



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































258 The Causes and Conditions

be considerable. But the figure quoted only expresses the relative
frequency of the criminal type in general. Consequently all we can
conclude from it is that the propensity to wrongdoing in general is
often hereditary. Yet nothing can be deduced from it relating to the
particular forms of crimes and of offences. Moreover, nowadays we
know that this alleged criminal type really consists of nothing
specific. Many traits that go to make it up are to be found elsewhere.
All we can perceive is that it resembles the type of the degenerate
and neurasthenic.'® If this fact proves that among criminals there
are many neurasthenics it does not always follow that neurasthenia
leads inevitably to crime. There are at least as many neurasthenics
who are honest, and they may even be men of talent or genius.
Thus if abilities are the less transmissible the more specific they
are, the importance of heredity in the social organisation of labour is
all the greater when that labour is less divided up. In lower societies,
where the functions are very general, these demand only aptitudes
that are likewise general and that can more easily pass as a whole
from one generation to another. Each person receives at birth all
that is essential to sustain his personality; what he must acquire for
himself is of little consequence compared with what he derives from
heredity. In the Middle Ages the noble, in order to carry out his
duty, had no need of any very intricate knowledge or practices, but
above all had need of courage, which came to him by virtue of
blood. The Levite and Brahmin, in order to carry on their
occupations, had no need of very extensive knowledge — we can
measure its extent from the books that contained it — but required
an inborn intellectual superiority that made them open to ideas and
sentiments that were closed to the common people. To be a good
doctor in Aesculapius’ time, there was no need to receive a very ex-
tensive education. It sufficed to have a natural taste for observation
and concrete things and, as this taste is general enough to be easily
transmissible, it was inevitable that it was perpetuated in certain
families and, in consequence, the medical profession was hereditary)
Under these conditions we can very easily explain how heredity
becomes a social institution. Doubtless, it was not these wholly
psychological causes that may have inspired the organisation of
castes. Yet once that organisation was created under the aegis of
other causes it lasted because it happened to be perfectly in accord
with the taste of individuals and the interests of society. Since
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professional ability was a quality of the race rather than the
individual, it was quite natural that the same held good for the
function. Since the functions were allocated invariably in the same
way, it could only be beneficial for the law to put the seal of its
approval on the principle of this distribution. When the individual
has only a small share in the training of his mind and character, he
can have no greater say in the choice of his career and, if greater
freedom were allowed him, generally he would not know what to do
with it. If only the same general ability could serve different
professions! But precisely because the work is so little specialised,
only a small number of functions exist that are separated from one
another by clear-cut differences. Consequently one can hardly
succeed in more than one of them. Thus in this respect the margin
left to individual combinations is limited. In the end, inheritance of
functions is like that of property inheritance. In lower societies the
heritage handed down by one’s ancestors, most usually consisting of
landed estate, represents the most considerable portion of inheri-
tance of each individual family. The individual, because the
economic functions are scarcely active at that time, cannot add
much to that inheritance. Thus it is not he who is the owner, but the
family, the collective entity, made up not only of all the members of
the present generation, but of the whole succession of generations.
This is why family property is inalienable. No transient representa-
tive of the domestic unit can dispose of it, for it is not his. It belongs
to the family, just as the function belongs to the caste. Even when
the law modifies its initial prohibitions, alienation of the patrimony
is considered a breach of faith. It is for every class of the population
what an ill-matched marriage is for the aristocracy. It is an act of
treason to the race, a defection. Thus, whilst tolerating it, for a long
while the law put all kinds of obstacles in its way. It is from this that
the right of repossession springs.

This is not the case in societies of more considerable size, in which
work is more divided up. As functions are more diversified, the
same faculty can be of service in different professions. Courage is as
necessary to the miner, the balloonist, the doctor or the engineer as
it is to the soldier. A liking for observation can equally turn a man
into a novelist, a playwright, a chemist, a naturalist or a sociologist.
In short, the direction in which an individual goes is less essentially
predeternmiined-by heredity.
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But above all what diminishes the relative importance of heredity
is the fact that the share of individual acquisitions becomes more
considerable. To exploit the hereditary legacy much more¢ must be
added to it than formerly. Indeed, as functions became more
specialised, merely general abilities were no longer adequate. It was
necessary to subject them to a process of active development, to
acquire a whole world of ideas, actions and habits, co-ordinating
and systematising them, reshaping their nature and giving it new
form and contour. If we only compare — and we are taking points of
comparison very close to one another — the ‘honourable man’ of the
seventeenth century with his open but sparsely furnished mind, with
the modern scientist, armed with all the procedures and knowledge
needful for the science that he professes; or let us compare the
nobleman of former times, with his natural courage and pride, with
the officer of today, with his laborious and complicated techniques:
then we are able to judge the importance and variety of the
combinations that have been gradually superimposed upon the
original foundation.

Yetbecause they are very complex, such skilful combinations are
fragile. They are in a state of unstable equilibrium that cannot resist
any powerful shock. If indeed they were found to be identical in
both parents, they might perhaps survive the crisis of the genera-
tions. But such astate of identity is wholly exceptional. Firstly, these
combinations are specific to each sex; then, as societies spread out
while becoming denser, cross-matchings are made over a broader
area, bringing together individuals more different in temperament.
All this superb flowering of states of consciousness thus dies with us,
and we hand on to our descendants only some indeterminate germ
of it. It is for them to fertilise it afresh, and consequently they can, if
necessary, the more easily modify its development. They are no
longer constrained to replicate so closely what their fathers did. It
would doubtless be mistaken to believe that each generation begins
with new effort, and in its entirety, the work of centuries, as thys
would make all progress impossible. If the past is no longer
transmitted through inheritance by blood, it does notfollow that it is
wiped out: it remains fixed in the records, the traditions of every
kind, and in the habits imparted by education. But tradition is a
much weaker bond than heredity; it predetermines in a con-
siderably less rigorous way, and less clearly,.our thought and
conduct. Moreover, we have seen how tradition becomes more
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flexible as societies become more densely concentrated. A wider
field is thus opened up for individual variations, one that broadens
out still more as labour is increasingly divided up.

In short, civilisation canonly be fixed in the organism through the
most general bases upon which it rests. The more it raises itself up,
the more in consequence does it free itself from the body: it
becomes less and less an organic thing, more and more a social
thing. But then it isno longer through the mediation of the body that
it can perpetuate itself, viz., heredity is increasingly incapable of
ensuring its continuity. Thus heredity loses its dominance, not
because it has ceased to be a law of our nature, but because in order
to live we must have weapons that it cannot provide for us. To be
sure, we can draw nothing from nothing, and the raw materials
which it alone furnishes us are of capital importance. But those that
are added to them are no less important. The hereditary patrimony
retains great value, but it no longer represents more than an
increasingly restricted part of the individual fortune. In these
conditions we can already explain how heredity has disappeared
from social institutions and how the mass of the people, no longer
discerning the initial hereditary capital because of the additions
overlaying it, no longer feel so much its importance.

11

But there is something else: there is every reason to think that the
hereditary component decreases not only in relative, but also in
absolute value. Heredity becomes a lesser value in human
development, not only because there is an ever-increasing mul-
titude of new acquisitions that it cannot pass on, but also because
those that it does pass on do not impede to such an extent individual
variations. This conjecture makes the following facts very likely to
be correct.

One can measure the importance of the hereditary legacy for any
given species by the number and strength of the instincts. Now it is
already very remarkable how the life of the instincts grows weaker
as one rises in the animal scale. Instinct is in fact a definite way of
acting, attuned to an end that is narrowly determined. It impels the
individual to undertake acts that are invariably the same and that
are reproduced automatically when the necessary conditions are
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given. It is fixed in form. Doubtlessin extremis instincts can be made
to deviate from these acts. But, in addition to the fact that such
deviations, in order to remain stable, demand a long process of
development, their effect is none other than to substitute one
instinct for another one, one special mechanism for another of the
same kind. On the other hand, the more the animal belongs to a
higher species, the more the use of the instinct becomes optional. ‘It
is no longer,” states Perrier, ‘an unconscious ability to form a
combination of indeterminate actions; it is the ability to act
differently according to the circumstances.’® To state that the
influence of heredity is more general, vaguer, less categorical, is to
declare that it has grown less. It no longer imprisons the animal
inside a rigid framework, but leaves it more free play. As Perrier
also states, ‘With the animal, as intelligence increases, the condi-
tions of heredity are profoundly modified.’

When we pass from animals to man, this regression of heredity is
even more striking. ‘Man does everything that the animals do, and
more; only he does it knowing what he is doing and why he is doing
it. This simple consciousness of his actions seems to liberate him
from all the instincts which would necessarily impel him to carry out
these same acts’.? It would take too long to enumerate here all
those movements instinctive to the animal but that have ceased to
be hereditary with man. Even where instinct survives, it has less
power, and the will can more easily master it.

But then there is no reason to suppose that this regressive
movement, which has continued uninterruptedly from the species
of lower animals to the highest, and from these to man, ceases
abruptly with the coming of the human race. Was man, from the
very day that he entered historical times, totally freed from instinct?
But we still feel the burden of it today. Can it be that the causes
effecting this progressive liberation, whose continuity we have just
seen, have suddenly lost their power? But clearly they become
mixed up with the very causes that determine the general progress
of the species, and as this progress does not cease, they cannot be
halted either. Such an hypothesis runs counter to all analogies. It is
even contrary to well-established facts. It is indeed proved that
intelligence and instinct always vary in inverse proportion to each
other. For the moment we have no need to investigate how this
relationship arises; we are content to assert its existence. Yet from
his origins man has not ceased to develop; instinct must therefore
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have followed the opposing course. Consequently, although this
proposition cannot be established by a positive observation of the
facts, we must believe that heredity has lost ground in the course of
human evolution.

Another fact corroborates this. Not only has evolution not been
the cause of new races arising since the dawn of history, buteven the
ancient races have always been in a state of regression. In fact arace
isformed by a certain number of individuals who present, in relation
to the same hereditary type, a sufficiently large degree of confor-
mity for individual variations to be neglected. Yet the importance of
these variations is continually increasing. Individual types become
ever more prominent, to the detriment of the generic type. The
characteristics from which the generic type is formed are dispersed
in all directions, intermingled with a host of others, and infinitely
diversified, so that they can no longer easily be brought togetherin a
whole that has some semblance of unity. This dispersion and
effacement moreover began even with peoples who were very little
advanced. Through their isolation the Eskimos seem to be placed in
very favourable conditions for the maintenance of the purity of their
race. However, ‘the variations in size exceed the permitted indi-
vidual limits. ... At Hotham’s Inlet the Eskimo [N. Alaska]
resembled exactly a negro; at Spafaryeva Promontory [Siberia], a
Jew (Seeman). The oval face, assorted with a Roman nose, is not
rare (King). Their complexion is sometimes very dark and some-
times very fair.’*® If this is the case in so restricted societies, the
same phenomenon must be replicated much more markedly in our
great modern-day societies. In Central Europe are to be found side
by side all the possible varieties of skull, all the possible forms of the
face. The same is true for the complexion. According to observa-
tions carried out by Virchow, out of ten million children drawn from
different social classes in Germany, the fair-headed type, which is
characteristic of the Germanrace, has been observed only between
43 to 33 times in a hundred in the North, 32 to 25 times in the
Central region, and 24 to 18 times in the South.?* In these
conditions, which are constantly getting worse, one can see why the
anthropologist is scarcely unable to draw up clearly defined types.

Galton’s recent research confirms, as well as enabling us to
explain, this weakening of the influence of heredity.*

According to this author, whose observations and calculations
seem difficult to refute, the sole characteristics regularly and wholly
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transmitted by heredity in any given social group are those that
when they occur together constitute the average type. Thus a son
born of exceptionally tall parents will not be of their height, but will
approximate more to the average height. Conversely, if they are too
small, he will be taller than they. Galton was even able to measure,
atleast approximately, this relationship of deviation from the mean.
If we agree to call the average parent a composite being who
represents the average of two real parents (the characteristics of the
woman are transposed in such a way as to be able to be compared
with those of the father, added together and then divided), the
deviation of the son in relation to this fixed standard, will be
two-thirds that of the father.?®

Galton has established this law not only for size, but also for eye
colour and artistic abilities. It is true that he has only focused his
observations upon quantitative deviations, and not upon the
qualitative deviations that individuals represent in relation to the
average type. But one cannot see why the law should apply to one
category and not to the other. If the rule is that heredity only
transmits well those attributes constituting this type, according to
the degree of development in which they are to be found, it must
also transmit well only those attributes found there. What is true for
the abnormal extent of normal characteristics musta fortiori be true
for the abnormal characteristics. They must in fact pass from one
generation to another in only a weakened form and tend to vanish.

This law, moreover, can be explained without difficulty. A child
does not inherit only from his parents, but from all his ancestors.
Undoubtedly the effect of the parents is especially strong, because it
is immediate, but the effect of the previous generations is liable to
be cumulative when itis all exerted in the same direction. Thanks to
this accumulation, which makes up for the effects of remoteness in
time, it can reach a degree of effectiveness sufficient to neutralise or
weaken that of the parents. The average type ofa natural group is
that which corresponds to the conditions of average life, and
consequently to the most ordinary conditions. It expresses the \3ay
in which individuals have adapted to what we may term the average
environment, both physical and social, that is, the environment in
which the largest number live. These average conditions were more
frequent in the past, for the same reason that makes them the most
general conditions in the present day. They are therefore the
conditions in which most of our ancestors were placed. It is true that
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over time they may have changed, but generally they are modified
only slowly. The average type thus remains appreciably the same for
a long time. It is consequently this type that is most frequently and
most uniformly replicated in the series of past generations, at least
in those generations that are recent enough to bring their influence
effectively to bear. Itis because of this consistency that the average
type becomes fixed, making it the gravitational centre for heredit-
ary influence. The characteristics that go to make it up are those
that are the most resistant, and that tend to be transmitted most
powerfully and precisely. On the other hand, those that deviate
from this gravitational centre survive only in an indeterminate state,
all the more indeterminate the more considerable their degree of
deviation. Thisis why the deviations that occur areneverother than
temporary and never even succeed in lasting for any time, save in
very imperfect fashion.

However, this very explanation, which is moreover slightly
different from that which Galton himself proposed, permits us to
speculate whether his law, to be perfectly exact, may need some
slight rectification. Indeed the average type of our ancestorsis never
merged with that of our generation save in so far as that averagelife
has not changed. Yetin fact variations occur from one generation to
anotherthat entailchangesin the constitution of the average type. If
the facts gathered by Dalton nevertheless appear to confirm his law
in the way that he has formulated it, it is because he has scarcely
verified it save for physical characteristics, which are relatively
unchangeable, such as size and eye colour. But if we carried out
observations regarding other properties, using the same method,
whether these properties were organic or psychological, it is certain
that we should perceive the effects of evolution. Consequently, to
speak with absolute accuracy, the characteristics whose transmissi-
bility is of the highest order are not those the sum of which
constitutes the average type for any given generation, but those we
would obtain by taking the average among the average types of
successive generations. Without this correction, moreover, one
could not explain how the average of the group can improve. If we
take Galton’s proposition literally, societies would always and
inevitably be brought back to the same level, since the average type
of two generations, even distant from one another, would be
identical. Yet far from this identity constituting the law, on the
contrary, we see even physical characteristics as simple as average
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height or the average colour of eyes gradually change, although very
slowly.?® The truth is that if lasting changes occur in the environ-
ment, the organic and psychological modifications resulting from
them end up by becoming fixed, integrating themselves in the
average type that is evolving. The variations that occur on the way
cannot therefore have the same degree of transmissibility as the
elements that are constantly being replicated.

The average type results from the superposing of individual types
and expresses what they most have in common. Consequently the
characteristics that form it are the more defined the more identically
they are repeated among the different members of the group. When
this identity is complete they are to be found in their entirety, with
all their characteristics, down to the last detail. On the other hand,
when they vary from one individual to another, as the points at
which they coincide are rarer, what subsists of them in the average
type is reduced to a rudimentary outline which is even more general
the greater the differences are. We know that individual dis-
similarities continue to multiply, that is, that the elements that go to
make up the average type become more diversified. The type itself
therefore must comprise a lesser number of definite characteristics,
and this is all the more so when society is more differentiated. The
average man takes on an appearance increasingly less precise, less
clearly defined — his physionomy is more sketchy. He is an
abstraction that is increasingly difficult to fix and delimit. On the
other hand, the more societies belong to a higher species, the more
rapidly they evolve, since tradition becomes more flexible, as we
have already established. Thus the average type changes from one
generation to another. Consequently the type, which is a doubly
composite one resulting from the superposing of all these average
types, is even more abstract than each one of them, and becomes
ever increasingly so. Since therefore it is heredity of this type that
constitutes normal heredity, we see that, in Perrier’s phrase, the
conditions of normal heredity are profoundly modified. 'l}'his
undoubtedly does not mean that heredity passes on fewer charac-
teristics in an absolute way. If individuals display more dissimilar
characteristics, they nevertheless display more characteristics as a
whole. But what heredity transmits consists more and more in
indeterminate predispositions, general ways of feeling and thinking
that can become specialised in a thousand different ways. There is
no longer question, as once there was, of complete mechanisms,
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finely attuned for special purposes, but only of very vague
tendencies that do not definitively bind the future. The inheritance
has not become any the less rich, but no longer does it consist
entirely of transmittable possessions. Most of the values of which it
is composed are not yet realised, and everything depends upon the
use to be made of them.

