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To the late Talcott Parsons

a “scholarch” in his own right
a respected teacher
a genuine humanist
a true friend and follower of Durkheim whose enthusiasm, support, and encouragement prompted us in this undertaking and made possible this presentation to English-speaking scholars

L’Année sociologique is taking up all my time.

—Durkheim in a letter to Lucien Lévy-Bruhl 7 April 1900

Do not pity me for the little time that I devote to L’Année sociologique. Since I have the evidence that everybody has been attached to L’Année sociologique and that the group thus formed has not been without homogeneity and solidarity, I find that the best thing I can do for it is to give it all the time I can spare from my professional obligations. In fact, you must understand that this is the first group of its kind which is organized, where there is a division of work and true cooperation. Therefore if we are able to hold out, we will be setting a good example. It is also the best way of stimulating sociological activity. Let each of us contribute little by little and it will produce results. Furthermore, there is no doubt that without our realizing it, the moral condition of sociology is going to be changed in France. Soon a decision will be made involving the opinion between good workers and otherwise. And we will have contributed something, a great deal toward this result.

—Durkheim in a letter to Célestin Bouglé 13 June 1900

First of all, I am very much indebted to you for this act of solidarity, moral effect of which, I hope, will be considerable. All the services that we are able to render most seriously show that in sociology there are workers who are mostly preoccupied in their unity to cooperate. By distinguishing themselves they are manifesting their originality.

—Durkheim in a letter to Célestin Bouglé 13 August 1901

M. Durkheim, who continues to take up the largest part of the work, is known to have gathered around him some hardworking and eminent workers, whom he inspires, or better said, who are inspired by him. In a way L’Année sociologique is the organ of an authentic school whose orientations are well defined, especially with respect to methods. These orientations are manifested either in the Mémoires originaux, in the joint criticisms posited in the reviews of books, or in the “introductions” placed at the top of certain divisions of the bibliography.

—Edmond Goblot in áreview of L’Année sociologique

If L’Année sociologique could make its contribution, however slight, by turning good minds in this direction, we would feel no remorse over our difficulties.

—Durkheim in ápreface to L’Année Sociologique
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Preface

With the completion of Le Suicide in 1897, Durkheim turned his attention toward the launching of L’Année sociologique, a publication intended to serve as an instrument in providing the international community of social scientists with an annual picture of the progress being made in sociology. As Durkheim elaborated on the aims and scope of L’Année in the first two years after its inception, he realized that the emerging corps of sociologists who formed the mainstay of his following needed suggestive ideas and guidelines on which to premise their further research, drawn from the more advanced areas with which the discipline had already established some kind of nexus. The primary aim of L’Année was to cultivate, with the collaboration of young scholars, a new scientific sociology, and to disseminate these new theoretical paradigms through the conduit of L’Année.

L’Année sociologique consisted of book reviews from all fields of study: general sociology, social theories, social psychology, law, morals, and criminal sociology, to mention a few. Durkheim himself reviewed hundreds of books in L’Année. His collaborators added many more to this already tremendous list, bringing the total number of contributions to several thousand—these ranging from mere bibliographic references to more comprehensive and methodic reviews.

In choosing books to review in L’Année, Durkheim and his followers were meticulous and scrupulous. Sociologists, during the belle époque dominated by Durkheim and his associates, were much more oriented toward history than are contemporary sociologists. Given this proclivity to historicism and ethnology, L’Année embodied a formidable array of works identified as sociology. At the same time, its arcana revealed a wealth of information and discoveries in a variety of areas in sociology, especially valuable to historical sociology. There were certain fields of study deemed unsuitable for review, such as historical biographies and strictly metaphysical works, because they did not promote substantive scientific discussion. Despite these rules of thumb to guide them, the Durkheimians were not always sure and successful in adopting the right book for review that would have befitted Durkheim’s characterization of sociology.

The selection process in adopting books for L’Année required contacts with the librarians and a thorough search of catalogues and periodical literature. By bringing to their attention and facilitating their search for recently published books, the librarian at the Ecole Normale Supérieure, Lucien  Herr, rendered a yeoman’s service to the Durkheimians. Durkheim himself used to receive books from the publishers and even from the authors themselves to review. Upon their arrival, Durkheim distributed them to the specialists in charge of a section or subsection, thus relegating the task of reviewing books to his équipe. He also brought their attention to the recently published material which merited examination. Fulfilling the responsibilities of an editor, Durkheim read almost every piece submitted to him for inclusion in L’Année. Should there be need for revision or deletions, he returned it to the author, or he himself performed the necessary editorial tasks.

To promote a systematic approach to sociology, and to foster a scientific sociology, Durkheim and his collaborators arranged the reviews with a distinct form of classification in mind. Since scientific sociology was still in its incipient stages of development, the system of classification Durkheim devised was essentially derived from Comtian theories of social statics—or social structure—in sociology, consisting of such well-established divisions as religion, property, family, and language. The system consisted of three major divisions: general sociology, social physiology, and social morphology. The confluence and synthesis formed by philosophy, history, and psychology provided a general frame of reference for sociology. Social physiology was a broad category like Comtian statics, defined as a corpus which included particular social sciences—e.g., religion, politics, law, and economics. Constituting a neologism, “social morphology” resulted from Durkheim’s reflections on the synthesis of demography and what during his days was popularly known as “Anthropo-geographie,” a Ratzellian improvisation for human geography. Today, many sociologists look askance at this representation of social reality, for it lacks the Comtian suggestive idea of social dynamics.

In the ordering of the classification, Durkheim placed religious sociology at the top of the other divisions of social physiology, thus giving religion preeminent status. Durkheim considered religion the most rudimentary and most primitive—as well as the original—source of all social institutions. Durkheim and his associates took pains in emphasizing that in the classification divised for L’Année, the section on religious sociology had priority over all other particular areas of the social sciences.

L’Année sociologique benefited from the progress made in the areas of social science, moral statistics, religion, history, and aesthetics; it also aimed to reciprocate in potlatch fashion in extending its benefits to them. Durkheim was successful in this exchange, for the periodical proved useful not only to specialists closely identified with sociology but also to those in academic areas remote from it, such as archaeology, aesthetics, sinology, Egyptology, and pedagogy. Still more rewarding was the exchange between history and sociology, even though practitioners of the former were methodologically more ethnocentric and to their disadvantage confined themselves to the history of particular periods and the nationalism of particular countries. L’Année earned its universal reputation as the most unique publication in the entire history of  sociology for having been a repository of books in the major Western languages, and for devising a classification system of sociology which made a permanent impression and guided the activities of those who collaborated with Durkheim.

Before the publication of this volume, a major part of Durkheim’s entire work had already been translated into English. However, Durkheim’s contribution to L’Année—consisting of several hundred reviews, notes, and notices of books, introductions to sections and subsections, and some of his seminal articles known as Mémoires originaux—still remained untranslated. In addition, there still remain several articles written by Durkheim in his early life as a sociologist and some odds and ends. A few articles by Durkheim have been translated twice, perhaps thrice. This is due in part to the expedient publication program of the Durkheimian scholars and in part due to the suspicion, at times justifiable and at times unjustifiable, harbored by some of the sociologists concerning adequate and accurate translation of Durkheim. Several translations of a single piece and of a master’s works are not uncommon, since each successive generation of scholars has its own criteria, standards, values, and Weltanschauung.

Even though sociologists are catching sight of Durkheim’s early opuscules, their neglect of Durkheim’s magnum opus, l’Année, was enough to evoke empathy from a sociologist with the master who dedicated more than fifteen years of his life to this periodical, which soon after its publication became an institution and spawned an authentic and systematic school of thought in sociology—the French school. Scholarly apathy of sociologists toward Durkheim’s Année incited us to turn our immediate attention to this project. By editing and publishing Durkheim’s contribution to L’Année with the collaboration of several helpful and competent colleagues with genuinely scholarly orientations and scientific concerns, we are fulfilling a deeply felt gap in the history of French sociology and responding to the need of sociologists.

The real repository of scientific sociology with its classification developed and practiced in its pristine form, and that of Durkheim’s true legacy manifested in the collaborative work of the master’s loyal, indefatigable, and sacrificing disciples and followers, is L’Année, a periodical which spawned Durkheim’s school of sociology. What is known to sociologists and anthropologists is that Durkheim wrote some of the most profound and seminal articles for L’Année; what is perhaps, however, not known to them is that the “scholarch” of the French school also reviewed the works of some of the eminent and dominating scholars and specialists of this time: Kohler, Ratzel, Spencer and Gillen, Glotz, Tarde, Ribot, Höffding, Westermarck, Lang, Frazer, Marianne Weber (Max Weber’s wife), Boas, Wundt, and Hartland. Durkheim has no parallel in reviewing the works of so many great scholars of his time. By publishing this edition of Durkheim’s L’Année, we will be drawing attention to this monumental enterprise.

These reviews by Durkheim, now that they are available in English translation, will hopefully open new areas of research in sociology and anthropology, and will elicit new interest in Durkheimian thought. They will answer some of the questions sociologists are raising today; but different questions will be posed in the light of these translations. For example, if Durkheim knew Marianne Weber, whose work he reviewed and severely criticized on scientific grounds, what does it mean in terms of his relationship with Max Weber? Durkheim is known for his invention and cultivation of “social morphology” as an area of sociology, but what influence did Ratzel have on Durkheim’s characterization of this new division of sociology? If The Elementary Forms of Religious Life constitutes his greatest work and manifests vividly his inspiration, how much does Durkheim owe for borrowing from Spencer and Gillen’s scholarly work and ethnographic study of the Australian tribes? Perhaps this edition will open a new perspective in sociology, i.e., sociology of knowledge through reviews and references.

Professor Talcott Parsons, a true friend and a follower of Durkheim, gave us the honor of entrusting us with the delicate but important task of rendering Durkheim into English. The undertaking meant a great responsibility, including accountability to our two great masters, Durkheim and Parsons. We hope we have lived up to the great tradition of our masters and to their great expectations in terms of faithful and standard rendition of Durkheim. The encouragement we received from Charles Smith of the Free Press further accelerated the progress being made in the completion of the project.

A major part of the translation in this volume is the unremitting work of Professor John French, whose devotion to Durkheim made it possible for us to present to the English-speaking audience Durkheim’s total contribution to L’Année. The cooperation I received from Professors Andrew Lyons, John Sweeney, and Kennedy Woody is no less significant.

Dr. Woody, who has been a constant source of inspiration in my work, read my introduction to this volume and made critical observations transcending style and touching upon the subtleties of the subject matter. Sometimes it becomes difficult to separate distinctly my personal editorial work from Dr. Woody’s assistance in explaining in our notes Durkheim’s esoteric terms and his cumbersome thought couched in historical erudition. Professors Lewis Coser and Harry Alpert also read the Introduction and made helpful suggestions on the substance of my arguments. Professor John Fine (Princeton) helped in clarifying some of the Greek terms used by Durkheim in the Année volumes.

There is no substitute for a demanding and meticulous but sympathetic and conscientious editor with whom an author is obliged to cooperate for the creation of an intellectually sound and important publication. By improving on the style and by suggesting some very valuable organizational changes, Kitty Moore has given this publication an aesthetic touch that it obviously needed.

On the home front I cannot dissociate the completion of this work—or for that matter, my other works—from my wife and best friend Jeffra, who worked in unison with me on many facets of this project. At the collegial level, her suggestions helped at every stage of the work in progress. Gita and Ravi, our two wonderful and beautiful children, helped by being themselves, cuddly, helpful, and understanding by forsaking some of their playtime and many weekends and leaving their daddy in his “yoke.”

Indeed, it is a pleasure to acknowledge my previous publisher, Greenwood Press, for the permission to incorporate in this volume Appendices A to C from my previous publication, The Durkheim School, 1977. I also wish to thank the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique to reprint two passages in the front matter from Durkheim’s letters to Bouglé, which appeared in Revue française de sociologie, 17, 1976, pp. 173–74, 178. Lastly, but not the least, I would like to thank Ms. Janet Williams for her patience and for her invaluable assistance.


Editor’s Introduction 


L’Année Sociologique and the Durkheimian School: Toward a Systematic Theory of Doctrinal Schools 

Neither Durkheim as the master of a school nor his magnum opus, L’Année Sociologique, has been explored fully, despite a plethora of literature in sociology analyzing Durkheim’s work. Since 1975 my own work has been devoted exclusively to this neglected aspect of the great master of sociology.1The English edition of Durkheim’s contribution to L’Année, presented herewith, is a byproduct of that unremitting effort to bring the unknown or less well known Durkheim to the attention of English-speaking scholars. Since my own undertaking began, increasing numbers of sociologists have been mining this rich and neglected vein of Durkheim’s work.2L’Année is now in the forefront of the sociological literature on Durkheim and will occupy scholars for many years to come.

Presentation of Durkheim’s L’Année is quite coincidental with an upsurge of literature on his most important area of work: creating and conducting an authentic school of sociology. Since L’Année represents that Durkheimian school, it behooves us to search for the connections between the two and to present L’Année as the repository of the Durkheimian school.

In order to synthesize L’Année with the Durkheimian school and also present the latter as a reality sui generis, I have developed a theory after reflecting upon the universal category of “doctrinal schools.” This theory constitutes the most elementary form of sociological epistemology. Since the Durkheimian school is an example of that universal category, it may be examined in the light of my theory.

The sociology of the growth of knowledge has long been neglected by those interested in the history of science. Although the group behavior of scientists—or “community of scientists,” to use Kuhn’s popular terminology—has been given due attention, the sociological reality of doctrinal schools has gone almost unnoticed.

Since the theory presented here has a general character, it is hoped that its application will help us to understand the genetic growth of knowledge embedded in a myriad of “doctrinal schools,” or systematic schools of thought, throughout the history of human civilization. The history of the growth of knowledge is one encompassing the flourishing and withering away of doctrinal schools and of their polemics against each other.

Systematic schools of thought may be defined either in the strict sense or in a broad sense. A school in the strict sense comprises a master who virtually conducts the school by gathering around him disciples and followers. Such a doctrinal school is a cohesively organized group whose members are united by intimate personal and professional relationships. The structural hierarchy is manifested in the recognized leadership of the master, who is either the founder of the school or a legatee of the founder, and the school often takes its name from that of the master, as in the Durkheimian school and some of the Greek philosophical schools.

A school in a broad sense is formed in the name of a doctrine, method, or concept shared by scholars from diverse geographic areas and backgrounds. In such a school there may be a conspicuous absence of personal relations among the disciples and followers. Instead, a powerful and cogent doctrine attracts individuals who derive their inspiration from it, who use it in their work, and who identify themselves with the heritage of the system of thought. Examples of such schools include Newtonian physics, Weberian sociology, Marxism, surrealism, rationalism, existentialism, and positivism. These are essentially intellectual movements; the histories of philosophy, religion, art, literature, and the natural sciences are cluttered with their names and ideas.

