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Abstract

As part of a wider intellectual movement of the 1960s and 1970s 
commonly referred to as futurology, some social theorists in the West 
announced the coming of 'post-industrial society'. Prominent among 
these was Daniel Bell, whose writings were the immediate stimulus 
to this study. As a necessary step in assessing its validity, the 
concept of a post-industrial society forces us to re-examine the 
supposed nature of industrial society. I therefore go back to the 
origins of the idea of an industrial society, and look in particular 
at the way in which the nineteenth century sociologists conceived the 
new social order of their times. This conception is set against 
the actual history of the period, to discover how far the later 
suggestion of a 'post-industrial' break may be based on a 
misconception as to the form, timing, and speed of social change 
in this period.

With this examination of the 'image and reality' of the 
sociological account of classic industrialism, I go on to criticize 
the idea of the post-industrial society, and especially Bell's 
version of it. This leads to the speculations of the final two 
chapters, where I consider possible alternative futures for the 
industrial societies, based in part on the recovery of pre-industrial 
forms.

Since the ideas of progress and industrialism have been fused 
from the very beginning, throughout I have traced the fortunes of the 
idea of progress, up to and including its embodiment in the 
post-industrial idea.
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Ill

PREFACE

This book, probably inevitably with a theme such as it has, has 

been strongly affected by recent history, both intellectual and 

political. To take the intellectual first. At the suggestion of my 

colleague Ray Pahl, who knew of my interest in theories of social 

change, I began sometime in 1972 to explore the newly re-opened 

vein of speculation on the future of industrial society. I found 
myself, somewhat to my surprise, in an unsuspected world of scenarios, 

'surprise-free' projections, Delphi forecasting, commissions on the 

year 2000, and institutes of futurology. An initial hope that I 
might be able to combine my liking for science fiction with more 

sober academic pursuits was, alas, soon disappointed. Even the most 
routine science fiction writer has more imagination and understanding 

than was revealed in the technocratic, jargon-ridden, commission 
reports, think-tank projections, and social forecasts through which 

I dutifully plodded. If we were indeed facing 'future shock', the 
most shocking thing about the future seemed to be its prose, and its 

ponderousness. Innumerable 'Mankind 2000s' and 'Plan 2000s' later, 

it was quite clear to me that it would be unprofitable to devote a 

whole book to the phenomenon of futurology. It would be too 

dispiriting a business.
There was one exception. It was not long before I.came across 

Daniel Bell and his theory of the 'post-industrial' society, first 
elegantly and powerfully stated in some notes of 1967. Here was an 

idea that had a good deal of plausibility, and seemed well worth 
further examination. It was intellectually bolder and tougher by far 
than anything else I had hit upon in the literature of futurology. 

Industrial society, he proposed, was increasingly departing from its
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nineteenth century base. We needed to take stock of its present, 

and think about its future, with quite different intellectual 

concepts from those inherited in the traditional theories of o

industrialism. This view therefore also had the special attraction 

of being quite consciously and explicitly linked to the classic 

sociological theories of industrialism. Indeed it depended for much 

of its force on the contrast with those analyses, and the history 

subsumed by them.
This then suggested the pattern of investigation. As an 

essential step in assessing its worth, the post-industrial idea 

directed the student of industrial society back to the historical 
past of that society and the theorising that accompanied its origins 

and evolution. If we were moving into a 'post-industrial society', 

what was the 'industrial society' which it was replacing and from 

which it was being so sharply distinguished? What were its principles 

of structure and development, and how might these have changed in the 

course of the last two centuries? How in particular had the great 
European sociologists of the last century - Saint-Simon, Marx, 

Tocqueville, Weber, Durkheim - conceived the new society that they saw 

forming before their eyes? For it was evident that the post-industrial 

theory was constructed very much with those figures in mind, and in 
one aspect aspired to do for the late twentieth century what they 

had done for the nineteenth: that is, to create a powerful vision or 
'image' of a society in the making. The possibility arose that the 
force of the post-industrial idea might derive as much as anything 
from a contrast, not so much with the real history as with the image 
of industrial society, to which the nineteenth century sociologists 
had made their influential contribution. A further step in the analyis 

therefore involved setting the 'image of industrialism' against the
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historical developments of the times. In the final conception, what 
seemed the most helpful way of proceeding was to counterpose the 

image of the post-industrial society to that of the industrial society, 

and to see both as related in an intellectual tradition which had 

produced a special and at times seriously distorting vision of the 

history of industrial society. To get a better sight of our present 

condition, we had first to define and dissect that tradition.

Logically, at the beginning of this tradition, I came to the 

figure of Saint-Simon, the first prophet of the industrial society; 

and here a further theme offered itself. Saint-Simon's thought 

straddled the eighteenth century Enlightenment idea of progress and 

the nineteenth century idea of industrialism. His sociology of 

industrialism explicitly linked 'progress' and 'the industrial society' 

the idea of progress was to find its fulfilment and end in the 
establishment of industrial society. Later sociologists inherited 

this fusion of ideas, although with varying degrees of confidence.

As part of the exploration of the sociology of industrial societies, 
therefore, I have sought to trace the varying fortunes of the idea of 

progress, up to and including its embodiment in the contemporary theory 

of post-industrialism.
The idea of progress also provides a bridge between these themes, 

which occupy the main part of the book, and the ideas developed in the 

last two chapters. I have indicated the intellectual currents which 
stimulated this study. The impact of the political history of our 
times came just after I had started serious work on the book. In the 

winter of 1973-4 the actions of the oil-producing states quadrupled 
the price of oil, the staple of the industrial system, and the world 

woke up to the energy crisis. Of dcurse there had been people - 
E. F. Schumacher was one of them - who had been issuing warnings
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about energy for some time before that. But it took the dramatic 

events of that winter to make energy part of the consciousness of the 

world, and to alert it to the dependence of the industrial system on 

fuels and resources which were finite, dangerously depleted, and 

unevenly distributed across the globe.

What followed was a remarkable and highly educative debate, in 

all the industrial countries, on the current condition and future 
prospects of the industrial societies. For months the correspondence 

columns of The Times made for fascinating daily reading. The New 

York Review of Books, with characteristic intellectual pungency, 

published a whole series of articles on resources and technology, 

amongst which the contributions of Emma Rothschild and Geoffrey 

Barraclough were oustanding. In all this, the energy crisis was 

rightly seen as symptomatic of a much deeper crisis of industrial 

society. The confident progressivism of the post-1945 era was checked. 

