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Durkheim and the history of sociology

| guess that a sociologist who has a good avewragdiarity with the history of
sociology would not mention Durkheim among thos®Whve a strong historical interest and
a prime role in the elaboration of the history o€islogy. The stereotyped image of
Durkheim shows a positivist-functionalist sociolstgnot very well versed in history.
However, this image is false. Durkheim has writeme historical works, among which the
most important was unquestionably his lecture searethe development of the French
educational system. (Durkheim 1938). It is lessvikmdhat Durkheim held seminars on the
history of philosophy for students preparing to dlgeegation He worked on the history of
socialist thought and he was certainly among tts¢ $icholars who lectured on the
development of sociology — in 1901-2 in Bordealwakes 1973: 277, 617-9, Mauss 1925:
482-3) According to Mauss, Durkheim prepared adldborated version of these lectures —
unfortunately, most of these manuscripts disappke&een so, there remained a considerable
amount of works relevant to the history of socigtoilpe Latin thesis on Montesquieu
(Durkheim 1966), several lectures on Rousseau (fink 1918, 1919), an interesting series
of lectures on the development of socialism, eghigadn Saint—Simon (Durkheim 1928),
some essays on the development of sociology. (2urkii888, 1900, 1909, 1915,
Durkheim—Fauconnet 1903)

The research on Durkheim clarified the most impuréspects of the Durkheimian
perspective on the history of sociology. (See anfitst place Lukes 1973: 67 ff., 125 ff., 245
ff., 277 ff., Heilbron 1993, Borlandi 1993, Joné&¥93B, 1994, Challenger, 1994) | do not wish
to discover — what was found out long ago — thatkkBeim had a clear and elaborated
conception on the history of sociology. Howeveuwyiit not be without interest to give a
general overview of his methodological ideas comiogy the history of sociology. His
treatment of the French forerunners of sociologylva interesting from several points of
view. Finally, questions of a general nature cdaddaised concerning the Durkheimian
theory of science.

* % %

After he has occupied the chair at Bordeaux, Durkhesld an introductory lecture.
There, he outlined the rise and development oidba of a social science. At the end of the
historical overview, he wrote on sociology: “Elle semble plus étre un beau jour sortie du
néant comme par miracle; mais elle a désormaiargésédents historiques, elle se rattache
au passé et il est possible de montrer commers, gire les autres sciences, elle en est peu a
peu sortie par un développement régulier.” (Durkh888: 100) He stressed very much the

! 1n 1900, he summed up the rise of sociology irilaimvords: “La science n'apparait que quand I'ésfaisant
abstraction de toute préoccupation pratique, ableslehoses a seule fin de se le représenterais. ddtte
dissociation de la théorie et de la pratique suppasgjours une mentalité relativement avancée.&(iflea of the
natural law was necessary to this dissociationle“f notion de loi naturelle] ne s’est introduiiee récemment
dans les speculations relatives a la vie; elletr@asore qu’imparfaitement acclimatée en psychelo@n
congoit donc qu’elle nait pu pénetrer qu’avec llaspgrande peine dans le monde des faits sociadgiest ce

qui fait que la sociologie ne pouvait apparaitréqun moment tardif de I'évolution scientifiqueDgrkheim
1900: 113)



continuity of the development. According to hime #tory began with Montesquieu and each
actor at each subsequent stage added something podgress of social science. The
emergence of social science was a cumulative pso¢&® most important steps were the
theories of Montesquieu and Condorcet, the formatioeconomic science, Comte’s
sociology, the contributions of Spencer, Espinad, &chaeffle, and as the last steps the
German socialism of the chair and historical saeniclaw. (Durkheim 1888: 80 ff..) This
sketch of the emergence of sociology was a shamtsary of the learning process Durkheim
went through: at the ENS he was introduced to theksvof Comte; later on it was the then
very popular Spencer whom he had to be familiahwie wrote an extensive review of
Schaeffle’s main work; during his visit to Germamg learned the German historical
economy, the historical philosophy of law (and ‘8@ence of ethics’ which he did not
mention in this introductory lecture); last notdge&spinas was the only French author among
the numerous proponents of a positivist organgnsial philosophy whom he had taken
seriously (and Espinas as the Dean of the Factityte had helped Durkheim very much to
obtain the job at Bordeaux). In this lecture, Duaikh criticized Comte on several important
aspects and presented Spencer as the author vileose$ overcame the Comtean
conception of social science. Therefore, one haditst impression that Durkheim was at that
stage of his development much more a critical Sgreaic than a Comtean positivist. This
would be very surprising, indeed.