This greater flexibility in inherited characteristics is not due solely
to their indeterminate state, but to the battering they have
undergone because of the changes through which they have passed.
In fact we know that a type is more unstable the more deviations it
has already passed through. ‘Sometimes,’ says Quatrefages, ‘the
slightest causes swiftly transform these organisms which, so to
speak, have become unstable. The Swiss bull, transported to
Lombardy, becomes a Lombardy bull in two generations. Two
generations also suffice for our Burgundian bees, which are small
and brown, to turninto large, yellow ones in the Bresse region.” For
all these reasons heredity always leaves the field open to fresh
combinations. Not only is there an increasing number of things over
which it has no hold, but the properties whose continuity it ensures
become more plastic. Thus the individual is tied less strongly to his
past; it is easier for him to adapt to new circumstances as they occur,
and progress in the division of labour therefore becomes easier and
swifter.””
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What appears to be most substantial in Weismann’s theories might
serve to confirm the above. Doubtless it is not proved what that
scientist affirms, viz., that individual variations are radically not
transmissible by heredity. But it seems indeed well established that
the type normally transmissible is not the individual type, but the
generic one, which has in some way as its organic substratum the
reproductive elements. It also appears that this type is not so easily
affected by individual variations, as has on occasion been supposed.
(Cf. Weismann, Essais sur 'hérédité, Fr. trans (Paris, 1892) particu-
larly the third essay; cf. W. P. Ball, Are the Effects of Use and Disuse
Inherited? (London, 1890).) The result is that the more indetermi-
nate and plastic this type, the more also the individual factor gains
ground.

From another viewpoint also these theories are of interest to us.
One of the conclusions of our work to which we attach the most
importance is this idea that social phenomena derive from social and
not psychological causes. Also, the collective type is not the mere
generalisation of an individual type, but on the contrary the latter
arises from the collective type. For a different order of facts
Weismann likewise shows that the race is not a mere prolongation of
the individual; that the specific type, from the physiological and
anatomical viewpoint, is not an individual type that has perpetuated
itself over time, but that has its own course of evolution. Also the
individual type has detached itself from the collective type, far from
being its source. His views are, like ours, it seems, a protest against the
simplistictheories that reduce the composite to the simple, the whole
to the part, the society or the race to the individual.




Chapter V

Consequences of the
Foregoing

What has been said above allows us better to understand how the
division of labour functions in society.

From this viewpoint the social division of labour is distinguished
by one essential feature from the physiological division of labour. In
the organism each cell has its definite role which it cannot change. In
society tasks have never been allocated so immutably. Even where
the organisational framework is most rigid, the individual has room
to manoeuvre with a certain freedom within the area destiny has
apportioned to him. In ancient Rome the plebeian could freely
undertake all the functions not exclusively reserved for the patri-
cians. Even in India the careers allocated to each caste were
sufficiently general in nature to leave room for a certain choice. In
all countries, if the enemy has gained possession of the capital city,
that is, the very brain of the nation, social life is not on that account
suspended. After a relatively short period another town is capable
of fulfilling that complex function, which, however, it has not been
prepared for in any way.

As labour splits up even more, this flexibility and freedom
become greater. We can see the same individual rise from the most
humble occupations to the most important ones. The principle
whereby all jobs are equally accessible to all citizens would not have
become so general if it were not constantly being applied. What is
even more frequent is for a worker to abandon one career in order
to take up a similar one. So long as scientific activity was not
specialised, the scientist, who included in his purview almost the
whole of science, could hardly change his function because he would
have had to give up scienceitself. Nowadays it often happens that he
devotes himself to different sciences in succession, passing from
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chemistry to biology, from physiology to psychology, from psycho-
logy to sociology. This ability to adopt successively very diverse
forms of occupation is nowhere so clearly evident as in the economic
world. As nothing is more variable than the tastes and needs to
which these functions correspond, commerce and industry must
remain in a perpetually unstable state, so as to be able to adapt to all
the chances occurring in demand. Whilst immobility was formerly
the almost natural state of capital, and the law even prevented it
being mobilised too easily, today we can hardly follow it through all
the metamorphoses it undergoes, so great is the speed with which it
is applied in a business undertaking, and then withdrawn to be
deposited elsewhere, where it remains only for a few moments.
Thus the workers must be ready to follow it, and consequently to
serve it in different forms of employment.

The nature of the causes on which the social division of labour
depends explains this characteristic. If the role of each cell is fixed
almost immutably, it is because it has been imposed upon it at birth.
It is imprisoned within a hereditary system of habits that put their
stamp upon itslife and from which it cannot rid itself. It cannot even
modify these habits to any appreciable extent, because they have
affected too profoundly the substance from which the cell is formed.
Its structure predetermines its life. We have just seen that the same
does not hold good for society. The individual is not doomed by his
origins to a special kind of career. His innate constitution does not
necessarily destine him for one single role, making him incapable of
performing any other, but he receives from hereditary only very
general predispositions, which are furthermore very flexible and
can assume different forms.

It is true that he determines the forms himself by the use that he
makes of them. As he must involve his faculties in special functions
and cause them to specialise, he is obliged to subject to a more
intense cultivation those more directly required for his employm\ent
and to let the others in part atrophy. Thus he cannot develop ‘his
brain beyond a certain point without its losing a part of its muscular
force or reproductive powers. He cannot overstimulate his faculties
of analysis and reflection without weakening the force of his will and
the keenness of his feelings, nor acquire the habit of observation
without losing that of the dialectic. Moreover, by the very nature of
things, the faculty that he intensifies to the detriment of others is
obliged to take on definite forms, of which it gradually becomes a
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prisoner. It contracts the habit of certain practices, of a determinate
way of functioning, which it becomes all the more difficult to change
the longer it lasts. But this specialisation is the result of a purely
individual effort, and has neither the stability nor the rigidity that
long heredity alone can produce. The practices are more flexible
because they are of more recent origin. As it is the individual who is
involved in them, he can free himself from them and mobilise his
energies to acquire new practices. He can even awaken faculties
that are paralysed because they have long remained dormant,
restore their vitality, and bring them into prominence once more,
although assuredly this kind of resurrection is already more
difficult.

At first sight one is tempted to see in these facts phenomena of
regression, or proof of a certain inferiority; or at the very least the
transitional state of an incomplete being in the process of develop-
ment. Indeed, it is especially among the lower animals that the
different parts of the whole can as easily change their function and
be substituted for one another. On the other hand, as social
organisation is perfected, it becomes more and more impossible for
them to move out of the role assigned to them. Thus one is led to ask
whether the day will not dawn when society will take on a more
stable form, in which each organ and individual will have a definite
function and will not change it any more. This was, it would appear,
the thinking of Comte,? and is certainly that of Spencer.® However,
such an induction is precipitous. The phenomen of substitution is
not peculiar to very simple creatures, but is also observed in the
highest levels of the hierarchy, notably in the higher organs of the
higher organisms. Thus:

the disturbances that follow upon the removal of certain areas of
the cerebral cortex very often disappear after a somewhat lengthy
lapse of time. This phenomenon can only be explained by the
following assumption: other elements act as surrogates in the
function of the elements that have been removed. This implies
that these surrogate elements are trained to perform new
functions. . . . An element which, under normal relationships of
transmission, activates a visual sensation becomes, thanks to this
change in conditions, a factor in the sense of touch, in a muscular
sensation, or in the motor distribution of the nerves. What is
much more, we are almost forced to suppose that if the central
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network of the nervous tracts has the power to transmit
phenomena of various kinds to one and the same element, this
element will be capable of assembling internally a number of
different functions.*

In this way the motor nerves can become centripetal and the sense
nerves be transformed into centrifugal ones.® Finally, if a redistribu-
tion of all these functions can be carried out when the conditions of
transmission are modified, there is reason to suppose, according to
Wundt, that ‘even in the normal state, oscillations or variations
occur which depend upon the variable development of individuals’.®

Thisindeed shows that rigorous specialisation is not necessarily a
mark of superiority. Far from specialisation being good in all
circumstances, there is often an advantage in the organ not being
fixed in its role. Doubtless stability, even to a very great extent, is
useful when the environment itself is fixed. This is the case, for
example,'for the nutritional functions in the individual organism.
They are not subject to great changes for the same organic type.
Consequently there is no disadvantage, but every advantage, in
their assuming a clear and definitive form. This is why the polypus,
whose internal and external tissues replace each other with so great
ease, is less armed for the struggle than higher animals for whom
this substitution is always incomplete and almost impossible. But it
is completely different when the circumstances upon which the
organ depends change frequently. Then it is a case of change or
perish. This is what happens to complex functions, which cause
creatures to adapt to complex environments. In fact these environ-
ments, because of their complexity, are essentially unstable. Some
break in the equilibrium constantly occurs, or some new circum-
stance. To stay adapted the function must therefore also be always
ready to change, accommodating to new situations. Now of all the
environments that exist, there is none more complex than the social
environment. It is therefore quite natural that the specialisatibn of
social functions is not definitive like that of the biological functions,
and since this complexity increases as labour is divided up more, this
elasticity becomes ever greater. Doubtless it is still confined within
determinate limits, but these are for ever receding.

In the final analysis, what this relative flexibility, which is always
increasing, attests to is the fact that the function becomes more and
more independent of the organ. In fact, nothing paralyses a
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function so much as to be tied to a structure that is too closely
defined, for of all arrangements there is none more stable or more
opposed to change. A structure is not only a certain mode of acting,
it is a mode of being that necessitates a certain mode of acting. It
implies not only a certain mode of vibration peculiar to molecules,
but an arrangement of them that makes any other mode of vibration
almost impossible. Thus if a function acquires more flexibility it is
because it sustains a less restricted relationship with the form of the
organ. It is because the bond between these two elements becomes
more relaxed.

We certainly observe this slackening occurring as societies and
their functions become more complex. In lower societies, where
tasks are general and simple, the different categories that are
entrusted with them are distinguished from one another by
morphological characteristics; in other words, each organ is dis-
tinguished from the others anatomically. Like each caste, each
stratum of the population has its own way of feeding and clothing
itself, etc., and these differences in the way of living entail physical
differences:

Of the Fijians we read that ‘the chiefs are tall, well made, and
muscular; while the lower orders manifest the meagreness arising
from laborious service and scanty nourishment’. The chiefs
among the Sandwich Islands ‘are tall and stout, and their personal
appearance is so much superior to that of the common people,
that some have imagined them a distinct race’. Ellis, verifying
Cook, says of the Tahitian, that the chiefs are, ‘almost without
exception, as much superior to the peasantry ... in physical
strength as they are in rank and circumstances’; and Erskine
notes a parallel contrast among the Tongans.”

On the contrary, in higher societies these contrasts disappear. Many
facts go to show that men performing different social functions are
distinguished less from one another than once they were, by body
shape, features or build. Pride is even taken in not having the
appearance of one’s occupation. If, in accordance with Tarde’s
wishes, statistics and anthropometrics were applied to determine
with greater exactness the constituent characteristics of various
professional types, we should probably find that they differ less than
they did in the past, particularly if we take into consideration the
greater differentiation in functions.
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One fact that confirms this assumption is that the observance of
professional customs is falling more and more into disuse. Indeed,
although modes of dress have certainly served to highlight differ-
ences in function, we cannot see this role as their sole reason for
existing, since they are disappearing as social functions are becom-
ing more and more differentiated. They must therefore correspond
to dissimilarities of another kind. If, moreover, before this practice
of dress was instituted, men of different classes had not already
exhibited bodily differences that were apparent, one cannot see
how it would have occurred to them to distinguish themselves from
others in this way. These external marks of conventional origin must
therefore have been invented only in imitation of external marks of
natural origin. Dress does not seem to us anything more than the
mark of one’s occupation which, so as to be apparent even in one’s
clothes, puts its stamp on them and differentiates between them
according to its own image. It is, so to speak, an extension of it. It is
above all apparent in those distinctions that play the same role as
does dress and certainly spring from the same causes, such as the
habit of wearing one’s beard trimmed in this or that particular
fashion, or not to wear one at all, or to have one’s hair shaved off or
left long, etc. These are the very characteristics of the professional
type which, after having sprung up and been constituted spontane-
ously, reproduced themselves by imitation and artificially. The
diversity of dress thus symbolises above all morphological differ-
ences. Consequently, if they disappear, it means that these differ-
ences are also vanishing. If the members of the various professions
no longer feel the need to distinguish themselves from one another
by visible marks, it is because that distinction no longer corresponds
to any reality. Yet the functional dissimilarities continue to grow in
number, becoming more pronounced. This means therefore that
the morphological types are being evened out. But it certainly does
not signify that every kind of brain is capable of every kind, of
function without distinction, but that their functional lack ‘of
differentiation, whilst remaining subject to limits, is nevertheless
increasing.

Now this liberation of the function, far from being a mark of
inferiority, only proves that it is becoming more complex. For if it is
more difficult for the constituent elements in the tissues to be
arranged so as to embody it and, in consequence, to retain and
imprison it, it is because it is made up of mechanisms too intricate
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and delicate. We may even ask whether, after a certain level of com-
plexity, the function does not definitively escape these elements,
ending up by saturating the organ to such a degree that it is
impossible for the latter to absorb it completely. That in fact the
function is independent of the form of the substratum is a truth long
established by naturalists. Yet, when it is general and simple, it
cannot remain for long in that state of freedom, because the organ
assimilates it easily, and at the same time enslaves it. However, we
have no reason to suppose that this power of assimilation is
indefinite. Everything gives rise to the presumption, on the
contrary, that from a certain moment onwards the gap continues to
increase between the simplicity of the molecular arrangements and
the complexity of the functional arrangements. The bond between
the latter and the former thus continues to slacken. Doubtless it
does not follow that the function can exist outside any organ, nor
even that there can ever be an absence of any kind of relationship
between the two elements. But the relationship becomes less direct.

Progress may therefore have the effect of increasingly detaching
the function from the organ — without separating it entirely,
however — and life from matter, consequently ‘spiritualising’ it,
rendering it more flexible and freer by making it more complex. It is
because ‘spiritualism’ gives rise to the feeling that it is the
characteristic of the higher forms of existence that one has always
shrunk from regarding psychological life as a mere consequence of
the molecular constitution of the brain. In fact, we know that the
lack of functional difference in the various areas of the encephalon,
if not absolute, is nevertheless large. Thus the cerebral functions are
the last to take on an immutable character. They are malleable
longer than other functions and retain their malleability the more
complex they are. Thus their evolution continues much longer with
the scientist than it does with the uneducated man. If therefore
social functions display this same characteristic even more mark-
edly, it is not because they constitute an exception without
precedent, but because they correspond to a still higher stage in the
development of nature.

11

By determining the main cause of the progress of the division of
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labour we have at the same time determined the essential factor in
what is called civilisation.

Itis itself a necessary consequence of the changes occurringin the
volume and density of societies. If science, art and economic activity
develop, it is as the result of a necessity imposed upon men. It is
because for them there is no other way to live, in the new condition
in which they are placed. As soon as the number of individuals
between whom social relationships are established is greater, men
can only maintain their position by specialising more, working
harder, and stimulating their faculties to excess. From this general
stimulation there inevitably arises a higher level of culture. Viewed
in this light civilisation thus appears not as a goal that motivates
people through the attraction it exerts upon them, nor as some good
they dimly perceive and desire beforehand, of which they seek by
every means to possess the largest possible share. Rather is it the
effect of a cause, the necessary resultant of a given state. Itis not the
pole to which historical development is orientated, and to which
men seek to draw closer in order to become happier or better, for
neither happiness nor morality necessarily increase with the inten-
sity with which life is lived. Men go forward because they must.
What determines the speed of their advance is the more or less
strong pressure they exert upon one another, depending upon their
number.

This is not to signify that civilisation serves no purpose, but it is
not the services that it renders that cause it to progress. It develops
because it cannot but develop. Once this development has been
accomplished it is generally found to be useful, or at least it is used.
It corresponds to needs that have been formed at the same time,
because these needs depend upon the same causes. But this is an
adjustment after the event. Even so we must add that the benefits it
renders in this respect are not a positive enrichment, an increase in
our capital stock of happiness, but only serve to make good the
losses that civilisation itself has caused. It is because this hyperactiv?
ity of general life is wearisome, tensing up our nervous system, that
it finds itself needing compensation proportionate to the effort that
has been expended, that is, more varied, more complex satisfac-
tions. Here we see even more clearly how incorrect it is to make
civilisation the function of the division of labour. It is only an
after-effect. It cannot explain the existence or progress of that
division, since of itself it has no intrinsic or absolute value; on the
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contrary, it has no reason for existence except in so far as the
division of labour itself is found necessary.

There will be no surprise at the importance that is thereby given
to the question of numbers, if we note that this plays just as capital a
role in the history of organisms. In fact, what defines a living
creature is its dual property of being able to feed and reproduce
itself, and reproduction is itself only a consequence of nutrition. It
follows that the intensity of organic life is proportionate, all things
being equal, to the activity of the feeding process, that is, to the
number of elements that the organism is capable of absorbing.
Furthermore, what has not only made possible but also necessitated
the appearance of complex organisms is the fact that, in certain
conditions, the simpler ones remain grouped together in such a way
as to form entities of greater size. As the constituent parts of the
animal are then more numerous their relationships are no longer
the same, the conditions of social life have changed, and it is these
changes in turn that determine both the division of labour and
polymorphism, and the concentration and greater strength of the
vital forces. The growth of organic substance is therefore the fact
dominating all zoological development. It is not surprising that
social development is subject to the same law.

Moreover, without resorting to this reasoning by analogy, the
fundamental role of this factor is easily explained. All social life is
made up of a system of facts deriving from positive and durable
relationships that are established between a number of individuals.
That life is thus the more intense the more the reactions exchanged
between its component units are themselves more frequent and
energetic. But on what do this frequency and energy depend? From
the nature of the elements present, on the degree of vitality they
possess? But we shall see later in this chapter that individuals are
much more a product of common life than a determining factorinit.
If we remove from each one of them everything due to the action of
society, the residue thus obtained, apart from the fact that it is
reduced to very little, is incapable of presenting a very great
variety. Without the diversity of social conditions on which
individuals depend, the differences dividing them would be inexplic-
able. Thus it is not in the unequal abilities of men that we must
look for the unequal development of societies. Might it be in the
unequal length of time these relationships last? But time, by itself,
produces nothing. It is only necessary for the latent forces to come
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to the light of day. Thus no other variable remains than the number
of individuals who have entered into relationships, and their moral
and physical proximity, that is, the volume and density of society.
The more numerous they are and the more closely they exert their
action upon one another, the more strongly and rapidly do they
react together. Thus, as a result, the more intense social life
becomes. It is this intensification that constitutes civilisation.?