The mood of anxiety and uncertainty was extended backwards to bring 

into questioning the whole mode of development of the industrial 
societies to date. Some proclaimed the 'end of the hydro-carbon age', 

some even 'the end of industrialism'. Small was re-discovered to be 
beautiful. Serious attention was paid to alternative forms of 

technology, powered by alternative, renewable sources of energy such 

as sun, sea, and wind. The whole structure of work and bureaucratic 
organization, as this had taken shape over two centuries, was 
declared to be in need of re-examination. To most reflective people 
it was evident, at the very least, that certain assumptions built 
into the pattern of development of industrial societies were now very 

shaky. Rapid and continuous economic growth was one of these. Some 
fundamental re-adjustment, some shift of direction, seemed urgent

and necessary.
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My thinking during these years was undoubtedly affected by the 

new mood, although I can honestly say that I was predisposed to go 

along with it in any case. The post-industrial idea was now more 0 

firmly seen in perspective as a product of an epoch of exceptional 

growth and abundance (although I have never thought that it can be 

dismissed just because of this, any more, say, than Marx's theory of 

capitalism can be dismissed because of the end of the epoch of 

laissez-faire). It may well in fact turn out to be the last, and by

no means the least, theory of industrial society which is still 

basically couched in the terms of classic industrialism. At any rate, 

I certainly felt the need to pose the question: if not the 
post-industrial society a la Bell, what then? What alternative * * 
lines of development are conceivable, what emerging, in the last 

three decades of the twentieth century? The last two chapters offer 

some thoughts on this. They are very preliminary and tentative, and 

some are bound to find them unduly fanciful. But it seemed to me 
that some effort had to be made in this direction, in rounding off 

this account of the theory and practice of industrial society.

* *  *

I should like to offer my grateful thanks for help and support 

to Jill Norman, of Penguin Books. To Ray Pahl, Professor of Sociology 

at the University of Kent and the general editor of Penguin Sociology, 

I owe a good deal more than is usually owed to series editors. He 
was not only responsible for suggesting the initial idea for this 

book, but as a colleague and friend, has over the years been very 
generous with both his time and his thoughts, in discussing its
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themes. This book can only have profited from those conversations 

with him. Thanks are also due, I suspect, to the members of the 

Acton Society, London, especially (probably) Edward Goodman and 

Trevor Smith; although what ideas have actually been stolen from 

the Society's very convivial seminars and dinners could only be 

determined by someone with a stronger head than mine.

Krishan Kumar 
Canterbury, February 1977
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Chapter 1. NEW WORLDS

"The History of the Human Species as a 
whole may be regarded as the unravelling 
of a hidden Plan of Nature for accomplishing 
a perfect state of Civil Constitution for 
Society... as the sole State of Society in 
which the tendency of human nature can be 
all and fully developed."

Immanuel Kant, Idea of a Universal
History on a Cosmopolitan 
Plan (1784).

"Poetic imagination has put the Golden Age 
in the cradle of the human race, amid the 
ignorance and brutishness of primitive times; 
it is rather the Iron acre which should be put 
there. The Golden Age of the human race is 
not behind us but before us; it lies in the 
perfection of the social order. Our ancestors 
never saw it; our children will one day arrive 
there; it is for us tc clear the way."

Henri de Saint-Simon, The Reorganization
of the European 
Community (1814).

1 • The Ideologies of Progress
When sociology arrived in Europe early in the nineteenth 
century, it marked the culmination of a strand of think
ing about man and society that was increasingly directed
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towards the future. Strictly speaking, Western social
thought .had felt the pull of the future ever since, in 
the fifth century, St. Augustine produced his grand work 
of synthesis, The City of God. In this Christian 
apologia he fused the Greek and Hebraic traditions into 

a philosonhy of history, a theory of development, that 
looked forward to the end of secular history, and a 
movement from life in the earthly to life in the heavenly 
city. Such eschatological preoccupations continued to 
affect thought and action throughout the subsequent 
centuries. But the backward-looking s^ell of the

c

memory of the world of classical antiquity remained, to 
bewitch thinkers into a sense that the great, golden age 
of man was really in the past, by comparison with which 
present times were mean and second-hand. This spell was 
decisively broken only towards the end of the seventeenth 
century. It came in the victory of the 'Moderns’ over the 
'Ancients', following a long-drawn out literary contro
versy, and the conviction thereafter that modern philosophy 
and modern science were not only the equal of that of the 
ancient world, but Immeasurably more pregnant with great 
and far-reaching developments for mankind.

With this victory, as J.B.Bury was the first to point out 
a long while ago1, the idea of progress became firmly 
established in the European mind. Mankind could now be 
seen as advancing, slowly perhaps but inevitably and 
indefinitely, in a desirable direction. In a sense it 
was illogical to try to determine the happy end-point 
of this progression; but the attraction to do so proved
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irresistible. However dimly-perceived, the future was 
seen in terms of the triumph of some existing quality or 
principle deemed to be of supreme worth, or as consti
tutive of man's or society’s very nature. It might be 
reason, science, or liberty. But whatever it was, the 
principle whose fulfilment was predicted and sometimes 
promoted cast its light back onto the present and the 
past. The end, the future, became the vantage point from 
which to view the present and past states of mankind; 
since it was only at the end of man's development that 
the principle would be seen in its clearest and fullest 
expression. No doubt, contrariwise, discerning that 
future would depend on the most fundamental analysis of 
present trends. But, just as in human biology our interest 
and the focus of our investigations is on the developed 
organism and not intrinsically, for themselves, on the 
materials and processes that produce it, so in social 
biology, or sociology, the thing that had to be kept in 
mind, the informing principle of our inquiry, must be the 
social forms that were in the making, and whose future 
outlines could only roughly be seen. The chronological 
line - past, present, and future - was barren as well as 
deceptive. Only the perspective of the future revealed 
what was important in the past, and linked it to our lives 
in the present. The future was the guiding thread. Pascal 
said it, in the Fense^s, in a spirit of irony; but what he
said would have been taken as a solemn statement of intent

\

by the ideologues of progress: "The present is never an
end, the past and the present are our means. Only the



4

future is our end. Thus we never live; but we hope to 
live... "

The eighteenth century produced numerous, more extended 
and developed, statements of this sort. Two were espec
ially important to the versions offered by the later 
sociological tradition: those of Turgot and Condorcet.
To these thinkers were later linked two others, also 
French, and key figures in the establishment of the 'new 
science' of society: Henri, Comte de Saint-Simon, who was 
the first to analyse systematically the new industrial 
society that was emerging, and to suggest a plan for its 
organization; and Auguste Comte, who gave the new science 
its name, 'sociology', and laid down an elaborate 
programme for it to follow which has had a profound 
influence both in Europe and America. These four - 'the 
prophets of Paris', their biographer Frank Manuel has 
called them 2 - were linked by more than the ordinary 
bonds of intellectual influence. They were disciples and 
friends, strong bonds even when the friendships turned to 
bitter enmity. Condorcet was the self-confessed disciple 
and devoted admirer of Turgot, and in many respects his 
own work was a fulfilment and a development of the un
published sketches of the latter. Saint-Simon's work 
reveals a close reading of Condorcet's writings, down to 
the existence of a manuscript in which Condorcet's 
Progress of the Human Mind was analysed under explicit 
headings - 'ideas to be adopted', 'ideas to be rejected'. 
Comte was for some years Saint-Simon's secretary and his 
acknowledged pupil, though he later broke sharply with
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prédécesseur immédiat'.