The first impression is false, of course. Durkhairmonception of social science was
developed under the influence of Comte. The Comitegmiration persisted in spite of the
well-founded criticism of certain Comtean ideaswd#is the 47. lecture of tl®ours de
philosophie positiv€Appréciation sommaire des principales tentativeisopbphiques
entreprises jusqu’ici pour constituer la scienceiate. (Comte 1969: 179 ff.)) which served
as a model for Durkheim in his introduction to History of sociology. Toward the end of
the lecture mentioned above, Comte stated thaee#nvas impossible to establish a
veritable social science. But even those futilerafits were necessary preconditions of a
positive social science which by now became posslhlother words: the social science itself
was the product of a development that had its aws|

Il faut que le besoin instinctif de constituer erf science sociale sur des bases
vraiment positives soit profondément réel, et mé&ma senti, quoique mal apprécié,
pour que cette opération, malgré son peu de matationnelle jusqu’a nos jours, ait
été tentée avec tant d’opiniatreté, et par dess\iieariées. En mémes temps,
I'analyse générale des principaux efforts nous@igxé leur avortement nécessaire,
et nous a fait comprendre qu’une telle entrepdésprmais suffisamment préparée,
reste néanmoins tout entiere a concevoir de fagamgoorter une réalisation
définitive. (Comte 1966: 227

Durkheim adopted this principle. At that time hesveaconvinced Comtean even if he rejected
certain specific ideas of theaitre The Comtean developmental model of social science
implied a theory of science which was accepted bgkBeim. He was as much convinced of
the necessary character of the development leadlitige constitution of the social science as
Comte was. According to this philosophy of scierthe,establishment of a separate sociology
at the university was the necessary concludingategong scientific evolution. The basic
idea of the Comtean scheme was that there isereiif€e in complexity between the

2 Comte, too, had a well developed historical camssiess, His theory of scientific and social pregjiienplied
that he had to reconstruct the whole process ofbtiought as leading to the formulation of pesiti
philosophy: “... la reconstitution de la généalodgela sociologie ne cessa jamais de le préoccapecjeux
gu’il était de reconnaitre toutes ses dettes.” §th1969: 46)



phenomena and therefore the particular sciencdgiatyithem cannot reach the positive
stadium at the same time. The principle leadseatnclusion that there is a necessary
developmental sequence in the establishment aficesethat cannot be reduced to each other.
(Heilbron 1993, 1995: 229 ff.) Of course, thishe principle which was behind the famous
Durkheimian idea of theui generischaracter of social facts. The historical aspéth®

principle is the supposition that there was a catinvg evolution leading to the appearance of
the social sciences and the same applies to tlee davelopment of sociology, too.

Durkheim said once that sociology was in a serfseach science. (Durkheim 1900:
111) This, too was a Comtean idea. Therefore, xisemce of a developmental path leading
to academic sociology had to be demonstrated ifrteiech case. This task was accomplished
in a cursory manner by Comte. Durkheim had morkcdities.

In Durkheim’s introductory lecture in 1888, Montesey and Condorcet, the main
heroes of Comte’s 47. lecture were mentioned oafgarily. Comte observed that t&sprit
des Loisthis ‘remarkable’ work succeeded “a concevoirodésis les phénomeénes politiques
comme aussi nécessairement assujettis a d’'invasiddis naturelles que tous les autres
phénomenes quelconques”. (Comte 1966: 193) Irsthnise, it was the first intuition of
positive social science. However, he said, Montesgoould not complete this formidable
invention because the scientific and political pretitions were absent, there was no positive
biological knowledge which would have been necegstara successful elaboration of this
basic idea. (Comte 1966: 195-6, 200)

Durkheim small treatise on Montesquieu — his séeddlatin thesis published in 1892
— gave a much more detailed and analytical pic{Uiteis monograph is the more interesting
because it is here that Durkheim first developadinethodological ideas — in this sense it
was the immediate antecedent of Regyles) According to Durkheim Montesquieu was the
first who undertook the investigation of the natafésocial things’, who looked for
sociological laws. (Durkheim 1892: 43-4, 78he general assessment accorded with that of
Comte who saw the forerunner of positive scienddamtesquieu. Durkheim remained in the
line of Comte’s evaluation when he acknowledged tdsquieu’s contribution to the
elaboration of the comparative method. He critidihen for not being able to follow
consistently these sound principles and adoptiagpad deductive reasoning. (Durkheim
1892: 95 ff.)