As shown throughout history, schools of systematic thought are phenomena of universal character and are the depositories of knowledge, having given impetus to further growth of knowledge in the form of commentaries, explications, compendia, and contentious literature. It behooves us to posit in general terms those essential postulates that characterize a school. The theory I shall propose constitutes four essential elements, two of which tend to explain the genesis of knowledge and thought, while the other two attempt to resolve those issues that concern further growth.3The four postulates constitute the integral part of the systematic theory that will subsequently be used to explain the establishment and growth of the Durkheimian school.

First of all, in the process of forming a doctrinal school there is, at the head, a richly endowed personality who may be referred to as the “scholarch.”4In classical antiquity the scholarch was an enlightened individual with a high sense of moral obligation to instruct and edify his fellow citizens. Typically, such a master had formulated a synthesis of religious, ethical, philosophical, and artistic ideas that presented a comprehensive view of the world and human experience. This synthesis elicited a characterization of the external world and took cognizance of the ethical principles upon which the society should rest.

After the founder’s death, the leadership of a school is inherited by one of his disciples, who in classical times was also called a scholarch. For example, Plato, Aristotle, Zeno of Citium, and Epicurus were some of the established and recognized scholarchs who founded the Academy, the Peripatetic school, stoicism, and Epicureanism respectively. The progenitors of the Indian philosophical systems are known as rsis and the commentators as acharyas. There are similar suggestive expressions in Chinese classical philosophy: The “sage,” Hsien-jen, takes upon himself the role of a “master,” Hsien-sheng, and of a “teacher,” fu-tzu.5

The masters of uncanny abilities, dubbed scholarchs, were possessed of a profound capacity to comprehend other synchronous systems. But they were far from accepting systems other than their own, let alone seeking a syncretism of conflicting doctrines. Socrates was familiar with the doctrines of nature of his time, but he did not accept them as realistic schemas for explaining the universe. Aristotle referred to his predecessors and their doctrines only to refute them. The scholarchs built their doctrines on the ashes of older doctrines, by refuting and contradicting them. Through their polemics, they created new trends in art, literature, philosophy, and science. In support of this claim, Karl Pearson said that the founding of a new science, or even a new branch of one, “must be done by someone who, by force of knowledge, of method and of enthusiasm, hews out, in rough outline it may be, but decisively, a new block, and creates a school to carve out its outlines.”6

The second constituent element of the theory of doctrinal schools is the doctrine itself. A doctrine may exist independently or as a result of the master who invented it. Although the boundary between an independent doctrine and one created by a scholarch may appear hazy, the distinction is important. For example, it would be a mistake to claim that Max Weber created the school of rational doctrine or that Karl Marx gathered around him disciples who adhered to Marxism. Although such a school of thought derives its name from its creator, it cannot be characterized as a school in the strict sense, despite the fact that the doctrines it propagates perform the same functions in the history of thought—providing an articulation of a coherent system, constructing a sort of formula to explain the whole or part of reality.

From a doctrinal point of view the institutionalization of a school depends upon three salient factors: the extensive use of doctrine in the personal works of its founder, disciples, and followers to evince its explicative powers; the extensive use of the doctrine by adversaries of the school to refute and reject the claims made about it by its proponents; and the tenacity of the doctrine.

Doctrine in itself is a very significant element because it induces a vast literature in the form of commentaries, explications, expositions, reinterpretations, and refutations. The actual content of a doctrine comes to be expressed in a particular vocabulary and style of writing. Particular forms of expression are especially prominent in schools of art and literature, but jargon is also characteristic of certain schools of science, philosophy, and social science.

The third constituent of the theory of doctrinal schools is the formation of a corps of followers and adherents. What motivates disciples, followers, and collaborators to rally around a master? For some, it is a genuine albeit naive belief of a seeker whose search for truth brings him in personal contact with an accomplished master. A disciple derives psychological as well as spiritual gratification by identifying himself with a movement of historical significance: e.g., a doctrinal school of philosophy, a system of thought in science, a religious crusade, or a political ideology based on a doctrine. One’s ideological predisposition also plays a great role in identification with a particular doctrine even though it may not offer any immediate material rewards. Sometimes the talismanic powers presumably possessed by a doctrine may be inculcated in one’s mind even before one acquires full consciousness of one’s actions.

In some schools discipline of one kind or another is as much observed as in a religious order or in modern political parties. Independence of followers’ conduct may be admitted, but also some severe limitations may be imposed upon their behavior. In any case, no one enjoys unlimited privilege to violate the decorum of sharing certain fundamental principles. Faced with the constraint of the “collective conscience,” some adherents may voluntarily withdraw and others may be forced out. Some continue their nominal association with the school and express their token allegiance to the master and his doctrines, but they do not conceal their reservations about them. The so-called crypto-partisans of the school prefer to follow the master independently and privately. If the doctrine is possessed of strong powers to explicate reality, the school continues to attract the talents of successive generations, suggesting its full growth. In this process of renovation and regeneration, the school discards any undesirable members—heretics, apostates, dissenters, deviants, and those who are ambivalent.

Despite the fact that there may be many disciples desirous of inheriting the master’s mantle, only one disciple is in fact the heir. In Greek philosophic tradition the scholarch decreed in his will the name of his successor. In all probability, the disciple who is personally closest to the master and spiritually closest to his doctrines inherits the leadership. In some cases, when the school is deprived of a leader, an ad hoc committee takes up the responsibility for its operations; or the system that has survived so far begins to crumble.

The strength of a doctrine is its ability to explicate reality. The master, his disciples, his followers, and his collaborators are suggestive elements of a formal structure that can be arranged in a hierarchic order. Beyond this, there is a physical structure, representing institutions that serve as the depository and conservatory of knowledge; it provides those necessary means through which knowledge is diffused and disseminated, and thus constitutes the fourth postulate of the theory.

The Academy, the Lyceum, the Stoa, and the Cynosarges were the principal seats of the Greek sects and schools. During those ancient times the means of disseminating doctrines were personal and face-to-face. The scholarchs indulged in discourses, dialogues, debates, and discussions. Writing as a means of preserving and disseminating knowledge was in its most primitive stage. To overcome this disadvantage the Indian philosophers made use of a few concise words and posited their “wisdom” in aphorisms. This device was useful as a mnemonic technique in passing on the doctrines to the next generation. Since those primitive times, humanity has made gigantic strides in science and technology, which have radically transformed the institutional character of our contemporary civilization. Whereas earlier the Academy, the Lyceum, the Stoa, and the Cynosarges used to be places from which the scholarchs delivered their discourses and promulgated their doctrines, now we have an established and intricate network of universities, institutes, laboratories, and foundations. The enormous increase in the number and membership of professional societies and associations, whose origin may be traced back to the British Royal Society and the Académie des Sciences, is unprecedented. They are, nonetheless, structured after their ancient Greek prototypes.

The development and expansion of printing has completely revolutionized the circulation of ideas. Publishing houses and periodical literature have tremendously facilitated the task of a master in the diffusion of facts and theoretical knowledge. Now that the subject of physical structure has been introduced, a doctrinal school of thought may be installed in a university, a laboratory, a publishing house, or a professional society—or it may even be formed around a periodical. The master may recruit disciples, followers, and collaborators from within institutions of higher learning, but the channels through which the doctrines are disseminated are books and periodical literature.

In sum, these physical facilities and material resources that apparently function as catalysts in the growth of knowledge and the diffusion of ideas may be designated as means of the communication and propagation of doctrines.

*

* The Elementary Forms of Religious Life: A Study in Religious Sociology (New York: Macmillan, 1915), translated by J. W. Swain from Les formes élémentaires de la vie religieuse: le système totémique en Australie (Paris: Alcan, 1912).

Durkheim as “Scholarch”

The man of knowledge who creates a strong and cogent doctrine is the first desideratum in the formation of a doctrinal school. Recognized as the sire of French scientific sociology, Durkheim also clearly possessed the attributes of a master of a school. As early as 1893, when Durkheim successfully defended his doctoral thesis, the commentator on his thesis, Lucien Muhlfeld, divined in him a future maître.1With the publication of L’Année, Durkheim appeared incontrovertibly as the master of the French school of sociology, a fact well recognized by the academicians of Paris.

To understand Durkheim’s development as a scholarch it will be useful to place his life and work in a chronological perspective so that one can see the distinct stages in his career. They are as follows:

 	Early reviews and opuscules, 1885–1890.
 	Theoretical maturation and formulation of doctrines, 1891–1897.
 	Formation, growth, and consolidation of his school, 1898–1913.
 	Period of life and work pro patria, 1914–1917. 
 

The first period of Durkheim’s career as a sociologist began in 1885 with an address to high school students and ended in 1890 with a critical review of Ferneuil’s work, Les Principes de 1789 et la science sociale. In this period Durkheim produced eight book reviews, four of which were reviews of books by German authors, one of a Belgian work, and three of French works; one review article in which he examined several works by different authors; two inaugural lectures; two long articles on the German social sciences and on the subject of morals; a presentation to the French of Albert Schaeffle’s economic program, which has socialistic underpinnings; and an article on suicide and natality.2Although many of these earlier works have gone relatively unnoticed, the germs of all Durkheim’s sociological doctrines, which he would later develop in his important works, were posited within their pages.

From the very beginning of his career, Durkheim was greatly influenced by the works of German savants and scientists. He admired their accomplishments in the fields of philosophy, the social sciences, and morals. Schaeffle was the first German savant to captivate Durkheim’s youthful mind.3His work was representative of German ideals—a moralizing spirit in philosophy, science, and ethics. Through Schaeffle’s influence Durkheim seems to have become imbued with the idea of society as a superior force, an object sui generis, and a source of collective conscience and solidarity. Durkheim went so far in his zeal for the reification of society that he apotheosized it. Durkheim concluded his review of Schaeffle’s work by stating that the German scholar and scientist “has strong faith in reason and in the future of humanity. In addition, he is calm and serene in his analysis, nothing disturbs him. One does not experience those fears, those vague anxieties, which are so familiar to our time. Today his optimism, even in France, is rarely seen. We have begun to realize that not everything is clear and that reason has not cured all the illnesses”4of society.

The same theme from Schaeffle’s work and the same didactic lesson for sociology that he had learned from the German scientist were repeated in a review of Fouillée’s work, La Propriété sociale et la démocratie.5In his review of Gumplowicz’s introductory work in sociology, Durkheim maintained the same attitude but lamented that sociology, originally a French invention and of French origin, had become an émigré in Germany.6

After Durkheim had spent a leave of absence in Germany, from 1885 to 1886, he wrote two articles which are the most important and revealing of this period. In these articles he made an excellent presentation of the philosophical systems, social sciences, and ethics flourishing in the German universities at that time. He found that the German social sciences, philosophy, and ethics manifested two distinct directions: scholars working either independently or as dogmatists who attracted disciples and followers of their own. With regard to French philosophy and social sciences, he found it deplorable that the “different philosophers who teach in the university system have almost nothing in common, neither in doctrines nor”—and this he found very serious—“in method.” 7His admiration for the German style of scholarship is evident in this statement: “However, it is hardly contestable that the thing which we most urgently need at this moment is to awaken in us the taste for the collective life.”8In his second article on the status of the German social sciences and ethics, Durkheim seemed to be captivated by the philosophy of social realism and a notion of morals that could be applied to the social sciences.9From Durkheim the philosopher emerges Durkheim the moralist. He went so far as to claim that the science of morals was an independent science with an existence of its own.

After his sojourn in Germany, Durkheim returned to France with the ideas of general economics as it was being practiced and professed by the “socialists of the chair.”10At this early stage of his life, he rejected the concept of utilitarian ethics, an offshoot of the Manchester school. Instead he preferred the practice of moral ideas of the economists, who belonged to the “younger” historical school. Also reflected in this article is Durkheim’s conception of the “social science” sociology that he formed through his introduction to German ideas. Wundt’s influence upon Durkheim is also apparent, since he accepted the classification of sociology according to the method of Wundt’s Völkerpsychologie. At this very incipient stage of his career, Durkheim was convinced that the ideas of Völkerpsychologie could be helpful in solving moral problems, in bringing about social solidarity, and in achieving a state of “collective conscience.” In these two articles, we perceive the first glimmerings of Durkheim’s doctrines, those that he would utilize in his lifetime and would use as major premises in later works.

In 1887, at about the same time that Durkheim’s two articles on the German social sciences appeared, the position of chargé d’un cours de science sociale—the first in France—was created for him at Bordeaux11so that he could teach sociology in the guise of social science. This recognition of sociology was the result of reforms in higher education introduced by Louis Liard. Liard, one of the architects of the Third Republic and a powerful figure in the administration of higher education, was motivated by two aims: to thwart the German monopoly of the social sciences and to honor and institutionalize a science that was native to France.

At Bordeaux Durkheim assisted Alfred Espinas, a senior sociologist, and taught courses in pedagogy and the social sciences. He was known at the university for his “distinguished mind” and the “unsurpassed clarity” of his ideas. In his teaching, he referred his students to the precursors of sociology, from Aristotle to Comte. It is at this point that he appealed to his students as well as his colleagues to rally around him and help him develop the young science of sociology, whose structure he aimed to build slowly and gradually.12 It was here, at Bordeaux, that Durkheim, with imposing authority and through personal supervision, educated and disciplined his nephew and protégé Marcel Mauss. (Mauss would later officiate in the Année office and act as Durkheim’s alter ego.) In these surroundings, Durkheim attracted some malleable and responsive students from his vast audience and oriented them toward sociology. He recruited Lalo, Fauconnet, and some other disciples to lay the initial foundation for his school.

The appointment of Durkheim to the newly created position at Bordeaux not only ushered in a new age for the young science of sociology but was also an important step in Durkheim’s development as a recognized scholarch. During the last quarter of the nineteenth century, Bordeaux enjoyed equal prestige with Paris in some of its academic disciplines—in philosophy and in other departments of the faculté de lettres. An appointment at Bordeaux was a necessary stepping-stone for those professors and scholars who sought status in Paris. Durkheim, if he proved worthy, could step up from this initial position to a more prestigious position in Paris.

In 1887, after his return from Germany and appointment at Bordeaux, Durkheim reviewed Guyau’s book entitled L’Irrèligion de l’avenir, which laid the foundation for his religious sociology. From Guyau, whose work contained clues to the art of polemics, Durkheim learned how to refute the ideas of others. Although the year 1912, when Durkheim published The Elementary Forms,* is far removed from 1887, these two dates have one thing in common: Durkheim in his opuscule in 1887 and in his opus in 1912 refuted the definitions of religion given by the English savants who were identified with either naturalism or spiritualism.