as 'mon

5

There was therefore an exceptionally strong line linking 
the eighteenth century philosonhes of progress and the 
nineteenth century fathers of sociology. And what gave 
the group its distinctiveness was its fascination with 
movement and change, its profound impression that human 
life had experienced a vast and varied succession of 
different modes of thinking and behaving in the course of 
history. That succession was of course continuing - such 
was the discoverable law of social development - and these 
men felt themselves witnesses to yet another momentous 
mutation, one which was lifting human life to a newer and 
higher plane, and whose basic principle and promise could 
be discerned by all unprejudiced thinkers. Such men could 
not but be struck by the conviction that the contemporary 
equals the merely temporary. The tribulations of their 
private and public lives - amounting, in Condorcet's case, 
to his condemnation to death by the Jacobins - could be 

borne on the missionary belief that these were but the 
travails of the new order. As Manuel says, "they were 
intoxicated with the future: they looked into what was 
about to be and they found it good. The past was a mere 
prologue and the present a spiritual and moral, even a 
physical, burden which at times was well nigh unendurable. 
They would destroy the present as fast as possible in order 
to usher in the longed-for future, to hasten the end." 3

In the movement of thought towards the future, Turgot 
played a particularly significant part. His lectures on
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the successive advances of the human mind, delivered at 
the Sorbonne in 1750, constitute by general agreement the 
first important statement in modern times of the. ideology 
of progress. Progress for him was not simply a fact, 
written into the past records of mankind; it was the very 
principle of the human as opposed to the natural order, 
and it was for this reason that the future promised a 
happier and more perfect state. The bare statement of this

Zlview, repeated a hundred times in the century following,* 
conceals the really radical, and necessary, departure 
accomplished by Turgot. For what Turgot was doing was to 
re-assert the autonomy of the human world, as against the 
very influential contemporary efforts to assimilate the 
human to the natural order. The triumphant success of 
Newtonian physics dazzled the eighteenth century philo
sophers. They hoped to discover in human society a 
principle of order, of equilibrium, equivalent to the 
operations of gravity in Newton's mechanical universe. 
Montesquieu's great masterpiece of the mid-century 
Enlightenment, The Spirit of the Laws, was conceived 
basically in mechanistic terms; the good polity was 
subject to technical breakdown because of a failure to 
operate in accordance with its true character. The geniu3 
legislator, by fathoming the spirit of a nation's laws, 
could effect a restoration, and set the machine working 
once more so that it might continue its regular motions. 
Similarly, Adam Smith's model of the 'natural' economy, in 
The wealth of Nations, was conceived in the image of a self-

X

balancing machine: Iran's propensity to truck, barter, and
exchange gave rise to actions obeying Impersonal laws -
such as the law of supply and demand - which, if not distorted
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by ’unnatural' interventions on the part of the political 
authority, maintain the system in a state of mechanical 
equilibrium.

Turgot chafed under this static conception, with its motif 
of regularity and recurrence. Against it he posited a 
primary, more or less innate, human tendency to movement. 
which led to a principle unique to the human world, that 
of progress, and which -was directly antithetical to the 
principle of recurrence in the physical world. as he put 
it in the opening statement of his second lecture, the 
Tableau philosophique des progrès successifs de l’esprit 
humain : "The phenomena of nature, subject to constant laws, 
are enclosed in a circle of revolutions which are always the 
same. Everything is reborn, everything perishes, and through 
successive generations in which vegetation and animal life 
reproduce themselves time merely restores at each instant 
the image which it has caused to disappear. The succession 
of men, however, presents a changing spectacle from century 
to century. Reason, the passions, liberty, produce new 
events without end. All ages are linked to each other by 
a series of causes and effects which binds the present state 
of the world with all these which have preceded it. The 
conventional signs of language and writing, affording men 
the means of assuring the possession of their ideas and 
communicating them to others, have fashioned of all detailed 
forms of knowledge a common treasury, which one generation 
transmits to another like a legacy that is ever being 
augmented with the discoveries of each century, and thus the 
human race, considered from its beginnings, appears to the

eyes of a philosopher to be one immense whole v/hich, like
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every individual, has its infancy and its progress."

There was a special historical oddity in this striking 
and original separation of the natural and the human 
worlds. Firstly it went sharply against the grain of what 
is generally thought to be one of the deepest tendencies 
of the thought of the Enlightenment: the striving to find 
a total philosophy whose principles were so fundamental and 
so general that they were applicable to the whole of 
creation. Some form of social Newtonianism was an easy,
and popular, resolution of this endeavour. But secondly, 
Turgot's conception marked the beginning of what was to be 
only a very temporary phase in which the distinctivenesso
of the natural and the human or social, was insisted upon; 
Early in the nineteenth century the world of nature and the 
world of man were re-united, thereby continuing and inten
sifying the dominant intellectual tendency inaugurated by 
the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century. The 
point is that Turgot's conception was essential for the 
development of the science of man, so long as the reigning 
scientific 'world-view' was the mechanistic universe of 
Newtonian physics. Such a view simply did not allow for the 
change, the temporality, the novelty, in a word, the 
progressiveness, of the human world. But by the mid
nineteenth century the scientific influence was of a quite 
different kind. Not physics now, but geology and especially 
biology were at the centre of attention, and the work of 
Buffon, Lamarck, Lyell, and Darwin had introduced into the
world of nature precisely those elements of change and«
novelty that Turgot had insisted on as the principles of the 
human order. The theory of the evolution of the natural 
world squared uncannily well - too well, as it turned out -
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with the conception of change and progress - 'from infancy 
to maturity’ - in the social world. Indeed it isn't far
fetched to suppose that the attention to change brought by 
the idea of progress stimulated inquiries in an evolutionary 
direction in the natural sciences. At any rate, to complement 
the theory of social evolution - which is what Turgot more 
or less invented - there was now a highly satisfactory 
theory of natural - geological and biological - evolution.
The natural and the social worlds could now be seen as 
continuous; human social evolution was a special case of 
biological evolution in general; the principles of order 
and change in the one applied equally to the other. The 
ghost raised by Turgot, of an utterly divided order of 
creation, was, for some time at least, laid. The curiosity 
is that Turgot should have perpetrated the scare while 
preparing the ground for one of the most total, most monistic 
intellectual systems of all time - that of the 'positive 
philosophy' of Saint-Simon, Comte, Spencer, and a host of 
other theorists of the nineteenth century.