Durkheim departed from Comte’s treatment of Montésig when he devoted several
pages to the latter’s typology of government. Cohae little interest in that and he
reproached Montesquieu with his positive bias ajahe English system. (Comte 1966: 196)
Durkheim highly appreciated Montesgieu’s typolddye identified Montesquieu’s republic
as an example of mechanical solidarity whereasléiseription of the monarchic system was
for him an early intuition of the organic solidgriesulting from the division of labor.
(Durkheim 1892: 58 ff.) This can be hardly accemsd correct interpretatidrit supported,

% Durkheim quoted the first sentence of Book |. Ghap of theEsprit des loigMontesquieu 1979: 1. 123) and
some sentences from the second part obifense de I'Esprit des Lo{Montesquieu 1979:11, 435-6)

* “Bien mieux, si I'on néglige les termes dont ils&rt, on ne trouvera sans doute dans tout 'oevriem de
plus vrai ni de plus pénétrant que cette classiioadont les principes peuvent étre conservés)ené
aujourd’hui.” (Durkheim 1892: 70)

® A characteristic example: Durkheim described thaa links (ien social, sociale vinculu)rin Montesquieu’s
monarchy as follows: “Mais la cohésion des élémaaisde leur diversité méme. Cette ambition qui eme
mouvement les ordres et les individus, les stiruleffet, en méme temps, a s’acquitter chacun éenmi
possible de sa fonction.” (Durkheim 1966: 65) Hempteted his interpretation by quoting a sentenemfBook
[ll. Chapter VII. of theEsprit des Lois- split into two. The full sentence reads likettie’honneur fait mouvoir



however, the general evaluation that the cumulaix@ution of positive social science began
with Montesquieu.

Comte objected to Montesquieu that the latter Ragg@erated the influence of climate
on the development of societies. Montesquieu dicsae, he said, that this influence was the
strongest at the beginning of the evolution andided thereafter. (Comte 1966: 198-9)
Durkheim did not attribute much importance to ghatblem. He underlined, on the other
hand, that Montesquieu saw the causal significahtiee volume of societies. (Durkheim
1892: 76 ff.) In this way, Montesquieu became threrfunner of the Durkheimian theory of
the division of labor. The same cannot be said ohtdsquieu’s conception of the ‘nature’
and ‘ principle’ of government: Durkheim maintainit theses concepts were problematical
and unacceptable. (Durkheim 1892: 88-89) He coatdhocept the curious mixture of
functional and teleological principles involvedMontesquieu’s argument.

On the whole, Durkheim’s evaluation of Montesquieas similar to that of Comte.
The same cannot be said of Rousseau.

Rousseau was not mentioned in the 1888 lectuieutkheim’s other early writings,
Rousseau was a kind of sitting duck. Comte didwadte much time on Rousseau, either. He
qualified him a Simple sophistavithout further argument. (Comte 1966: 200) Isimilar
manner, Durkheim mentioned Rousseau only in neg&stms in his long essay on the
German moral sciences in 1887. According to Dunkhé&ousseau (and the liberal
economists) conceived social relations as supeatfficiterest led relationships. (Durkheim
1887a: 271-2) Rousseau conceived men as origigsaliary persons and he regarded higher
social functions as artificial products. (Durkhel®87a: 281, 315)Rousseau was not quoted
in theDivision and his theories were not debated there. (Borla®@B: 67, 70) In thRegles
Rousseau was mentioned once. Durkheim comparedtbhitobbes because both maintained
that human nature was contrary to collective liid therefore men accepted it only under the
impact of force. (Durkheim 1894: 213) In thecons de sociologwhich was written before
1900 (but we do not now exactly when), Rousseaeagol as the forefather of modern
democratic theory and practice which conceivedjtihveernment as translating and
representing the feelings and volitions of the tude. (Durkheim 1950: 127, 132) Durkheim
disagreed with that theory. To sum up: for a langetRousseau was for him the
representative of a political and philosophicaliviitalism which had to be combated by the
emergent social science. He certainly did not lglorthe forerunners of sociology.

It is difficult to say when and why he changeddysnion. Rousseau was not
mentioned neither in 1900 nor in 1903 when he wagi@in short overviews on the

toutes les parties du corps politique; il les k& pon action méme; et il se trouve que chacunuaen

commun, croyant aller a ses intéréts particuligfddntesquieu 1979: |, 149) Durkheim first quothd second
part of the sentence, beginning with ‘il se troywehich in itself was similar to the definition ofganic
solidarity. Then he mentioned the virtue bbhneur’and quoted the first part of the sentence. Thenmgaof
‘honneut came near in this context to the notion of ingtréles ambitions particulieres, soit des indivddsoit
des classes” (Durkheim 1892: 66). The sense ofittede sentence disappeared, however: according to
Montesquieu the stability of the monarchy depenatethe virtue ofhonneutand not on private interests. This
stability was the unintended consequence of actimested by the defense of honor. This kind olbiity was
very far from the Durkheimian organic solidarityufheim read into Montesquieu the concept of thésidin of
labor which he has taken over from Spencer (arautiir Spencer from Smith).