But whilst it is an effect of necessary causes, civilisation can
become an end, a desirable object —in short, an ideal. Indeed, for a
society at every moment in its history a certain intensity of collective
life exists that is normal, given the number and distribution of social
units. Certainly if everything happens normally, this state will arise
automatically. But the point is that one cannot propose to act in
such a way that everything occurs normally. If health exists in
nature, so also does sickness. Health, in societies as in individual
organisms, is a mere ideal type that is nowhere realised absolutely.
Every healthy individual displays characteristics of that type, which
may be few or many; but no one combines them all. Thusitis an end
worth pursuing to seek to raise society as nearly as possible to this
level of perfection.

Moreover, the path indicated to attain this goal can be shortened.
If, instead of our letting causes produce their effects at random,
according to the forces impelling them, reflective thinking inter-
venes to direct their path, this can spare us many a painful ordeal.
Thedevelopment of the individual only replicates that of the species
in abridged form. It does not repeat all the phases that the species
has passed through. Some it omits, others it goes through more
swiftly, because what the race has already experienced allows the
individual to speed up his own experiences. Yet reflective thinking
can produce similar results, for it is likewise a use of previous
experience in order to make future experience easier. Furthermore,
by reflection we should not understand solely the scientific know-
ledge of the goal and means. Sociology, at its present stage, is hardiy
capable of guiding us effectively towards the solution of these
practical problems. But, beyond the clear ideas within which the
scientist operates, there are others that are obscure, and to them
trends are linked. For necessity to stimulate the will, it need not be
illuminated by science. Mere vague trial and error suffices to teach
men that something is missing, to awaken their aspirations and at
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the same time cause them to perceive in what direction they should
bend their efforts.

Thus a mechanistic conception of society does not exclude the
ideal; the conception is wrongly blamed for reducing man to be a
mere inactive spectator of his own history. What indeed is an ideal,
if not the anticipated representation of a result that is desired, and
whose realisation is only possible through that very act of anticipa-
tion? Just because everything happens according to laws it does not
follow that we have to do nothing. Perhaps such a purpose will seem
to be ignoble, because after all its aim is merely one of helping us to
live in a state of health. But this is to forget that for the educated
man, health consists in satisfying regularly his highest needs just as
much as the others, for the former no less than the latter are deeply
rooted in man’s nature. It is true that such an ideal is proximate, and
that the horizons it opens up for us are in no way boundless. In no
circumstances could such an ideal consist in unduly exalting the
forces of society, but only in developing them within the limits
marked out by the defined state of the social environment. All
excess is an evil, as is every insufficiency. But what other ideal can
we put forward for ourselves? To seek to realise a higher civilisation
than that demanded by the nature of the prevailing conditions is to
desire to let sickness loose upon the society of which one forms a
part. It is not possible to stimulate collective activity excessively,
beyond the level determined by the state of the social organism,
without compromising its health. In fact, in every age a certain
refinement of civilisation occurs whose unhealthy character is
demonstrated by the anxiety and restlessness that always accom-
pany it. And sickness is never desirable.

But if the ideal is always defined, it is never definitive. Since
progress is a consequence of the changes taking place in the social
environment, there is no reason to suppose that it must ever end.
For it to be able to come to a stop, at a given moment the .
environment would have to remain static. But such a hypothesis
runs counter to the most legitimate inductions. So long as distinct
societies exist, the number of social units in each one will necessarily
vary. Even supposing that the number of births ever succeeds in
being held at a constant level, movements of population will always
occur from one country to another, either through violent conquests
or through a slow and silent infiltration. Indeed the strongest
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peoples cannot but tend to swallow up the weakest, just as those
with the greatest population density pour into those countries
where it is less dense. This is a mechanical law of social equilibrium
no less necessary than that which regulates the equilibrium of
liquids. For it to be otherwise, all human societies would have to
possess the same vitality and be of the same density — which is
inconceivable, if only because of the diversity of habitats in which
they live.

Itis true that this source of variation would dry up if the whole of
humanity formed one and the same society. But, leaving aside the
fact that we do not know whether such an ideal is realisable, for
progress to be halted within that gigantic society the relationships
between the social units would themselves have to be shielded from
any changes. They would have to stay distributed in the same
manner. Not only the total aggregate, but each of the primary
aggregates from which it was formed, would have to retain the same
dimensions. Yet such uniformity is impossible, by the mere fact that
these sub-groups are not the same in area, nor do they possess equal
vitality. The population cannot be concentrated atevery point in the
same way. Inevitably the largest centres, where life is most intense,
exercise a power of attraction over the others commensurate with
their importance. The migrations occurring in this way have the
effect of concentrating social units more in certain regions and
consequently determining further progress, which gradually radi-
ates out over the rest of the country from the base where it
originated. Moreover, these changes entail others occurring in the
communications network, which set off in turn still more, without it
being possible to say where such repercussions cease. In fact, far
from societies approaching a static state as they develop, they
become on the contrary more mobile and malleable.

Nevertheless, if Spencer was able to concede that social evolution
has limits that cannot be extended,’ it is, according to him, becayse
progress has as its sole reason for existence to assist the individua'i\in
adapting to the cosmic environment around him. For this
philosopher perfection consists in growth in the life of the indi-
vidual, that is, in a more absolute congruence of the organism with
its physical conditions. As for society, it is one means whereby this
congruence is established, rather than the end point in a special
congruence. Because the individual is not alone in this world, but is
surrounded by rivals who quarrel with him over the means of
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existence, he has every interest in establishing between his fellows
and himself relationships with them that serve rather than impede
him. Thus society is born, and the whole of social progress consists
in improving these relationships in such a way as to cause them to
accomplish more completely the effect for which they were
established. Thus in spite of the biological analogies on which he has
so insistently dwelt, Spencer does not see in societies a true reality,
existing by itself by virtue of specific and necessary causes, one that
consequently bears down upon man, imposing upon him its own
nature and to which he is forced to adapt in order to continue living,
just as he does to his physical environment. For Spencer it is rather
an arrangement instituted by individuals so as to extend the length
and scope of human life.'® It consists wholly in co-operation, either
positive or negative, and both kinds have no other purpose than to
adapt the individual to his physical environment. In this sense it is
indeed a secondary condition for such an adaptation. According to
how it is organised, it can bring man closer, or draw him further
away from the state of perfect equilibrium, but itself is not a factor
contributing to the determination of the nature of that equilibrium.
Moreover, since the cosmic environment is endued with a state of
relative constancy, with changes being endlessly prolonged or
infrequent, a development whose purpose is to attune us to that
environment must needs be limited in scope. Inevitably the time will
come when no external relationships that correspond to internal
ones any longer exist. The social progress will unerringly come to a
halt, since it will have arrived at the goal towards which it was
striving, and which was the reason for its existence: it will have
beeen completed.

Yet in these conditions the progress of the individual itself
becomes inexplicable.

Indeed, why should that progress aim at a more perfect congru-
ence with the physical environment? For greater happiness? We
have already set out our position on this point. We cannot even say
of any particular form of congruence that it is any more complete
than another, by the mere fact that it is more complex. It is alleged
that an organism is in a state of equilibrium when it responds
appropriately, not to all external forces, but only to those that have
an impact upon it. If some do not affect it, for the organism they are
as if they did not exist, and consequently it has no need to adapt to
them. Whatever may be their physical proximity, they lie outside
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the sphere within which it must adapt, since it in turn lies outside the
sphere of their effect. Thus if the object is constituted simply and
homogeneously, there will only be a few external circumstances of a
kind that require its attention; consequently it will be capable of
responding to these demands, that is, of arriving at an impeccable
state of equilibrium, with very little effort. If, by contrast, the object
is very complex, the conditions for adaptation will be more
numerous and complicated, but nevertheless the adaptation itself
will be no less complete. Since there are so many stimuli affecting us
that left untouched the more rudimentary nervous system of men of
past times, we are forced to embark on a more considerable
development in order to adjust to it. But the product of that
development, that is, the resulting adjustment, is no more perfect in
one case than in the other. Itis only different because the organisms
adjusting to one another are different also. The savage whose skin
does not feel variations in temperature strongly is as well adapted as
the civilised person who protects himself by the use of clothes.

Thus if man does not depend upon a variable environment, one
cannot see what reason he would have to vary it. Society is not
therefore the secondary condition for progress, but the determining
factor. It is a reality that is no more our handiwork than the external
world, one to which in consequence we must bow in order to go on
living. It is because society changes that we must change. For
progress to be halted the social environment would have to achieve
at one moment a static state, and we have just established that such
an hypothesis is against all the postulates of science.

A mechanistic theory of progress then not only does not deprive
us of an ideal, but allows us to have faith that we shall never be
without one. Precisely because the ideal depends upon the social
environment, which is essentially dynamic, it is constantly changing.
Thus we have no reason to fear that we will ever be constricted, that
our activity will have runits course, and that we shall see the horizon
close up before it. Yet,although we may never pursue any ends that
are not limited and definite, there is, and always will be, between the
extreme point at which we arrive and the goal towards which we
strive, vacant ground available for our efforts.
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At the same time as societies, individuals are transformed through
the changes occurring in the number of social units and their
relationships.

Firstly, they free themselves increasingly from the dominance of
the organism. An animal is placed almost exclusively in a state of
dependence on its physical environment; its biological make-up
predetermines its existence. Man, on the other hand, is dependent
on social causes. Doubtless the animal also forms societies, but as
they are very limited collective life in them is very simple. It is at the
same time static, because the equilibrium of such small societies is
necessarily stable. For these two reasons collective life is easily
rooted in the organism: not only are its roots there, but it
incorporates itself into it so fully that it loses its own characteristics.
It functions thanks to a system of instincts or reflexes that are not
essentially different from those ensuring the functioning of organic
life. These instincts certainly exhibit one peculiar feature: they
adapt the individual to the social and not the physical environment
and their causes have arisen from happenings in the common life.
However, they are no different in nature from those which in certain
instances determine, without any preliminary training, the motions
necessary for flying or walking. With man it is completely different,
because the societies he creates are much larger; even the smallest
we know of are more extensive than most animal societies. Being
more complex, they are also more changeable, and the conjuncture
of these two causes results in social life among human beings not
becoming fixed in a biological form. Even where it is most simple, it
retains its specificity. There are always beliefs and practices that are
common to men but that are not innate in them. But this
characteristic becomes accentuated as social elements and social
density increase. The greater the number of people associated
together, the more they react upon one another; the more also the
product of these reactions flows out beyond the organism. Man is
thus subjected to causes sui generis, whose relative share in the
constitution of human nature becomes ever more important.

Something else must be added: the influence of this factor not
only increases relatively, but also absolutely. The same cause that
increases the importance of the collective environment disturbs the
organic environment in such a way as to make it more open to the
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action of social causes and to subordinate it to them. Because there
are more individuals living together, common life is richer and more
varied. Yet, for such variety to be possible, the organic type must be
less well-defined, so that it can diversify. In fact we saw that the
tendencies and abilities transmitted by heredity became ever more
general and indeterminate, and consequently less capable of being
conceived of in the form of instincts. Thus a phenomenon occurs
that is precisely the opposite of that observed at the beginning of
evolution. With animals it is the organism that assimilates social
facts to itself and, stripping them of their special nature, transforms
them into biological facts. Social life takes on material shape. With
human beings, on the other hand, and above all in higher societies, it
is social causes that are substituted for organic causes. It is the
organism that takes on ‘spiritual’ shape.

Through this change in dependence the individual is transformed.
As this activity, which stimulates to excess the special effect of social
causes, cannot take root in the organism, a new life, also sui generis,
is added on to that of the body. Freer, more complex and more
independent of the organs that maintain it, its distinguishing
characteristics become increasingly more marked, as it progresses
and is consolidated. From this description may be recognised the
essential features of psychological life. It would doubtless be
extravagant to state that psychological life begins only with
societies, but it certainly only becomes more widespread when
societies develop. This is why, as has often been remarked, the
advance of the consciousness is inversely proportional to that of the
instinct. Whatever may have been stated, it is not a case of the
former absorbing the latter. The instinct, the product of experience
accumulated over generations, has too great powers of resistance to
vanish by the mere fact that it has arrived at consciousness. The
truth is that the consciousness only invades those areas that instinct
has ceased to occupy or those where it cannot establish itself. It is
not the consciousness that causes instinct to retreat. Consciousness
only fills the space that instinct leaves free. Moreover, if instinct
regresses instead of extending as general life becomes more
widespread, the cause lies in the greater importance of the social
factor. Thus the great difference that separates man from the
animals, viz., the greater development of his psychological life,
comes down to this: his greater sociability. To understand why the
psychological functions, from the very first steps that the human
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race took, have been carried to a level of perfection unknown in the
animal species, we need firstly to know why men, instead of living as
solitary creatures or in small bands, began to form larger societies.
If, to repeat the classic definition, man is a reasonable animal, it is
because he is a sociable animal, or at least infinitely more sociable
than the other animals.'

Noris this all. Solong as societies do not attain a certain size or a
certain level of concentration, the sole psychological life that is
really developed is one common to all the members of the group,
one that is identical in each individual. But as societies grow larger
and above all more densely populated, a psychological life of a new
kind makes its appearance. Individual differences, at first lost,
mixed up in the mass of social similarities, begin to emerge, take
shape and multiply. A host of things that remained outside the
individual consciousness because they did not affect the collectivity
become the object of representations. Whereas individuals acted
only because they were urged on by one another, except in cases
where their behaviour was determined by physical needs, each one
of them becomes a spontaneous source of activity. Individual
personalities are formed and become conscious of themselves. Yet
this growth in the psychological life of the individual does not
weaken that of society, but merely transforms it. It becomes freer
and more extensive, and since in the end it has no other substrata
than the consciousnesses of individuals, these latter grow, becoming
more complex and incidentally more flexible.

Thus the cause that provoked the differences separating man
from the animals is also that which has constrained him to rise above
himself. The ever-increasing distance arising between the savage
and the civilised man has no other origin. If from the sensibility,
originally in a state of confusion, the capacity for the generation of
ideas has gradually emerged, if man has learnt to form concepts and
to formulate laws, his mind has embraced ever more extensive areas
of space and time. If, not satisfied with clinging to the past, he has
encroached more and more upon the future, if his emotions and
inclinations, at first simple and few in number, have multiplied and
diversified, it is because the social environment has constantly been
changing. Indeed, unless these transformations have stemmed from
nothing, they can only have as their cause corresponding transfor-
mations in the environment around them. Man depends upon only
three kinds of environment: the organism, the external world and
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society. If we set aside chance variations due to the combinations of
heredity — and their role in human progress is certainly not very
considerable — the organism is not modified spontaneously; it must
be constrained to do so by some external cause. As for the physical
world, from the very dawn of history this has remained appreciably
unchanged, if at least we take no account of innovations of a social
origin.’* Consequently there is only society that has changed
enough to be able to explain the parallel changes in the nature of the
individual.

Itis therefore not foolhardy to affirm straightaway that, whatever
progress takes place in the psycho-physiological field, it can only
ever represent a fraction of psychology, since most psychological
phenomena do not derive from organic causes. This is what the
spiritualist philosophers have understood, and the great service
they have rendered to science has been to combat all those doctrines
that reduce psychological life to being a mere efflorescence of
physical life. Such philosophers were very rightly aware that
psychological life, in its highest manifestations, is much too free and
complex to be the mere prolongation of physical life. But, since the
former is partly independent of the organism, it does not follow that
it is independent of any natural cause or that it should be placed
outside the realm of nature. Yet all these facts, whose explanation
cannot be found in the make-up of physical elements, derive from
properties of the social environment. This hypothesis is at least one
that is very feasible from what has been stated above. The social
kingdom is no less natural than the organic kingdom. Consequently
from the fact that a vast area of consciousness exists whose genesis is
incomprehensible by psycho-physiological causes alone, we should
not conclude that it developed of its own accord and that, as a result,
it is not amenable to scientific investigation, but rather that it is
dependent on another positive science that might be called
socio-psychology. The phenomena that constitute its subject-
matter are indeed of a mixed nature. They have the same essential
traits as other psychological facts, but they derive from social
causes.

Thus we should not, as does Spencer, present social life as the
mere resultant of individual natures alone, since, on the contrary, it
is rather the latter that emerge from the former. Social facts are not
the mere development of psychological facts, which are for the most
part only the prolongation of social facts within the individual
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consciousness. This proposition is very important, for to uphold the
opposite viewpoint exposes the sociologist at every moment to
risk taking the cause for the effect, and vice versa. For example, if, as
has often happened, we see in the organisation of the family the
necessarily logical expression of human sentiments inherent in
every consciousness, we reverse the real order of facts. Quite the
opposite is true: it is the social organisation of kinship relationships
that has determined respectively the sentiments between parents
and children. These sentiments would have been completely
different if the social structure had been different. Proof of this lies
in the fact that paternal love is unknown in a large number of
societies.’® We could cite manyother examples of the same fallacy.**
It is doubtless a self-evident truth that there is nothing in social life
that is not in the consciousness of individuals. Yet everything to be
found in the latter comes from society. Most of our states of
consciousness would not have occurred among men isolated from
one another and would have occurred completely differently among
people grouped together in a different way. Thus they derive not
from the psychological nature of man generally, but from the way in
which men, once they associate together, exert a reciprocal effect
upon one another, according to their number and proximity.
Products of the life of the group, it is the nature of the group alone
that can explain the states of consciousness. Naturally they would
not be possible unless the individual constitution favoured them.
But such constitutions are only remote conditions and not determin-
ing causes. Somewhere Spencer'® compares the work of the
sociologist to the calculations of the mathematician who, from the
shape of a certain number of balls, deduces the way in which they
must be combined together to hold them in equilibrium. The
comparison is inexact and does not apply to social facts. Here it is
indeed rather the form of the whole that determines that of the
parts. Society does not find ready-made in individual conscious-
nesses the bases on which it rests; it makes them for itself.*®
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Spencer, Principles of Sociology, vol. 11, p. 301.