Turgot raised the flag of the future on the ideal rlane.
The French Revolution did so on the plane of actuality.
No other event in the history of modern times has so 
powerfully aroused the sentiments of novelty, transformation, 
and the creation of a new order. as Alexis de Toqueville 
later wrote, "no previous political upheaval, however 
violent, had aroused such passionate enthusiasm, for the 
ideal the French Revolution set before itself was not 
merely a change in the French system but nothing snort 
of a regeneration of the whole human race. Edmund Burke, 
severely critical of its course as he was, was drawn to say



lô

that "all circumstances taken together, the French 
Revolution is the most astonishing that has hitherto 
happened in the world." "how much the greatest event in 
the history of the world and how much the best", Charles 
James Fox greeted the fall of the Bastille. Goethe 
declared that the victory of the French revolutionaries at 
Valmy in 1792 marked a new era in man's history, and xiegel 
waxed ecstatic over the fact that the French Revolution had 
revealed the great secret of human history, as the progress
ive realisation of Reason: "Lever since the sun had stood 
in the firmament and the planets revolved around nim had it 
been perceived that man's existence centres in his head,
i.e., in Thought, inspired by which he builds up the world 
of reality ... This was accordingly a glorious mental dawn.

6
All thinking beings shared in the jubilation of this epoch".

The very word 'revolution' was re-charged, and given a 
new significance. Since classical times the uses of the 
word in political and social life had reflected pretty 
faithfully its clear etymological root. Revolution meant 
a turning-back, or a turning round, as in the motions of a 
wheel. Plato and later classical writers used the term to 
mark the various stages of the cyclical progression that 
they saw as the inevitable pattern of human affairs, as 
much as it was the pattern so clearly revealed in nature 
by the revolutions of the seasons. Later in Europe astro
nomical usage heavily influenced political applications of 
the concept. The associations with the natural world were 
hence retained. When applied to the affairs of men, 
revolution could only connote the stages of the recurrent, 
cyclical patterns of government that were the human
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analogue of the regular, lawfully revolving motions of the 
planets and stars.

Of novelty, this conception conspicuously lacked any 
knowledge. It was in this that the French Revolution was 
so decisive. It was in the course of the French Revolution tnat 
the word 'revolution' acquired its modern meaning, its 
modern associations of novelt^r and fundamental change. It 
was only then that 'revolution' ceased to be a phenomenon 
of the natural or divine order, made by non-numan, 
elemental forces, and became part of a man-made conscious

7purpose to create a new order based on reason and freedom.
Wo matter that this particular attempt failed to make0and 
secure the new world. Henceforward the idea of fundamental 
transformation, of the whole re-structuring of human 
society, became deeply lodged in the Luropean mind and, by 
a later export, in the consciousness of the rest of the 
world.

Nor was it necessary that this transformation should be 
brought about by violence, in the manner of the French 
attempt. The lesson drawn from the course of the French 
Revolution - particularly by those thinkers whom we are 
considering - was that revolutionary violence was at most 
an expedient, necessary perhaps in the conditions of 
particulsr societies, to hasten on the changes already 
being effected by more fundamental, long-term social and 
intellectual forces. The new society matures in the womb 
of the old, as Marx was later to put it;, "force is the 
midwife to the old society pregnant with the new." Against
which Lenin later pencilled in the laconic comment, "some 
births are difficult, others are easy." Political revolution
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was to become an obssession for some of the self-styled 
disciples of the early sociologists. But for the masters 
themselves it was always a secondary matter. The revolution 
that absorbed them, that they saw working itself out before 
their eyes, that they sought to analyse and promote with 
all their strength: this revolution had altogether grander 
dimensions. It vías nothing less than the coming into being 
of an entirely new order of society, one based on reason 
and science, whose realisation would necessarily have as 
a consequence the fullest extension of human freedom.

It is an irony not uncommon in history, that one of the 
most powerful and influential statements of this view should 
have been written by a man fleeing from the agents of that 
very French Revolution that did so much to further this 
conception. In 1793 the Jarquis de Condorcet, one of the 
earliest and most enthusiastic supporters of the Revolution, 
and a fervent disciple of Turgot, was in hiding in Paris, • 
condemned to death by the Jacobins for his former Giron
dist stance. In the shadow of the guillotine he composed 
the Esquisse d'un tableau historique des proves de l'esprit 
humain (Sketch for a Historical Picture of the Progress of 
the Human Mind.) Condorcet has been described as "the last 
of the philoso-oh.es", and his Esquisse as "a dramatic paean, 
a passionate affirmation of rationalist faith, the climatic 
expression of the eighteenth century quest for reason in 
history". ® In it he synthesised and bodied out the ideas

of Turgot and of the other eigprteenth century ideologists 
of progress, giving however to those ideas a form and an 
utterance vastly bolder and more appealing than any of his 
predecessors. The Esquisse was the form in which the
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eighteenth century idea of progress was generally assimi
lated by Western thought. It was a consciously written 
manifesto, which was necessarily referred to both by 
those who affirmed allegiance to its message - such as 
Saint-Simon and Comte- and by those who denounced it.
Malthus' pessimistic Assay on Population appeared as a 
formal refutation of Condorcet's ideas. The influential 
conservative school of de Maistre made the tenets of the 
Esquisse the main target of their war on the ideology of
the eighteenth century Enlightenment; de Bonald anathematized

9it as the ’apocalypse of the new Gospel’.

Much of what Condorcet had to say expressed in a terser, 
more self-evident way, Turgot's idea of the inherent capacity 
of man for change and progress, and thus of his history as 
the progressive realization of that capacity. Man had so far 
progressed through nine stages; the tenth, of which the 
French Revolution was the herald, lay in the future. But 
in a number of ways Condorcet significantly modified the 
tenor of Turgot's thought, and introduced elements which 
were to feature centrally in the sociological schemes of 
Saint-Simon and Comte.

Condorcet radically secularized the philosophy of history 
that he inherited from Turgot. What Turgot offered was 
still a theodicy - one, it is true, couched in concrete, 
historical terms, but still penetrated by the idea that behind 
the laws of history there lay a transcendental sanction, 
corresponding to the unique, divinely-ordained quality oi 
human history as opnosed to natural history. Providence 
was still the guiding force of history, as it had been for 
St. Augustine. Condorcet, atheist and passionate secularist,
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not only took God out of the story, he Injected nis account 
with a virulent anti-religious bias. The laws of human 
history were seen as the products of that history itself, 
the results of the activities of men and not of God.
Progress was an autonomous human creation, not the expression 
of the divine purpose working itself out on earth.

With this ejection of a residual theology, Condorcet could 
begin the process of re-uniting the worlds of man and of 
nature, so impressively pulled apart by Turgot. He could 
do so because he kept the basic idea that the laws of human 
society were not the laws of a static system, like the laws 
of equilibrium, but dynamic, temporal and historical.0Tne 
fact of prowess, and of its necessary continuation into 
the future, could be demonstrated from the facts of history 
with the same degree of probability, and with the same lack 
of any absolute certainty, that Kume had shewn characterised 
the laws of nature. The idea of progress and the methods 
of science could be reconciled. The phenomena of the human 
and of the physical worlds were all on the same plane, all 
susceptible to observation and explanation by the same 
method. "They are equally susceptible of being calculated", 
wrote Condorcet," and all that is necessary, to reduce the 
whole of nature to law3 similar to those which Hewton 
discovered with the aid of the calculus, i3 to have a 
sufficient number of observations and a mathematics that is 
complex enough."