® This evaluation was consistently followed in tlaelg writings: in the review of Schaeffle’s bookfxheim
1885: 359, 370), in the essay on the principles7@&9 (Durkheim 1890: 221-2), in his overview of thaching
of philosophy in Germany. (Durkheim 1887b: 465¥Isurprising that Lukes mentions without qualifica
Rousseau’s impact on Durkheim and Durkheim’s higimion of him. (Lukes 1973: 125, 283) See Challenge
(1994, 107-134) too.



emergence of sociology. However, he gave lectungb@Contrat socialin Bordeaux, i.e.
before the summer of 1902. These lectures werputdished in his lifetime. In them, he
developed a rather different evaluation of RoussBaukheim did not modify his opinion
that Rousseau started with the individual and hedcprove the necessity of society only by
excessive use of dialectical ingenuity. (Durkhe®i8: 133) But, according to Durkheim, the
idea of a special social existence was acceptdridogseau. In this way he, too, belonged
among the forerunners of sociology.

Rousseau avait un sentiment trés vif de la spééifttl regne social; il le concevait
trés nettement comme un ordre de faits hétérogaarampport aux faits purement
individuels. C’est un monde nouveau qui se surajeutmonde purement psychique.
Une telle conception est bien supérieure a celimende théoriciens récents, comme
Spencer ... (Durkheim 1918: 136-7)

This sociological tendenéyould be observed, Durkheim maintained, in Roussea
conception of thevolonté général too. According to Rousseau, the assertion digas
required the existence of a special being who deterd the law and acted as an arbiter. This
being was the social being whose supremacy oventligduals resulted from his moral
preeminence.

Ainsi, ce qu’exprime cette théorie, c’est que li@dnorale dépasse I'individu, qu'il
n'est pas réalisé dans la nature physique ou pgyehil doit y étre surajouté. Mais,
pour qu’il ait un fondement, il faut un étre en duge fonde, et, comme il n’y a pas
d’étre dans la nature qui remplisse pour celadeslitions nécessaires, il faut bien en
créer un. C'est le corps social. (Durkheim 1918-1§

In Rousseau’s case it is less important to ask wenddurkheim’s interpretation was correct
or not. It is obvious that he distorted Rousseaiéas in many ways. The really important
thing is that, sometimes around the turn of centbDyrkheim accepted Rousseau as one of
the forefathers of sociology. Now, he saw a stridigle of development beginning with
Hobbe$ and leading through Montesquieu to Rousseau attiefuto modern social science.
“Pour tous les trois, la société est quelque cljosse surajoute a la nature proprement dite.”
(Durkheim 1918: 195) According to Hobbes, the damider was created by an act of will,
Montesquieu investigated the determinant sociatlitmms of legislative acts and Rousseau
discovered the bases of social order in opinianthe interests and in the mores. (Durkheim
1918: 196) “Donc, en méme temps que ces pensamterdent pour affirmer I’hétérogénéité
du social et de I'individuel, on constate un eftdissant pour fonder en nature I'étre social.”
(Durkheim 1918: 197)

Political considerations, perhaps, were amongdb#fs leading to a modification of
Rousseau’s supposed role in the development odlssaence. In the context of the Dreyfus-
affaire Durkheim stressed the integrative role ofahindividualism. Rousseau could not be

" Durkheim gave lectures on tEenile, too, but of these remained only notes that cabaatated. These notes
show, too, the positive evaluation of Rousseau faosociological point of view. Durkheim stresseatth
Rousseau’s pedagogy was not totally individualigtiat he acknowledged the existence of supra-iidal
moral forces and the moral necessity of socialiglise. (Durkheim 1919: 379, 386)

8 Durkheim criticized Rousseau in certain respedesattributed to Rousseau the idea he rejectedtbat
‘volonté généralwas the arithmetic average of individual volitior{Durkheim 1918: 165) He believed that
Rousseau did not see the importance of the divisidabour and therefore he conceived the soveneigrer as
an undivided whole and in a vitalistic manner. (Khgim 1918: 169-70)

° Durkheim read Hobbes in Bordeaux in seminarstimients preparing for thegrégation (Mauss 1925: 482)
He had notes for these seminars which existed 2% Bd disappeared later.



rejected totally in these circumstances. Voltaird Rousseau were regarded as their
forefathers by the Republican intellectul©urkheim in his defense of individualism
mentioned Rousseau in a positive sense. (Durkh888:1263) However, Durkheim did not
modify his basic idea of the development of sos@énce by incorporating Rousseau in it.
He simply inserted Rousseau in a preexistent Cantezdel. It is no wonder that serious
interpretative distortions occurred.

Even this simple insertion of Rousseau among therdoners of sociology led to
some difficulties. Durkheim maintained that the elepment leading to modern sociology
was a cumulative one. It was rather difficult taagme a straight cumulative development
leading from Montesquieu through Roussaad Condorcet to Comte. To avoid awkward
guestions, Durkheim simply omitted Rousseau whewdmeasked to talk of the whole
process of the emergence of sociology — as in 1B8@9 or 1915. The model was not
modified — only the evaluation of one particulatheny.

The really awkward problems emerged in conjunctiith the role of Comte in the
creation of social science. The starting point siagole: Comte was thmaitrefor
Durkheim! However, already the relative importance he attgti to Comte and Spencer is
not easily perceptible.

