating from the group as a whole, which drives indi-
viduals to suicide. But neither individual facts directly ob-
served nor statistical facts force us to any such conclusion.
Suicide rates can be explained by the percentage of DErvous
or anxious people in a given society, or by the En:oﬁﬁun
to suicide exerted on the nervous and anxious people in a
given society, There are many anxious people who do not
commit suicide, and it is understandable that, depending on
professional status, political circumstances, or family status,
anxious people should commit suicide more or less fre-
ently.:
AaHn Mﬁﬂ words, nothing obliges us to regard 3 u.E..
cidogenic impulse as an objective reality, a aﬁméﬁm
cause. The statistical data may result from the combined
influence of psychological or psychopathological mmoﬁ and
social circumstances, the social factors helping to increase
either the number of the psychically unbalanced or the
number of unbalanced persons who take their own lives,
The danger in the Durkheimian inferpretation and ﬁﬁm
Durkheimian vocabulary is that of substituting for a posi-
tive interpretation, which readily combines F&ﬂac& and
collective factors, a sort of mythical concretization of the
social factors, the latter being transfigured, so to speak,
into a supra-individual force that chooses its victims from
among the individuals,

‘We now come to Durkheim’s third major book, certainly
the most important of the three: Les Formes m&ﬁmnw&w%
de la vie religieuse, It is the most important because it is the
most profound, the most original; it is also, I think, mw@ one
in which Durkheim’s inspiration is most clearly evident.

The book is devoted to elaborating a general theory of
religion derived from an analysis of the mmﬂm@r most
primitive religious institutions. This statement in Emﬂ. stg-
gests one of Durkheim’s leading ideas, that it is m.o%_ﬁﬁma._
and possible to base a valid theory of higher religions on a
study of the primitive forms of religion. In other words,
totemism reveals the essence of religion,



46 Main Currents in Sociological Thought

This last sentence is mine, not Durkheim’s, but it is faithe
ful, as T hope to show, to Durkheim’s underlying thought,
All the conclusions which Durkheim draws from his study
of totemism presuppose ‘the principle I have just formu-
lated: that one can grasp the essence of a social phenome-
non by observing its most elementary forms.

There is another reason why the study of totemism hasg
2 decisive significance in the Durkheimian system of
thought: here again we meet the central theme not only of
Durkbeim but of all three sociologists we are studying. In
one manner or another their common theme is the relation
between science and religion.

In Durkheim's eyes science holds the supreme intellec-
tual and moral authority in present-day societies. Qur so-
cieties are individualist and rationalist. One can transcend

science, but ore cannot ignore it or challenge its teachings.
We have also seen that it is society itself which determines,

indeed favors, the growth of individualism and rationalism..

mqmnw society needs common beliefs, but apparently these
_u.orom_m can no longer be provided by traditional religion,
since religion does not meet the requirements of the scien-

tific spirit. There is a solution, which Durkheim finds sime

i ple and, if 1 may use the word, miraculous: it is that SCi-
ence itself reveals that religion 1s, at bottom, merely the
transfiguration of society, _

If it should be demonstrated that throughout history men
have never worshipped any other reality, whether in the
form of the totem or of God, than the collective socia]
reality transfigured by faith, we would immediately have a
solution to the paradox, a way out of the impasse. If this
were so, the science of religion would reveal the possibility
of reconstructing the beliefs necessary to consensus. Not
that science alone is capable of creating the collective faith;
but science would allow us hope that, as Bergson put it, the
society of the future will still be capable of producing gods,
since all the gods of the past have never been anything but
society transfigured.

In this sense, Les Formes élémentaires de la vie reli-
gieuse represents Durkheim’s solution to the antithesis
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between science and religion. Science, by discovering the
underlying reality of all religion, does not re-create a reli-
gion, but it gives us confidence in society’s capacity to pro-
vide itself in every age with whatever gods it needs. The
exact expression employed by Durkheim is: “Religious in-
terests are merely the symbolic form of social and moral
interests.”

Straining the analogy somewhat perhaps, I would be in-
clined to say that Durkheim’s book on the elementary forms
of religious life represents in his work the equivalent of the
Systéme de politique positive in the work of Auguste
Comte. Not that Durkheim describes a religion of society
in the detailed way in which Comte described a religion of

Vo

humanity, At a certain point in his book, Durkheim sayg——"

explicitly that Comte was wrong to believe that an individe
ual could make a religion to order. Precisely if religion is a
collective creation, it would be contrary to the theory to
suppose that a sociologist could create a religion single-
handed. Durkheim did not wish to create a religion in the
manner of Comte; but insofar as he wished to demonstrate
that the object of religion is none other than the transfigura-
tion of society, he laid a foundation comparable to the one
Comte had given to the religion of the future when he as-
serted that humanity, having killed transcendent gods,
would love itself or at least would love what was best in
itself under the riame of humanity.