Peace having been made with the methodology of the future, 
it was possible to ask what this new science of history
could deliver with regard to the society of the future.
And here Condorcet made claims strikingly similar to those
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saptn to be advanced by* Auguste Comte, the designator if 
not the founder of sociology, the new science of society. 
History, thought Condorcet, was "a science to forsee the 
progression of the human species", a science of social 
prediction which could be a source of great, power. For by 
foreknowledge it was possible to "tame the future" (Comte's 
"prévoir pour pouvoir"). The careful study of history 
revealed the central developmental tendencies of the 
evolution of society, and by the extrapolation of tnese we 
were in a position to see something of the future stages 
of that evolution. "These observations on what man has 
been and what he is today will later lead to the means of 
assuring and accelerating the new progressions which human 
nature still permits him to hope for."

"a science to forsee the progression of the human species"
- one hardly dared hope to find so apt and complete a 

description of the intellectual enterprise later embarked • 
upon by the pioneers of sociology. For here is Comte's 
pronouncement on the aim of the new science, sociology:
"The aim of every science is foresight (prévoyance). For 
the laws established by observation of phenomena are 
generally employed to forsee their succession. All men, 
however little advanced, make true predictions, which are 
always based on the same principle, the knowledge of the 
future from the past... The foresight of the astronomer 
who predicts with complete precision the state of the solar 
system many years in advance is absolutely the same in kind 
as that of the savage who predicts the next sunrise. The 
only difference lies in the extent of their knowledge. 
Manifestly, then, it is quite in accordance with the nature
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of the human mind that observation of the past should
unveil the future in politics, as it does in astronomy,
physics, chemistry, and physiology. The determination of
the future must even be regarded as the direct aim of
political science, as in the case of the other positive
sciences. Indeed, it is clear that knowledge of what social
system the elite of mankind is called to by the progress of
civilization - knowledge forming the true practical object
of positive science - involves a general determination of

10the next social future as it results from the past."

The overriding commitment to the prediction of future 
states of society was one element in Condoret's legacy to 
nineteenth century sociology. The otner was equally 
influential, in touching on an aspect of the idea of progress 
that haunted the minds and affected the actions of many a 
nineteenth century thinker. If the progress of mankind was 
inevitable, stretching in a continuous chain from man's 
infancy to the furthest point of his development, what then 
should be the role of the individual at any given stage?
In a strict sense there should really be nothing for him 
to do but acknowledge the inevitability of change, welcome 
it when it came, and commit himself to the direction of its 
currents as they pulled him along. But few were willing to 
rest on this position, for the good reason that very few 
thinkers, and one of the important ideologists of progress, 
held to a view of progress as mechanical as this sketch 
implied. They were none of them mindless Tanglo3sians, 
accepting all the features'of any given society, at any stage 
as the necessary germs of the next stage. They realised that
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there were distortions, lags, retardations, powerful 
counter-orogressive forces, at all stages in the progress 
of man. While none of these could ultimately halt that 
necessary progress, they could put manKind to much suffering 
in the process of trying to do so.

There was therefore a special merit, argued Condorcet, - 
and others after him-inpromoting tne tide of progress, easing 
the birth-pangs of the new society. Indeed on a rational 
understanding of history it became the duty of every enlight
ened being to throw his energies into shaping and developing 
the forces of progress. Especially was this true at this

9point in time when, as indicated by the French Revolution, 
mankind was on the verpe of a passage to an order of society 
marked by the highest utilization of its capacity for reason 
and freedom.

And who were in tne vanguard of the advance of reason? To 
whom should one most be looking, as the prime a.rency of the 
transition to the new order? Condorcet’s answer was again 
pregnant with consequences for tne whole, more systematic 
discussion of just this issue in nineteenth century sociol
ogy. It was the scientists who, as a group, carried the 
seeds of the future within them. Science was the fullest 
embodiment of the principles and tendencies of the European 
Enlightenment. It reoresented the distillation, as it were, 
in its purest form of the rationalist philosophy with wriich 
the Enlightenment had fought the superstitious and unregen
erate forces of Church and State. Therefore the new society, 
Wh©§© whole Informing principle was to be rationality, should 
be guided and shaped by the men of science.
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There Is no need here to go Into detail about Gondorcet's 
schemes for the organization of scientists, and the appli
cation of scientific techniques and solutions to’social 
problems. We shall find essentially the same conceptions, 
in a more full-blooded form, in the nlans and designs for 
society of Saint-Simon and Comte. All we have from Gon
dorcet is, in any case, a fragment, in the form of a 
commentary on Bacon’s New Atlantis. Briefly, he envisaged 
a body of scientists constituting the supreme body within 
the state, separate from and above all other political 
institutions. The spirit of science would infuse itself 
into the thought and behaviour of all citizens of the new 
order. Instead of the old pursuits of power, riches, and 
military glory, men of talent would pour their energies in 
the direction of scientific achievement. Judgements of 
worth, status, and honour would now turn on scientific 
■promise and the practical fulfilments of that promise, which 
would be aided by all the resources of tne society. "The 
love of truth assembles there the men whom the sacrifice of 
ordinary passions has rendered worthy of her; and enlightened 
nations, aware of all that she can do for the happiness of 
the human species, lavish upon genius the means of unfolding 
its activity and its strength". Scientific reasoning and 
calculation would be apnlied to all problems of values and 
ethics, so that social conflicts could be resolved by the 
appeal to criteria which were universally accepted.

Frank Manuel's comment points up admirably the long-ranging 
significance of these tentative figurations. "In Condor- 
cet's last manuscripts there continually obtruded grave 
misgivings about the decisions of any public bodies which
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were not technically competent as experts. with, the 
accumulation of sufficient data and the application of 
the calculus of probabilities the state could be run by 
social mathematics - without debates. With one leap the 
first sociologist of scientific creativity traversed the 
age of middle-class parliamentarism and arrived at the 
ideal of the all-knowing scientific technician as the ruler 
of society." ^

And with such a leap Condorcet rounded off the eighteenth 
century legacy. His sociological successors Of the 
nineteenth century now possessed the main elements for 
elaborating a systematic theory of social development, and 
for situating the society of their own times within tnis 
framework. There was the postulate of mankind's evolution, 
from infancy to maturity, and off its necessary progress.
There was the notion of stages of development, each stage 
leading upwards on an ascending scale, and each being more 
or less continuous with the last and the next. There was 
the perception that the transition from one stage to the 
next was not a regular and mechanical process, but needed 
to be aided and promoted: by individual men of genius, or 
whole groups which could discern the emerging future shape 
of society and devoted themselves to realising it. Crucially, 
perhaps, there was the sense that man stood on the edge of 
one of the most momentous transformations of all his history, 
that in the ideas and the events around him could be seen 
innumerable witnesses to this fact. The future beckoned 
urgently, and the promise it held out could only adequately 
be gauged by the chaos that might result if the forces of 
progress were not all combined in the task of bringing the



new society into being. Of those forces the most 
important were science, the men of science, and all those 
who could see in the achievements of the scientific method 
the highest fulfilment of the Enlightenment, and the key 
to the future direction and organization of society.