In 1988, the Comtean inspiration of Durkheim’sicrém of Spencer was obvious.

Il [Spencer] ne s’intéresse pas aux faits sociaaw pux—meémes; il ne les étudie pas
dans le seul but de les connaitre, mais pour eégdfieur occasion la grande
hypothése qu’il a congue et qui doit expliquer éoctiose. Tous les documents qu'il
accumule, toutes les vérités spéciales qu'il retrearhemin faisant sont destinés a
démontrer que, comme le reste du monde, les sedétdéveloppent conformément a
la loi de I'évolution universelle. (Durkheim 19834)

The criticism was based on a well-known centrat@ple of the Comtean philosophy of
science, on the difference of the particular sa@sn@ he consequent application of this
principle excluded the research of some “loi d'é&¥ioin universelle”. It was in the spirit of
the Comtean ‘differential theory of science’ thatrkheim rejected Spencer’s general
methodology.

However, Durkheim in his attempt to summarize thieievements of sociology
produced the impression that he was trying to imdiddle position between Spencer’s and
Comte’s opposing conceptions of social sciencerdpgeoached Comte for supposing that
there is “entre chaque espéce d'étres comme dmigue espece de sciences une solution de
continuité.” (Durkheim 1888: 90) As Spencer dertigd ‘solution de continuité’, one would
say that in this respect Durkheim was more sympiattee Spencer than to Comte. However,
when he came to mention Lilienfeld it became cthat he explicitly rejected the
methodological principles of organicism developgdSipencer.

Si la sociologie existe, elle a sa méthode et@ssilelle. Les faits sociaux ne peuvent
étre vraiment expliqués que par d’autres faitsaocet on n’en a pas rendu compte
parce qu’'on a signalé leur ressemblance avec dsdialogiques dont la science est
deés a présent faite. (Durkheim 1988: 92)

Durkheim acknowledged the heuristic virtue of th@dygical analogy. However, if we
compare the remarks on the failures in the elalworatf the Comtean program with the

10 See to that Goulemot-Walter 1984.

1 On Durkheim’s relation to Comte see Heilbron 1993.



essential criticism of Spencer’s conception, tisultewill be that Comte fared much better
than the popular British polyhistdf According to Durkheim Comte made excessive use of
right principle whereas Spencer applied with sooeeasss a false one. (Of course, Durkheim
has amply utilized the heuristic value of the bgi@l analogy.) But, if he agreed with Comte
as far as the nature and evolution of social seievars concerned, why did Durkheim produce
the impression that Spencer’s ideas constituteggarogress to those of Comte?

Borlandi (1993: 104) reminds us of the simple taet Spencer, and not Comte, was
the sociologist at the time when Durkheim startedduademic career. His works were highly
popular and they served as examples for anyonemidieed to enter the field. Durkheim was
caught in the pitfall of his Comtean philosophysoience. He supposed with Comte that
social science entered his positive phase of dpusdmt and that evolution is necessary and
continuous. If that was the case, Spencer himsedtt imave contributed to the general
progress. That was all the more important becausieei eighties he argued forcefully that the
German social sciences constituted a real progi@sslf he would have accepted the
German contributions as real but those of Spenaigihe should have abandoned the
cumulative evolutionary model of science. He wasstforced to insert Spencer in the model
inherited from Comte. However, Spencer’s philosophgcience was in an important aspect
inconsistent with his own. He remained faithfuthe Comtean principle of theui generis
character of social facts which was implicitly ipd by Spencer’s organicism. Thus, he had
to accept as a positive step forward a contributtiah was inconsistent with his general
conception of science. Perhaps this explains tHaguus evaluation of Spencer in the
Division.

Durkheim never denied the Comtean inspiration sfdaiciology. In the 1888 lecture
on the history of sociology, he asserted that & @amte who found a place for sociology in
the system of sciences. On the other hand, heGaidie perceived the peculiarity of
collective life. He differed from the economisthase he saw the importance of solidarity,
of ‘consensus universgebf integration — these contributions were highpypreciated by
Durkheim. Durkheim’s main objection to Comte wais the 1888 lecture as well as in the
Regles- that he tried to describe the evolution of huityass a whole. Instead of distinct
societies he spoke of Society as one entity. Handidsee the existence of different types of
societies. (Durkheim 1888: 85-90; 1894: 112-3, 1AGhis respect, Montesquieu was ahead
of Comte — at least according to Durkheim. He tej@the Comtean theory of the three stages
of human evolution because of this holistic tenge(@urkheim 1894: 211, 217-8)

In theDivision, Durkheim preserved the same positive-criticatuate toward Comte.
Spencer was the most cited author and the typaddgglidarity was not of Comtean origin,
but in Book IIl. — in the part which analyzed tHenarmal forms of the division of labor —
Durkheim returned to Comte. He took Comte’s cisticiof division of labor as the starting
point in the attempt to solve the paradox resulfiogn the acceptance of the rather
Spencerian solidarity based on spontaneous divisfitabor’?