Les Formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse may be con-
sidered from three points of view because it brings together
three kinds of studies. It contains a description and a de-
tailed analysis of the clan system and of totemism in cer-
tain Australian tribes, with allusions to tribes of America.
Second, it contains a theory of the essence of religion
drawn from a study of Australian totemism. Finally, it

- outlines a sociological interpretation of the forms of human

thought, an attempt to explain categories in terms of social
contexts; an introduction, therefore, to what is now re-
ferred to as the sociology of knowledge.

Of these three themes it is the first, the descriptive study
of the clan system and totemism, which occupies the most
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space; but it is the theme I shall discuss most briefly. It
would be almost impossible to summarize the description
of the clan and totemic system in a few words.

What concerns us here is the second theme, the general
theory of religions derived from the study of totemism,
Durkheim’s method in this book is the same as in the earlier
books, The first step is a definition of the phenomenon,
religion. The second is a refutation of theories that differ
from the author’s, The third is a demonstration of the es-
sentially social nature of religions,

The definition of the religious pPhenomenon adopted by
Durkheim is as follows. The essence of religion is to estab-
lish a division of the world into two kinds of phenomena,
tbe sacred and the profane. The essence of religion is not,
therefore, belief in a transcendent god; there are religions,
even higher religions, without gods; Buddhism, or at least a
majority of the schools of Buddhism, does not profess faith
in a personal and transcendent god. Nor is religion defined
by the notion of mystery or of the supernatural. Notions
of this kind can only be recent: there is no supernatural
except in relation to the natural; but to have a clear idea of
the natural, one must think in a positive and scientific man-
ner. The notion of the supernatural cannot precede the no-
tion, itself recent, of a natural order., .

What constitutes the category of the religious is the bi-
partite division of the world into what i profane and what

and rites. When a number of sacred things maintain rela-
tions of coordination and subordination with one another
SO as to form a system of the same kind, this body of corre-
sponding beliefs and rites constitutes a religion. Religion
hence presupposes first the sacred; next, the organization of
the beliefs regarding the sacred into a group; finally, rites

or practices which proceed in a more or less logical manner
from the body of beliefs.

The definition of religion at which Durkheim arrives is:

“A religion is an interdependent system of beliefs and prac-

tices regarding things which are sacred, that is to say, apart,

forbidden, beliefs and practices which unite all those who

is sacred. The sacred consists of a body of things, beliefs -
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follow them in a single moral community called a church.”
The concept of church is added to the concept ow. the mm”amam
and to the system of beliefs in order to differentiate religion
from magic, which does not necessarily involve the con-
sensus of the faithful in one church. o
The second step of the study consists in dismissing inter-
pretations contrary to those Durkheim is m_uoa_.“ to offer.
The two interpretations which he seeks to refute in the first
part of the book are animism and naturism. .
~ Reduced to their simplest elements, these two interpreta-
tions are as follows, In animism, religious beliefs are held
to be beliefs in spirits, these spirits being the transfiguration

- of the experience men have of their twofold nature of body

and soul. As for naturism, it amounts to stating that men
orship transfigured natural forces. .
" Hﬁo_ﬂwmommmﬂﬁ and refutation of these two 403.53 is
rather long, but I should like to indicate immediately Awﬁ
I believe is the jdea underlying the moaﬁm wmmﬁmﬁon.
Whether one adopts the animist or the naturist interpreta-
tion, Durkheim says, in either case one .au& by rescinding
its object. To love spirits whose unreality one mEHEu__ or
to Jove natural forces transfigured merely by man's maﬁr..ﬁ
either case, Durkheim says, religion would amount to a kind
of collective hallucination. The explanation of Hrmmon
which Durkheim is about to provide amounts, according
to him, to saving the reality of religion. For if man wor-
ships society transfigured, he worships an authentic reality,
real forces, for what, he asks, is more real than the forces
of the collectivity itself? .
Religion is too permanent, too profound an experience
not to correspond to a true reality; and if this true reality
is not God, then it must be the reality, so to speak, im-
mediately below God, namely, society., (I need mnmanoq add
that “immediately below God” is not Durkheim’s expres-~
sion but mine.) | . -
The aim of Durkheim’s theory of religion is to establish
the reality of the object of faith without accepting E.a
intellectual content of traditional religions, Traditional reli-
gions are doomed in his eyes by the development of scien-
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tific rationalism, but it will save what it seems to be destroy-
ing by showing that in the last analysis men have never
worshipped anything other than their own society.