In 1888 Durkheim published two of his inaugural lectures, one of which was an introduction to the social sciences.13In this lecture, Durkheim announced his intention to found a science of sociology. The second inaugural lecture dealt with the sociology of the family,14which would remain one of his primary interests in L’Année.15

Durkheim was intrigued with the practice of dualism in sociology. In 1889 he reviewed Toennies’ celebrated work, Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft, agreeing with the author’s dichotomy: community versus society. This dichotomy reflected the structure of contemporary society as well as its evolution. Through this eminent German sociologist, Durkheim was introduced to the practical concern of moralizing—in particular, since the German scholar emphasized such concepts as Gemeinsinn (sense of solidarity) and Verständnis (consensus). In his first major work, The Division of Labor,* Durkheim uses Toennies’ dichotomous conceptualization of society; however, he reversed the order. Whereas Toennies considered ‘Organic” solidarity to represent the “primitive” social structure of European society, Durkheim identified it with the structure of contemporary industrial society. Contrary to Toennies’ terminology, Durkheim’s “mechanical” solidarity represented the “primitive” society. These differences between the two great sociologists notwithstanding, Durkheim was trying to retrieve from Germany what had been taken from France and to rehabilitate the positive science of sociology in its native country. Yet the rudimentary ideas underlying the new science, as Durkheim conceived it, were posited in the German Sozialwissenschaften and Völkerpsychologie.

iLes Principes de 1789 et la science sociale, Durkeim provided a sociological interpretation of the French revolution and appraised its moral significance.1First of all, in his review of Ferneuil’s work, Durkheim made scathing attacks on those moralists and philosophers who had exalted the “intransigencies” of individualism. Secondly, he felt that the revolution had a moral lesson for the scientist: society, in a state of “anomie,” Durkheim admonished, required a new base in order to acquire solidarity.

This formative period in Durkheim’s sociological life may be summed up in the following terms: First, Durkheim was searching for new morals for a society whose structure had been shattered. France was undergoing a period of economic growth and was converting its economic base from agrarian to industrial. Different strata of society were acquiring their own new types of consciousness. Some revolutionary movements were gaining force. Thus, in the face of revolutions in various sectors of French society—industrial, social, scientific, and so on—Durkheim the moralist wanted to heal the wounds inflicted upon the society by these “anomie” changes. His search for a new collective conscience and a new form of solidarity was not in vain, although his efforts to find moral elements to preserve the fabric of society and to reintegrate the individual into society inevitably made him a conservative sociologist.

Second, the restructuring of the moral fiber of society required a profound understanding of its institutions. The moralists and philosophers, like Comte and Durkheim, in order to solve the problems facing society, wanted to discover its laws first—those that explained its “statics and dynamics,” to use Comtian terminology. The task of discovering social laws was assigned to physique sociale, as Comte first labeled it, or to the science of sociology, as Durkheim called it later. Scientific sociology, these thinkers felt, was alone competent to fulfill the newly imposed task of discovering the laws of society. During the second period of Durkheim’s career, from 1891 to 1897, he posited his major doctrines, producing three major works: The Division of Labor, The Rules,*and Suicide.*In the eyes of many sociologists, Durkheim’s fame rests on these three works and on The Elementary Forms, published in 1912. In addition to these important works, Durkheim also published part of his doctoral thesis in Latin, wrote three review articles on French books, and five articles on other assorted topics,o1one of which was originally published in Italian.18Some portions of Suicide were translated and published in Italian periodicals.

The works of this period epitomize the essential doctrines of Durkheim the scholarch, including scientism, positivism, sociologism, and societism. Durkheim appeared as a master of French sociology, soon to form a school of his own. He had fulfilled the second requirement of the theory of doctrinal schools by positing his doctrines; now all that was left was the formation of a core of disciples and followers to analyze and popularize his work. It was during the third period that he attracted a group of responsive disciples and followers.

By any account, the third period in Durkheim’s career stands out as the most important, rewarding, and productive of his life. It corresponds with the publication of L’Année (original series); and it was the period of formation, growth, and consolidation of the Durkheimian school.

In 1902 Durkheim was installed at the University of Paris. It was upon his arrival in Paris that the scope of his activities greatly increased. A vast opportunity for disseminating his doctrines was made available to him, because besides being a powerful and influential figure at the University of Paris he also taught at the Ecole Normale Supérieure.19

In welcoming Durkheim, the Sorbonne was opening its portals to the young science of sociology, which had once been derided by Paul Janet and some like-minded Sorbonnists. When Hubert Bourgin described Durkheim’s arrival in Paris, he made it perfectly clear that a school had already been formed under Durkheim’s aegis. While reminiscing about the Ecole Normale Supérieure in De Jaurès à Léon Blum, he said: “The sociological school, even when it consisted of only one man, was already a school. Its master, Durkheim, was not prepared to risk seeing the chit-chat of university common rooms distract him from his functions, a task, a mission which it—or rather he—held sacred.”20Bourgin further affirmed that Durkheim the scholarch was not “a man of deviations, of deflections, of adventures and of compromises.”21

Controversy over Durkheim’s doctrines reached a peak during this period. They were the subjects of debates, discussions, and refutations by his adversaries and opponents. Attacks on the doctrines appeared in professional and scientific periodicals as well as in religious journals. To defend himself, Durkheim wrote letters to the editors, the most important of which were responses to the criticisms of Tarde22and Deploige.23

Some of the stormiest confrontations took place in the discussions of the Société Française de Philosophie (French Philosophical Society)24and the Union pour la Vérité (Union for Truth).25Durkheim and his followers defended and further elaborated his ideas in their communications to and debates at meetings of the French Philosophical Society. Three themes elicited the liveliest debates on the part of Durkheim and his chief lieutenants: the science of morals; the sociology of religion; and history as a science and its relationship to sociology. The meetings of the Union pour la Vérité were devoted to more contemporary issues and practical themes such as divorce, patriotism, internationalism, socialism, nationalism, humanitarianism, and rationalism.26

To Durkheim’s many other activities during this period may be added his contributions to several inquiries conducted by some French periodicals.27The several long articles he wrote were edited and published posthumously by his disciples and constitute his two important volumes: Sociology and Philosophy and Education and Sociology.

The tirades that raged in France over the doctrines of the Durkheimian school give dramatic evidence of their popularity and notoriety. The critical attitudes adopted by some apologists, sociologists, and specialists in other social sciences indicate that in some circles the popularity and dogmatic character of Durkheimian sociology were not tolerated. Durkheim had acquired the reputation of being the “master of a school, leader of an équipe of collaborators,” who, it was thought, “was constructing a closed system, defending it against the adversaries and the dissidents.”28The personal attributes of Durkheim were such that he overpowered those who came into contact with him. Durkheim’s students, it is remarked of him, “submitted to the influence of the master; they admired his erudition; they extolled his uprightness and genius.”29By virtue of his personal qualities, Durkheim captivated Bougie; seduced Richard to collaborate with him, though only for a brief while; attracted Halbwachs, Davy, and several others; incorporated Hubert in his scheme of sociology; and tantalized Worms and piqued Tarde. One of Durkheim’s students stated that Durkheim “imposed his influence upon them, whether they liked it or not. They could not resist the authority of his hollow voice and solemn tone.”30Befitting a scholarch, he had the “air of a mystical rabbi.”31

Once Durkheim arrived in Paris, the initially slow growth of the Année school began to accelerate. The publication of the sixth volume of L’Année, synchronous with Durkheim’s arrival in Paris, marked an increase in the number of collaborators from twelve for the previous volume to eighteen. It was around the nucleus of L’Année that Durkehim gathered his disciples, followers, and collaborators in an undertaking that gradually resulted in a cohesive group—a doctrinal school in the real sense of the word.

Essentially, Durkheim consecrated the period 1898–1913 to cultivating and popularizing the new science of sociology. As a result of sixteen years of hard labor and dedication he was able to construct an edifice of “social science” sociology that included but was not limited to the output of L’Année, He wrote a few articles defining the scope of sociology, which were published in French,32English,33and Italian34journals, and which of course characterized the viewpoint of the Durkheimian school.

Durkheim’s monumental work, The Elementary Forms, grew from his long and rich experience reviewing books in L’Année, The periodical provided Durkheim and his followers with an excellent opportunity to examine the prodigious volume of literature, especially in ethnography, that was pouring out during those years. The ethnographic studies brought forth by English, American, and German scholars were the basis of this last of Durkheim’s major works.

The fourth period, spanning 1914 to 1917, in Durkheim’s life—and in the lives of his disciples, followers, and collaborators—was dedicated to the defense of France. During these four short years, Durkheim did not accomplish much in the name of sociology, nor did anyone else. He did, in 1915, write for a government publication an important article entitled “La Sociologie,” which aimed to ascertain the status of academic disciplines and scientific knowledge in France, a work that was intended to be displayed in the San Francisco exhibition.35In the same year Durkheim wrote two brochures (one in collaboration with a historian, Ernest Denis) that described the warmongering instincts of the Germans.36During 1916 Durkheim, along with some prominent Sorbonnists, and professors such as Lavisse, Buisson, and Meillet, issued letters to the French to uphold their morale during the painful years of the war.37

Durkheim’s only son, André, and some of his beloved disciples were killed in the war; these tragic events hastened Durkheim’s own death. In 1917 Durkheim wrote his son’s obituary,38and he himself died the same year. After Durkheim’s death, Mauss and other disciples and followers published posthumously the remaining corpus of his work, including books, articles, and lectures. They also edited some of Durkheim’s earlier articles and published them in book form, in part through the efforts of Kubali,39a Turkish jurist, and Cuvillier,40a popular French philosopher and sociologist.

*

The Division of Labor in Society (New York: Macmillan, 1933), translated by G. Simpson from De la division du travail social: Etude sur l’organisation des sociétés supérieures (Paris: Alean, 1893; 2d ed. with new preface, 1902). In this drive to advance the ideas of a new science and postulate a new morality, Durkheim was influenced by the German scholars, whose accomplishments in these areas had been extraordinary. Nevertheless, building a new science on their foundations would be a stupendous project. Durkheim alone would not be able to assemble the research already done in social sciences, put it together, and convert it into a comprehensive science of sociology. Therefore, he sought the collaboration of his colleagues and students. However, the germs of his major original contributions—as well as his penchant for dogmatism—were apparent during this first period.

*

† Suicide: A Study in Sociology, edited with an Introduction by G. Simpson (New York: Free Press, 1951), translated by J. A. Spaulding and G. Simpson from Le Suicide: Etude de Sociologie (Paris: Alean, 1897).

The Essence of Durkheim’s Doctrines

Durkheim is one of those few philosophers or social scientists who never changed his fundamental ideas. Instead, as time progressed, he became increasingly sure of the validity of his theories and doctrines. His disciples and followers, even after his death, spent their lives explicating them, reaffirming them through their personal research and works, defending them when they were under attack, and retrieving them when they were threatened with oblivion. Certain illustrious figures—eminent philosophers and Durkheim’s contemporaries, such as Emile Boutroux, André Lalande, Dominique Parodi, Jean Izoulet, S. Deploige, I. Meyerson, Lucien Laberthonière, C. C. J. Webb, Salomon Reinach, Georges Sorel, Léon Duguit, and Henri Berr—made literal use of the word “doctrine” when referring to the principal sociological ideas of the Durkheimian school. Ferdinand Brunetière was apprehensive about the new science of morals, whose matrix was the sociology of the Durkheimian school.1For Paul Janet, the young science of sociology, which had its base in positivism, was itself a doctrine, albeit an illegitimate one. One philosopher even went so far in his acclaim for a sociological doctrine, disentangled from a work by one of Durkheim’s disciples, as to call the publication a “manifesto” of the Durkheimian school.2In short, all of this post-mortem was but further evidence of the deep and pervasive influence Durkheim’s doctrines had in sociology.

Was Durkheim disposed to dogmatism while he was cultivating the science of sociology? What was his attitude, and that of his disciples and followers, when his ideas came under attack and when he was accused of being impervious to criticism, even of fostering “imperialism”? Did Durkheim’s doctrines overwhelm his disciples and followers? How did other savants respond to the tenacity as well as the audacity of Durkheim’s positions? Our answers to these questions, even though brief, will show the powerful appeal Durkheim’s doctrines had to a wide audience.

Durkheim’s rigid and dogmatic attitudes were apparent even in his early youth, when he entered the Ecole Normale Supérieure. Once, when it was charged that his ideas did not comply with the facts, he replied that the facts have a tendency to lie.3He was convinced, from the very beginning of his life, that scientific sociology could only be developed if he, as well as other sociologists, employed positivism as a method, and if the structure of their young science was built upon “hypostatized society.” Positivism as a method—however much he adopted it and separated himself from Comtian positivism—and “hypostatized society” remained the bases of his sociological writings. He never budged an inch from these two principal concepts. Other concepts were variations of these two. The labyrinth of Durkheimian doctrines included such other shibboleths and concepts as “anomie,” “collective conscience,” “society as a sui generis reality,” “collective representations,” “social constraint,” “the science of morals and customs,” “social solidarity,” “social consensus,” and “social facts as things.” Durkheim coined all these terms, making them an integral part of his sociological imagination and integrating them into his sociology. These elements of his doctrines became the objects of further analysis, examination, criticism, and refutation. Some of his adversaries called them sociological “metaphors.” They still have a familiar ring that is characteristic of the French school of sociology.

A careful reading of Durkheim’s works and those of his followers and disciples will reveal the following aspects of his sociology and his doctrines: (1) neo-positivism; (2) scientism; (3) comparativism; (4) societism; (5) science and the rational art of morals; and (6) sociological epistemology.

NEO-POSITIVISM

For Comte, positivism was a system; for Durkheim, it was a method.4Durkheim transformed Comtian positivism into a scientific methodology comparable to that of physics and chemistry. In fact, Durkheim claimed that his use of positivism was free from all metaphysical elements and abstractions. The aim of Durkheim’s positivism was to convert facts into laws; to reduce the complex to the simple, the particular to the universal, and the contingent to the causally determined. Durkheim not only redefined Comtian positivism, but also gave it his personal stamp. The only way to bring the social sciences under the suzerainty of sociology, as Comte had aspired to do, was to develop the corpus of Comtian strategy in theory and practice by a method of “social facts.” Durkheim incorporated all the social sciences into the corpus of his scientific sociology by treating their phenomena at the level of “social facts.” This adaptation of the particular social sciences to the Durkheimian method of neo-positivism made them integral parts of scientific sociology. Thus a foundation for scientific sociology, with “imperialistic” ambitions, was laid. Durkheim’s version of positivism comprised the methods of analysis and synthesis; he considered such an approach an essential component of any sociologically valid method. In addition, Durkheimian positivism also required the use of comparativism as a method. If by positivism Durkheim meant the gathering of social facts and giving them a comparative perspective, then L’Année bore final witness to this credo.