In the Introduction to th&eglesDurkheim stated that “la seule étude originale et
importante” concerning the methodological questioinsociology was Comte’s 48. lecture in
the Cours de philosophie positif€aractéres fondamentaux de la méthode positive dans

12|n theRéglesDurkheim blamed Comte, too, for the explanatioewaslution by basic laws of human nature,
i.e. by psychology (sic!), and this criticism wasiar to that directed earlier to Spencer. (Duikiné894: 191-
2) However, the criticism leveled against Comte vased on a Comtean principle: on the principltef
hierarchy and difference of the sciences.

13 Compare Durkheim 1893: 348 ff.



I'étude rationnelle des phénoménes socidfifjurkheim found that the antecedents of his
thesis that social fact should be considecearime des chosesent back to Comte, too..
(Durkheim 1894: 93, 112)

In his general conception on sociology, there wasrgortant novelty around the turn
of century: he now mentioned Saint-Simon as a psotologist. In this respect he inserted
insights gained in the lecture series on socia(Barkheim 1928) in his treatment of the
history of sociology. By celebrating Saint-Simortlas founder of positivism he modified his
opinion on Comte’s historical importance (Durkheif00: 115-7%° — but he did not modify
his positive appreciation of the positivist theddurkheim now believed that the true founder
of positivism and sociology was Saint-Simon. Thestimportant event in XIX. century
philosophy and the most significant turning pomthe development of French philosophical
thought after Cartesianism was the emergence dtiyassphilosophy — wrote Durkheim. “Or
nous venons de voir que l'idée, le mot, et mémeglgsse de la philosophie positive se
trouvent tout entiers ches Saint-Simon.” (Durkh&®28: 148) Durkheim based this
evaluation on a detailed account of Saint-Simatéss — in Book Il. of the lecture series on
socialism. In Durkheim’s eyes, Comte now becamaelibeiple of Saint—Simon who
developed in many respects the Master’s thoughtvéteno more the original philosopher as
he was appreciated earlier by Durkheim. Durkheinegadetailed account of the relationship
between Saint-Simon and Comte. (Durkheim 1928:fi5The most important novelty he
saw was that compared to Saint-Simon Comte “a égpas nettement la science de la
pratique, et que sans se désinteresser de cetiergerc’est a la science surtout qu’il s’est
appligué, du moins pendant la belle partie de s@ca.” (Durkheim 1928: 153)

There are some points in Durkheim’s treatment ahtSaimon that require
commentary. We know that Durkheim, from 1896-97 aitrjbuted more and more
importance to the study of moral ideals and toathalysis of religious phenomena. Therefore,
it is understandable that he did not blame Saimte®iexcessively for his attempts to
reconciliate religion and science. He approvedattsmpts to combine theoretical and
practical point of views. (Durkheim 1928: 348-50)€Tlecture series on socialism was held in
the academic year 1895-96 (Mauss 1928: V), i.etlshimefore Durkheim’s research interests
shifted in new directions. Accordingly, the genarahclusions of his study on Saint-Simon
can be read as a confirmation of the principlesliggithe earlier research on the division of
labor — and at the same time as a tentative fotimulaf new orientations.

Le probleme doit donc se poser ainsi: cherchetgpseience quels sont les freins
moraux qui peuvent réglementer la vie économiqueag cette réglementation,
contenir les égotismes, et par conséquent pernttsatisfaire les besoins.
(Durkheim 1928: 351)

Durkheim’s enthusiasm for Saint-Simon was not Ituagd. In the 1900 essay he
searched for a compromise formulation. He statatttie two founding fathers had equal
importance: “C’est seulement avec Auguste Comtel@geand projet, congu par Saint-
Simon, commence a devenir réalité.” (Durkheim 190B) In the 1903 study by Durkheim
and Fauconnet Saint-Simon was not mentioned (tltly 3¢ less concerned with historical

14 As the most widely read methodological works ia second half of the century were Mill’s and Speisce
books, the remark of Durkheim carries more weighntit seems.

15 He mentioned Cournot, too but he did not analygevorks. As the essay was restricted to the ajatien of
the French contribution to the development of dogg, Spencer was mentioned only cursorily, Espimas
praised more extensively. (Durkheim 1900: 111-125)



guestions and more centered on theoretical sysieprablems), but the thesis on Saint-
Simon and Comte formulated in 1900 was employel®ip (140) and 1915 (110) again.