Here we need not go into the question as to whether the fact that
determines the progress of the division of labour and civilisation, that
is, the growth in social mass and density, is itself to be explained
mechanistically; or whether it is a necessary outcome of effective
causes; or a means imagined towards a desired end, towards a greater
good that is dimly perceived. We shall content ourselves with
postulating this law of gravitation of the social world, without going
back any farther. Yet it does not appear that a teleological explana-
tion is essential here any more than it is elsewhere. The partitions that
shut off the different parts of society are more and more disappearing,
by the very nature of things, as a result of a kind of natural erosion,
whose effect can moreover be reinforced by the action of violent
causes. Population shifts thus become more numerous and more
rapid, and migratory paths are channelled out as these movements
occur. These form the network of communications. Such movements
are more especially active where several of these paths intersect:
these are the towns. Thus social density increases. Asfor the growthin
volume, it is due to causes of the same kind. The barriers that divide
peoples are similar to those that separate the various alveola within
the same society and disappear in like manner.

H. Spencer, First Principles (London, 1862) pp. 465-71.

Spencer. Source not identified.

The definition of Quatrefages which makes man a religious animal is a
special case of the preceding definition, for the religiosity of man is a
consequence of his eminent sociability. Cf. supra, pp. 118 ff.
Transformation of the soil, the waterways, by the skill of farmers,
engineers, etc.

Thisis the case in societies where the maternal family is paramount.
To quote only one example, this is the case of religion, whichhas been
explained by motions of the individual sensibility, whereas these
motions are only the extension in the individual of social states that
give rise to religions. We have developed this point further in an
article: ‘Etudes de sciencesociale’, Revue philosophique (June 1886).
Cf. also Année sociologique, vol. 11, pp. 1-28.

Spencer. Source not identified.

We believe thisis sufficient to answer those who think they can prave
that in social life everything is individual, because society is made up
only of individuals. Undoubtedly no other substratum exists. But
because individuals form a society, new phenomena occur whose
cause is association, and which, reacting upon the consciousness of
individuals, for the most part shapes them. This is why, although
society is nothing without individuals, each one of them is much more
a product of society than he is the author.
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Chapter I

The Anomic Division of
Labour

Up to now we have studied the division of labour only as a normal
phenomenon. Yet, like all social facts, and more generally, like all
biological ones, it manifests pathological forms that we must
analyse. If normally the division of labour produces social solidar-
ity, it can happen, however, that it has entirely different or even
opposite results. It is important that we should investigate what
makes it deviate in this way from its natural course, for so long as it
has not been established that these cases are exceptional, the
division of labour might be suspected of logically implying them.
Moreover, the study of deviant forms will allow us to determine
better the conditions for the existence of the normal state. When we
know the circumstances in which the division of labour ceases to
engender solidarity, we shall know better what is necessary for it to
have its full effect. Here as elsewhere pathology is a precious
ancillary to physiology.

We might be tempted to range among the irregular forms of the
division of labour the criminal profession and other harmful
professions. They are the very negation of solidarity and yet they
are made up of just as many specialised activities. But, precisely
speaking, here there is no division of labour, but differentiation
pure and simple, and the two terms should not be confused. In the
same way cancer and tuberculosis increase the diversity of the
organic tissues without it being possible to see in this a fresh
specialisation of the biological functions.! In all these cases there is
no allocation of a common function, but within the organism,
whether it is individual or social is formed another one that seeks to
live at the expense of the first one. There is even no function at all,
for a way of acting does not deserve that term unless it concerts with
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others to maintain life generally. This question does not therefore
enter into the scope of our investigation.

We shall reduce to three types the exceptional forms of the
phenomenon that we are studying. This is not because there cannot
be others, but those that we shall discuss are the most general and
the most serious.

A first case of this nature is provided for us by industrial or
commercial crises, and by the bankruptcies that are so many partial
breaks in organic solidarity. They demonstrate in fact that at certain
points of the organism certain social functions are not adjusted to
one another. As labour becomes increasingly divided up these
phenomena seem to become more frequent, at least in certain cases.
From 1845 to 1869 bankruptcies increased by 70 per cent.?
However, this fact cannot be ascribed to the growth of economic
life, for business undertakings have become more concentrated
rather than increasing in number.

Hostility between labour and capital is another example, a more
striking one, of the same phenomenon. As industrial functions
specialise more the struggle becomes more fierce, far from solidar-
ity increasing. In the Middle Ages the workman everywhere lived
side by side with his master, sharing in his work ‘in the same shop, on
the same bench’.? Both formed part of the same corporation and led
the same existence. ‘Both were almost equal to each other; he who
had completed his apprenticeship could, at least in many trades, set
up on his own, if he had the wherewithal.”* Thus conflicts were
completely exceptional. From the fifteenth century onwards things
began to change. ‘The trade guild is no longer a common refuge for
all; it is the exclusive possession of the masters who decide
everything on their own. . . . From then onwards a deep gulf was
established between masters and journeymen. The latter formed, so
to speak, a separate order; they had their habits, their rules, their
independent associations.”® Once this separation had been carried
out quarrels became frequent. ‘As soon as the journeymen thought
they had something to complain about, they went on strike or
boycotted a town or an employer, and all were forced to obey the
call. . . . The power of association gave the workers the means to
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struggle with equal weapons against their employers.’® However,
matters were far from having reached then the ‘point where we see
them at present. The journeymen rebelled in order to obtain a
higher salary or some change in working conditions, but they did not
consider their employer to be a perpetual enemy to be obeyed
under constraint. They wanted him to give way on one point and
they applied themselves to this energetically, but the struggle did
not last for ever. The workshops did not contain two enemy races;
our socialist doctrines were unknown.’” Finally, in the seventeenth
century there began the third phase of this history of the working
classes: the coming of large-scale industry. The workman became
even more separated from his boss. ‘To some extent he is
regimented. Each individual has his function, and the system of the
division of labour makes some progress. In the factory of the Van
Robais, which employed 1,692 workmen, there were special
workshops for the cartwright’s craft, for cutlery, washing, dyeing,
and warping cloth, and the weaving mills themselves included
several kinds of workers whose work was completely distinct.”® At
the same time as specialisation becomes greater, revolts become
more frequent. ‘The slightest cause of discontent was enough to
cause a firm to be boycotted, and woe to the journeyman who did
not respect the decision of his community.’® We know well enough
that since then the war has become increasingly more violent

We shall certainly see in the following chapter that this tension in
social relationships is due in part to the fact that the working classes
do not really desire the status assigned to them and too often accept
it only under constraint and force, not having any means of gaining
any other status. Yet this constraint alone would not by itself
account for the phenomenon. Indeed it weighs down no less heavily
upon all who are generally bereft of fortune, and yet this state of
permanent hostility is absolutely peculiar to the industrial world.
Then, within that world, it is the same for all workers without
exception. Now small-scale industry, where work is less divided up,
affords the spectacle of a relative harmony existing between
employer and worker;° it is only within large-scale industry that
these upheavals are acute. It is therefore because they depend in
part upon a different cause.

In the history of science another illustration of the same
phenomenon has often been pointed out. Up to very recent times,
science, not being very much divided, could be studied almost in its
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entirety by one and the same person. Thus there was a very strong
feeling of unity about it. The particular truths of which it was made
up were neither so numerous nor so heterogeneous that the link that
united them in one and the same system could not be easily
discerned. The methods, being themselves very general, differed
very little from one another, and one could perceive the common
trunk from which they imperceptibly began to diverge. But as
specialisation was introduced into scientific work each scientist shut
himself off increasingly, not only within a particular science, but
within a particular kind of problem. Already Comte had com-
plained that in his time there were in the scientific world ‘very few
intelligences who in their conceptions included even the totality of
one science, which in its turn is however only one part of a great
whole. The majority,” he said, ‘already limit themselves to the
isolated consideration of a more or less extensive field within a
given science, without bothering overmuch about the relationship
of these special studies to the general system of positive know-
ledge.’** Yet then science, carved up into a host of detailed studies
that have no link with one another, no longer forms a solid whole.
What perhaps best demonstrates this absence of harmony and unity
is the theory, so widespread, that each special science has an
absolute value, and that the scientist must devote himself to his
special research without caring about whether it serves any purpose
or leads anywhere. ‘This division of intellectual labour,” states
Schaeffle, ‘gives serious grounds for fearing that this return to a new
Alexandrian philosophy will lead once again to the ruination of all
science.’ '?

11

What makes these facts serious is that sometimes they have been
seen to be a necessary consequence ofthe division of labour, as sobn
as it has passed a certain stage in its development. In that case, it has
been said, the individual, bent low over his task, will isolate himself
in his own special activity. He will no longer be aware of the
collaborators who work at his side on the same task, he has even no
longer any idea at all of what that common task consists. The
division of labour cannot therefore be pushed too far without being
a source of disintegration.
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Every decomposition of any kind [asserts Auguste Comte]
necessarily tending to set off a corresponding dispersion, the
basic distribution of human labour cannot avoid creating indi-
vidual divergences, both intellectual and moral, in proportion,
whose combined influence must require to the same extent a
permanent discipline, capable of constantly forestalling or con-
taining their discordant upsurge. If on the one hand the separa-
tion of social functions allows a spirit of attention to detail to
develop happily, in a way that would otherwise be impossible, on
the other hand it tends spontaneously to stifle a spirit of attention
to the whole, or at least to hamper it profoundly. Likewise, from
the moral angle, just at the time when each individual is thus
placed in a state of close dependence upon the mass of other
people, he is also naturally turned away from them by working at
his own special activity, which constantly reminds him of his own
private interest, whose true relationship to the public interest he
only vaguely perceives. . . . Thus the same principle which alone
permitted the development and extension of society in general
threatens, in another form, to split it up into a host of incohesive
corporations which seem hardly, or not at all, to belong to the
same species.'?

Espinas expresses himself roughly in the same terms: ‘Division,” he
says, ‘means dispersion.’ ™

The division of labour, by its very nature, may therefore exert a
dissolving influence, which above all may be appreciable where its
functions are very specialised. Comte, however, did not conclude
from his principle that we should return societies to what he himself
calls the age of generality, viz., that state of indistinctiveness and
homogeneity that was their point of departure. The diversity of
functionsis both useful and necessary. But, as unity, which is no less
indispensable, does not arise from it spontaneously, the task of
realising and maintaining it will have to constitute a special function
of the social organism, represented by an independent organ. That
organ is the state or the government:

The social purpose towards which government tends [asserts
Comte] appears to me to consist especially in containing
adequately and forestalling as far as possible that fatal trend to a
fundamental dispersion of ideas, sentiments and interests, the
inevitable result of the very principle of human development,
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which, if it were able to follow unimpeded its own natural course,
would inevitably end by halting social progress in all important
aspects. In my eyes this conception constitutes the prime positive
and rational basis for the elementary and abstract theory of
government proper, envisaged in its most noble and most
complete scientific corollary, i.e. as characterized generally by
the necessary universal reaction, at first spontaneous and then
regulated, of the whole upon the parts. Indeed it is clear that the
sole real means of avoiding such a dispersion consists in building
up this indispensable reaction into a new special function, capable
of intervening appropriately in the normal accomplishment of all
the various functions of the management of society, in order
constantly to remind us of the concept of the whole and the
sentiment of common solidarity.*®

What the government is to society inits entirety philosophy must be
to the sciences. Since the diversity of the sciences tends to break up
the unity of science, a new science must be entrusted with the task of
reconstituting it. Since detailed studies cause us to lose sight of the
totality of human knowledge, we must institute a special system of
research to rediscover it and bring it into prominence. In other
words:

We must make the study of scientific generalizations an extra
principal specialization. Let a new category of scientists, suitably
prepared by education, without devoting themselves to the
special study of any particular branch of natural philosophy, and
by considering the various positive sciences in their present state,
busy themselves solely with determining the spirit of each one of
them, discovering their relationships and linkages, summarizing,
if possible, all the principles peculiar to each one into a smaller
number of common principles . . . and the division of labour in
the sciences will be extended, at no danger, so far as the
development of the various orders of knowledge requires.*®

We have ourselves undoubtedly shown that the organ of govern-
ment develops with the division of labour, not as a counterbalance
to it, but by mechanical necessity. As the organs are closely linked
where the functions are very widely distributed, what affects one
has an impact upon the others, and social events more easily acquire
a general interest. At the same time, because of the disappearance
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of the segmentary type, they spread more easily over the whole
surface of the same tissue or the same apparatus. For these two sets
of reasons, there are more such events impacting upon the
controlling organ, whose functional activity, more frequently
exercised, grows, as does the volume of events. But its sphere of
action extends no further.

Now, beneath this general and superficial life, there is an internal
one, a world of organs that, without being entirely independent of
the controlling organ, functions however without any intervention
on its part, without its even being conscious of it, at least in the
normal state. These organs are outside its range of actionbecause it
is too distantfrom them. It is not the government that can at every
moment regulate the conditions of the different economic markets,
fix the prices of goods and services, regulate production to the needs
of consumption, etc. All these practical problems throw up a mass of
details, depend upon thousands of special circumstances that they
alone are aware of who know them intimately. A fortiori the
government cannot effect an adjustment between these functions
and make them work harmoniously together if they themselves are
not in harmony. Thus if the division of labour has the dispersive
effect attributed to it, these effects must spread without resistance
into that area of society, since there is nothing able to restrain them.
However, what causes the unity of organised societies, as it does of
any organism, is the spontaneous consensus of its parts, thatinternal
solidarity that is not only just as indispensable as the regulatory
action of society’s higher centres, but that is indeed its necessary
condition, since the centres only translate it into another language
and, so to speak, bestow their blessing upon it. Thus it is not the
brain that creates the unity of the organism, but it expresses it,
setting its seal upon it. Some speak of the necessity for a reaction of
the whole upon the parts, but the whole also needs to exist. This
means that the parts must be already solidly linked to one another
so that the whole may become conscious of itself and react
accordingly. We should then see, as labour is divided up, a sort of
progressive decomposition occurring, not at any particular points,
but over the whole extent of society, instead of the ever-increasing
concentration observed in reality.

But, it will be said, there is no need to go into details. It is
sufficient to recall, wherever it is necessary, ‘the spirit of the whole
and the sentiment of common solidarity’, and this action is one that



298 The Abnormal Forms

the government alone is qualified to carry out. This is true, but it is
much too general to ensure the co-operation of the social functions,
ifsuch co-operation is notrealised spontaneously. Indeed, what s at
stake? To make each individual feel that he is not sufficient unto
himself, but forms part of a whole upon which he depends? But such
a representation, abstract, vague and, moreover, sporadic, like all
complex representations, is of no avail against the vivid, concrete
impressions that are aroused at every moment in each one of us by
his professional activity. Thus if this activity has the effect attributed
to it, if the occupations that fill our daily lives tend to detach us from
the social group to which we belong, such a conception, which only
is awakened at a distance and never occupies more than a small
part of our field of consciousness, will never be sufficient to hold us.
For the feeling of our state of dependence to be effective, it should
also be continuous, yet cannot be so unless it is linked to the
operation of each special function. But then specialisation would no
longer have the consequences that it is accused of producing. Or
might the purpose of governmental action be to maintain between
the professions a’ certain moral uniformity, to prevent ‘the social
dispositions gradually concentrated on individuals in the same
profession from becoming more and more alien to other classes,
through lack of sufficient similarity in habits and thought?’'® But
this uniformity cannot be maintained by force and despite the
nature of things. Functional diversity entails a moral diversity that
nothing cannot prevent, and itis inevitable that the one should grow
at the same time as the other. Moreover, we know the reasons why
these two phenomena develop side by side. The collective senti-
ments thus become more and more powerless to contain the
centrifugal tendencies that the division of labour is alleged to bring
about; for, on the one hand, these tendencies increase as labour
becomesincreasinglydivided up, and at the same time the collective
sentiments grow weaker.

For the same reason philosophy becomes more and more
incapable of ensuring the unity of science. So long as one mind could
cultivate all the different sciences at the same time, it was possible to
acquire the necessary competence to restore their unity. But as they
become more specialised, these great syntheses can hardly be
anything other than premature generalisations, for it becomes
increasingly impossible for the human intelligence to have suffi-
ciently exact knowledge of that innumerable number of
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phenomena, laws and hypotheses that the syntheses must epitom-
ise. ‘It would be interesting to ask,” states Ribot very aptly, ‘what
philosophy, as a general conception of the world, may one day
become, when the individual sciences, because of their increasing
complexity, will become incapable of being tackled in detail, and
philosophers will be reduced to the knowledge of their most general
results, which will necessarily be superficial.”*®

Doubtless there is some reason to judge excessive that pride of
the scientist who, enclosed within his own special research, refuses
to recognise any outside control. Yet it is certain that to have some
idea of science that is in any way exact one must have practised it
and, so to speak, have lived it. This is in fact because it is not wholly
contained in the few propositions that it has definitively demon-
strated. Beside this present-day science, consisting of what has
already been acquired, there is another, which is concrete and
living, which is in part stillunaware of itself and still seeking its way:
beside the results that have been obtained, there are the hopes,
habits, instincts, needs, and presentiments that are so vague that
they cannot be expressed in words, yet so powerful that occasionally
they dominate the whole life of the scientist. All this is still science:
itiseven the best and major part of it, because the truths discovered
are very few in number beside those that remain to be discovered,
and, moreover, to master the whole meaning of the discovered
truths and to understand all that is summarised in them, one must
have looked closely at scientific life whilst it is still in a free state,
that is, before it has been crystallised in the form of definite
propositions. Otherwise one will only grasp the letter of it and not
the spirit. Each science has, so to speak, a soul that lives in the
consciousness of scientists. Only a part of that soul takes on
substance and palpable forms. The formulas that express it, being
general, are easily transmissible. But the same is not true for that
other part of science that no symbol translates externally. Here
everything is personal, having to be acquired by personal experi-
ence. To have a part in it, one must set to work and confront the
facts. According to Comte, for the unity of science to be assured, it
would be sufficient for these methods to be reduced to a unity.? But
itis precisely the methods that are the most difficult to unify. For, as
they are immanent in the sciences themselves, as it is impossible to
disentangle them completely from the body of established truths in
order to codify them separately, one cannot know them unless one
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has practised them oneself. Yet even now it is impossible for the
same man to practise a great number of sciences. These broad
generalisations can therefore only rest upon a fairly cursory view of
things. If, moreover, we reflect upon the slowness and with what
patient precautions scientists normally proceed to the discovery of
their truths, even the most specialised ones, one can explain how
these improvised disciplines exercise only very weak authority over
them.