II: Saint-Simon: The Science of Society and the Society
of Science.

"The ohilosophy of the 18th century was critical
and revolutionary, that of the 19th century*
will be inventive and organizational"

Saint-Simon, Motto for a projected
oNew Encyclopaedia, 1810

If the society of the future was the society of science, 
then the science of society, sociology, had to be considered 
the master guide to that future. The eighteenth century 
theorists had already indicated the need for a systematic 
philosophy of history by which each age could comprehend its 
place in the continuum past, present, and future; and by 
which it could adjust its institutions and practices to the 
requirements of its current stage of evolution. It was the 
claim of the early sociologists to have found such a system
atic science of society.

The word 'sociology' itself, coined by Comte, did not make 
its appearance until 1833, after which it passed into general 
currency; but the thing clearly existed much earlier. Earlier 
writers, such as Saint-Simon, talked of 'social physiology' f 

or social, moral, or political science, or 'the science of 
man'. The intent was the same in these cases as in the 
later 'sociology'. It was to put the study of human behaviour



21

and human society on the same sound footing as had been 
achieved in the sciences dealing with the natural world.
The social sciences, by assimilating the well-tried and 
well-proven methods of the natural sciences, were to become 
as objective, as precise and predictive, as they ’were. The 
scientists of the Institut de France, the self-styled 
'ideologues' of the Directory period of the French Revolution, 
were apparently the first to apply the term 'positive' to 
the triumphantly successful methodology of contemporary 
natural science. Saint-Simon adopted the term in 1807 to 
express the common denominator, in a methodological sense, 
of all the modern sciences, natural and social. Thereafter 
the term, and the ambition that went with it, was widely 
diffused. 'Positivism' became the creed of all those who 
believed that there was but one science. It had many
branches, emoracing all the phenomena of the natural and
social worlds, and they were not all equally wej.1 developed. 
But there could only be one method, that general one which 
- or so it was thought - had allowed Newton to calculate 

the movements of the heavenly bodies, and Lavoisier to 
isolate oxyren; and which was to account for the triumphs 
of Lyell in geology and Darwin in biology. Hitherto the 
science of man and society had limped behind those of physics 
and chemistry; soon it would not only equal out crown their
achievements. This was the common theme of the writings of
the major early sociologists, Saint-Simon, Comte, Spencer, 
Marx. Later Marxists were inclined to jib at the positi
vism of Engels' pronouncement at Marx's graveside, that 
"just as Darwin discovered the law of development of organic 
nature, so Marx discovered the law of development of human 
history". But it is doubtful if Marx would have taken
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offence - he did after all wish to dedicate Das Kapital 
to Darwin - and in any case it is certainly in keeping 
with the spirit not only of his own endeavours but that of 
a host of other nineteenth century social theorists.

Of all the early expounders of the idea of a science of 
society, there is one who has special claims on our attent
ion: Henri, Comte de Saint-Simon. He is not perhaps the 
best of them, certainly not the best-known, and his influence 
was diffuse rather than direct. But his was the earliest 
and in many ways still the most powerful vision of a new 
order of society, corresponding to which would be an entirely 
new way of thinking about society. Saint-Simon was the 
immediate descendant of the philosophic tradition that 
included Turgot and Condorcet. Indeed much of the force ef 
his often bizarre life and writings stems from the fact that 
he had one foot in the aristocratic salons of the eighteenth 
century Enlightenment and another in the bourgeois cafés of 
the nascent industrial age. As a liberal aristocrat of the 
eighteenth century, he fought in the French army against 
the British in the American *Var of Independence; later he 
was a radical republican and Dantonist in the early stages 
of the French Revolution. Imprisoned and almost executed 
by the Jacobins during the Terror, he survived to be tne 
patron and associate of the brilliant circle of scientists 
who flourished during the Directory. The Empire found him 
urging Napoleon to be a new Charlemagne and to unite Europe 
on the basis of the emerging scientific and industrial order} 
with little need of alteration, he was urging substantially 
the same thing on the statesmen gathered at the Congress of

Vienna, when he proposed the integration of the states of
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Europe and the establishment of a European Parliament. In 
his later years he emerged in his most important and 
characteristic role, as the champion and ideologue of the 
scientists, bankers and industrialists whom he saw as the 
creative force of the new society; while from his sayings 
and writings his disciples, the Saint-Simonian sect, gleaned 
enough materials to turn his doctrine into one of the earl
iest forms of socialism.

Even this very brief recital of his activities gives some 
indication of Saint-Simon's interest to us, as a striking 
and original figure transitional between the two ages of 
feudalism and industrialism. Some further idea of this can 
readily be got by considering some of the words that Saint- 
Simon or his immediate disciples introduced into the 
vocabulary of European social thought. Between 1S0Û and 
1832 they coined: 'individualism', 'positivism', 'indus
trialism', 'socialism'. They originated the phrase and 
concent of 'the organization of labour' and the contrast 
between the 'bourgeoisie' and the 'proletariat' in the 
special technical sense of the terms are Saint-Simonian 
creations. No wonder that, surveying Saint-Simon's contri
bution from the vantage point of the late nineteenth century, 
Emile Durkheim was led to conclude that "in him we encounter 
the seeds already developed of all the ideas which have fed 
the thinking of our time"; 12 or that George Lichtheim should 
more recently have observed that "all told, Saint-Simonism
has probably done more to share our world than any other«
socialist school except the Marxian (which took over some of

13the Saint-Simonian inheritance)".

Althouth Saint-Simon has figured often enough in histories
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of social thought, as the founder of positivism and a 
precursor of modern socialism, this treatment has tended 
to obscure his real interest to us in our time, Saint-Simon 
speaks especially forcibly across a century and a half to 
us because he tried to grasp, and act in, a period of crisis 
and transformation. In this day it is widely believed that 
the industrial societies, whose birth he witnessed, are 
undergoing a parallel process of crisis and transformation, 
and not a few prophets have been willing to come forward to 
act the Saint-Simon of the new age. whether or not the 
parallel is apt we shall leave for later discussion. But 
it cannot be denied that there is a sense of profound changes 
affecting the nature of contemporary industrial societies; 
and this goes some way to explaining the renewed interest 
in Saint-Simon.

For there was not a word that Saint-Simon wrote, and almost
not an act that he performed, that was not infused with a
sense of urgent mission, a conviction that a critical moment
had been reached in the development of European societies.
More than any thinker before or since, Saint-Simon's writing,
and his life, convey to us this powerful impression of
standing at the dawn of the industrial civilization of the
modern world, of seeing out one age and ushering in the next.
What is particularly remarkable about this vision is its
precocity, almost its prematureness. In the first two decades
of the nineteenth century the Industrial Revolution in
England was only just beginning to have perceptible effect

%
on the general life of society; in France the systematic 
introduction of industrial technology had started only in 
Saint-Simon's own life-time; In the rest of Europe indus



25

trialization was almost entirely a future prospect. And 
yet without a tremor of doubt or hesitation Saint-Simon 
seized on the idea that the new world of the nineteenth 
century was to be industrial. In a striking passage he 
fused the eighteenth century idea of progress with the 
perception that the future age was to be the age of the 
machine: "The most absurd of beliefs places the golden 
age in the past. It is the future alone which holds it in 
store. Giants will return, not giants in stature, but 
giants in the power of reasoning, machines will replace 
the arms of men. The seven-league boots of the fairytale 
are ordered for humanity by the great captain of the army 
of workers. Industry is the only politics of peace, because

ii 14peace is the only politics of nations...