A few words more on the two theories, the animist and
the naturist, which Durkheim dismisses. He is referring to
Tylor’s (and Spencer’s) theory, which was fashionable in
his day. This theory began with the phenomenon of the
dream. In dreams men see themselves where they are not;
thus they conceive, as it were, a double of themselves, a

double of the body, and it is easy for them to imagine that

at the moment of death this double detaches itself and be-
comes a floating spirit, a good or bad genie. According to
this interpretation, primitive men have difficulty distinguish-
ing the animate from the inanimate. As a result, they lodge,
so to speak, the souls of the dead, the floating spirits, in
this or that reality, Thus there arises the cult of the tutelary
spirit and of ancestors. Beginning with the quality of body
and soul conceived in the dream, primitive feligions pollu-
late with spirits, as it were, existing and acting around us,
beneficent or formidable.

Durkheim’s detailed refutation takes up the elements of
this interpretation one by one. Why attach so much impor-
tance to the phenomenon of the dream? Assuming that we
do conceive that each of us has a double, why make this
double sacred? Why assign it an extraordinary import? An-
cestor worship, Durkheim adds, is not a primitive cult.
Moreover, it is not true that the cults of primitive peoples
are addressed particularly to the dead, The cult of the dead
is not a primitive phenomenon.

-Having decreed that the essence of religion is the sacred,
Durkheim does not have much difficulty showing the
weaknesses of the animist interpretation. This interpretation
may, strictly speaking, explain the creation of a world of
spirits; but in Durkheim’s eyes the world of spirits is not the
world of the sacred. The essential thing, the sacred element,
still needs to be explained.

To conclude, I quote a passage in which Durkheim seeks -

to contrast the true science of religion, which preserves its
object, with those pseudo-sciences which tend to rescind it:
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It is inadmissible that systems of ideas like religion
which have had such a considerable place in history, to
which people have turned in all ages for the energy
they need to live, should be mere tissues of illusion.
It is commonly recognized today Eﬂ law, morality,
scientific thought itself, are born of religion, _w.m.._ﬁ. long
been identified with religion, and have remained im-
bued with her spirit. How could a vain phantasmagoria
have fashioned human consciousness so m.H.E? SO en-
duringly? Assuredly it must be a principle for the
science of religions that religion expresses nothing that
is not in nature, for every science is concerned with

natural phenomena.

Let me pause for a moment, As & good scientist, Durk-
heim considers that the science of religions presupposes the
unreality of the transcendent as a matter of principle. The
transcendent, being supernatural, is automatically nMnEmnm
by the scientific method. Thus the problem is to rediscover
the reality of a religion after having eliminated the super-

natural from it.

The question is to discover to what realm of nature
these realities belong, and what could have caused men
to represent them in the singular manner which is
peculiar to religious thought. But in order to raise the
question, we must begin by acknowledging that these
are real things which are being represented in this
way. o

When the philosophers of the eighteenth century
made religion out to be an enormous error .nE.EmEnm
by priests, at least they were able to explain its per-
sistence by the interest the sacerdotal caste had in de-
ceiving the masses. But if the peoples themselves have
been the artisans of these systems of erroneous ideas,
at the same time that they were their dupes, how has
this extraordinary hoax been able to perpetuate itself
throughout the course of history? .

And, a litile further on: “What is the point of a science
whose principal discovery would consist in causing the very
subject it treats to disappear?” The question is well put. I
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suppose that a nonsociologist, or a non-Durkheimian, would
be tempted to counter: Does a science of religion according

__mo EE.ow EanﬂanwmoomemﬁnmsﬁmmﬁoEmSE.EES
it vanish? _ _

IV. Les Formes élémentaires de la vie
religieuse (2)

HAVING EXPOUNDED the central theme of this book, I do not
now intend to expound in detail the analysis of totemism
to be found in Durkheim's book. I should merely like to in-
dicate some of the leading ideas and methods of reasoning,
ideas and methods which are part of Durkheim’s general
sociology. |

First, 1 shall review an idea which is of extreme impor-
tance in Durkheim’s thought, the idea that totemism is the
simplest religion. To say that totemism is the simplest reli-
gion implies an evolutionist conception of religious history.
In the context of a nonevolutionist viewpoint, totemism
would be one religion among others, one simple religion
among others, If Durkheim asserts that it is the simplest,
most elementary religion, he is implicitly acknowledging
that religion bas an evolution from a single origin.

Also, in order to comprehend the essence of religion
from the particular and privileged case of totemism, one
must subscribe to a method whereby a well-chosen sample
reveals the essence of a phenomenon that is found through-
out all societies. The theory of religion is not elaborated
on the basis of study of a large number of religious phe-
nomena. The essence of the religious phenomenon 1s appre-
hended from one particular case which is regarded as in-