Yet whatever may be the value of these philosophical
generalisations, science would not be able to find in them the unity it
needs. They clearly express what the sciences have in common, their
laws, their special methods, but, besides these similarities, there are
differences that require to be integrated. It is often stated that the
general contains potentially within it the particular facts that it
summarises, but the statement is not exact. It contains only what
they have in common. There are no two phenomena in the world
that resemble each other, however simple they may be. This is why
any general proposition lets slip from its grasp a part of the
subject-matter that it is attempting to master. It is impossible to
blend together the concrete characteristics and the distinctive
properties of things within one and the same impersonal
homogeneous formula. Yet, so long as the resemblances exceed the
differences, they are sufficient to integrate the representations
brought together in this way. Discrepancies in detail vanish within
the total harmony. On the contrary, as the differences become more
numerous, the cohesion becomes more unstable, needing to be
consolidated by other means. If we imagine the increasing multiplic-
ity of special sciences with their theorems, laws, axioms, conjec-
tures, procedures and methods, then we can understand that a
short, simple, formula such as, for example, the law of evolution,
cannot suffice to integrate such a prodigious complexity of
phenomena. Even if these general conspectuses applied exactly to
reality, the part of it that they explain is too insignificant compared
with what they leave unexplained. Thus it is not by this means that
we shall ever be able to tear the positive sciences loose from their
isolation. There is too great a gap between the detailed research on
which they are sustained and such syntheses. The bond linking to
each other these two orders of knowledge is too slight and too loose;
consequently, if the special sciences can only become conscious of
their mutual dependence within a philosophy that encompasses
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them, the feeling they will have about their dependence will always
be too vague to be effective.

Philosophy is, so to speak, the collective consciousness of science
and here, as elsewhere, the role of the collective consciousness
diminishes as labour become more divided up.

III

Although Auguste Comte recognised that the division of labour is a
source of solidarity, he does not appear to have perceived that this
solidarity is sui generis and is gradually substituted for that which
social similarities engender. This is why, noticing that these
similarities are very blurred where the functions are very special-
ised, he saw in this process of disappearance a morbid phenomenon,
a threat to social cohesion, due to excessive specialisation. He
explained in this way the fact of the lack of co-ordination which
sometimes accompanies the development of the division of labour.
Yet since we have established that the weakening of the collective
consciousness is a normal phenomenon, we could not make it the
cause of the abnormal phenomena we are at present studying. If in
certain cases organic solidarity is not all that is needful, it is certainly
not because mechanical solidarity has lost ground, but because all
the conditions of existence for the former have not been realised.
Indeed we knowthat wherever it is tobe observed, we meet at the
same time a regulatory system sufficiently developed to determine
the mutual relationships between functions.?* For organic solidarity
to exist it is not enough for there to be a system of organs necessary
to one another that feel their solidarity in a general way. The
manner in which they should co-operate, if not on every kind of
occasion when they meet, at least in the most common circum-
stances, must be predetermined. Otherwise, a fresh struggle would
be required each time in order to bring them into a state of
equilibrium with one another, for the conditions for this equilibrium
can only be found by a process of trial and error, in the course of
which each party treats the other as an opponent as much as an
auxiliary. Such conflicts would therefore break out continually, and
in consequence solidarity would be hardly more than virtual, and
the mutual obligations would have to be negotiated anew in their
entirety for each individual case. It will be objected that contracts
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exist. But firstly, not every social relationship is capable of assuming
this legal form. Moreover, we know that a contract is not sufficient
in itself, but supposes a regulatory system that extends and grows
more complicated just as does contractual life itself. Moreover, the
ties originating in this way are always of short duration. The
contract is only a truce, and a fairly precarious one at that; it
suspends hostilities only for a while. Doubtless, however precise the
regulatory system may be, it will always leave room for much
dispute. But it is neither necessary nor even possible for social life to
be without struggle. The role of solidarity is not to abolish
competition but to moderate it.

Moreover, in the normal state, these rules emerge automatically
from the division of labour; they are, so to speak, its prolongation.
Certainly if the division of labour only brought together individuals
who unite for a brief space of time with a view to the exchange of
personal services, it could not give rise to any regulatory process.
But what it evokes are functions, that is, definite ways of acting that
are repeated identically in given circumstances, since they relate to
the general, unchanging conditions of social life. The relationships
entertained between these functions cannot therefore fail to arrive
at the same level of stability and regularity. There are certain ways
of reacting upon one another which, being more in accordance with
the nature of things, are repeated more often and become habits.
Then the habits, as they grow in strength, are transformed into rules
of conduct. The past predetermines the future. In other words,
there exists a certain allocation of rights and duties that is estab-
lished by usage and that ends up by becoming obligatory. Thus
the rule does not set up the state of mutual dependence in which the
solidly linked organs are to be found, but only serves to express it in
a perceptible, definite way, as a function of a given situation.
Likewise the nervous system, far from dominating the evolution of
the organism, as was once believed,?* is a result of it. The nerve
tracts are probably only the paths along which have passed the
wave-like movements and stimuli exchanged between the various
organs. They are the channels that life has dug for itself by always
flowing in the same direction, and the ganglions would only be the
place where several of these paths intersect.?® It is because they have
failed to recognise this aspect of the phenomenon that certain
moralists have charged the division of labour with not producing
real solidarity. They have seen in it only individual exchanges,
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ephemeral combinations, without a past, just as they also have no
tomorrow, in which the individual is abandoned to his own devices.
They have not perceived that slow task of consolidation, that
network of ties that gradually becomes woven of its own accord and
that makes organic solidarity something that is permanent.

Now, in all the cases we have described above, this regulatory
process either does not exist or is not related to the degree of
development of the division of labour. Nowadays there are no
longer any rules that fix the number of economic undertakings, and
in each branch of industry production is not regulated in such a way
that it remains exactly at the level of consumption. Moreover, we do
not wish to draw from this fact any practical conclusion. We do not
maintain that restrictive legislation is necessary. We have not to
weigh here the advantages and disadvantages. What is certain is
that this lack of regulation does not allow the functions to perform
regularly and harmoniously. The economists show, it is true, that
harmony is re-established by itself when necessary, thanks to the
increase or decrease in prices, which, according to the need,
stimulates or slows production. But in any case it is not re-
established in this way until after breaks in equilibrium and more or
less prolonged disturbances have occurred. Moreover, such distur-
bances are naturally all the more frequent the more specialised the
functions, for the more complex an organisation is, the more the
necessity for extensive regulation is felt.

The relationships between capital and labour have up to now
remained in the same legal state of indeterminacy. The contract for
the hiring of services occupies in our legal codes a very small place,
particularly when we consider the diversity and complexity of the
relationships it is called upon to regulate. Moreover, we need
emphasise no further the deficiencies that all peoples feel at the
present time and that they are attempting to remedy.*

Methodological rules are to science what rules of law and
morality are to conduct. They direct the thinking of the scientist just
as the latter govern the actions of men. Yet if every science has its
method, the order that is established is entirely aninternal one. The
method co-ordinates the procedures followed by scientists who are
studying the same science, but not their relationships externally.
There are hardly any disciplines that harmonise the efforts of the
different sciencestowards a common goal. This is especially true of
the moral and social sciences, for the mathematical, physical,
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chemical and even biological sciences do not seem to such an extent
foreign to one another. But the jurist, the psychologist, the
anthropologist, the economist, the statistician, the linguist, the
historian — all these go about their investigations as if the various
orders of facts that they are studying formed so many independent
worlds. Yet in reality these facts interlock with one another at every
point. Consequently the same should occur for the corresponding
sciences. This is how there has arisen the anarchy that has been
pinpointed — moreover, not without some exaggeration — in science
generally, but that is above all true for these special sciences. Indeed
they afford the spectacle of an aggregate of disconnected parts that
fail to co-operate with one another. If they therefore form a whole
lacking in unity, it is not because there is no adequate view of their
similarities, it is because they are not organised.

These various examples are therefore varieties of a same species.
In all these cases, if the division of labour does not produce
solidarity it is because the relationships betwen the organs are not
regulated; it is because they are in a state of anomie.

But from where does this state spring?

Since a body of rules is the definite form taken over time by the
relationships established spontaneously between the social func-
tions, we may say a priori that a state of anomie is impossible
wherever organs solidly linked to one another are in sufficient
contact, and in sufficiently lengthy contact. Indeed, being adjacent
to one another, they are easily alerted in every situation to the need
for one another and consequently they experience a keen, con-
tinuous feeling of their mutual dependence. For the same reason,
exchanges between them occur easily; being regular, they occur
frequently; they regulate themselves and time gradually effects the
task of consolidation. Finally, because the slightest reaction can be
felt throughout, the rules formed in this way bear the mark of it, that
is, they foresee and fix in some detail the conditions of equilibrium.
Yet if, on the other hand, some blocking environment is interposed
between them, only stimuli of a certain intensity can communicate
from one organ to another. Contacts being rare, they are not
repeated often enough to take on a determinate form. Each time the
procedure is again one of trial and error. The paths along which pass
the wave-like movements can no longer become definite channels
because the waves themselves are too intermittent. If at least some
rules are successfully constituted, these are general and vague, for in
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these conditions only the most general outlines of the phenomena
can be fixed. The same is true of closeness of contact: whilst it is
sufficient, it is too recent or has lasted too short a while.?s

Very generally this condition of contiguity is realised by the
nature of things. For afunction cannot distribute itself between two
or more parts of an organism unless these parts are more or less in
contact. Moreover, once labour is divided up, as they have need of
one another, they tend naturally to reduce the distance that
separates them. Thisis why, as one rises in the animal scale, one sees
organs growing closer together and, as Spencer puts it, insinuating
themselves into one another’s interstices. But a coincidence of
exceptional circumstances can cause it to be otherwise.

This is what occurs in the cases with which we are dealing at
present. So long as the segmentary type of society is strongly
marked, there are roughly as many economic markets as there are
different segments. In consequence, each one of them is very
limited. The producers, being very close to the consumers, can
easily estimate the extent of the needs that have to be satisfied. The
equilibrium is therefore established without difficulty and produc-
tion is regulated by itself. On the contrary, as the organised type of
society develops, the fusion of the various segments entails the
fusion of the markets into one single market, which embraces
almost all of society. It even extends beyond and tends to become
universal, for the barriers between peoples are lowered at the same
time as those that separate the segments within each one of them.
The result is that each industry produces for consumers who are
dispersed over the length and breadth of the country, or even the
whole world. The contact is therefore no longer sufficient. The
producer can no longer keep the whole market within his purview,
not even mentally. He can no longer figure out to himself its limits,
since it is, so to speak, unlimited. Consequently production lacks
any check or regulation. It can only proceed at random, and in the
course of so doing it is inevitable that the yardstick is wrong, either
in one way or the other. Hence the crises that periodically disturb
economic functions. The increase in those local and limited crises
represented by bankruptcies is likely to be an effect of the same
cause.

As the market becomes more extensive, large-scale industry
appears. The effect of it is to transform the relationship between
employers and workers. The greater fatigue occasioned to the
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nervous system, linked to the contagious influence of large urban
areas, causes the needs of the workers to increase. Machine work
replaces that of the man, manufacturing that of the small workshop.
The worker is regimented, removed for the whole day from his
family. He lives ever more apartfrom the person who employs him,
etc. These new conditions of industrial life naturally require a new
organisation. Yet because these transformations have been accom-
plished with extreme rapidity the conflicting interests have not had
time to strike an equilibrium.?®

Finally, what explains why the moral and social sciences are in the
state that we have depicted, is that they were the last to enter the
group of positive sciences. In factit is hardly a century ago since this
new field of phenomena was opened up to scientific investigation.
Scientists have installed themselves in them, some here, some there,
according to their natural inclinations. Scattered over this vast
surface, they have up to now remained too distant from one another
to be aware of all the bonds that unite them. But the very fact that
they will push their research ever farther from the point of
departure means they will necessarily end up by coming into contact
with one another and consequently become aware of their solidar-
ity. The unity of science will thus be formed by itself, not by the
abstract unity of a formula, one moreover that is too narrowly
conceived for the host of things it must include, but by the living
unity of an organic whole. For science to be one, there is no need for
itto keep its gaze wholly fixed upon one single area of consciousness
— which is moreover impossible — but it is enough for all those who
study it to feel that they are collaborating in the same task.

The foregoing removes all grounds for one of the gravest
reproaches that have been made against the division of labour.

It has often been accused of diminishing the individual by
reducing him to the role of a machine. Andindeed, if he is notaware
of where the operations required of him are leading, if he does not
link them to any aim, he can no longer perform them save out of
routine. Every day he repeats the same movements with monoton-
ous regularity, but without having any interest or understanding of
them. He is no longer the living cell of a living organism, moved
continually by contact with neighbouring cells, which acts upon
them and responds in turn to their action, extends itself, contracts,
yields and is transformed according to the needs and circumstances.
He is no more than a lifeless cog, which an external force sets in
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motion and impels always in the same direction and in the same
fashion. Plainly, no matter how one represents the moral ideal, one
cannot remain indifferent to such a debasement of human nature. If
the aim of morality is individual perfection, it cannot allow the
individual to be so utterly ruined, and if it has society as its end, it
cannot let the very source of social life dry up. The evil not only
threatens economic functions, but all the social functions, no matter
how elevated these may be. ‘If,” says Comte, ‘we have often rightly
deplored on the material plane the fact of the worker exclusively
occupied throughout his life in making knife handles or pinheads, a
healthy philosophy must not, all in all, cause us to regret any the less
on the intellectual plane the exclusive and continual use of the
human brain to resolve a few equations or classify a few insects: the
moral effect, in both cases, is unfortunately very similar.’*

Occasionally the remedy has been proposed for workers, that
besides their technical and special knowledge, they should receive a
general education. But even assuming that in this way some of the
bad effects attributed to the division of labour can be redeemed, it is
stillnot a means of preventing them. The division of labour does not
change its nature because it has been preceded by a liberal
education. It is undoubtedly good for the worker to be able to
interest himself in artistic and literary matters, etc. But it remains
none the less wrong that throughout the day he should be treated
like a machine. Moreover, who can fail to see that these two types of
existence are too opposing to be reconciled or to be able to be lived
by the same man! If one acquires the habit of contemplating vast
horizons, overall views, and fine generalisations, one can no longer
without impatience allow oneself to be confined within the narrow
limits of a special task. Such a remedy would therefore only make
specialisation inoffensive by making it intolerable, and in conse-
quence more or less impossible.

What resolves this contradiction is the fact that, contrary to what
has been said, the division of labour does not produce these
consequences through some imperative of its own nature, but only
in exceptional and abnormal circumstances. For it to be able to
develop without having so disastrous an influence on the human
consciousness, there is no need to mitigate it by means of its
opposite. It is necessary and sufficient for it to be itself, for nothing
to come from outside to deform its nature. For normally the
operation of each special function demands that the individual
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should not be too closely shut up in it, but should keep in constant
contact with neighbouring functions, becoming aware of their needs
and the changes that take place in them, etc. The division of labour
supposes that the worker, far from remaining bent over his task,
does not lose sight of those co-operating with him, but acts upon
them and is acted upon by them. He is not therefore a machine who
repeats movements the sense of which he does not perceive, but he
knows that they are tending in a certain direction, towards a goal
that he can conceive of more or less distinctly. He feels that he is of
some use. For this he has no need to take in very vast areas of the
social horizon; it is enough for him to perceive enough of it to
understand that his actions have a goal beyond themselves.
Thenceforth, however specialised, however uniform his activity
may be, itis that of anintelligent being, for he knows that his activity
has a meaning. The economists would not have left this essential
characteristic of the division of labour unclarified and as a result
would not have lain it open to this undeserved reproach, if they had
not reduced it to being only a way of increasing the efficiency of the
social forces, but had seen it above all as a source of solidarity.
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Chapter 11

The Forced Division of
Labour

However, it is not enough for rules to exist, for occasionally it is
these very rules that are the cause of evil. This is what happensin the
class war. The institution of classes or castes constitutes one
organisation of the division of labour, one that is closely regulated.
Yet it is often a source of dissension. Since the lower classes are not,
or no longer are, satisfied with the role that has fallen to them by
custom or law, they aspire to functions that are prohibited to them
and seek to dispossess those who exercise them. Hence civil wars,
which arise from the way in which labour is shared out.

No similar phenomenon is to be observed within the organism.
Doubtless in moments of crisis its different elements war with one
another, feeding at the expense of one another. But a cell or an
organ never attempts to usurp any role other than that which is
rightfully its own. The reason for this being the case is that each
anatomical element proceeds mechanically towards its goal. Its
constitution and place in the organism determine its vocation; its
task is a consequence of its nature. It can perform it badly, but it
cannot assume that of another, unless the latter abandons it, as
happens in the rare cases of substitution about which we have
spoken. The same does not hold good for societies. Here the chance
factor is greater. There is a larger gap between the hereditary
tendencies of the individual and the social function he will fulfil.
Hereditary tendencies do not signify with such direct necessity any
set function. The field is open to trial and error and discussion, as
well as being open to the free play of a host of causes that may make
the individual nature deviate from its normal path, thus creating a
pathological state. Since the organisation is more flexible, it is also
more delicate and amenable to change. We are certainly not

310
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predestined from birth to any particular form of employment, but
we nevertheless possess tastes and aptitudes that limit our choice. If
no account is taken of them, if they are constantly frustrated in our
daily occupation, we suffer, and seek the means of bringing that
suffering to an end. There is no solution other than to change the
established order and create a new one. For the division of labour to
engender solidarity, it is thus not sufficient for everyone to have his
task: it must also be agreeable to him.