Saint-Simon modified Condorcet's rather mechanical con
ception of the nronression of humanity through ten stages. 
Progress there certainly was, and he gave nothing to the 
eighteenth century in the fervour of this conviction:"... 
the supreme law of progress of the human spirit carries 
along and dominates everything; men are but its instruments 
... it is no more in our power to withdraw ourselves from 
its influence or to control its action than it is to change 
at our pleasure the primitive impulse which makes our planet 
circle the sun". ^  But Saint-Simon introduced an element 
of conflict and discordance lacking in Condorcet's account. 
Without using or apparently being aware of contemporary 
notions of the 'dialectic', he arrived at the notion that 
mankind's (inevitable) progress had taken place through a 
dynamic alternation of 'organic' and 'critical' epochs.
Both sorts of epoch were necessary: antagonistic yet
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complementary forces in a movement that spiralled ever 
upwards. The ’organic* periods, such as those of the 
classical civilization of Greece and Rome, or of the feudal 
societies of medieval Europe, were stable, constructive 
periods. The societies of those periods were integrated 
around a single ideal, propounded, and developed by elites 
who were the intellectual vanguard of their time, and whose 
ideas governed the prevailing political institutions. Such 
organic oeriods were always followed by 'critical' periods, 
in the face of the attempt by the dominant elites to freeze 
the flow of history, and to cling to power on the basis of 
outmoded understanding and ideals. Critical epochs were 
fundamentally transitional between two organic ones. They 
were periods of doubt and criticism, of conflicts between 
the old and the new ideologies and elites, of war and 
revolution. Inevitably they were succeeded by organic epochs 
in which societies were once more Integrated, but now on the 
basis of a new ideal and under the leadership of a new elite

In the final form of his philosophy of history Saint-Simon 
identified three organic epochs linked by two transitional, 
critical, epochs. There was first the age of classical 
antiquity, with an ideology of polytheism and a social order 
based on slavery. Somewhere around the third and fourth 
centuries A.D. occurred the disintegration of the ancient 
world, expressing the passage of a critical epoch which led 
ultimately to a new level of integration in the Christian 
states of medieval Europe. This second organic epoch had a 
'theological' ideology and a social order based on feudalism 
Prom about the twelfth century new forces were already
undermining this civilization; by the eighteenth century it
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was on its deathbed, sapred by a critical period that had 
reached its extreme point in the destructive-creative 
onslaught of the Enlightenment nhilosoohes. Now, in Saint- 
Simon's own life-time, the third organic civilization was 
coming into being. Its ideology was that of science, or 
positivism; its social system was industrial.

Saint-Simon recurred again and again, to the point almost 
of obsession, to the parallel between the crisis of the 
ancient world, at the time of the later Roman Empire, and 
the crisis which European feudal society had as yet barely 
surmounted, and whose most explicit manifestations had oeen 
the Enlightenment and the French Revolution. In each case 
the turmoil was both spiritual and temporal; and in each 
case there had to succeed an order of society based on new 
philosophical (or religious) and political principles.
"The transition which is now taking place is composed, like 
the preceding one, of two elements: one philosophical, the 
other political. The first consists in the passage from 
the theological to the terrestrial and positive system; 
the second, in the passage from a regime of arbitrary rule 
to a liberal and industrial regime. The philosophical 
revolution has long since begun, because we should trace 
its origins back to the study of positive sciences introduced 
into Europe by the Arabs more than ten centuries ago. To 
complete this revolution we have to accomplish only one more 
thing: we must finish the comprehensive work necessary for 
the organization of a positive system, whose elements now 
exist isolated. The transition in its political form can 
be said to date from Luther's Reformation. Although this
political transition has been less catastrophic that the
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political transition from polytheism to theism, it has 
already oroduced great misfortunes; it was the issue 
behind the Thirty Years' Vt/ar, the two English revolutionsÖ
of the seventeenth century, and the French Revolution." ^

It is scarcely necessary to stress how influential this 
schematic outline of European history has oeen. n-ore 
important perhaps is the implication, equally influential, 
that systems of thought do not prosper until the social 
conditions anpropriate to their appearance and spread have 
'ripened', and that theorising, consequently, is an activity 
closely tied to the stage of social development of the 
society. For "first a system of social order has to be 
established, comprising a very numerous population and being 
composed of several nations, lasting over the whole possible 
period for that system, before a theory can be grounded on 
that threat experience. Only then can we be capable of 
'distinguishing', as it were, at first glance, which improve
ments are part of the natural stages of development of the

17social state and which are not, and in what order."

A 'positive' science of society, then, could not have 
emerged earlier, before a 'positive* order of society had 
appeared, at least in its distinctive outline. It was idle 
to berate past ages for not having established a true theory 
of society when their social conditions had not suggested 
such a theory. The thought of each age had a necessary 
part to play in the progression towards a full understanding 
of the laws of social development. To qach age its own task, 
"The philosophy of the eighteenth century was critical and
revolutionary, that of the nineteenth will be inventive and 
organizational" - so ran the motto of Saint-Simon' a projectso ran
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of 1810 for a New Encyclopaedia. But equally this implied 
that each age would not let itself be seduced by the pre
occupations of the preceding one. It would acknowledge and

o
acclaim the promulgation of the new philosophy of the age.
It would reform its social organization and political 
institutions in accordance with the new economic forces and 
intellectual ideals, under the, leadership of the most 
creative class.

Saint-Simon had no doubt that all these things would 
ultimately happen: such was the law of progress. But he 
was disturbed and perplexed by the failure of his contem
poraries to seize the opportunities so clearly offered to 
them by the recent develonments in Europe. The social and 
intellectual forces that were to bring in the new world of 
industrialism had been maturing since at least the twelfth 
century. In most European states, especially those of the 
west, these forces had become patent by the eighteenth 
century. But the class that should have inherited had failed 
to do so. The course of the French Revolution, in particular, 
was an Instructive example of the fact that progress was not 
mere mechanical progression. It depended upon a perception 
of the true tendencies of the time, together with a willing
ness to act upon that knowledge.