François Simiand, for his part, was unremitting in his efforts to cultivate what he called the “positive science of economics.” He was an ingenious philosopher, but a lukewarm methodologist. He defined the positive method in its relationship to economic facts by refuting and undermining the theoretical premises of the traditional economists.5He summed up the aims of positivism, as applied to the science of economics, in these concise words: “to comprehend and to explicate the economic reality [author’s italics].”6Such a science, which comprehends and explicates the economic reality, in the first place eliminates (according to Simiand) the final causes of the phenomena and rejects normative propensities. In the second place, it devises “conceptual and schematic hypotheses.”7Further, it sifts the deductive assumptions that are the result of these conjectural hypotheses. The laws of economic reality, Simiand affirmed, could only be established through external observations.

There were, however, some subtle differences between Durkheim’s and Simiand’s approches to positivism. Simiand fought a battle against the proponents of deductive method and mathematical abstractions in economics. He did not deny that positivism implied comparativism, but he was far from agreeing with the positivistic notion of that required scientific reductionism—explaining the complex by the simple and the compound by the elementary. For this reason he was condemned by the Durkheimians as a sociologist without a base in sociology.8That also explains why economics in general and economic sociology in particular, which were the exclusive prerogatives of Simiand, have remained barren of ethnographic materials, no matter whether we examine Simiand’s personal work or his reviews in L’Année. Nonetheless, one thing was clear to both Durkheim and Simiand: Positivism was the common bond between the two consanguineous social sciences. In any case, it was hoped that economics would ultimately, through the adoption of positivism, fuse with sociology. By this hope both flamens of positivism were inspired.

SCIENTISM

What is scientism? And did Durkheim have a doctrine of scientism? D. R. G. Owen described scientism as “omniscient, omnipotent, and the bearer of man’s salvation,”9a sort of “seientology.” A more sophisiticated definition of the term is provided by John Wellmuth,10who stated that the word “scientism” meant a belief in science and in “the scientific method as described by modern scientists,” and claimed that it was the only “reliable method of acquiring such knowledge as may be available about whatever is real.”11This definition suggests that Durkheim’s methodological position of treating “social facts” as phenomena of nature was a kind of dogma.

For sociology to acquire the status of a science on a par with physics, chemistry, and biology, it must simulate the methods of the natural sciences. A sociologist, like a chemist or a biologist, will treat the social facts on a phenomenological plane; as a result he can reduce the social consciousness and individual representations to things of physical nature. For any scientific explication (even as science was practiced in Durkheim’s time), causal explanation is of primary importance. Within physics and chemistry, causal relationships are established by way of experimentation and external observations. Sociology was to follow suit. Society was thought to be a concrete reality, so the social laws, which were considered intrinsic to it, could be formulated in the same way as the laws of the natural sciences. This also meant that the logic of scientific method elicited the notion of determinism. Contingent propositions could not explain social phenomena, explication of which required the existence of efficient causes. All this discussion brings us to a question: How can a social reality be explained causally? This question goes to the heart of Durkheimian scientism; it is resolved by another tenet of Durkheim—“societism.” Social constraint, collective conscience, collective representations, and some other key terms conceived by Durkheim arose directly from his concept of society, a reality sui generis.

The methodological axioms of the pure sciences that Durkheim wanted to superimpose upon the new science of sociology may be designated as Durkheimian scientism. The axiomatic principles that Durkheim posited in The Rules were to be adopted as a complex of sociological methods by his disciples. Simiand made use of these rules, as presented by Durkheim, in the science of economics, further explicating them.12Mauss and Hubert employed them in the analysis of religious facts. Less than a decade after Durkheim had prescribed this scientific methodology in The Rules, he and his disciples became swamped by a flood of ethnographic studies; as a result, the comparative method became a part of their scientific methodology.

COMPARATIVISM

Under the influence of the ever increasing ethnological literature, Durkheim and Mauss adopted “the means of methodic comparisons” as a significant tool to discover “the causes and the laws”13of social phenomena. To comprehend the evolution of civilizations, they considered it necessary to compare archaic societies with the most modern ones. The Durkheimians aimed to examine the social organizations of different cultures and civilizations and to discover, if possible, a common element among them. In the eleventh volume of L’Année, the scheme of presenting a comparative analysis of the simplest and the most “primitive” forms of religious life with the most advanced and complex became clearly evident. In fact, Durkheim’s use of comparativism as a method distinguished him from Comte and from Comtian positivism.14Durkheim asserted that Comte had made a mistake in espousing an abstract notion of civilization, which, Durkheim claimed, explained only the general and unilinear progress of humanity. But Durkheim and Mauss, in the light of new ethnographic discoveries, discerned a more logical distinction between states, nations, societies, and civilizations. Obsessed with the task of distinguishing different cultures and civilizations, and gathering facts on them, Durkheim himself, as well as his disciples, pored over a vast quantity of ethnographic studies.

The comparative method used during the latter half of the nineteenth century was characterized as a “disease emanating from comparative linguistics.” Max Muller’s ideas still had a strong inpact on the mind of philosophers. Durkheim and Mauss, in the background of linguistic comparativism, admitted that “all the peoples who speak one Indo-European language had a common foundation of ideas and institutions.”15In other words, the comparative method, which the Durkheimians were practicing in L’Année, was, to a great extent, similar to comparative linguistics and comparative mythology. Meillet was a prominent linguist and a staunch practitioner of comparativism; he was also a member of the Durkheimian school.

The practical advantages of comparativism were most evident in the book reviews in L’Année. The last few volumes of L’Année show clearly the tendency of the members of the Durkheimian school to make use of it. Several authors were juxtaposed to give a comparative view of their works; different aspects of the same book were often discussed in different sections and subsections of L’Année and adapted to elicit an overall view of literature on the same theme.16René Worms objected to this Durkheimian practice of arbitrarily grouping the authors under one rubric and subsection, and of scattering reviews of them under different rubrics and subsections.17A partisan member of the Durkheimian school wanted Worms to understand their position in these terms: “We cannot attribute a great probing value to the parallelism between … the two groups … : juxtaposition is not comparison.”18Comparativism was not a result of juxtaposing books; it elicited a perspective of parallels and contrasts of social institutions.

Durkheim and Mauss were moving in the direction of comparativism, but they had yet to perfect it. Meillet was a dauntless comparativist.19He explicated the doctrine,20practiced it himself, and advised his students and disciples to follow it. “Comparison is the only effective tool” with which to comprehend the history of languages, he once told his audience.21Comparison in linguistics could be used “in order to draw from [it] either universal laws or historical information.”22Durkheim had identical views, except that he might have added that comparative analysis was also helpful in the search for causal relationships. Nevertheless, at times comparison was thought to have limited advantages; for example, Meillet stated that the method “furnishes only directions, not positive evidence.”23No one could have been better qualified than Meillet to make such a remark.

SOCIETISM

In his works Durkheim apotheosized Society (with a capital “S”) and hypostatized it as an entity that transcends God, determines morals and laws,24and is the fountainhead of every human activity. This doctrine is expressed in the typical phrases, quoted previously, that Durkheim himself either invented or adopted from other sociologists. The so-called sociologism of the Durkheim school was an expression that signified, among other things, the priority and supremacy that Durkheim attributed to the hypostatized concept of society. The sociologism of the Durkheim school obviously comported with the conventional doctrine of “societism,” and this sociologism was the result of Durkheim’s reaction to the “psychologism” of the English utilitarian economists that gave sanction to “individualism.” Thus “sociologism” versus “psychologism” and “societism” versus “individualism” formed the polar extremes of two contradistinct doctrinal schools. In stating that “the cause of a social phenomenon must be sought in another social phenomenon,” Durkheim made his intentions of positing a priority and superiority for society perfectly clear; and he once and for all closed the door to any further discussion that might allow for psychological explication of a sociological reality. The cause of suicide or the source of solidarity, according to Durkehim, was society and society alone. Religious ceremonies, in the performance of which an individual completely surrendered himself, characterized society in essence and in a state of effervescence. It was only when Durkheim was reflecting upon what he called la science morale et physique des m’urs (the science of morals and of customs) that he reified society and apotheosized it as well.25Durkheim argued that if the individual was a spiritual representation, then a fact higher than that, and exterior as well as superior, was the hyperspirituality of society. To be able to choose between God and Society, Durkheim presented the syllogism of his argument by stating that “the cardinal doctrine of any religion is its belief in the divinity of God. But what is divinity other than ‘the society symbolically transfigured’?”26

As such, Durkheim established an equation: Society equals God. There is a subtle difference between the two, however, for society is a concrete reality and creates a synthesis of the individual and of his actions. The spirituality of the individual or “the cult of the individual” is, in fact, “the product of society.”27The substance of Durkheim’s argument was that it is Society that “made of man the god whose servant he is.”28

Durkheim carried the doctrine of societism so far that it antagonized the religious thinkers and philosophers whose premises rested on individualism. In fact, Durkheim, the physician of society, after having made a thorough and penetrating diagnosis of its ills, administered such a heavy dose of medication for its recovery that the bitterness of the medicine, which he prescribed in terms of societism, is still felt by social scientists.

SCIENCE AND THE RATIONAL ART OF MORALS

For Durkheim, the edifice of scientific sociology was to be constructed on the scaffolding of social facts. As such, sociology included in its domain the social facts of all the social sciences: religion, ethics, law, linguistics, economics, and political science. And the social facts had to be analyzed as “things of nature.” This, obviously, meant that the religious facts, the economic facts, and the social facts concerning morals had to be analyzed in the spirit of the positive sciences. This comprehensive method of treating social phenomena applied to the social facts of ethics, even though these lend themselves to value judgments.

Durkheim, in his zeal for the positive sciences, designated the new area of sociology as la physique des m’urs et du droit (the science of customs and of law). His adumbration of Comte’s positivism and scientism calls for the latter’s hierarchical classification of sciences. In his excessive devotion to physics, characterizing it as the ne plus ultra of positive sciences, Comte dubbed the science of physics as “terrestrial physics,” biology as “biophysics,” astronomy as “celestial physics,” and, finally, sociology as “social physics.” In his fondness for coining scientific terminology to designate areas of knowledge not properly belonging to the physical sciences, Durkheim appeared in every respect a Comtist and a positivist. He could have designated the newly conceived science science des m’urs et du droit, but he followed Comte even though they were fifty years apart. Durkheim made the same mistake as Comte when the latter initially baptized sociology as “social physics”; these errors in sociology were committed because the fathers of sociology were infatuated with the natural sciences.

Lucien Lévy-Bruhl29wrote a controversial manifesto for the Durkheimian school that was inspired by Durkheim’s The Rules.30 In it Lévy-Bruhl proposed the idea of a new science and rational arts of morals. Soon after Lévy-Bruhl’ss publication, this new science that the Durkheiminans were inventing became the center of controversy, and Durkheim took over responsibility for defending it himself, claiming that it was a legitimate branch of sociology. All philosophical questions and polemical disputes of the Durkheimian school with its adversaries were settled in the forums of the French Philosophical Society. Since Lévy-Bruhl was being attacked for his master stroke of contriving a new science of morals, Durkheim felt a great need to defend it and explicate its premises and subtleties. He presented the case under dispute to the French Philosophical Society for discussion.

There were four major premises on which this new science and rational art of morals were based. First of all, the facts of morals had to be extricated from philosophical, metaphysical, and religious presuppositions. A priori construction of the theories of morals was considered preposterous to those bound by the rules of the positive sciences. This sort of a priori philosophizing in the positive sciences had to be done away with. Science, it was said, examines what is; it does not indulge in what ought to be. So the second axiom of the science of morals was to study customs and norms scientifically. Durkheim and his followers held that society was the effect and the cause of all morals, including norms and customs. To prove the point, Durkheim argued at a dialectical level. Characteristics that were thought to be inherent in moral acts contained two significant elements: (1) being good, and (2) being dutiful.31 But what could be more ethical, more desirable, or more apt to cultivate a sense of duty, Durkheim argued, than the concrete reality of society, which was superior to and outside the individual? Society itself, considered as such, was sacrosanct. It inspired deference on the part of its members. In fact, Durkheim substituted Society for God; he advocated the idea of replacing the notion of God by the notion of Society, which he assumed was a symbolic representation of human thoughts and actions. Obviously, Durkheim would care less for a science that possessed speculative elements. And thereby, the fourth principle of the rational art of morals was introduced.

Durkheim and Lévy-Bruhl insisted that such a rational art would become possible only when the science of morals had been developed, matured, and mellowed by experience. It was further suggested that the “applied aspect” of the science of morals—the “rational art,” as Durkheim and Lévy-Bruhl called it—was not construed as an a priori construction of theories. Obviously, the suggested art was an application of scientific sociology to ethics and moral issues. There existed the following analogy: the ideas of the theoretical sciences have always been used for human welfare by applying them to such fields as agriculture, industry, and medicine; but the laws and causal relationships of the physical and biological sciences were already established and perfected before they were widely given concrete applications.

SOCIOLOGICAL EPISTEMOLOGY

Durkheim and his followers tried to bring about radical reforms in the areas of logic and epistemology. In some of the works by Durkheim, Mauss, and Hubert, they posited their sociological explication of the logic of categories32—of time, space, substance, force, causality, and so on. Antoine Bianconi was under the same influence and moving in the same direction. What was this sociological epistemology that supposedly was to replace the Kantian logic of pure reason?

According to the Durkheimians, the categories that primitive humanity devised were the first scientific classifications. The ingenuity of the primitive mind was characterized in the notion of collective representations; it formed the basis of the speculation of Western philosophers. The functional necessity of rites, feasts, and other religious activities necessitated the measurement of time and the formulation of a calendar. Man saw his first reflections in society itself. The attributes of the primitive social organization characterize man’s reflections on the universe and its categories. With this background, Durkheim and Mauss insisted on viewing the Greek phratries as “the first genera,” and clans as “the first species.” At the same time they stated that “they [these institutions] were the works of science and constituted a philosophy of nature.”33As such, the knowledge of our classifications into genera, species, and the like has no other raison d’être than society itself. The gist of their article on the primitive forms of classification was to show that the categories of “genus” and “kind” were derived from the social organization of the clan itself. From these sociological premises they made subtle attacks on the conceptualizations of logicians and psychologists.

Durkheim, in his article “Religious Sociology and the Theory of Knowledge,”34moved a little further from his earlier stance, although the main focus of his ideas on the subject of categories was the same as before. Now he attempted to explain the notion of space as category. By and large, he attacked and undermined the theories of the empiricists and individualists. Durkheim pointed out that “the first systems of representations that man created of the world and of himself were of religious origin.”35He added that there “is no religion that is not a cosmology and at the same time a speculation on the divine.”36Durkheim specialized in the category of time—“an object of collective representation” and the socially determined phenomenon that is expressed in the form of a calendar. Hubert characterized time as an object of collective representation, similar to the Durkheimians’ characterization of space. Syllogism of this sort led Hubert to apply the idea of social categories and the notion of the sacred to the phenomenon of time. Conforming to the Durkheimian socio-“logical” representation of the categories of space and time, Hubert defined the calendar as a social fact that “determines the periods and gives them social meaning.”37With respect to the distinct positions of Durkheim and Hubert, Mauss stood midway between the two.