This condition is not realised in the instance we are examining.
Indeed, if the institution of class or caste sometimes gives rise to
miserable squabbling instead of producing solidarity, it is because
the distribution of social functions on which it rests does not
correspond, or rather no longer corresponds, to the distribution of
natural abilities. For, whatever may have been asserted,! it is not
solely the spirit of imitation that makes the lower classes end up by
having ambitions for an upper-class life. To tell the truth, imitation
of itself cannot even explain anything, for it supposes something
other than itself. Imitation is only possible between creatures who
already resemble one another, and according also to the degree of
resemblance. It does not occur between different species or
varieties. The same is true for moral contagion as is true for physical
contagion: it only manifests itself in fields favourable to it. For
needs to spread from one class to another, the differences originally
separating these classes must have disappeared or grown less. As a
result of the changes that have occurred in society, one group must
have become capable of carrying out functions that were originally
beyond its capacity, at the same time as another group was losing its
original superiority. When the plebeians began to dispute with the
patricians the honour of performing religious and administrative
functions, it was not merely to imitate them, but it was because they
[the plebeians] had become more intelligent, more wealthy and
more numerous, and their tastes and ambitions had in consequence
been modified. Through these transformations the congruence in a
whole sector of society was broken between the aptitudes of
individuals and the kind of activity allocated to them. Constraint
alone, more or less violent, more or less direct, henceforth binds
them to these functions. In consequence only an imperfect, troubled
form of solidarity can exist.

Such an outcome is therefore not a necessary sequel to the
division of labour. It only occurs in very special circumstances, that
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is, when it is the result of some external constraint. Matters are very
different when it is established through some purely internal and
spontaneous action, without anything arising to hinder individual
initiatives. On this condition, in fact, a harmony between individual
natures and social functions cannot fail to occur, at least over the
average number of cases. If nothing hampers or favours unduly
rivals who are disputing the tasks they perform, inevitably only
those most fitted for each type of activity will succeed in obtaining it.
The sole cause then determining how labour is divided up is the
diversity of abilities. In the nature of things this allocation is made
according to aptitude, since there is no reason for it to happen
otherwise. Thus a harmony is automatically realised between the
constitution of each individual and his condition. It will be argued
that this is not always sufficient to satisfy men, for there are some
whose desires overreach their abilities. This is true, but these are
exceptional cases and may be termed of a morbid kind. Normally a
man finds happiness in fulfilling his nature; his needs are propor-
tionate to his means. Thus in the organism each organ claims only
that quantity of food consistent with its position.

The forced division of labour is thus a second morbid type that we
can distinguish. But we must not mistake the meaning of the term.
What causes constraint is not any kind of regulation, since on the
contrary the division of labour, as we have just seen, cannot do
without this. Even when functions are allocated in accordance with
set rules, the distribution is not necessarily the result of constraint.
This is what takes place even under a caste regime, so long as it is
based upon the nature of society. Indeed the institution of caste is
not at all times and places an arbitrary one. When it functions
regularly in a society, meeting with no opposition, it is because it at
least approximately expresses the immutable way in which profes-
sional abilities are distributed throughout society. This is why,
although tasks are to a certain extent allocated by law, each organ
performs its own spontaneously. Constraint begins only when
regulation, no longer corresponding to the true state of affairs and
consequently without any moral foundation, is only maintained by
force.

Conversely, we may therefore state that the division of labour
only produces solidarity if it is spontaneous, and to the degree that it
is spontaneous. But spontaneity must mean not simply the absence
of any deliberate, formal type of violence, but of anything that may
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hamper, even indirectly, the free unfolding of the social force each
individual contains within himself. It not only supposes that
individuals are not consigned forcibly to performing certain deter-
mined functions, but also that no obstacle whatsoever prevents
them from occupying within the ranks of society a position
commensurate to their abilities. In short, labour only divides up
spontaneously if society is constituted in such a way that social
inequalities express precisely natural inequalities. It is a necessary
and sufficient condition for these inequalities neither to be empha-
sised nor played down through some external cause. Perfect
spontaneity is therefore only a sequel to, and another form of, this
further fact: absolute equality in the external conditions of the
struggle. It does not consist of a state of anarchy which would allow
men to satisfy freely every inclination they have, good or bad. It
rather comprises a finely articulated organisation in which each
social value, neither distorted in one direction or the other by
anything outside it, is appreciated at its true worth. It will be
objected that even under these conditions, struggle still occurs,
because of the fact that there must be victors and vanquished, with
the latter accepting their defeat only under constraint. But this
constraint does not resemble the other form; it has nothing in
common with it save the term. What constitutes real constraint is
when even struggle becomes impossible, and one is not even
allowed to fight.

Itis true that this perfect spontaneity is nowhere encountered as a
fact realised in practice. There is no society where it exists in an
unalloyed form. If the institution of castes corresponds to the
natural distribution of abilities, it nevertheless does so only
approximately — in short, in a rough and ready way. Indeed,
heredity never acts with such precise accuracy that even where it
meets with conditions most favourable for its influence, children are
the exact replicas of their parents. There are always exceptions to
the rule. Consequently cases occur where the individual is not
attuned to the functions that are attributed to him. Such dishar-
monies become more frequent as society develops, until the time
when the bounds burst, having become too constricting. When the
caste regime has disappeared by law, it survives in morality. Thanks
to the persistence of certain prejudices, a certain favouritism is
attached to some individuals, and the converse, unrelated to their
merits, obtains for others. Finally, even when, so to speak, no trace
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of all these past vestiges remains, the hereditary transmission of
wealth suffices to render very unequal the external conditions for
the struggle, since it gives to some the benefit of advantages that do
not necessarily correspond to their personal value. Even today,
among the most cultured peoples, careers exist that are totally
closed, or more difficult to enter for those ill-blessed by fortune. It
might then appear that we have no right to consider as normal a
characteristic that the division of labour never manifests in its pure
state, if on the other hand, we did not observe that the higher the
elevation in the social scale, the more the segmentary type of society
is submerged beneath the organised type, and the more also these
inequalities tend to be evened out completely.

In fact the progressive decline of castes from the time when the
division of labour was instituted is a law of history, for, being linked
to the politico-family organisation, they necessarily regress with
that form of organisation. The prejudices to which they gave rise
and that they leave behind do not survive indefinitely, but are
gradually extinguished. Employment in the public sector is increas-
ingly thrown open freely to everybody, with no stipulation as to
wealth. Lastly, even this ultimate inequality, which springs from the
fact that rich and poor exist by birth, without disappearing
completely, is at least somewhat mitigated. Society strives to reduce
it as much as possible, by helping in various ways those placed in too
disadvantageous a situation, and by assisting them to move out of it.
It demonstrates in this way that it feels itself obliged to make room
for all the deserving, and that it recognises as unjust an inferiority
thatis personally not merited. But what manifests even more clearly
this tendency is the belief, nowadays very widespread, that equality
between citizens is becoming ever greater, and that it is right that
this should continue to grow. So general a sentiment cannot be a
pure illusion, but must express, in some obscure way, an aspect of
reality. Moreover, as the progress of the division of labour implies
on the contrary an ever-increasing inequality, the equality for which
the public consciousness affirms in this way the necessity cannot be
that which we are discussing, that is, equality in the external
conditions of struggle.

Moreover,itis easy to understand what necessitates this levelling
process. We have just seen that any external inequality compromises
organic solidarity. This effect is not very harmful to lower societies,
where solidarity is above all ensured by a community of beliefs and
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sentiments. Indeed, however strained may be the ties deriving from
the division of labour, as it is not they that bind the individual most
strongly to society, social cohesion is not threatened.The dissatis-
faction arising from thwarted aspirations is not sufficient to turn
those who suffer from it against the social order that is its cause, for
they continue to adhere to it. This is not because they find in it the
necessary field for the development of their professional activity,
but because it epitomises in their eyes a host of beliefs and practices
by which they live. They cling to it because the whole of their inner
life is bound up with it, because all their convictions assume its
existence, and because, serving as a basis for the moral and religious
order, it appears sacred to them. Private frustrations that are of a
temporal kind are plainly too slight to undermine the states of
consciousness deriving from such an origin, which retain an
exceptional power. Moreover, as professional life is little
developed, these frustrations are only intermittent. For all these
reasons they are only weakly felt. Thus one grows accustomed to
them without difficulty. Such inequalities are not only even found to
be tolerable, but also natural.

Thisis exactly the opposite to what occurs when organic solidarity
becomes predominant, for then everything that causes it to weaken
touches the social bond in its most vital spot. Firstly, since in these
conditions specialised activities are exercised almost continuously,
they cannot be disturbed without some suffering occurring at every
moment. Then, as the collective consciousness grows weaker, the
contestation that arises cannot be so completely neutralised. The
sentiments held in common no longer possess the same strength, so
as to keep the individual, in spite of everything, bound to the group.
Subversive tendencies, lacking in future any countervailing force,
emerge more readily. Losing increasingly the transcendency that
placed it, as it were, above human interests, the social organisation
no longer has the same power to resist. Yet at the same time it is
more strongly under attack. As the work of wholly human hands, it
can no longer so effectively oppose human demands. At the very
moment when the flood tide grows more violent, the dyke that
contained it is breached. Thus the situation becomes much more
dangerous. This is why in organised societies it is indispensable for
the division of labour to attain more nearly that ideal of spontaneity
we have just defined. If societies attempt — and they should attempt
- to eliminate external inequalities as much as passible, it is not only
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because the undertaking is a noble one, but because in solving this
problem their very existence is at stake. For they cannot continue to
be sustained unless all their constituent parts are solidly linked, and
solidarity is only possible on this condition. Thus we may predict
that this matter of doing justice will become still more absolute as
the organised type of society develops. However considerable the
progress already realised in this domain may be, it probably gives
only a very slight idea of what will be accomplished later.

11

Equality in the external conditions of the struggle is not only needed
to secure each individual to his function, but also to link these
functions with one another.

Indeed, contractual relationships necessarily develop with the
division of labour, since the latter is not possible without exchange,
of which contract is the legal form. In other words, one of the
important varieties of organic solidarity is what might be termed
contractual solidarity. It is undoubtedly incorrect to believe that all
social relationships can be reduced to a contract, all the more so
because a contract assumes the existence of something other than
itself. However, there are special ties that originate in the will of
individuals. There is a consensus of a certain kind that is expressed
in contracts and that, in the higher species, represents an important
factor in the general consensus. Thus it is necessary in higher
societies for contractual solidarity to be shielded so far as possible
from anything that might disturb it. For if, in less advanced
societies, it can remain unstable without much difficulty arising, for
the reasons we have stated, in a position where it is one of the
pre-eminent forms of social solidarity it cannot come under threat
without the unity of the body social being threatened at the same
time. The conflicts that arise from contracts therefore assume
greater seriousness the more importance the contract itself assumes
in general life. What is more, whilst there exist primitive societies
that do not even intervene to resolve these conflicts,? the law of
contract in civilised peoples becomes ever more voluminous. This
law’s sole purpose is to ensure the regular co-operation of functions
that enter into relationships in this way.

But in order to achieve this result, it is not enough for the public
authority to ensure that undertakings entered into are kept. It must
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also, at least in roughly the average number of cases, see that they
are spontaneously kept. If contracts were observed only by force or
the fear of force, contractual solidarity would be in an extremely
parlous state. A wholly external order would ill conceal a state of
contestation too general to be contained indefinitely. Yetit may be
argued that for this danger not to be feared, it is enough that
contracts should be freely agreed. This may be true, but the
difficulty is not resolved by this, for what constitutes free consent?
Verbal or written acquiescence is not sufficient proof of it — it is
possible to acquiesce only under duress. All constraint must
therefore be absent. But where does constraint begin? It does not
consist only in the direct use of violence, for indirect violence
suppresses freedom equally effectively. If the undertaking that I
have forced from someone by threatening him with death is morally
and legally null and void, how could it be valid if, in order to obtain
it, I have profited from a situation that, it is true, I had not caused,
but that put someone else in a situation where he had either to give
way to me or die?

In any given society, every object of exchange has, at any
moment, a fixed value that might be called its social value. It
represents the amount of useful work intrinsic to it. By this must be
understood not the total labour that it may have cost, but the part of
that effort capable of producing socially useful effects, that is,
effects that correspond to normal needs. Although such a quantum
cannot be calculated mathematically, it is none the less real. The
principal conditions as a function of which it varies can even be
grasped without difficulty. These are, especially, the sum total of
effort needed for the production of the object, the intensity of the
needs that it satisfies, and finally the extent of the satisfaction that it
affords. Moreover, in fact it is around this level that the average
value fluctuates. It only diverges from it under the influence of
abnormal factors. In that case the public consciousness generally
more or less perceives this deviation. That consciousness finds
unfair any exchange where the price of the article bears no
relationship to the effort expended and the services it renders.

Having enunciated this definition, we assert that the contract is
not fully agreed to unless the services exchanged are equivalent in
social value. In these conditions each person will receive the object
that he desires and hand over what he givesin return— what both are
worth. This equilibrium of wants that the contract proclaims and
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embodies therefore happens and is maintained of its own accord,
since it is only a consequence and a different form of the very
equilibrium of things. It is truly spontaneous. It is occasionally the
case that we desire to receive more for the product that we are
surrendering than it is worth. Our ambitions are boundless and are
consequently only moderated when they are mutually held in check
by one another. But this constraint, which prevents us from
satisfying freely even our most inordinate wants, cannot be
confused with that which removes from us the means of obtaining a
just reward for our labour. The first type of constraint does not exist
for the healthy person. The second type alone merits that appella-
tion; it alone changes consent. But it does not exist in the cases we
have just cited. If, on the contrary, the values exchanged do not
produce an equilibrium when balanced against one another, they
could only do so if some external force were thrown into the scales.
There is injury done to both sides. Wills have consequently only
been able to arrive at an agreement through one of them suffering
some direct or indirect pressure, and this pressure constitutes a
violent act. In short, for the obligatory force of the contract to be
entire, it is not sufficient for it to have been an object of express
assent. It must also be fair, and it is not fair by the mere fact that it
has been agreed verbally. A mere statement cannot of itself
engender that power to bind that inheres in agreements. For the
consent to possess this power, it must itself at least rest upon some
objective basis.

The necessary and sufficient condition for this equivalence to be
the rule governing contractsis that the contracting parties should be
placed externally under equal conditions. As the assessment of
matters cannot be determineda priori, but arises from the exchange
itself, in order to have their labour appraised at its precise worth the
individuals involved in the exchange must dispose of no other force
than that which they draw from their social merit. In this way the
value of objects corresponds exactly to the services that they render
and the toil that has been expended. For any other factor capable of
causing the value to vary is ruled out by hypothesis. Doubtless their
unequal merit will always leave men unequally placed in society.
But these inequalities are only apparently external, for they merely
interpret internal inequalities from the outside. Thus their only
influence over the determination of values is to establish between
them a gradation that runs parallel to the hierarchy of social
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functions. It is no longer the same if some receive additional power
from some other source. That power must needs result in displacing
the point of equilibrium, and it is clear that such a displacement is
independent of the social value of things. Every form of superiority
has repercussions on the way in which contracts are arrived at. If
therefore it does not depend upon the person of individuals and
their services to society, it invalidates the moral conditions of the
exchange. If one class in society is obliged, in order to live, to
secure the acceptance by others of its services, whilst another class
can do without them, because of the resources already at its
disposal, resources that, however, are not necessarily the result of
some social superiority, the latter group can lord it over the former.
In other words, there can be norich and poor by birth without their
being unjust contracts. This was the more true when the social
condition was itself hereditary and the law sanctioned all kinds of
inequalities.

Nevertheless, such injustices are only strongly felt so long as
contractual relationships are little developed, and the collective
consciousness is strong. Because of the rarity of contracts, less
opportunities occur for injustices to arise, and the common beliefs
particularly neutralise their effects. Society does not suffer, because
it is not endangered. But, as labour becomes more divided up and
social doctrine weakens, these injustices become more unbearable,
because the circumstances that give rise to them recur more
frequently, and also because the sentiments they arouse can no
longer be tempered so completely by countervailing ones. To this
the history of contract bears witness, for it tends increasingly to
declare invalid those agreements where the contracting parties are
too unequally placed.

Originally any contract, concluded in due form, had the force of
obligation, no matter how it had been obtained. Consent was not
the prime factor in it. A consensus of wills was not sufficient to
bind, and the bonds formed did not result directly from this
consensus. For the contract to exist a necessary and sufficient
condition was that certain ceremonies should have been carried out,
certain words pronounced, and the nature of the undertakings
entered into was determined not by the intentions of the parties, but
by the formulas employed.® The consensual contractonly appears at
a comparatively recent date. It is a first step along the path of
justice, yet for a long time the consent that was sufficient to validate
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agreements could be very imperfect in nature, that is, extorted by
force or fraud. It was at a fairly late period that the Roman praetor
granted to victims of ruse and violence the right to action de dolo or
quod metus causa.’ Even the plea of violence did not exist legally
unless there had been a threat of death or bodily injury.® Our law
has become more stringent on this point. At the same time
prejudice suffered and duly established was admitted among the
causes which can in certain cases render contracts null and void.” It
is not moreover for this reason that all civilised peoples refuse to
recognise a contract of usury? It is because it supposes that one of
the contracting parties is placed too absolutely at the mercy of the
other. Finally, common morality condemns more severely still any
kind of contract where one party gets the lion’s share, where one is
exploited by the other because he is the weaker, so that he does not
receive the fair price for his pains. The public consciousness ever
more insistently demands exact reciprocity in the services
exchanged and, recognising only a very reduced form of obligation
for those agreements that do not fulfil this basic condition of all
justice, it shows itself much more indulgent than the law for those
who break them.