Durkheim viewed the development of sociology as@muative process. This
perspective of implied a privileged position frorheve the road leading to the actual present
could be surveyed and which was the highest degjrseciological thinking. Durkheim’s
1888 introductory lecture had to demonstrate thetewly nominatedhargé des courgas
competent and able to summarize the most receel@awnents of science. The task of the
1900 article was different. Durkheim acted as thgeover of scientific developments but
even in this case he inserted himself in the desan and presented himself as the
continuation of the work of Espinas. He explicghated that the whole process — including
his own efforts — was homogeneous, unitary.

Toutes les doctrines qui précédent sont comme desemts d’'une méme évolutioh.
Toutes, en effet, procédaient d’'une méme pensssy/a@r que les phénoménes
sociaux sont naturels, c’est-a-dire rationnels, ro@nhes autres phénomeénes de
'univers ... En méme temps, tous les savants douas venons de parler avaient ce
sentiment que, pour arriver a découvrir ces lofgllait pratiquer une méthode
positive, c'est-a-dire substituer aux procédés sairan de la dialectique ideologique
I'observation patiente des faits. (Durkheim 19080)1

The model was Comtean and worked with ‘the diffeeg¢theory of science’ (Heilbron 1995:
225-6). It emphasized the difference of object mredhod of the particular sciences and
stressed the specificity of sciences. This aspetieoComtean theory was very important for
Durkheim in his efforts to create an independeniadogy. However, Comte (following
Saint-Simon) stated that there was a necessity pmlitical science — later on he spoke of
social physics and sociology. The task of thistpali science would be the solution of the
scientific and social crisis. In fact, he believkdt the disunity of science manifesting itself in
the excessive division of scientific labor was sotmuch one aspect of the general crisis than
its real cause. According to Comte, the re-orgdimnaf scientific work was the precondition
of the re-organization of society. In this perspagtthe important thing was not so much the
difference, but the similarity of sciences.

En effet, la fondation de la physique sociale catgit enfin le systéme des sciences
naturelles, il devient possible et méme nécessaim@sumer les diverses
connaissances acquises, parvenues alors a uixétat homogene, pour les
coordonner en les présentant comme autant de suadlm tronc unique, au lieu de
continuer a les concevoir seulement comme autacoges isolés. (Comte 1968: 19)

Durkheim, in his first works, stressed much moeedtiference of particular sciences
(for example the disparity of the sociological arsychological perspective) and the necessity
of separating metaphysics and science than thg ohsiciences. (Durkheim 1888: 83, 86,
106) These are well known principles of the earlykbeimian conception of science. The
methodological principles of tHeeglesthe thing-like character of social facts are aeleat
on this general idea. When Durkheim, summarizimggéneral theses of tReglesstated
that sociology “est indépendante de toute philosgDurkheim 1894: 233), he was
referring to these postulates. The cumulative motistientific development was dependent
on the ‘differential theory of science’ and suppdrthe independence of sociology by
demonstrating how a special area of research veasvired.

18 He mentioned those (Le Play and Tarde for exanpihe) could not be inserted in this development,dsy
incidentally. (Durkheim 1900: 130-33)
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However, Durkheim as well as Comte before him was/mced that the special
social sciences had to cooperate, too. This idesanetiwholly compatible with the image of
the progressive differentiation of sciences. Dunkheeferred to Comte when he talked of the
rapprochement of social sciences in 1888.

Pour Comte au contraire les faits sociaux sontétogitement solidaires pour pouvoir
étre étudiés séparément. Par suite de ce rappreciheimcune des sciences sociales
perd de son autonomie, mais gagne en séve et earvig Au lieu d’avoir affaire a
des phénomenes rangés pour ainsi dire en sergasris, extérieures les unes aux
autres et ne se rencontrant que par hasard, oowse ten présence d’'un énorme
systéeme d’actions et de réactions, dans cet égpitidujours mobile qui caractérise la
vie. (Durkheim 1888: 87

Durkheim saw that the principle of the unity ofeswies was problematic. It implied
that there must be an instance which should ceratemaintain unity. Comte attributed this
role to his philosophy of science which would futfiis task by developing the theory of the
differentiation of sciences. Durkheim — in a totalew scientific and disciplinary situation —
rejected the conception that the unity of the sz@srshould be maintained by (positivist)
philosophers who study the general features ofiseig® The philosophy — said Durkheim —
could not secure the coherence of sciences. Tloeadigation of sciences destroyed any
hopes to restore — under the supervision of somerm methodological principles — the
unity of sciences which was lost in the procesthefdivision of labor.

Qu’on se représente la multiplicité croissant desnees spéciales avec leurs
théoremes, leurs lois, leurs axiomes, leurs comjest leurs procédeés et leurs
méthodes, et on comprendra qu’une formule coursaxgtle, comme la loi
d’évolution par exempf& ne peut suffire & intégrer une aussi prodigieosaplexité
de phénomeénes. ... Il y a un trop grand écart éedreecherches de détail qui les
alimentent et de telles syntheses. (Durkheim 1893)

As even the positivist philosophy of science waahle to secure the necessary
coordination, the anomie of the division of sciéatiabor was inevitablé® The scientific
anomie was incompatible with the developmental, dative model of social science. The
lack of organization would destroy any cumulativafyresults. The most disturbing point in
scientific anomie was that it was implied by thensgprinciples which were at work in the
construction of a developmental, cumulative modéhe history of sociology.