Among all the doctrines of the Durkheimian school, the one that concerned sociological epistemology was the most effectively promulgated in the section on religious sociology of L’Année.

*

The Rules of Sociological Method, edited and with an introduction by G. E. G. Catlin (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1938; reprint, New York: Free Press, 1950), translated by S.A. Solovay and J. H. Mueller from Les Règles de la méthode sociologique (Paris: Alean, 1895; revised and enlarged edition with new preface, 1901).

Disciples and Followers: Formation, Growth, and Consolidation of the Durkheimian School

Never has a doctrine or an ideology flourished without captivating and bringing into its orbit a band of faithful followers. The master and his doctrines alone do not constitute a school. Essentially, it is the undiminishing faith of the disciples that makes the master and his doctrines known far and wide and keeps his legacy alive. This is as true of the different branches of academic knowledge as it is of political ideologies and religious dogmas. The followers of a doctrine may be installed in a particular university or in one of its departments; they may work together or apart within a particular geographic area; or they may be situated in widely scattered areas. The fact remains that followers and partisans of doctrines do play a significant role, sometimes a decisive one, in society. And so long as the human mind continues to create new systems and doctrines, there are bound to be partisans and followers, who accept them as the only positive proofs of reality. A doctrinal school blossoms by virtue of its appeal to a following.

Durkheim formed a cohesive group, which consisted of disciples, followers, and collaborators of diverse backgrounds and different aptitudes. They manifested their loyalty to the group and identification with its doctrines in different ways. First we will explore the different membership groups belonging to the Durkheimian school. Then we shall consider the existence of those propitious circumstances on the fringe of which the school was formed and consolidated. We shall attempt to shed light on the social and political milieu of the France in which Durkheim’s adherents were forged into a consortium of sociologists, socialists, and republicans.

The sociological school that Durkheim conducted was formed during the years of publication of the original series of L’Année (1898-1913). It was consolidated before the outbreak of the First World War, before Durkheim’s death in 1917. By this time Durkheimian sociology had become fashionable. There were two primary membership groups in the Durkheimian school: those who engaged in the writing of the Analyses section of the original series of L’Année and those who did not contribute to L’Année but explicitly identified Durkheim as the source of their inspiration and expressed their unreserved identification with other members of the school

According to the first category mentioned above, most of the members of the Durkheimian school belonged to the équipe that wrote the original series of L’Année, which Durkheim himself directed, edited, and published. This classification excludes those collaborators who joined the group during the later revival periods of L’Année ’s publication.

Four scholars—Georg Simmel, Friedrich Ratzel, S. R. Steinmetz, and J. Charmont—who contributed articles to L’Année in the section Mémoires originaux nonetheless must be excluded from the Durkheimian school. Two reasons explain this exclusion. First, the school’s activities were centered in Paris and its members were for the most part French; three of the above mentioned scholars were foreigners and did not live in Paris. Second, and most important, these scholars were not adherents of the doctrines.

Some research in the area of French intellectual history and among the ranks of contemporary men of scholarly orientation will reveal the names of Léon Duguit and Lucien Lévy-Bruhl, who might be thought of as belonging to the Durkheimian school but whose precise position in Durkheim’s orbit is difficult to chart. In Duguit’s case we will establish elsewhere that he should probably be excluded from the school.1In contrast, Lévy-Bruhl’s case is less marked by obscurities and ambiguities concerning his association with Durkheim. An examination of Lévy-Bruhl’s sociological works leaves no doubt in this regard. Durkheim himself2came to Lévy-Bruhl’s defense when he was under attack by the enemies of the school, who considered him a “collaborationist” and a bit player in the grand plans of the master’s scenario. Durkheim vigorously defended Lévy-Bruhl on the issue of “founding and institutionalizing” a new science of morals, which the latter had initiated.3Lévy-Bruhl’s own intellectual itinerary reveals his progressive evolution from the history of philosophy to sociology and then to ethnology. From 1900 until 1910, when he became imbued with the notion of the fonctions mentales of primitive peoples, Lévy Bruhl was a sociologist par excellence, a follower of Durkheim’s doctrines, and a member of the school. The details of his precarious relationship with Durkheim, his doctrines, and his relationships with disciples and followers deserve a thorough examination, which we have presented elsewhere.4Here it suffices to affirm that he definitely belonged to the Durkheimian school.

We have pointed out that L’Année, which was the official organ of Durkheim’s school, was also the principal repository of its members’ works. The school flourished in its matrix. Therefore, a complete roster of its members, whom Durkheim invariably designated as his collaborators, requires a thorough search of what lies in the pages of L’Année.

As a rule, Durkheim listed the names of his collaborators, their professional ranks, and their educational degrees on the title page of the L’Année. However, some collaborators were not reported on the title page. The names of collaborators may be found at four different places within the periodical: (1) on the title page; (2) in the table of contents; (3) under the titles of sections and subsections of the main part of the analyses; and (4) at the end of each book review, where the name of the reviewer is revealed by his initials. Such distinguished savants as T. Stickney, J. Poirot, C. Fossey, A. Moret, and Isidore Lévy, who collaborated on L’Année, will not be noticed unless we examine its pages in detail.

F. Sigel, for instance, is listed on the front page, even though his overall contribution to L’Année is of no great significance. The contributions, in quality and quantity, made by Stickney, Poirot, and Isidore Lévy are no less significant than those of Sigel. Thus there is no reason for us to include one person in the list of collaborators simply because his name appears on the title page, or to exclude others because their names do not.

This method of screening the entire periodical reveals the names of forty-seven members5 who collaborated with Durkheim—some on a regular basis, some intermittently or casually, some only once or twice. Whatever the regularity of their contributions, it is beyond doubt that some of them were savants of great stature; some were even scholarchs in their own right. The members of the school were in general philosophers and universitaires. Durkheim was able to lure distinguished men and specialists from diverse occupations: lawyers, jurists, paleologists, publicists, translators, and men of letters. They all participated in the collaborative work of a cohesive group whose sole aim was to cultivate scientific sociology and to perfect L’Année.

Up to this point we have considered the dramatis personae of the Durkheimian school in general. Now we must distinguish among “disciples,” “followers,” and “collaborators,” even though Durkheim, as was the tradition, designated everyone who contributed to his periodical as his collaborator. That obviously befits the scientific terminology of collective work; “collaboration” is a term used to describe the public, democratic character of science in which individuals contribute as equals. In collaborative science there is a conspicuous lack of a master-disciple relationship. It is clear that such a science cannot result in the formation and growth of doctrinal schools. Durkheim’s terminology, then, did not square with his practice. He trained under his imposing authority a whole generation of sociologists to be malleable and responsive disciples who believed in his doctrines. It will be noted later that the first-ranking sociologists of this era were trained and educated by him; they were his own disciples and the loyal partisans of his doctrines; the second-ranking members of the school, who were also men of great erudition and enjoyed eminent stature, were not sociologists as such but were his followers as well as collaborators. It is only the lowest-ranking members of the school—the “helots”—who qualify as mere collaborators. They were far removed from sociology and devoid of the slightest vestiges of Durkheim’s doctrines. It is in this sense that we differentiate the term “collaborator” from “disciple.” Durkheim had, on the whole, partisan disciples and followers, but he had collaborators too, whom we have designated as peripheral members of the school. However, the real existence and widespread reputation of the Durkheimian school rests on Durkheim’s selected followers and disciples, and not on the contributions of collaborators. A doctrinal school is constituted by the existence of one master, a few apostles, some ardent partisans, and a host of collaborators.

THE SOCIOPOLITICAL MILIEU

The history of the Durkheimian school is linked to the rise and fall of the Third Republic and especially to the Republic’s destiny in the period from 1870 to 1940. In fact, Durkheimian sociology and the doctrines of the school became, to a great extent, symbolic expressions of the Republic of this period. The year 1871 marked the uprising of the Paris Commune and the birth of the Third Republic. Of the Durkheimian group, only Durkheim himself, Meillet, and Lapie (born in 1858, 1866, and 1869, respectively) were born prior to these two seminal events in French history. The others were born during the next two decades—e.g., Hertz, Davy, and David in 1881, 1883, and 1885, respectively. That is, almost all the members of the Durkheimian school were born in the fourth quarter of the last century, and their education was completed during the 1890s and the first ten years of the twentieth century.

In political matters the Second Empire in the late 1860s experienced a shocking defeat through its ill-fated war with Bismarckian Prussia; after the debacle in the war with Prussia, its downfall was immediate. Prussia inflicted its first blitzkrieg upon its neighbor, thus precipitating the establishment of the Third Republic. This defeat of France at the hands of Germany, whose scientific and technological superiority6 the French could only envy, gave French scholars and politicians a feeling of inferiority with regard to their cultural institutions. Moreover, the Prussian victory paved the way for the importation of German scientific ideas by young French scholars. The French feared German military power, but they coveted German science.

The country was plagued by anarchy. Strikes became common occurrences, and revolutionary movements had detrimental effects on the character of French institutions. The Dreyfus Affair was the last blow to a country in severe difficulties.

In sociological terms, France was in a state of “anomie.” During these tormenting years of the nascent Third Republic, only a Gambetta or a Thiers could have delivered France from chaos, instability, and virtual disintegration. A kind of civil war was being waged by the republicans, the leftists, and the anticlericalists against the monarchists and Jesuits. The anticlerical elements and opponents of monarchy were united against their common enemy. The battle between these two polarized sections of society continued to the end of the first quarter of the twentieth century. In every crisis of this period, the republicans, the liberals, the leftists, and the anticlericalists emerged triumphant. The Durkheimians were always on the winning side.

Repercussions from the social and political events were felt by the political leaders as well as by the academicians, who were determined to reconstruct the moral and social fiber of society. The evils were identified with the established institutions, whether educational, religious, or political. Reform in education was considered of paramount importance. Such architects of the Republic as Louis Liard, Jules Ferry, Ferdinand Buisson, Ernest Lavisse, and Paul Lapie turned their attention to remodeling and refurbishing the entire structure of education. Such political leaders as Thiers, Poincaré, Dupuy, Briand, Clemenceau, Harriot, Jaurès, and Blum, to mention a few—most of them were normaliens (graduates of the Ecole Normale Supérieure) who turned to politics during these years of turbulence—were preoccupied not only with reconstruction and impending reforms but with the idea of matching the strength of the country with that of imperial Germany.

In education, reforms were concerned with the introduction of rational and positive sciences. Renovation in education required a strong emphasis on the teaching of modern languages; the teaching of classical languages and literature had to be reduced. The poignant question of “laicizing” education was also at the heart of the reforms. Durkheim, Bouglé, Lapie, and the others executed the task of secularizing education with relentless passion.

The sociopolitical situation of the Republic was not merely incidental to a belle époque in the history of French sociology, but was an integral part of its development. This discussion brings us to consider in more detail the educational reconstruction that was intended to imitate the German model of the natural and moral sciences.

THE SUPERIORITY AND INFLUENCE OF THE GERMAN SCIENCES

The superiority of the German natural and moral sciences was a dominant theme of this period. The French acquired a new impetus through their contacts with their neighbor to reexamine the old structure of their institutions and bring about reform. After the debacle of 1870 it took the country almost ten years to settle the dust of devastation caused by the war. Now the country across the Rhine became a Mecca for young French scholars, who sought to identify themselves with new ideas in order to rebuild the Republic—in an attempt to overcome the French inferiority complex or perhaps even to transcend German superiority. France had a lot to learn from Germany, not only in the realms of philosophy and natural science but also in the science of morals and in the art of politics.

Throughout the 1880s and 1890s, young philosophers and scholars made pilgrimages to the German universities, particularly to those at Heidelberg, Berlin, Leipzig, and Munich. These were precisely the universities that Bouglé visited.7 Such enthusiasts and young scholars as Lavisse, Durkheim, Charles Andler, Lucien Herr, and Charles Seignobos8 returned from their enlightening sojourns in Germany with a desire to emulate its scientific progress. One may even be bewildered by the extent to which this demand for German ideas was carried. It went so far as to induce a Catholic savant to acclaim German superiority and to urge France to surpass her neighbor.9 It was, in short, a period of “germanomania.” The French imitated the manners and skills of the Germans to improve their primary education. Ethics had to be introduced; moreover, a rigorous program of secondary education in geography, history, sciences, civics, and gymnastics had to be inculcated upon the minds of the young students, and in higher education, some new branches of knowledge had to be cultivated. France was determined to emulate her neighbor, as is evinced by R. Didon’s testimony: “I do not say let us do as the Germans; but I say let us do better than they. I do not beseech you to imitate their universities, their schools, their army, their national spirit; I urge you to act so as to transcend them.”10 The statement speaks for itself and reflects the spirit of the time. Several articles, and even some books, written during the two decades of the 1880s and 1890s by those who returned from German universities portrayed the scientific superiority of the Germans.11 Animated by a desire to serve the Republic and to enhance the status of scientific learning in France, the young scholars whose names have already been cited, and many others supported by government funds and assurances of rewarding positions on their return, wrote accounts of their impressions of the students, professors, curricula, and even the extramural atmosphere prevailing in the German universities. The consequences of “the German question that provoked and instigated a crisis of long duration in French intellectual ideas” have been well documented and thoroughly investigated in a thesis by Digeon.12 The so-called  German question not only made its way into the academic amphitheaters but stirred up the literary talents of the novelists. Emile Zola, before he shouted J’accuse!, had admonished the Republic to emulate the Germans in their discipline, science, and new methods of organization. He had suggested that the science and technology possessed by the Germans were the real source of their greater prestige and power.13 Their institutional superiority caused France dishonor and the French institutions discredit. Zola advised that France should become a “scientific and naturalistic Republic.”14

Up to the establishment of the Republic, Charles Renouvrier, Charles Secretan, and Jules Lachelier had been popularizing Kantian idealism. Kant’s philosophy was known to be the official doctrine of the Sorbonne; it was according to this spirit in the teaching of philosophy in the system of higher education that the French philosophers from the academic podiums were instilling the ideas of Kantian philosophy. Renouvrier, who was well known for his doctrine of neo-criticism and for his identification with idealism and neo-Kantian philosophy, exerted considerable influence on Durkheim, Bouglé, Dominique Parodi, Octave Hamelin, and many other young philosophers of this period. In 1897 A. Cresson, in his La Morale de Kant, showed the pervasive influence of Kant’s philosophy on Secretan and Renouvrier and affirmed that “Kantism” constituted the “base of almost all the courses of moral philosophy taught in France, particularly. Kant’s doctrine found its way into most of the manuals on the education of children; as a result, it had an official character.”15 Parodi—a noted philosopher, a positivist, a rationalist, and an independent thinker—attributed the events of this period from 1870 to 1890 to the popularization of intellectualism and neo-Kantian rationalism.16 Bouglé’s article “Spiritualism and Kantism in France” gives clear evidence of the crusades launched by the French philosophers to “Kantize” their lectures and seminars in the university amphitheaters. 17 In agreement with Parodi, 18 whose work gives a brilliant analysis of the tendencies of French philosophers, Bouglé confirmed the predominant influence of Kantian philosophy on the minds of French intellectuals. Bouglé stated: “What still is a matter of warning to us is that the Kantian doctrine, reviewed and complemented by Lachelier, is always alive.” 19

In spite of this general characterization of the spirit of the time, there are some indications pointing to the revival of religious thinking known in French philosophic thought as néo-spiritualisme. Revaisson and Lachelier were ingenious in their efforts to syncretize the elements of metaphysics with the logic of science with the aim of reconciling the order of causality with the order of finality. 20

But Durkheim, Mauss, Simiand, and other sociologists were not in the least interested in Kantian neo-criticism or Hegelian neo-spiritualism—or, for that matter, in any philosophic mechanism that neglected an empirically verifiable experience of reality and the sui generis existence of facts. Speculating on and understanding reality through a priori method is not what  the logic of science deals with. Bouglé’s and Durkheim’s sojourns in Germany were marked with an otherwise serious sense of purpose. Both Durkheim and Bouglé were strongly impressed by the developments in the positive science of morals, which they observed in the works of the German economists and the reform-policy socialists. They were both strongly influenced by the monumental works of W. Wundt and by his suggestive ideas in the social sciences, which he set forth in Völkerpsychologie. If Durkheim and Bouglé were drawn to the works of Schaeffle, Wundt, Albert H. Post, A. H. G. Wagner, and Gustav Schmoller, it was because the practical use of their teachings was so considerable, and the scientific superiority of their works was so striking, that the two republicans could not possibly have remained unaffected.