It is to the economists that the credit goes for having first pointed
out the spontaneous character of social life, showing that constraint
can only cause it to deviate from its natural course and that normally
it arises not from arrangements imposed from without, but from its
free internal nature. In this respect they have rendered a signal
service to the science of morality, but have erred regarding the
nature of that freedom. Since they see it as a constituent attribute in
men and deduce it logically from the concept of the individual per
se, such a freedom appears to them to be absolute even from the
state of nature, leaving out of account any kind of society.
According to them, social action has therefore nothing to add to it;
all that it can, and must, do, is to regulate its external functioning in
such a way that the liberties vying with one another do not do injury
to one another. But if social action does not confine itself strictly
within these limits, it encroaches upon their legitimate domain and
diminishes it.

Yet, apart from the fact that it is incorrect to say that any form of
regulation is the product of constraint, it so happens that liberty
itself is the product of regulation. Far from being a type of
antagonist to social action, it is the resultant. It is so little a property
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inherent in the state of nature thatitis, on the contrary, a conquest
by society over nature. Men are naturally unequal in physical
strength; they are placed in external conditions that give unequal
advantages. Domestic life itself, with the property inheritance that
it implies and the inequalities that flow from this, is, of all forms of
social life, the one that most narrowly depends upon natural causes.
We have just seen that all these inequalities are the very negation of
liberty. In the final analysis what constitutes liberty is the subordina-
tion of external to social forces, for it is only on this condition that
the latter can develop freely. Yet such a subordination is rather an
utter reversal of the natural order.® Thus it can only be realised
progressively, as man raises himself above things so as to regulate
them as he wishes, stripping them of their fortuitous, absurd and
amoral character, that is, to the extent that he becomes a social
being. For he cannot escape from nature save by creating another
world in which he dominates it. That world is society.?

The task of the most advanced societies may therefore be said to
be a mission for justice. That in fact they feel the need to tread this
path we have already demonstrated, and this is proved also by
everyday experience. Just as the ideal of lower societies was to
create or maintainacommonlife as intense as possible, in which the
individual was engulfed, ours is to inject an even greater equity into
our social relationships, in order to ensure the free deployment of
all those forces that are socially useful. However, when we consider
that for centuries men have contented themselves with a justice that
is much less than perfect, we may begin to ask whether such
aspirations are not perhaps ascribable to impatient acts that lack
any reason, whether they do not represent a deviation from the
normal state rather than'an anticipation of the normalstate to come —
whether, in brief, the way to cure the ill whose existence they lay
bare is to satisfy these aspirations or to combat them. The
propositions established in the preceding books allow us to answer
with precision this question that preoccupies us. There are no better
justified needs than these trends, for they are a necessary conse-
quence of the changes that have taken place in the structure of
societies. Because the segmentary type is vanishing and the
organised type developing, because organic solidarity is gradually
substituting itself for the solidarity that arises from similarities, it is
indispensable that external conditions should be evened out. The
harmony between functions, and consequently in existence, is at
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this price. Just as ancient peoples had above all need of a common
faithto live by, we have need of justice. We can rest assured that this
need will become ever more pressing if, as everything leads us to
foresee, the conditions that dominate social evolution remain

unchanged.
Notes
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Chapter III

Another Abnormal Form

There remains one last abnormal form to describe.

It often happens in a commercial, industrial or any other kind of
undertaking that functions are distributed in such a way that they
fail to afford sufficient scope for individual activity. It is plain that
there is aregrettable waste of effort, although we need not deal with
the economic aspect of the phenomenon here. What should be of
interest to us is another fact that always accompanies this wastage,
that is, a more or less lack of co-ordination of these functions. We
know that in a business where every employee has not enough work
to occupy himself activities are badly co-ordinated and operations
are carried out without concertation; in short, solidarity relaxes its
hold, and incoherency and disorder appear. At the court of the
Eastern Roman Empire functions were infinitely specialised, and
yet the outcome was veritably a state of anarchy. Thus there are
cases where the division of labour, although very highly developed,
result in a very imperfect integration. From where does this arise?
It would be tempting to reply that what is lacking is some kind of
regulatory organ, a managing body. Such an explanation is hardly
satisfying, for very often this state of sickness is the work of the
controlling management itself. For the evil to vanish it does not
therefore suffice to have some kind of regulatory mechanism; it
needs to be exercised in a certain way. Consequently we must know
how it will be exercised. The prime task of an intelligent and
experienced leader will be to abolish useless jobs and distribute
work in such a way that each individual will be kept sufficiently
busy, thus increasing the functional activity of every worker. Then
order will spontaneously arise once more, at the same time as the
work is more economically arranged. How is this to be brought
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about? At first sight this is very difficult to envisage. For if every
operator has a clearly determined task and performs it with
precision, he will necessarily require the co-operation of his
neighbours and cannot fail to feel solidly linked to them. What does
it matter whether this task is great or small, provided that it is
specialised? What does it matter whether it absorbs his time and
energy fully or not?

On the contrary, it matters a great deal. This is because solidarity
in general depends very closely upon the functional activity of the
specialised parts. These two terms vary with each other. Where
functions are faltering, in vain may they be specialised, for they are
badly co-ordinated with one another and are incompletely aware of
their mutual dependence. A few examples will make this fact very
apparent. In a man suffocation blocks the flow of blood through the
capillaries, and this obstacle is followed by a congestion and the
stopping of the heart; in a few seconds a great upheaval occurs
throughout the organism, and after a minute or two life functions
cease.! Life in its entirety therefore depends very ‘closely upon the
respiratory process. But with a frog respiration can be suspended
for a long time without entailing any disturbance, either because the
supply of air to the blood that is carried out through the skin is
sufficient for it, or even because, being totally deprived of air to
breathe in, it makes do with the oxygen stored up inits tissues. Thus
there is a fairly large degree of independence and consequently an
imperfectsolidarity between the frog’s respiratory function and the
other functions of its organism, since the latter can subsist without
the help of the former. This results from the fact that the frog’s
tissues, having a functional activity less than those of a man, have
also less need to renew their oxygen and rid themselves of the
carbonic acid produced by their combustion. Likewise a mammal
needs to take in food very regularly; its breathing rhythm in a
normal state remains appreciably the same; its rest periods are
never very long. In other words its respiratory, nutritional and
relational functions are continuously necessary to one another and
to the whole organism, to such an extent that not one can remain
suspended for any length of time without endangering the others
and life in general. The snake, on the other hand, only takes in food
at long intervals. Its periods of activity and drowsiness are very
spaced out from one another. Its respiration, very visible at certain
moments, is occasionally almost non-existent, that is, its functions
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are not closely knit together, but can be isolated from one another
withoutill-effect. The reasonis that its functional activity is less than
that of mammals. Since the exhalation process of the tissues is
weaker, these have less need of oxygen. Since the rate of deteriora-
tion is less, the respiration required is necessary less frequently, as
are the movements designed for pursuing and capturing its quarry.
Spencer has moreover remarked that examples of the same
phenomenon are to be found in unorganised nature. Look, he says,
at a very complicated machine, whose parts are not very well
adjusted or have become loose through wear; examine it when it is
about to stop. You will observe certain irregularities in the
movement just before it comes to a halt: some parts stop first, then
start up again because others continue on, and then in their turn
become the cause of the movement, restarting in other parts that
hadceased to move. In other words, when the rhythmical changes in
the machine are rapid, the actions and reactions they exert upon
another are regular and all the movements are nicely integrated.
But as the speed slows down, irregularities occur and the move-
ments disintegrate.?

What causes every increase in the functional activityto determine
anincrease in solidarity is the fact that the functions of an organism
can only become more active on condition that they also become
more continuous. Let us consider one function in particular. As it
can accomplish nothing without the co-operation of others, it
cannot produce more unless the others produce more also. But the
output of these functions cannot in turn increase unless the first
function increases again as further after-effect. Any increase in the
activity of a function, implying a corresponding increase in the
functions that are solidly linked to it, implies a fresh increase in the
first function. This is only possible if the activity becomes more
continuous. Furthermore, these repercussions are naturally not
produced indefinitely, for a moment arrives when equilibrium is
once again established. If the muscles and nerves work harder they
will need richer nourishment, which the stomach will provide on
condition that it functions more actively. But for this it must receive
more nutrients on which to work, and these cannot be obtained save
by a fresh expenditure of nervous and muscular energy. Larger
industrial production necessitates tying up a greater amount of
capital in the form of machines. But this capital in turn, in order to
be sustained, demands greater industrial production in order to
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make up for its losses, that is, to pay its rent. When the motion that
works all parts of a machine is very rapid, it is uninterrupted because
it passes incessantly from one part to another. They pull each other
along, so to speak. If, moreover, itis not solely an isolated function
but all functions at the same time that become more active, the
continuity of each one of them will be increased still more.

Consequently they will be more solidly linked to one another.
Indeed, being more continuous their relationships are more sequen-
tial, and are more continuously in need of one another. They are
therefore more aware of their dependence. Under the regime of
large-scale industry the entrepreneur is more dependent upon his
workers, provided they know how to take concerted action, for by
stopping production strikes prevent capital from earning its keep.
But the worker also can less easily be idle, because his needs have
increased with his work. When, on the contrary, activity is less,
needs are more intermittent, and this is true for the relationships
that link functions together. They feel their solidarity only sporadi-
cally, and for this reason it grows slacker.

Thus if the work provided is not only not of a large amount, but is
even insufficient, that solidarity is itself naturally not only less than
perfect, but may even be more or less completely missing. This is
what happens in business enterprises where the tasks are distributed
in such a way that each worker’s activity is lower than what it
should normally be. The different functions are therefore too
discontinuous to be adjusted precisely to one another or to work
harmoniously together. This is where their lack of cohesion is
noticeable.

But exceptional circumstances must prevail for the division of
labour to occur in this way. Normally it does not develop without
functional activity increasing at the same time and in the same
proportion. Indeed the same causes that force us to specialise more
also force us to work harder. When the number of competitors
increases generally throughout society, it increases also in each
individual profession. The struggle within them becomes more
fierce, and consequently greater effort must be put forward to be
able to sustain it. Furthermore, the division of labour itself tends of
its own accord to render functions more active and sustained. For a
long time the economists have set out reasons for this phenomenon,
the main ones being as follows:

(1) When tasks are not divided up one is constantly disturbed,
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passing from one occupation to another. The division of labour
economisesall this lost time; according to Karl Marx’s expression, it
causes the pores of the working-day to contract.

(2) Functional activity increases with skill, the ability of the worker,
which the division of labour develops. There is less time used up in
vacillation and trial and error.

Carey, the American sociologist, has very clearly highlighted this
characteristic of the division of labour. He states that there can be
no continuity in the actions of the isolated settler. Depending for his
subsistence upon his acquisitive ability and obliged to cover
immense areas of ground, he is often in danger of perishing through
lack of food. Even when he succeeds in obtaining it he is forced to
suspend his operations and to think of how to accomplish the
indispensable removal of his dwelling-place in order to transport at
the same time his subsistence, his miserable home and himself.
Once he has arrived, he is forced to become cook and tailor in turn.
Deprived of the aid of artificial light, his nights are spent in
complete idleness, and at the same time his ability to use the
daylight in fruitful employment depends completely on the hazard
of temperature. Finally, however, discovering he has a neighbour,?
exchanges take place between them. But since both occupy
different parts of the island, they are forced to move closer together,
just like the stones with the help of which they grind their corn.
Moreover, when they meet, difficulties arise in fixing the terms on
which they trade, because of the irregularity of the supply of the
various foodstuffs they wish to barter. The fisherman has had good
luck and has caught a vast quantity of fish, but by chance the hunter
has been able to get fish already and at this moment needs only fruit,
and the fisherman does not have any. Differentiation being, as we
know, indispensable for association, the absence of this condition
would set up an obstacle to association, one difficult to overcome.

Yet, continues Carey, with time, wealth and population grow
and, with this development there appears an increase in movements
within society. From then onwards the husband exchanges services
with his wife, parents with those of their children, and the children
with one another. The one provides fish, the second meat, a third
corn, whilst a fourth converts wool into cloth. At every step we
perceive a growthin the speed of the exchanges, at the same time as
an increase in strength on the part of man.*

Moreover, we can observe that work becomes more continuous
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the more it is divided up. Animals and savages work in most
capricious a fashion, when they are compelled by necessity to satisfy
some immediate need. In exclusively agricultural or pastoral
societies work is almost entirely suspended during bad weather. At
Rome it was interrupted by a whole host of feast days or
unpropitious days.® In the Middle Ages free time was still further
increased.® Yet, as time passes, work becomes a permanent
occupation, a habit, and even a necessity, if this habit has been
sufficiently reinforced. But such a habit could not have grown up,
and the corresponding need could not have arisen, if work had
remained regular and intermittent, as once it was.

We are thus led to acknowledge another reason that makes the
division of labour a source of social cohesion. Not only does it cause
individuals to be solidly linked to one another, as we have
maintained up to now, because it limits the activity of each one, but
also because it increases that activity. It fosters the unity of the
organism, by the very fact that it adds to its life. In the normal state,
at least, it does not produce one effect without the other.

Notes
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Conclusion

We can now resolve the practical problem that we set ourselves at
the beginning of this study.

If there is one rule of conduct whose moral character is
undisputed, it is that which decrees that we should realise in
ourselves the essential features of the collective type. It is among
lower peoples that it attains the greatestinflexibility. There the first
duty is to resemble everyone else, to have nothing that is personal,
whether as regards beliefs or practices. In the more advanced
societies, the similarities that are required are fewer in number.
However, as we have seen, some exist, the absence of which
constitutes for us a state of moral error. Doubtless crime comprises
alesser number of different categories. But today asformerly, if the
criminal is the object of reprobation, it is because he is not like us.
Likewise, on a lower plane, acts that are merely immoral and
prohibited as such are those that display dissimilarities that are less
profound, although still serious. Moreover, is it not this rule that
common morality expresses, although in somewhat different lan-
guage, when it ordains that a man should be a man in every sense of
the word, that is, possess all the ideas and sentiments that constitute
a human consciousness? Undoubtedly if one follows this formula to
the letter, the man it prescribes for us would be man in general, and
not one of this or that social species. But in reality that human
consciousness that we must realise within ourselves in its entirety is
nothing other than the collective consciousness of the group of
which we form part. Forof whatcanit be made up, if not of the ideas
and sentiments to which we are most attached? Where should we
turn to look for the characteristics of our model if it is not within
ourselves and around us? If we believe that this collective ideal is
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that of the whole of humanity, it is because it has become
sufficiently abstract and general to appear to suit all men without
distinction. Yet in fact every people forms regarding this alleged
type of humanity a particular conception that derives from its
personal temperament. Each one represents it in his own image.
Even the moralist who believes he is able, by the power of thought,
towithdrawhimselffrom the influence of surrounding ideas, cannot
succeed in doing so. For he is entirely permeated by them and,
whatever he does, it is they that he discovers once more at the
conclusion of his deductions. This is why every nation has a school
of moral philosophy that is in harmony with its character.

On the other hand, we have shown that the function of this rule
was to forestall any disturbance of the common consciousness and,
consequently, of social solidarity. It cannot perform this role save
on condition that it possesses a moral character. It is impossible for
offences against the most fundamental of the collective sentiments
to be tolerated without society disintegrating. But such offences
must be combated with the aid of that particularly energetic
reaction associated with moral rules.

Now the opposite rule, which decrees that we should specialise,
has exactly the same function. Itis also necessary for the cohesion of
societies, at least from a certain time onwards in their evolution.
Doubtless, the solidarity that.it ensures differs from the former one.
But if it is different, it is no less indispensable. Higher societies
cannot maintain their equilibrium unless work is divided up. The
attraction of like for like suffices less and less to produce this effect.
If therefore the moral character of the first of these rules is
necessary for it to be able to perform its role, this necessity is no less
for the second rule. They both correspond to the same social need
and satisfy it only in different ways because the conditions of
existence within societies themselves differ. Consequently, without
our needing to speculate on the prime foundation of ethics, we can
induce the moral value of the one from the moral value of the other.
If from certain viewpoints, there is truly antagonism between them,
it is not because they serve different ends. On the contrary, it is
because they lead to the same aim, but by opposing routes. Thus it is
not necessary to choose between them once and for all, nor to
condemn the one in the name of the other. What must be done is to
give to each one, at each moment of history, the place that is fitting.

We may perhaps be able to generalise even more.



Conclusion 331

The necessities of our subject have in fact obliged us to classify
moral rules and to review the main species among them. Thus we
are better able than we were at the outset to perceive, or at the very
least to conjecture, not merely the external signs but the internal
character that is common to them all and that can serve to define
them. We have split them into two kinds: rules with a repressive
sanction, which is either diffuse or organised, and rules with a
restitutory sanction. We have seen that the former express the
conditions of that solidarity sui generis which derives from resemb-
lances, and to which we have given the name mechanical solidarity.
The latter, those of negative solidarity,' we have termed organic
solidarity. Thus we may state generally that the characteristic of
moral rules is that they enunciate the basic conditions of social
solidarity. Law and morality represent the totality of bonds that
bind us to one another and to society, which shape the mass of
individuals into a cohesive aggregate. We may say that what is moral
is everything that is a source of solidarity, everything that forces
man to take account of other people, to regulate his actions by
something other than the promptings of his own egoism, and the
more numerous and strong these ties are, the more solid is the
morality. We can see how inaccurate it is to define it, as has often
been done, in terms of freedom. It rather consists much more in a
state of dependence. Far from it serving to emancipate the
individual, disengaging him from the surrounding environment, its
essential function, on the contrary, is to be the integrating element
in a whole, and in consequence it removes from the individual some
of his freedom of movement. It is true that occasionally we meet
souls who are not without nobility but who find this idea of
dependence intolerable. Yet this is because they do not perceive the
source from where flows their own morality, because that source is
too deep. Conscience is a poor judge of what occurs in the depths of
one’s being, because it does not penetrate that far.