" He praised Montesquieu for similar reasons: “Meqtéeu, au contraire, a bien vu que tous ces élsmen
[droit, moralité, religion, etc.] forment un toute telle sort que, pris isolément et a part degaudn ne peut les
comprendre; c’est pourquoi il ne sépare pas lé¢ dela moralité, de la religion, du commerce,,etcsurtout

de la forme de la société qui étend son influentmaites les choses sociales. Si différents quiers, tous ces
faits expriment la vie d’'une seule et méme socité&orrespondent aux divers éléments ou organesé&me
organisme social.” (Durkheim 1892: 103) He poinbed the importance of the unity of sciences in 8ain
Simon’s work. (Durkheim 1928: 148-9)

'81n 1903, he criticized Comte for not seeing theassibility of this solution: “ Pour qu’elle (uneisnce)
progresse, il faut qu’elle se résolve en une gtéptogressivement croissante de questions spgcitde
maniére a rendre possible la coopération d’esgiffésrents et de générations successives. C'estta
condition seulement qu’elle aura le caractére ctiflet impersonnel sans lequel il n’y a pas déneeche
scientifique. Or la conception philosophique etainé que Comte se faisait de la sociologie s'opji@scette
division du travail.” (Durkheim Fauconnet 1903: 128

¥ The remark concerned as well the ‘three stade€amfite as Spencer’s law of development.

2 Durkheim dealt with the scientific division of labin Book Ill. of theDivision, among the abnormal forms.
Anomie means here lack of organization.



11

The problem of the division of scientific labor wasonstant concern for Durkhefth.
He was led by the goal of the re-organization afaasciences when he created Arnée
sociologique In his conception developed around the turn ofuy it was the sociology
which should take over the task of organizing thaa sciences — not as a Comtean style
philosophy of science but as a special discipltndysng the common characteristics of all
these sciences: the social nature of their objé&tis.theoretical underpinning of this
conception was given in the study on primitive siisation written together with Mauss.
Here they stated that the methods of scientifiegtigation are truly social institutions which
could not be studied but by sociological procedufi@arkheim-Mauss 1903: 395) The
principle implied that sociology was more than jastpecial science. It was an inherently
(meta)philosophical discipline.

The idea Durkheim developed earlier on the histdrgociology was incompatible
with the ‘sociological theory of knowledge’. Thecsalogical reconstruction of the unity of
social sciences would not be the result of a griaait@mulation of scientific insights but
rather of a radical turn in scientific attitudesat was felt by Durkheim. In his writings after
the turn of century, where he dealt with the relaships between sociology, philosophy, and
social sciences, he used again and again metaphexigressions where the motive of
rupture, turn was prevalent. As an example | gtrot@ an article published in 1909: “Il est
donc inadmissible que les probleme métaphysiquémean les plus audacieux, qu’ont agités
les philosophes puissent jamais tomber dans I'oMdis il est également certain qu’ils sont
appelés a se renouveler. Or, précisément, nousmsayue la sociologie, plus que tout autre
science, peut contribuer & ce renouvellement.” kBeim 1909b: 185-8% The development
of these guesses would have required a modificatitine Comtean model of the history of
sociology. Durkheim who had a clear idea of thebfms of the division of scientific labor
did not have the theoretical means to create acoeweption of the history of sociology.
After 1900, when he was asked to write short suriesahe restricted himself to the
replication of the model utilized in the nineti@fat was the case in the otherwise very
important article written by him and Fauconnet @92 and in the paper in 1909 which was
written for a larger public. The idea of sociologgyan integrator of the social sciences was
incompatible with the conception of a cumulativeelepment and differentiation of
sociology. Durkheim did not develop this point.

* * %

The most important insights of Durkheim were notfalated in historical works. In
this respect there is a huge difference with soatstanding theoretical sociologists of the
second half of the 20. century. For Durkheim, ttstdny of sociology remained in a sense a
pre-history. He did not work in the shadow of tippessing authority of sociological
classics. He, too, was concerned with the legitimadsociology. However, his precursors
did not have the unquestionable legitimacy he aeduwafter 1945. He could not secure his
position by referring to them. The lack of incoédde classics, the secondary relevance of
historical points of reference determined the $tmecof the Durkheimian mode of
argumentation. Durkheim became a classic of sogyobmut not a classic of the historiography
of sociology

21| deal with these problems in my artitle philosophie de Durkheim et I'organisation dent¥e sociologique
(in print)..

22 Similar formulations: Durkheim 1912: 12, 21, 637.
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