What must be pointed out here is that Durkheim, Bouglé, Simiand, the Bourgin brothers (Georges and Hubert), and Maurice Halbwachs, as members of the Durkheimian school, appear as the French counterparts of the German Kathedersozialisten (literally, the “socialists of the pulpit”). Since the German Kathedersozialisten and the practitioners of Völkerpsychologie were willing to separate themselves from Kantian subjectivism and Hegelian “neo-spiritualism,” and since they were willing to find a compromise between the ideas of absolute individualism and “the infinitely divine attributes of society,” Durkheim, the moralist and sociologist, deemed it justifiable to accept their premises and implant their notions of morals and ideas of the social sciences in France.

THE ECOLE NORMALE SUPÉRIEURE AND THE WINDS OF CHANGE: EMERGENCE OF THE DURKHEIMIAN SCHOOL

Durkheim recruited his band of young Turks from the Ecole Normale Supérieure through his own efforts or through the conscientious assistance of Lucien Herr. The significance of the Ecole Normale Supérieure as a matrix of the group that espoused “Durkheimism” and “sociologism” can be understood in the light of these bare facts: In the 1890s Bouglé, Parodi, Charles Fossey, Albert Demangeon, Simiand, H. Hubert, J. Poirot, G. Bourgin, Maître, Vacher, and Halbwachs, and in the decade of the 1900s Hertz, Gernet, Antoine Bianconi, Gelly, Reynier, Maxime David, Ray, Georges Davy, Jeanmaire, and Laskine all joined the Durkheimian group. They all came from the rue d’Ulm and were children of the Ecole Normale Supérieure, and belonged to the tradition of this sanctum sanctorum of French higher learning. Paul Lapie did not enter the Ecole Normale Supérieure, failing the concours in the same year that Bouglé succeeded, in 1890. But the fact is that the Durkheimian school in its early stages was a normalein show, dominated by such graduates as C. Bouglé, Gaston Richard, Simiand, and Hubert. (The only other exceptions were Mauss and Lapie, who were not normaliens.) Thus it behooves us to consider the Ecole Normale Supérieure as a part of the history  of the Durkheimian school. It should be included in any examination of the history of intellectual ideas in France, particularly if it concerns the history of French sociology.

Durkheim—the scholarch, the sociologist, the philosopher, the logician, the methodologist, and the moralist—recruited his original Pleiad from three major French institutions: the Ecole Normale Supérieure, the Sorbonne, and the University of Bordeaux. In addition, the Hubert-Mauss partnership was able to proselytize for Durkheim’s school at the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes (sixth section now called Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales), the institution where they taught and directed the researches of their students. Hubert, by virtue of his distinction as an archeologist and historian of religions, was able to bring some of his colleagues at the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes (Section des Sciences Religieuses) into the Année orbit: for instance, Alexandre Moret, Isidore Lévy, and Charles Fossey, who collaborated with him in translating Chantepie de la Saussay’s Manuel. Durkheim, Hubert, and Mauss were well aware that the nucleus around L’Année could be strengthened by recruiting their own students and by attracting their own colleagues. This strategy was successful and gave the group considerable élan. L’Année was a laboratory where these students in particular served their first apprenticeships. Henri Beuchat, Philippe de Felice, Antoine Bianconi, Paul Fauconnet, Georges Davy, and several other more or less eminent Durkheimians were students by virtue of their formal education, but gained their professional experience of writing sociology as apprentices.

The original Pleiad of the school was already formed during the initial stage of its development, while Durkheim was still at Bordeaux. After Durkheim’s arrival in Paris, the school progressively flowered in the Latin Quarter and Paris became the official center of its activities. In discussing the recruitment of members and the manner in which the Pleiad members were helpful in inducing students, colleagues, and friends to join the movement, it is worth noting that Simiand, notwithstanding his membership in the higher echelons of the Durkheimian school, and even though he was a professor at the Conservatoire Nationale des Arts et Métiers, was unable to promote the school by way of influencing his students or colleagues to join the Année workshop. Bouglé’s assistance in this regard was limited.

The wind of change was already blowing from the Ecole Normale Supérieure. 21 At the time when Durkheim, Gaston Richard, and Jaurès entered the Ecole, and for the following few decades, the institution was a center of rational ideas, critical thinking, and empirical knowledge. Durkheim and his contemporaries entered with the hope of making new discoveries in science and philosophy. For years, Fustel de Coulanges, Boutroux, and Pasteur had inspired students through their own works and researches; the whole atmosphere of the Ecole encouraged original ideas and innovative thinking. 22 This climate has been testified to by Perrot, who claimed that the young philosophers of the rue d’Ulm at this time were less preoccupied by speculation  than preceding generations. 23 The relations between professors and students were marked by their familiarity, informality, and liberalism. French philosophic “spiritualism”—metaphysical idealism—was, grudgingly, yielding to the philosophy of positivism that was autochthonous to French soil. The only opposition encountered by the new philosophy of positivism came from Brunetière, who was a staunch Catholic philosopher. He was not alone, however, in his resistance to the implantation of the German sciences on French soil; Fustel de Coulanges concurred with him in this regard. Both were opposed to the doctrine of social realism, which they thought was an alien element. Brunetière, in particular, was critical of everything that was new, whether it was the doctrine of positivism or the doctrine of materialism. Presumably his predilection for, or prejudice against, certain ideas was formed by his religious thinking and metaphysical idealism. Fustel de Coulanges, although he manifested critical thinking and favored scientific ideas, was leery of pan-Germanism, especially of German intellectualism, which he thought was being indiscriminately imported into France and becoming a “disease” of the French intellectuals.

Fustel de Coulanges officially proclaimed that the Ecole Normale Supérieure must fulfill the obligations assigned to it. He claimed it had “the duty and the right to be a great laboratory of science, of erudition, and of criticism.” 24 Among the learned professors of the Ecole, Boutroux and Fustel de Coulanges can be mentioned as having exerted great influence on the intellectual formation of Durkheim and some other normaliens. For the noted historian, the premise of science had to be “founded on rational proofs” of which the facts must be “well established by the documents.” 25 If the conclusions arrived at in a scholarly work were confirmed as substantially true, and if they could be demonstrated through the evidence of facts, then, he affirmed, “they had every right to be taught as revealed dogmas.” 26 Moreover, it was the historian who inculcated in the mind of Durkheim and other students at the Ecole Normale Supérieure that they should “point out the principal theories of the contemporaries”; however, their main object should be “always to refute them.” 27 Students were encouraged to criticize the works of other scholars, but it was also required of them that their allegations be supported by proofs, documentary evidence, and quotations from the works of recognized authorities. The scientific spirit of the Ecole Normale Supérieure was reflected in this statement, which reads like its motto: “Hasty specialization is fortunately prohibited at the Ecole Normale.” 28 Durkheim and the normaliens who were the members of the Durkheimian school lived up to that adage. Durkheim, Simiand, Hubert, Mauss, and other members of the school never missed a chance when it came to criticizing others’ works that they viewed as being infected by dilettantism. They frequently referred to books they reviewed as being “simplistic.” It was through Fustel de Coulanges that Durkheim was sensitized to incisive criticism of others’ works and to a method of examining the facts critically.

Boutroux explicated systems of philosophy; he was possessed of an ingenious ability to elucidate such philosophic terms as freedom, determination, the infinite, teleology, and so on. He insisted that his students learn to formulate original ideas; nonetheless, their new paradigms had to adapt to the contemporary trends in philosophy and the sciences. Boutroux explicitly stated that each science was possessed of its own subject matter and was quite capable of explaining its phenomena. (Under Boutroux’s supervision Durkheim wrote and presented his doctoral thesis; in fact, Durkheim dedicated it to Boutroux. However, Durkheim, in his first major work, The Division of Labor, went so far in tendentious demonstration of his thesis that he angered his master for one reason and piqued the enemies of the new science for another.) Boutroux also affirmed the change that was evident in the institutionalization of new academic areas and emergence of new social sciences; however, he asserted that philosophy was the matrix and progenitor of what was coming about in the name of the social sciences. He stated: “The multiplicity and specificity of all the positive sciences have extended themselves to a philosophy which considers them as a model; hence one sees the formation of a psychology, a sociology, and a methodology, each having its distinct base, and consequently, its mutually exclusive existence.”29 Boutroux concluded that “instead of philosophy, one sees philosophical sciences.”30

The first generation of eminent French sociologists, members of which were imbued with scientific ideas, issued from the Ecole Normale Supérieure, (Tarde was an exception; he graduated from the Ecole Polytechnique.) 31 The two Grandes Ecoles, the Ecole Normale Supérieure and the Ecole Polytechnique, are located within walking distance of each other. Both are approximately equidistant from the Pantheon and located on the edge of the famous Latin Quarter. Even such lesser known and less eminent figures in sociology as Alfred Espinas, Jean Izoulet, Marcel Bernés, and René Worms were connected with the Ecole Normale Supérieure. But they cannot be compared to Durkheim, since none of them founded a scientific sociology, nor did they prognosticate a future for it. About Worms, it may be said that he was content with the honorific titles he had earned with his three doctorates, 32 and more so with the international reputation that he had gained by organizing an international society. Also, it now becomes evident why the first generation of French sociologists originated from philosophy: their works, in part at least, manifested philosophic orientation; they were never able to extricate themselves completely from philosophy.

The political profile of the Ecole Normale Supérieure underwent marked changes during the 1890s. Before this decade the students, together with the professors, enjoyed the fruits of liberalism in education; as far as their political convictions and identification were concerned, they were truly loyal republicans. Beyond doubt, they were ardent patriots. But before 1894, or the tormenting period of the Dreyfus trials, the normaliens were in fact devoted exclusively to art, literature, science, and philosophy; they were filled with enthusiasm  for rebuilding the foundation of the Republic. During the Dreyfus Affair itself, a whole generation of normaliens was converted to socialism; it was imbued with the ideal of justifia omnibus, including justice for Dreyfus; it fought anti-Semitism in France. These normaliens also waged war against the diehard forces of monarchism, the army, and the Church. One need not go so far as to accept Hubert Bourgin’s satirical criticism of the Ecole Normale Supérieure as an Ivory Tower. Nor does one need to accept the claim that it had become a center of political anarchism. Yet one must at least admit that perhaps there is an iota of truth in the assertion that this institution of higher learning had become an arena of politics.

LUCIEN HERR: LINKS BETWEEN THE SOCIALIST COTERIE AND THE DURKHEIMIAN SCHOOL

The Dreyfus Affair played a significant though indirect role in the formation, growth, and consolidation of the Durkheimian school. This triggering event threw France into turmoil; individuals as well as political groups were dragged into an ugly debate in which everyone accused everybody else of wrongdoing. The Ecole Normale Supérieure, in the middle of this excruciating experience, had become a “center of conscience and of enlightened national consciousness.” 33 The normaliens who initiated this melodrama carried it through to its finale. The cloister of philosophic erudition was transformed into a conclave of political agitation and demonstrations: It seemed that the men of science and philosophy had “prostituted” the Ecole Normale Supérieure for political profits, as Hubert Bourgin indignantly remarked. Nonetheless, the Affair produced a sense of solidarity among like-minded individuals belonging to the cartel de gauche and seduced the innocent normaliens into its orbit. From then on, and “for thirty years and afterward, Lucien Herr was the confessor, converter, and confidant of the normaliens. He was accepted as the director of their conscience and shaped the thinking of the univeristy elite.” 34 The normaliens considered Herr their spiritual leader. Once they entered into his confidence, they found themselves associated with a group of universitaires dedicated to the discussion of socialism, the basis of which was Durkheim’s positivism-rationalism-realism trilogy. By and large, Herr’s followers worked hand in hand with Durkheim’s followers, and not infrequently they were one and the same. During this decade of turmoil, a “Fabian” band of socialists in France was deeply under the influence of Herr’s charismatic authority. Durkheim himself, however, had no sympathy with the politicizing of science. What minor intellecutal response politics induced from Durkheim was in response to Brunetière, in particular to his spiritualism and individualism. 35

To channel the anger, anxieties, intellect, and energies of the normaliens, Herr created three types of variegated activities for them. Herr’s acolytes and  converts belonged to these groups: (1) an action group composed of the universitaires and socialists; (2) a circle of theoretical exponents of socialism; and (3) a group of entrepreneurs formed around the Société Nouvelle de Librairie et d’Edition, on thé rue Cujas. Simiand was influential in all three facets of Herr’s politico-scientific machinery. The Dreyfus Affair was a breach through which a number of normaliens and other intellectuals passed only to find themselves unintentionally involved with socialism or “sociologism” or both. The band of normaliens and universitaires that formed around Herr demonstrated in the streets; prepared signed petitions; joined action groups such as the League for the Defense and the Rights of Man or the Secular Circle of Moral Education; and discussed the possibility of bringing a socialist peace to the Republic. Simiand and several other members of the Durkheimian school were actively involved with Herr’s groups; they came into direct or indirect contact with some of the veteran normaliens, staunch socialists, and politicians such as Albert Thomas, Jean Jaurès, and Léon Blum.