Thus society is not, as has often been believed, some happening
that is a stranger to morality, or which has only secondary
reprecussions upon it. It is not a mere juxtaposition of individuals
who, upon entering into it, bring with them an intrinsic morality.
Man is only a moral being because he lives in society, since morality
consists in solidarity with the group, and varies according to that
solidarity. Cause all sociallife to vanish, and morallife would vanish
at the same time, having no object to cling to. The state of nature of
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the eighteenth-century Philosophes is, if not immoral, at least
amoral, a fact that Rousseau himself recognised. For that reason,
moreover, we do not fall back upon the formula that expresses
morality as a function of social interest. Doubtless society cannot
existifits parts are not solidly bound to one another, butsolidarity is
only one of the conditions for its existence. There are many others
no less necessary, which are not moral. Moreover, it can be that,
within this network of the ties that go to make up morality, there are
some that are not useful in themselves, or whose strength bears no
relationship to their degree of usefulness. The idea of the useful
does not therefore come into our definition as an essential element
of it.

As for what is termed individual morality, if by this is meant a set
of duties in relation to which the individual would be both subject
and object, which would bind him only to himself and would
consequently subsist even if he were alone, this is an abstract
conception that has no foundation in reality.- Morality, at all levels,
is never met with save in the state of society and has never varied
save as a function of social conditions. Thus to ask what morality
might become if societies did not exist is to depart from the facts and
toenter the realm of gratuitous hypothesis and unverifiable fantasy.
In reality the duties of the individual to himself are duties to society.
They correspond to certain collective sentiments which it is no more
permissible to offend when the offended person and the offender
are one and the same person than when they are two distinct
individuals. For example, today there is in every healthy conscious-
ness a very active feeling of respect for human dignity, to which we
are obliged to make our behaviour conform both in our relationship
with ourselves and in our relationship with others — this is indeed all
that is essential in the kind of morality termed individual. Any
action that offends it is blamed, even when the doer and the sufferer
of the offence are one and the same person. This is why, in Kant’s
formula, we must respect human personality wherever we meet it,
that is, within ourselves and within our fellow-beings. This is
because the sentiment of which it is the object is no less offended in
the one case than in the other.

Not only does the division of labour exhibit that character by
which we define morality, but it increasingly tends to become the
essential condition for social solidarity. As evolution advances, the
bonds that attach the individual to his family, to his native heath, to
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the traditions that the past has bequeathed him, to the collective
practices of the group — all these become loosened. Being more
mobile, the individual changes his environment more easily, leaves
his own people to go and live a more autonomous life elsewhere,
works out for himself his ideas and sentiments. Doubtless all trace
of common consciousness does not vanish because of this. At the
very least there will always subsist that cult of the person and
individual dignity about which we have just spoken, which today is
already the unique rallying-point for so many minds. But how
insignificant this is if we consider the ever-increasing scope of social
life and, consequently, of the individual consciousness! As the latter
becomes more expansive, as the intelligence becomes even better
equipped, and activity more varied, for morality to remain
unchanged, that is, for the individual to be bound to the group even
so strongly as once he was, the ties that bind him must be reinforced,
becoming more numerous. Thus if only those ties were forged that
were based on similarities, the disappearance of the segmentary
type of society would be accompanied by a steady decline in
morality. Man would no longer be held adequately under control.
He would no longer feel around him and above him that salutary
pressure of society that moderates his egoism, making of him a
moral creature. This it is that constitutes the moral value of the
division of labour. Through it the individual is once more made
aware of his dependent state vis-a-vis society. It is from society that
proceed those forces that hold him in check and keep him within

bounds. In short, since the division of labour becomes the predo-
" minant source of social solidarity, at the same time it becomes the
foundation of the moral order.

We may thus state literally that in higher societies our duty lies
not in extending the range of our activity but in concentrating it, in
making it more specialised. We must limit our horizons, select a
definite task, and involve ourselves utterly, instead of making
ourselves, so to speak, a finished work of art, one that derives all its
value from itself rather than from the services it renders. Finally,
this specialisation must be carried the farther the more society is of a
higher species. No other limits can be placed upon it.? Undoubtedly
we must also work towards realising within ourselves the collective
type, in so far as it exists. There are common sentiments and ideas
without which, as one says, one is not a man. The rule prescribing
that we should specialise remains limited by the opposite rule. We
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conclude that it is not good to push specialisation as far as possible,
but only as far as necessary. The weight to be given to these two
opposing necessities is determined by experience and cannot be
calculated a priori. It suffices for us to have shown that the latter is
no different in nature from the former, but that it is also moral and
that, moreover, this duty becomes ever more important and urgent,
because the general qualities we have discussed suffice less and less
to socialise the individual.

Thus it is not without reason that public sentiment is continually
distancing itself even more markedly from the dilettante, and even
fromthose who, too much absorbed with a culture that is exclusively
general, shrink from allowing themselves to be wholly caught up
with the professional organisation. This is in fact because they do
not adhere closely enough to society or, if one likes, society does not
hold on to them closely enough. They elude it, and precisely
because they do not feel it with the sense of vividness and continuity
needed, they are unaware of all the obligations laid upon them by
their condition as social beings. The general idea to which they are
attached being, for reasons we have given, formal and fluctuating, it
cannot draw them very much outside themselves. Without a
determinate goal one does not cling to very much, so that one can
scarcely lift oneself out of a more or less refined egoism. On the
other hand, he who has dedicated himself to a definite task is
reminded at every moment of the common sentiment of solidarity
through the thousand and one duties of professional morality.?

II

Yet does not the division of labour, by rendering each one of us an
incomplete being, not entail some curtailment of the individual
personality? This criticism has often been made.

Firstly, let usnote thatit is difficult to see why it might be more in
accord with the logic of human nature to develop more superficially
rather than in depth. Why should a more extensive activity, one that
is more dispersed, be superior to one more concentrated and
circumscribed? Why should more dignity attach to being complete
and mediocre than in leading a more specialised kind of life but one
more intense, particularly if we can recapture in this way what we
have lost, through our association with others who possess what we
lack and who make us complete beings? We start from the principle
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that man must realise his nature as man — as Aristotle said,
accomplish his oiyxéiov épyov. But at different moments in history
this nature does not remain constant; it is modified with societies.
Among lower peoples, the act that connotes a man is to resemble his
fellows, to realise within himself all the characteristics of the
collective type which, even more than today, was then confused
with the human type. In more advanced societies man’s nature is
mainly to be a part of society; consequently the act that connotes a
man is for him to play his part as one organ of society.

There is something more: far from the progress of specialisation
whittling away the individual personality, this develops with the
division of labour.

Indeed to be a person means to be an autonomous source of
action. Thus man only attains this state to the degree that there is
something within him that is his and his alone, that makes him an
individual, whereby he is more than the mere embodiment of the
generic type of his race and group. It will in any case be objected
that he is endowed with free will, and that this is sufficient upon
which to base his personality. But whatever this freedom may
consist of — and it is the subject of much argument - it is not this
impersonal, invariable, metaphysical attribute that can serve as the
sole basis for the empirical, variable and concrete personality of
individuals. That personality cannot be formed by the entirely
abstract capacity to choose between two opposites. This faculty
must be exercised in relation to ends and motives that are peculiar to
the person acting. In other words the stuff of which his conscious-
ness is made up must have a personal character. Now we have seen
in the second book of this study that is an outcome that occurs
progressively as the division of labour itself progresses. The
disappearance of the segmentary type of society, at the same time as
it necessitates greater specialisation, frees the individual conscious-
ness in part from the organic environment that supports it, as it does
from the social environment that envelops it. This dual emancipa-
tion renders the individual more independent in his own behaviour.
The division of labour itself contributes to this liberating effect.
Individual natures become more complex through specialising; by
this very fact they are partly shielded against the effects of the
collectivity and the influences of heredity, which can scarcely
enforce themselves except in simple, general matters.

Thus, as a consequence of a veritable illusion, one could
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occasionally believe that the personality was more whole, so long as
it had not been breached by the division of labour. Doubtless,
viewing from the outside the variety of occupations that the
individual embarks upon, it may seem that the personality then
develops more freely and completely. But in reality the activity he
displays is not his own. It is society, it is the race, which act in and
through him; he is only the intermediary through which they are
realised. His liberty is only apparent, his personality is borrowed.
Since the life of societies is in certain respects less regular, we
imagine that original talents can more easily come to light, that it is
easier for each individual to follow his own tastes, that greater room
is left for the free play of fantasy. Yet this is to forget that personal
sentiments are then very rare. If the motives governing conduct do
not occur with the same regularity as they do today, they do not
cease to be collective, and consequently impersonal. The same is
true for the actions they inspire. We have moreover shown above
how the activity becomes richer and more intense the more
specialised it becomes.*

Thus the advance of the individual personality and that of the
division of labour depend on one and the same cause. Thus also it is
impossible to will the one without willing the other. Nowadays no
one questions the obligatory nature of the rule that ordains that we
should exist as a person, and this increasingly so.

One final consideration will show to what extent the division of
labour is linked to our whole moral life.

It has long been a dream cherished by men to succeed at last in
achieving as areality the ideal of human brotherhood. Peoples raise
their voices to wish for a state of affairs where war would no longer
govern international relations, where relationships between
societies would be regulated peacefully as are already those
between individuals, and where all men would co-operate in the
common task and live the same life. Although these aspirations are
partly neutralised by others that relate to the particular society of
which we form part, they remain very strong and are continually
gathering strength. However, they cannot be satisfied unless all men
form part of one and the same society, subject to the same laws. For,
just as private conflicts can only be contained by the regulatory
action of a society that embraces all individuals, so inter-social
conflicts can only be contained by the regulatory action of a society
that embraces all societies. The only power that can serve to
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moderate individual egoism is that of the group; the only one that
can serve to moderate the egoism of groupsis that of another group
that embraces them all.

Really, once the problem has been posed in these terms, we must
acknowledge that this ideal is not on the verge of being realised in its
entirety. Between the different types of society coexisting on earth
there are too many intellectual and moral divergences to be able to
live in a spirit of brotherhood in the same society. Yet what is
possible is that societies of the same species should come together,
and itisindeed in this direction that our society appears to be going.
Wehave seenalready that there is tending to form, above European
peoples, in a spontaneous fashion, a Europeansociety that haseven
now some feeling of its own identity and the beginnings of an
organisation.® If the formation of one single human society is for
ever ruled out —and this has, however, not yet been demonstrated® -
at least the formation of larger societies will draw us continually
closer to that goal. Moreover, these facts do not at all contradict the
definition we have given of morality. If we cling to humanity and
ought to continue to do so, it is because it is a society in the process
of realising itself in this way, one to which we are solidly bound.”

Yet we know that more extensive societies cannot be formed
without the development of the division of labour. Without a
greater specialisation of functions not only could they not sustain
their equilibrium, but the increase in the number of elements in
competition would also automatically suffice to bring about that
state. Even more would this be the case, for an increase in volume
does not generally occur without an increase in population density.
Thus we may formulate the following proposition: the ideal of
human brotherhood cannot be realised unless the division of labour
progresses. We must choose: either we must abandon our dream, if
we refuse to limit our individual activity any further; or we can
pursue the consummation of our dream, but only on the condition
just stated.

111
Yet if the division of labour produces solidarity, it is not only

because it makes each individual an agent of exchange, to use the
language of the economists.® It is because it creates between men a
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whole system of rights and duties joining them in a lasting way to
one another. Just as social similarities give rise to a law and a
morality that protect them, so the division of labour gives rise to
rules ensuring peaceful and regular co-operation between the
functions that have been divided up. If economists have believed
that this would produce enough solidarity, however it came about,
and in consequence have maintained that human societies could
and should resolve themselves into purely economic associations, it
is because they believed that only individual and temporary
interests were at stake. Thus, in order to evaluate the interests that
conflict and ascertain how they should be balanced, that is, to
determine the conditions in which exchange should take place,
individuals alone are competent. Moreover, since these interests
are continually developing, there is no room for any permanent
regulatory system. But from every viewpoint such a conception is
inadequate and does not fit the facts. The division of labour does not
present individuals to one another, but social functions. Society has
an interest in the interplay of those functions: depending on
whether they co-operate regularly or not, society will be healthy or
sick. Its existence is therefore dependent upon them, all the more
intimately bound up with them the more they are divided. This is
why it cannot let them remain in an indeterminate state; moreover,
they determine one another. It is like this that rules arise which
increase in number the more labour is divided — rules whose absence
makes organic solidarity either impossible or imperfect.

But the mere existence of rules is not sufficient: they must also be
just. For this the external conditions of competition should be
equal. If, on the other hand, we call to mind that the collective
consciousness is increasingly reduced to the cult of the individual,
we shall see that the characteristic of morality in organised societies,
as compared to segmentary societies, is that it possesses something
more human, and consequently more rational, about it. It does not
cause our activity to depend upon ends that do not directly concern
us. It does not make us the servants of some ideal powers
completely different in nature from ourselves, powers who follow
their own course without heeding the interests of men. It requires us
only to be charitable and just towards our fellow-men, to fulfil our
task well, to work towards a state where everyone is called to fulfil
the function he performs best and will receive a just reward for his
efforts. The rules constituting this morality have no constraining
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power preventing their being fully examined. Because they are
better made for us and, in a certain sense, by us, we are freer in
relation to them. We seek to understand them and are less afraid to
change them. Moreover, we must be careful not to esteem such an
ideal defective on the pretext that it is too down-to-earth, too easily
within our grasp. An ideal is no more lofty because it is more
transcendent, but because it opens up broader vistas to us. It is not
important that such an ideal should soar high above us —to an extent
that it becomes foreign to us. But it is important that it should open
up for our activity a long-term perspective — and such an ideal is far
from being on the point of realisation. We feel only too well how
laborious a task it is to erect such a society, one in which each
individual will have the place he merits and will be rewarded
according to his deserts, where everyone will consequently co-
operate spontaneously both for the common good and that of the
individual. Likewise no morality is superior to all others because its
imperatives are couched in a drier, more authoritarian manner, or
because it is immune from reflective thinking. Doubtless it must be
capable of linking us to something other than ourselves. But there is
no need for it to fetter us to the point that it immobilises us.

It has been rightly stated® that morality — and this must include
both theory and the practice of ethics — is in the throes of an
appalling crisis. What we have expounded can help us to understand
the causes and nature of this sickness. Over a very short space of
time very profound changes have occurred in the structure of our
societies. They have liberated themselves from the segmentary
model with a speed and in proportions without precedent in history.
Thus the morality corresponding to this type of society has lost
influence, but without its successor developing quickly enough to
occupy the space left vacant in our consciousness. Our beliefs have
been disturbed. Tradition has lost its sway. Individual judgement
has thrown off the yoke of the collective judgement. On the other
hand, the functions that have been disrupted in this period of trial
have had no time to adjust to one another. The new life that all of a
sudden has arisen has not been able to organise itself thoroughly.
Above all, it has not been organised so as to satisfy the need for
justice that has been aroused even more passionately in our hearts.
Ifthis is so, the remedy for the ill is nevertheless not to seek to revive
traditions and practices that no longer correspond to present-day
social conditions, and that could only subsist in a life that would be
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artificial, one only of appearance. We need to put a stop to this
anomie, and to find ways of harmonious co-operation between
those organs that still clash discordantly together. We need to
introduce into their relationships a greater justice by diminishing
those external inequalities that are the source of our ills. Our
disease is therefore not, as occasionally we appear to believe, of an
intellectual order, but linked to deeper causes. We are not suffering
because we no longer know on what theoretical idea should be
sustained the morality we have practised up to now. The cause is
that certain elements of this morality have been irretrievably
undermined, and the morality we require is only in the process of
taking shape. Our anxiety does not arise because the criticism of
scientists has demolished the traditional explanation handed down
to us regarding our duties. Consequently it is not a new philosophi-
cal system that will ever be capable of dispelling that anxiety.
Rather is it because certain of these duties no longer being
grounded on reality, a loosening of ties has occurred that can only
stop when a new discipline has become established and consoli-
dated itself. In short, our first duty at the present time is to fashion a
morality for ourselves. Such a ask cannot be improvised in the
silence of the study. It can arise only of its own volition, gradually,
and under the pressure of internal causes that render it necessary.
-What reflection can and must do is to prescribe the goal that must be
attained. That is what we have striven to accomplish.

Notes

[y

Cf. supra, Book I, Chapter III, § II.

2. However, there is perhaps another limit about which we need not
speak, since it rather concerns individual hygiene. It might be
maintained that, as a result of our organic and psychological make-up,
the division of labour cannot go beyond a certain limit without
disorders ensuing. Without goinginto the question, let ushowever note
that the extreme specialisation that the biological functions have
attained does not seem to substantiate this hypothesis. Furthermore,
even in the domain of psychological and social functions, through
historical development, has not the division of labour between man
and woman been carried to its ultimate limit? Have not whole abilities
been lost by the latter, and is the converse not also true? Why should
the same phenomenon not occur between persons of the same sex?
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Undoubtedly time isalways needed for the organism to adapt to these
changes, but we cannot see why a day should come when this
adaptation will become impossible.

Among the practical consequences that could be drawn from the
proposition we have just established, there is one that concerns
pedagogy. As regards education one always reasons as if the moral
foundation of man was made up of generalities. We have just seen
that this is in no way true. Man is destined to fulfil a special function in
the social organism, and consequently he must learn in advance how
to play his part as one organ. Aneducationis necessary for this, just as
itis for him to learn to play his part as a man, as is said. Moreover, we
do not mean that the child should be brought up prematurely for a
particular occupation, but he should be induced to like limited tasks
and well-defined horizons. This aptitude is very different from that of
general matters and cannot be awakened by the same means.

Cf. supra, pp. 214 ff. and p. 252.

Cf. pp. 222-3.

There is nothing that demonstrates that the intellectual and moral
diversity of societies is destined to continue. The ever greater
expansion of higher societies, whereby the absorption or elimination
of less advanced societies occurs, is tending in any case to lessen that
diversity.

Thus the duties we have towards society do not take precedence over
those we have towards our country. For the latter is the sole society
that is at present realised of which we form part. The other is hardly
more than a desideratum, whose realisation is not even certain.

The term is that of de Molinari, L a morale économique, p.248.

Cf. Beaussire, Les principes de la morale, introduction.
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