Those who belonged to Herr’s second group consisted of universitaires who discussed the ideal-rational-realist ratiocination of socialism. Some of Durkheim’s eminent followers used to frequent the meetings of this group. Emmanuel Levy, a jurist and sociologist, enlightened the group about the legal aspects of creating a socialist society. Simiand, Mauss, and Fauconnet gave socialism a sociological definition, the one they had learned from their master. 36

The third activity of Herr’s group consisted of publishing and selling books. Some of the members of Herr’s socialist phalanx bought Péguy’s Librairie Georges Bellas and designated it as the Société Nouvelle de Librairie et d’Edition on the rue Cujas near the Pantheon. 37 It was an enterprise set up initially by a consortium consisting of Léon Blum, Hubert Bourgin, and Antoine Vacher (the latter two were members of the Durkheimian school), and was established in 1899, at the height of the Dreyfus Affair. 38 As a minor contributor, Fauconnet was an insignificant member of the consortium. Durkheim, the “sociologist of professions and organization,” whose motto was “within your profession, adapt yourself to your status and function,” was leery of this consortium. He declared that “it worked against the law of industrial and commercial organization, which forbids professors to manage bookshops.” 39 At the time of the reorganization of the crumbling old enterprise of Peguy in 1899, four Durkheimians invested in the stock. Three of them—Bourgin, Simiand, and Vacher—made heavy financial contributions to the establishment of this enterprise, and the fourth, Fauconnet, also contributed. Three decades later, in 1929, the enterprise absorbed all of Herr’s phalanx, which was formed around this group’s periodical, Notes critiques: sciences sociales; they were also attached to L’Année. In addition, the enterprise included other latecomers to the Durkheimian school. 4040 During the incipient stage of its development the Société Nouvelle published early works—in particular doctoral theses—by Hubert Bourgin, François Simiand, and Trumbull  Stickney. (The latter was an American scholar, a classicist, Sanskritist, and poet who did his work at, and earned his doctorate from, the University of Paris.) It makes perfect sense now to conclude that the two movements of socialism and sociologism had much in common. Both movements were based on the same philosophical principles and scientific methods, e.g., rationalism-idealism-realism. Herr’s phalanx and Durkheim’s coterie worked together hand in hand.

When the Affair was settled and Dreyfus was exonerated of the charge of treason, and when the normalien youths and the university intellectuals had returned to their normal routine of teaching and learning, the new atmosphere of relative tranquillity took the edge off Herr’s amateurish socialism. Professional politicians and devout socialists who were trained in the art of politics had moved into the political arena. This was a few years before the Republic again reached the threshold of war with its mighty neighbor across the Rhine. Under these more normal circumstances the group formed by Herr dissipated, but those who also belonged to the Durkheimian coterie remained with L’Année and with the Durkheimian school. It was not a matter of making a switch, nor did it involve a question of loyalty.

Herr’s lieutenants and followers, who were essentially the theoretical exponents of a “Fabian” type of socialism, founded a social-sciences periodical and also published popular, inexpensive literature dealing with the working class and contemporary issues in a series called “Cahiers du Socialiste.” 41 The periodical Notes critiques: sciences sociales was devoted to book reviews. The Notes critiques (1900-1904) and the “Cahiers du Socialiste” (1908-1914) were created in a time of delirium; both were the ephemeral scintillations of the socialist consortium consisting of Herr-Simiand-Mauss-Bourgin-Fauconnet. The Notes critiques, of which Simiand was editor, was a frivolous attempt in the name of the social sciences. It served the selfish motives of Simiand, who was able to scan a vast amount of literature in sociology and economics and thus keep up to date with new trends and ideas while he was still a librarian at the Ministry of Commerce. Durkheim is listed as a collaborator in this odd periodical. 42 Among the occasional contributors to the periodical, these fourteen names are worth noting: the Bourgin brothers, Chaulée, Fauconnet, Gernet, Hertz, Hubert, Emmanuel Lévy, Maître, Mauss, Roussel, Simiand, Stickney, and Vacher, all of whom also worked on L’Année. This points to the fact that the Durkheimian coterie had a strong hand in the operations of the socialist machinery installed on the rue Cujas.

Disseminating Doctrines: L’Année Sociologique

The fourth postulate of the theory of doctrinal schools refers to the existence of the various physical means that facilitate communication and propagation  of doctrines. Doctrinal schools flourish in a variety of institutions: universities, university departments, and research institutes. Doctrinal schools may prosper around periodicals; they may be installed in publishing houses. These structures give such schools the opportunity for spatial growth and temporal continuity.

Our aim in the following discussion is to bring to light the character of those institutions where Durkheim and his disciples were installed, and from which they recruited most of their members; the professional organizations that were the main centers of their activities; and the manner in which the doctrine of sociology was disseminated. L’Année symbolizes the physical aspect of the Durkheimian school.

The first few years of Durkheim’s teaching career were spent in Bordeaux. It was, however, a temporary phase in Durkheim’s life; it proved to be a stepping-stone to a position of status in Paris. The Sorbonne and other institutions of higher learning in Paris were the major centers from which Durkheim and his disciples relentlessly disseminated their doctrines. The Durkheimians considered the university’s precincts as the natural place to carry this out. There are references suggesting that the Nouvelle Sorbonne was dominated by the doctrines of certain distinguished masters, including Durkheim. 1

As we have observed earlier, the Sorbonne, the Ecole Normale Supérieure, and the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes contributed substantially to the Durkheimian school in terms of personnel. The members of the school, especially those belonging to the Pleiad and the secondary Pleiad, were installed in the highest-ranking professorial positions in the institutions of higher learning. It is beyond doubt that Durkheim himself covetously sought to secure positions for his acolytes. 2

Unlike today, the Durkheimians did not have the benefits of speedy communication and transportation to help them deliver lectures, attend conferences, and communicate with other scholars. Durkheim himself never attended a conference or meeting of a professional organization outside of Paris, although he contributed his papers to professional organizations in Italy and England. 3 There is no evidence that any member of the Durkheim school even attended the founding meeting of the Gesellschaft für Soziologie (Berlin, 1910). It may be noted here incidentally that a report of this meeting appeared in the Année; however, one finds little therein to suggest relationships between Weber and the German sociologists, on the one hand, and Durkheim and his followers, on the other. 4

Durkheim and his followers during the heyday of their activities never bothered to found a society or association through which they could discuss and debate sociological issues. The Institut Français de Sociologie (French Sociological Institute) and the Institut d’Ethnologie (Institute of Ethnology) were late developments in the history of the Durkheimian school, coming into existence only after the war and Durkheim’s death. Bouglé’s initiative in founding the Centre de Documentation to facilitate and advance further  research work in sociology, 5 which was established as a part of the Ecole Normale Supérieure, was also a postwar development. However, the Durkheimians, during the nascent years of scientific sociology, were singularly dedicated to their collaborative efforts, gathering facts and developing and disseminating the doctrines of their master. They did not waste time in activities not essential to their monolithic aim of creating a scientific sociology and propagating it. They were preoccupied with the tasks of reviewing the current literature in sociology, enhancing the prestige of scientific sociology through their personal works, and debating the issues and confronting their adversaries. The first two tasks were effectuated in the laboratory of L’Année and in their personal published works, which were issued mainly by the Alcan publishing house. Their principal forums for discussions on the subject of sociology were the meetings of the French Philosophical Society. 6 By instinct, and by virtue of their educational formation, the Durkheimians were philosophers; they could not easily free themselves from their past indoctrination in philosophy. Not only did the Durkheimians frequently attend meetings of the French Philosophical Society, at which they defended their positions, but the more eminent among them even served as the main speakers at some of the meetings. The Society was the main artery of communication between the partisans of the Durkheimian school and their Parisian admirers and adversaries. It was not predisposed to any particular doctrine, nor did it serve as the organ of a particular group of scholars and philosophers. For this reason the Durkheimians were able to use it for their own purposes.

Worms gathered around him an eclectic “cluster” of sociologists, which attracted social scientists of all sorts and from several countries. Worms’ initiatives in founding the Institut International de Sociologie (International Institute of Sociology) also inspired sociologists to found societies in their own countries. Through Worms’ initiative, an eclectic group of Parisian sociologists consisting mainly of Durkheim’s opponents founded the Société Sociologique de Paris (Sociological Society of Paris). However, there was practically no communication between the members of the Durkheimian school and the group formed by Worms. No Durkheimian ever became a member of the Sociological Society of Paris, or even attended the meetings. The Durkheimians had one aim and ambition: to create scientific sociology and disseminate it.

If Durkheim and his disciples did not set up such an organization, then how did they succeed in disseminating their doctrines? Durkheim, it must be admitted, was more successful than any other sociologist in his efforts to construct the edifice of scientific sociology, which he built up, brick by brick, in L’Année. Within his lifetime his name became known far and wide, in Germany, England, Italy, and the United States—first because of his early major works, later because of his magnum opus, L’Année. Worms and Tarde, it is true, were also known to some extent in these countries for their contributions to sociology; Durkheim, however, acquired international fame among sociologists which surpassed that of all his contemporaries in France. In Germany,  where scholarly ethnocentrism was at its peak, a note on the launching of L’Année was published in a German periodical; it appeared as Durkheim had submitted it to the editor—that is, in French, 7 a very unusual achievement. In Italy, Durkheim and his followers were also well known, but it was in England that he acquired his greatest prestige among sociologists. Early English sociologists showed intense interest in the works and activities of the Durkheimian school. An article on sociology by Durkheim and Fauconnet, published in the Sociological Papers of the British Sociological Society, elicited debate and discussion by several eminent sociologists, who were either hypercritical or highly appreciative of Durkheim’s position. 8 Durkheim was also represented in the United States at an exhibition of French books in San Francisco. 9 An emerging breed of sociologists and social scientists in the United States was critical of Durkheim’s theory and method, which he was obliged to defend in a communication to the editor of the American Journal of Sociology. 10 Generally speaking, Durkheim was able to communicate more effectively with the English sociologists than with the Americans. During Durkheim’s life some of his works were translated into English, 11 German, 12 and Russian. 13

Three major works and some opuscules that Durkheim had published prior to his launching of L’Année brought him the recognition that helped him found the periodical. But the true repository of the Durkheimian school of sociology and of its collective effort was L’Année, which, as we have seen, created a cohesive group and attracted some eminent scholars and even scholarchs. Soon after the publication of Suicide in 1897, Durkheim became absorbed in finalizing the form and content of this periodical. During the last twenty years of his life Durkheim did not produce anything substantial comparable to his three early major works: Suicide, The Division of Labor, and The Rules. Those who may object to this characterization of Durkheim’s sociological works by pointing to the publication of The Elementary Forms (1912) must bear two things in mind: (1) The Elementary Forms was the result of Durkheim’s extensive experience reviewing books in the Année; and (2) sociologists have received this work with less enthusiasm than the others.

After returning from their sojourns in Germany, the young French scholars realized that the seeds of knowledge in that country were being disseminated through an ever growing number of periodicals. Lazarus and Stendhal’s Zeitschrift für Völkerpsychologie and other German periodicals for a long time tantalized Bouglé, who, after his visit to Germany, aspired to set up similar periodicals in France to disseminate sociological knowledge. 14 One of the chief reasons that he was eager to cooperate with Durkheim in launching L’Année was that he was impressed by the German tradition of advancing learning through publications and seminars. Durkheim and Bouglé observed that in Germany every great master had his own periodical—edited and published under his personal authority. In fact, sometimes the periodicals were known by their founder’s names—e.g., Schmollers Jahrbuch and Jahrbücher für Nationalökonomie und Statistik (popularly known as Conrads Jahrbücher), and so on. French sociologists, such as Worms and Durkheim, not only launched their own periodicals but also started their own series of publications in sociology.

Before Durkheim launched his Année, Worms had, a few years earlier, already taken the lead in this direction by founding a periodical, the Revue internationale de sociologie. Worms’ initiative was not influenced by the German prototypes. Sociology was in the air. Its corpus was being delineated and defined. The growth of periodicals became an integral part of the whole movement of institutionalizing sociology and giving it stature as an academic discipline and a legitimate branch of knowledge. It was in this atmosphere that Durkheim founded L’Année.

The prefaces to the first two volumes of L’Année clearly indicate the purpose for which Durkheim launched the periodical. First, it would contain the results of his own researches and those of his disciples and followers. In fact (leaving aside Steinmetz, Charmont, Simmel, and Ratzel, who did not belong to the Durkheimian school anyway), no one except the members of the higher echelon got their Mémoires originaux published in L’Année. 15 Simiand, 16 on the one hand, and Mauss and Hubert, 17 on the other, soon after their articles and reviews were published in L’Année, collected and published them in book form. The second purpose of the Année was to present an annual review of sociology, showing the progress it had made during the preceding year and the tasks that lay ahead. 18 The small number of professional and dedicated sociologists not only had to be informed of what was being done in the field but also had to be given new directions through the presentation of comprehensive book reviews, notes, notices, and bibliographies. 19 Durkheim’s disciples and followers provided the source materials for those who were interested in conducting further research.

At the height of L’Année’s activities, Durkheim himself reiterated that a conscience collective was being formed progressively among the collaborators that he had gathered around him by setting in motion a periodical of his own. On the eve of the appearance of the first volume of L’Année, he wrote to Bouglé arguing that “the time is coming when those who, for fear of dogmatism, have refused to follow us, would be ashamed of their negligence in straying away.” 20 Within a few years of the periodical’s publication, Durkheim declared that “the entire world was following the Année, and that the group thus formed was not without a cohesive representation.” 21 In fact, it was the first group in the history of sociology that was “organized, and had a division of labor and a free sense of cooperation.” 22 The Année collaborators constituted a veritable “society of mutual help” 23 for one another. But in spite of the cohesive nature of this group, Durkheim seemingly gave “independence to each editor” 24 of the sections of the periodical. The tight-knit organization of the Durkheimian équipe became so self-evident for the  reviewers of L’Année and such a glaring phenomenon that Durkheim could not extricate himself from the labels “my sociologism” and “my method,” 25 referring, of course, to Durkheim himself—his defense of “essentially a collective and impersonal work” 26 carried on under the banner of the Durkheimian school notwithstanding. In order to secure cooperation from his disciples, Durkheim praised them and offered his patriarchal affection; he shared with them their “joy and grief” in the course of striving for the success of L’Année; he counseled them in their personal problems and guided them in their studies and researches; he worked to obtain university positions for them; and above all, he inspired them with his exemplary character and awe-inspiring erudition.

The Durkheimians made special efforts to make L’Année a repository of a genuine nascent science. They acclaimed the merit of their collaborative efforts as superior, and they were conscious of the fact that their work would be a landmark in the history of sociology. Hubert Bourgin was tendentious in his claim on behalf of L’Année, whose cohesive group, he asserted, would excel Worms’s “cluster”—an amorphous group lacking unity. Bourgin prophesied that Worms’ group was doomed in the wake of L’Année and the Durkheimian school. 27 A Durkheimian who might be given credit for having made the Année enterprise well known to scholars was Bouglé. First, he himself brought to light the nature of the productive forces operating in the workshop 28 of L’Année; later, he encouraged his protégé, Marcel Déat, to investigate thoroughly the accomplishments of L’Année and reveal its arcana to the social scientists in a systematic and coherent work. 29 In fact, the Centre de Documentation was founded on the solid rock of the most comprehensive volumes of L’Année. The sociological bibliography compiled by Bouglé and Déat was meant to serve as a vade mecum for the generation of budding sociologists; this reference work, however, derived its source materials from L’Année and from the works of the Durkheimian school. When there was a need to disseminate the knowledge of sociology to the teachers of the Ecoles Normale Primaires and to the students of the Sorbonne, the Ecole Normale Supérieure, and other insitutions of higher learning in France, some of the best books that came out during this period were concocted from the recipes of L’Année and from other works by members of the Durkheimian school. 30

Davy referred to L’Année as a “tribune” of the Durkheimian school. 31 Mauss wrote of the “schoolish”—i.e., forming a school—character of this periodical, which had spawned a “cohesive group” of sociologists and savants working in close collaboration with their master. 32 For the Durkheimians L’Année was a source of inspiration; and gradually the Année collaborators became conscious of the fact that working on the periodical was tantamount to membership in the Durkheimian school.

French periodicals dealing with philosophy and other academic disciplines saluted L’Année for the excellent reputation it had in scientific sociology. To  introduce L’Année and recommend it to their readers, even such obscure periodicals as the Année philosophique 33 and Revue socialiste 34 reviewed it. Once L’Année had been established as an institution, Edmond Goblot, the logician and moralist, did not even consider it necessary to commend it. 35 Philosophers and scholars from other areas 36 who reviewed the status of L’Année unanimously recognized its encyclopedic character and its ability to stimulate further researches by providing exhaustive bibiliographies on different themes. 37 Worms’ procrastination in saluting Durkheim as a scholarch and honoring L’Année in his periodical is something for which he cannot be exonerated in sociology. For several years an unknown sociologist, Bochard, reviewed L’Année for Worms’s periodical. 38 Finally, when Worms’s attention was attracted by the rising fortune of L’Année, he was moved to review the practice of sociology by Durkheim and his disciples, 39 but his review of L’Année was vitiated by his charge that the periodical was plagued by the “megalomania” of the social scientists who were collaborating on it. Worms’ review suggests that he was tantalized by the pervasive influence the Durkheimian school exerted on the formation of French sociology.

Once L’Année became an established institution, Durkheim decided to reorganize its structure. During the first ten years of its publication the membership of the Durkheimian school had grown; consequently, the Durkheimians had begun to produce in great quantity the fruits of their independent researches. As a result of this productivity, Durkheim wisely separated the Mémoires originaux from the Analyses part of L’Année; he consolidated the former to become an independent series of publications called Travaux de “l’Année.” 40 The move made by Durkheim was typical of the steps taken by influential scholars of this period to found series of their own publications, such as Worms’ Bibliothèque internationale de sociologie. Only the faithful followers of Durkheim were able to publish their works in the Travaux series. The series did not last very long; nonetheless, its establishment suggests a step forward in disseminating the doctrines of the Durkheimian school.

Who preserved the vestiges of the Durkheimian school? Who gave unremitting moral and material support in publishing and disseminating the works of its members? Can the Durkheimian school be located in a publishing house? These questions point to the recognition of Félix Alcan—himself a normalien and a personal friend of Durkheim and his followers—as a patron of sociology of the Durkheimian school. A shrewd businessman and a congenial friend of his clients, who in large proportion were also normaliens, Alcan entered a publishing career at an opportune time. 41 He always welcomed the graduates of the Ecole Normale Supérieure in his publishing house, and he gladly published their works. Since Alcan was a publisher of good repute, it was considered an honor to both the normaliens and Alcan to develop business relations with each other. As a source of propagation of the doctrines of a school, publishing houses provide the material facilities, and some may even be identified with particular schools of thought.

Before undertaking the Année project, Durkheim discussed the possibility of having Alcan. publish it. 42 During the time Durkheim was negotiating with Alcan., Ferdinand Pillon’s L’Année philosophique, published by the same house, was losing its reputation and readership. To solve its problem, Alcan suggested the creation of L’Année sociologique as a supplement to L’Année philosophique, to read as L’Année philosophique et sociologique. Although it would have been expedient, Durkheim did not accept the offer, unwilling to compromise his journal of social scientific thought to become attached to a journal in philosophy. “The history of the Alcan House,” claimed Hubert Bourgin, “forms an important part of the intellectual history of the Third Republic and of the history of the politics of the Ecole Normale Supérieure.” 43 “Our philosophers, sociologists, proponents of doctrines, partisans,” Bourgin stated, were looking for “a serious, honest, reputed and respectable publisher, who would publish the works of savants.” 44 And their dreams materialized through Alcan.. Not only the members of the Durkheimian school entered into business relations with Alcan, but also prominent historians, biologists, and medical scientists were among his regular customers. Alcan became “the center for rallying the sociological neo-positivism” 45 of Durkheim and his school. This publishing house became an unofficial rendezvous where Durkheimians of all sorts could meet and enjoy a shared camaraderie.

Some of the most distinguished periodicals in philosophy, history, and other fields were published by this house; they included Revue philosophique, founded by Théodule Ribot, and Revue historique, founded by Gabriel Monod (both in 1876). L’Année began to be published by Alcan. in 1898. A little later, Pierre Janet (Paul Janet’s nephew) and Georges Dumas also assigned the task of bringing out their periodical, Journal de psychologie, to Alcan. In general, those savants whose works had become part of Librairie Félix Alcan were identified as Alcanistes, 46 to use the French term.

All of Durkheim’s and Lévy-Bruhl’s works and some of Bouglé’s major works were published by Alcan; Parodi and Foucault were also its clients. Durkheim’s series Travaux de “L’Année” was issued by Alcan. The brilliant sociologists belonging to the Durkheimian school—Davy, Fauconnet, Granet, Halbwachs, Ray, and Czarnowski—graced this series of forty-five works with their doctoral theses, original researches, and other astute scholarly works.

The sociology of the Durkheimian school was ensconced in another niche of the Librairie Alcan. Félix Alcan. himself founded a unique series entitled Bibliothèque de philosophie contemporaine. Members of the Durkheimian school, such as Mauss, Hubert, Essertier, Hertz, Lapie, Lenoir, and Lalo, made their contributions to sociology and published their works under the auspices of this series. Simiand’s scientific opus on the evolution of money was published  by Alcan. 47 Evidently, any research into the history of the French school of sociology and the flowering of French thought in general requires a gleaning of the files and catalogues of the Librairie Félix Alcan. 48

Organization and Scope of This Edition

The earliest attempt ever made to reconstruct and revive Durkheim’s L’Année was the original French edition brought out by Jean Duvignaud, entitled Journal sociologique. 1 Davy, one of Durkheim’s loyal disciples, objected to the title, since Durkheim never wrote anything entitled Journal. 2 Aside from that rather insubstantive criticism by Davy, Duvignaud’s French edition is marred by two serious flaws involving unity and systematics. As far as Durkheim’s total contribution to the Analyses part of L’Année is concerned, Duvignaud’s edited Journal comprises not even half of it, leaving more than half still scattered in L’Année.3 Second, the French editor’s use of chronological order in arranging the reviews and other contributions by Durkheim to L’Année gives evidence of his lack of sensitivity in faithfully reconstructing it; he did not understand the significance of the system of classification in sociology that Durkheim developed specifically for use by himself and his disciples in their arrangement of the thousands of reviews, notes, and notices that were published in L’Année, The Journal is of no help to anyone searching for clues to the methodical development of scientific sociology through a system of classification. Durkheim’s reviews are not merely pieces written at random and haphazardly, as Duvignaud seems to have assumed; instead they are an integral part of a systematics of sociology established in L’Année. Instead of repairing the damage done by Duvignaud to Durkheim’s L’Année, Victor Karady, by editing Textes,4 has also not followed Durkheim’s suggested method of classification employed in the periodical.

This English edition of Durkheim’s L’Année is a faithful reproduction. We are not setting ourselves up as arbiter of Durkheim’s systematics of sociology or creating rubrics that Durkheim never conceived of in organizing his contributions to L’Année. By presenting Durkheim’s total contribution to L’Année, except his Mémoires originaux, in a series of publications, based on the organization of the periodical and in accordance with the nature of the subject matter, this English edition will be definitive, complete, and true to the organic unity and individuality of the subject matter.

We have justly excluded Durkheim’s articles (Mémoires originaux) from this volume. The Analyses part of L’Année essentially contains five categories of contributions: reviews, notes, notices, bibliographic apparatus (references), and introductions to sections and subsections.5 Durkheim himself distinguished6 clearly the methodic reviews from the notes and notices. We  did not have the courage to tamper with the formal purity of Durkheimian sociology, or even to interfere with the pristine arrangement of the Analyses. Without accruing any loss, we have eliminated, after much debate and hesitation, the distinction between notes and notices. In arranging Durkheim’s contribution, I have placed introductions to rubrics (very few, though) and reviews first, followed by notes and notices. The reviews, on the one hand, and the notes and notices, on the other, have been arranged in chronological order under each subsection.

Although there is today a clear-cut academic distinction between sociology and anthropology, Durkheim considered the two as sides of the same coin. In fact, the scientific sociology Durkheim cultivated also spawned scientific anthropology—known as the stade expérimental7—in France. Since the output of reviews Durkheim contributed to L’Année is too enormous to be manageable as a publication in one volume, I have used my discreet judgment in distinguishing sociology from anthropology and have included only sociology here. In order to systematically arrange the seemingly unwieldy mass of reviews, this seemed the best possible solution. Needless to say, the works adducing the historical method, those employing statistical analysis, and the studies concerning Western industrial societies have been classified as belonging to sociology; on the other hand, the works using ethnography as source material and those which manifestly exploit to their advantage such anthropological terminology as “totemism,” “exogamy,” “clan,” “taboo,” and “kinship” have been consigned to anthropology. Sometimes the task was like walking on a tightrope with a bucketful of water. While crossing the rope both ways, we have spilled a few drops of water here and there, but on the whole, we hope to have succeeded in our mission. Sometimes, although rarely, the exigencies of publication required us to eschew these finicky criteria.

Most of the reviews in L’Année give clear indication of their authors; hence it is easy to identify Durkheim’s contributions. The very few reviews that are in even the slightest dispute may be assumed to be Durkheim’s when one senses the style Durkheim adopted, detects the number and names of collaborators in each and every rubric, follows the pattern of his special interests, and notes other ancillary factors. Often Durkheim gave cross-references in his signed reviews which are helpful in identifying his unsigned reviews, or for that matter reviews by other collaborators. For example, Durkheim’s introduction to the rubric on sociological conditions of knowledge gives clear evidence of being his workmanship alone. Karady8 has erroneously attributed this piece to Durkheim and Bouglé.

Bibliographic references in the main text appear almost exactly as they were cited by Durkheim, in places incorrect and inadequate according to modern standards and scholarly tradition. In such cases, I have not used my editorial prerogative to give them a form which they did not have to begin with. In places Durkheim translated from other languages into French the titles of works he was reviewing. In those cases alone, I have given the English rendition of the French translation. Otherwise I have not translated the titles of works from other languages into English. Throughout his reviews in L’Année, Durkheim conscientiously gave pagination for quotes, and also for the support of his ideas wherever necessary, from the reviewed author’s original work. However, the reader should be aware that there are gaps in this regard.

Since L’Année did not aim to enunciate one single theme or thought, it was feasible and convenient for me to seek the collaboration of several competent, helpful, and well-disposed colleagues, to whom I assigned reviews for translation. At the end of every piece the name of the translator is cited. As befits a conscientious editor—however understanding with regard to the difficult, sometimes even ungrateful, task of translating others’ ideas—I have carefully read and reread the texts of each and every contributor with an eye to accurate and standard translation rendered faithfully, and have made changes wherever I deemed it necessary, without, however, encroaching upon the individual style of a particular contributor. Except for the parts contributed by Professors Lyons and Woody, I have myself added notes to the translations, a task which I considered properly mine.

Yash Nandan
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Preface to L’Année Sociologique, 1898

L’Année Sociologique is not solely aimed or even chiefly intended to provide an annual index of current literature that is properly sociological. Thus circumscribed, the task would be too restricted and of little use, for works of this type are still too few to justify the need for special bibliographical material. But what the sociologists are urgently in need of, we believe, is to be regularly informed of the investigations being performed in the special sciences: history of law, customs, religion, moral statistics, economics, and so on, for this is where the materials are to be found with which sociology must be constructed. To answer such a need is the primary goal of the present publication.

It appeared to us that, in the present state of science, this was the best way to hasten its progress. Indeed, the types of learning a sociologist must have acquired, if he is not to indulge in a vain exercise in dialectics, are so extensive and varied, and the facts so numerous and scattered about so widely that it is difficult to find them, that we always run the risk of overlooking the essentials. It is therefore desirable that preliminary investigation put them at the disposal of those who are interested. To be sure, as sociology becomes more specialized, it will be easier for each scientist to acquire the competence and erudition for handling the particular problems to which he devotes his attention. But such an eventuality is far from being realized. There are still too many sociologists who pontificate daily about the law, ethics, and religion with haphazard information or even mere insights from natural philosophy, seemingly unaware that a considerable number of documents on such points have been assembled by historical and ethnographic schools in Germany and England. It is not a wasted effort to proceed periodically to an inventory of all such resources by indicating what profit sociology can reap in so doing. Even over and above the views and investigations they can suggest, are not such methodical analyses of works of a special nature but mutually complementary better able to give a more vivid impression and even a truer notion of collective reality than the ordinary generalizations found in treatises on social philosophy? Therefore, we hope to succeed in interesting not only professional sociologists but all the enlightened readers whom such problems preoccupy. It is important, in fact, that the public be more keenly aware of the preparation that is necessary in order to tackle these studies, so that it may become less complacent about facile constructions, and more demanding about the nature of evidence and inquiries.


OEBPS/images/9781439119891_ci_std.jpg
EMILE DURKHEIM:
Contributions to
L’Année Sociologique

Edited with an Introduction by

YASH NANDAN

Translated by John French, Andrew P. Lyons,
Yash Nandan, John Sweeney, Kennerly Woody

THE FREE PRESS
A Division of Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc.
NEW YORK

Collier Macmillan Publishers
LONDON








OEBPS/images/img01_1-004.png
EMILE DURKHEIM:
Contributions to
L’Année Sociologique

Edited with an Introduction by
YASH NANDAN

Translated by John French, Andrew P. Lyons.
Yash Nandan, John Sweency, Kennerly Woody

THE FREE PRESS
A Division of Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc.
NEW YoRk

Collier Macmillan Publishers