The French Revolution, according to Saint-Simon, v/as the 
culmination of two broad currents of change that had their 
origins deep in the period of European feudalism. The first 
was the development of science, as against the system of 
revealed religion, and a corresponding growtn to influence 
of the class of scientists as against the authority of the 
priests. The second development was the progressive eraanci-
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pation of the medieval communes which, developing beyone 
the confines of feudalism proper, had given rise to a dynamic 
and economically expansive class. This comprised first the 
traders and bankers of the era of commercial expansion; 
later the workers and industrialists of the new workshops 
and factories. These two revolutionary developments 
represented ultimately the triumph of the industrial society 
over the feudal state. Together they progressively under
mined the social order of feudalism, creating over a period 
of six centuries a state of society "which engendered and 
necessitated a political revolution..." Thus, "if one insists 
on attributing the French Revolution to one source, it must
be dated from the day the liberation of the communes and the

"1cultivation of exact sciences in western hurope began."

These social forces contained all the ingredients of the
new scientific industrial society. It was open to them not
simply to deliver the final blows to the old system but to•
found the new. They should have shrugged aside the failing
power of the old elites, military and aristocratic. The
industrial society is a society of production. It consists
of "two great families: that of intellectuals, or industrials
of theory, and that of immediate producers, or scholars of
application." Saint-Simon later added, the artists to
these two groups, as fulfilling necessary expressive
functions in the new society. This three-part elite, of
scientists, industrialists, and artists, is the natural
manager of the industrial society. Political rulers in the

%
old sense will be unnecessary. Not only can the political 
class be dispensed v/ith, but also the military, since the 
politics of industrialism are the politics of peace, both
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nationally and internationally. In addition there are 
other groups of non-productive ’idlers’, mere consumers: 
courtiers, the owners who do not work and so are unproduct
ive, lawyers and career politicians, and the whole army of 
clerks and administrators who staff the state bureaucracies, 
all these could have been put to useful, productive work, cr 
suppressed. The producing class, which in any case is the 
numerical majority of the population, could then have 
reorganized the political constitution of the society in 
such a way that they in their own persons, acting through 
organs which they themselves constituted, would have taken 
on the necessary managerial roles of the industrial society.

But what in fact happened? The industrialists and scientists, 
far from stepping in to take power, allowed the course of 
the French Revolution to be dominated by a ruthless but 
shallow and parasitical group, the lawyers and professional 
politicians, the 'metaphysicians'. It was this group, the 
real basis of the Jacobin phase of the Revolution, who 
misled the nation into thinking that the problems of society 
could be resolved by a politics of power, a mere re
arrangement of the forms of government. They could not see, 
and the industrialists did not force them to see, that the 
politics of power were the politics of the old regime. The 
new society, which was straining to be born, could not come 
into existence until 'government', rule over men, had been 
reolaced by 'administration', the self-management of society 
by the productive classes who essentially constituted the 
society. Thus:

"The men who brought about the Revolution, the men 
who directed it, and the men who, since 1789 and up to the
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present day, have guided the nation, have committed a 
great political mistake. They have sought to improve 
the governm&ntal machine, whereas they should have sub-

o

ordinated it and put administration in the first place. 
They should have begun by asking a question the solution 
of which is simple and obvious. They should have asked 
who, in the present state of morals and enlightenment, are 
the men most fitted to manage the affairs of the nation. 
They would have been forced to recognize the fact tnat the 
scientists, artists and industrialists, and the heads of 
industrial concerns are the men who possess the most 
eminent, varied, and most positively useful ability, for 
the guidance of men’s minds at the present time. They 
would have recognized the fact that the work of the 
scientists, artists, and industrialists is that which, in 
discovery and application, contributes most to national 
prosperity. They would have reached the conclusion that 
the scientists, artists and leaders of industrial enter
prises are the men who should be entrusted with adminis
trative power, that is to say, with the responsibility for

20managing the national interests... 11

Prom Saint-Simon’s point of view, then, the French Revol
ution was a revolution manque. It should have inaugurated 
the new world of the industrial society. It should have 
been the political expression of the rise to their proper 
influence of the producers. Instead it had continued the
politics of the old order. By an unnatural twist, against

*
the tendencies of the time, it had forced France, and the 
whole of Europe, into a false, wasteful and bloody path.
The Revolution, which was fundamentally a European one,



34

had still to be terminated. And "only the industrial 
doctrine, when adopted, can end the revolution." Most of 
Saint-Simon's life, intellectual and practical, was 
dedicated to making the world see this. In his writings 
he tried to show that there could be a true science of man 
and society, one that could uncover the principles of 
change and persistence in human society. Such a science, 
which was only possible because the social forces under
lying its development had sufficiently matured, made it 
clear that an era of epoch-making transition was under 
•way. Therefore that science - 'sociology' - had essentially 
to be about the making of the new society. Sociology, the 
science of society, had to take as its subject matter the 
forces dissolving the old society and bringing in the new, 
the society of science. It had in effect to suggest the
principles of re-organization of European society on the

21eve of the coming scientific and industrial order. This, 
in his sketch of the future society under the management of 
the scientists, industrialists, and artists, was what Saint- 
Simon tried to do. In practical terms, it meant making the 
scientists and industrialists conscious of their mission, 
and spurring them on to action. This Saint-Simon signally 
failed to do.

Saint-Simon died in 1825. In some obvious ways, had he 
returned at the end of the century, he might have been very 
satisfied with the uses to which his legacy had been put. 
There was scarcely a European intellectual, or European 
school of thought, that had not been Influenced, sometimes 
profoundly, by his ideas. Saint-Simonism became a key 
ingredient of the positivist sociology of Comte, Spencer
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and Durkheim; Continental socialism everywhere, especially 
in Prance, Germany and Russia, was heavily indebted to it; 
it even crossed the Channel and modified English individ
ualism, through its decisive influence on Thomas Carlyle 
and John Stuart mill. At the practical level, Saint- 
Simonism became the leading ideology of industrialization 
on the Continent - "the religion of the engineers", P.A. 
Hayek calls it. The temple of this religion was the £.cole 
Polytechnique, devoted to the cultivation of the applied 
sciences, and which had been founded at the height of 
scientific enthusiasm in 1794. It became the centre from 
which was diffused the Saint-Simonian influence throughout 
nineteenth century Prance and Europe. Comte himself was 
described as "a Saint-Simon who had been through the '¿cole

iiPolytechnique ; many of Saint-Simon’s friends and disciples 
were students there; and many of the leading French 
scientists, engineers, bankers and financiers had their 
Saint-Simonian baptism either at the Acole or by close 
contact with the Saint-Simonian movement that developed 
from there after Saint-Simon's deatn.

The English editor of Saint-Simon's writings, Felix Markham, 
comments that "it is not too much to say that the Saint- 
Simonians were the most important single force behind the 
great economic expansion of the Second Empire, particularly 
in the development of the banks and railways". It was 
a prominent Saint-Simonian, Prosper Enfantin, who organized 
the formation of the Paris-Lyons-wiediterranean railway in 
1952; it was two Saint-Simonian brothers, the Pereires, who 
founded the Credit Mobilier, also in 1352, and so established
the basic type or model of Continental capitalism, 'finance
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capitalism', with the banks as an organizing and controlling 
centre, directing under a coherent programme industrial 
concerns, railway systems, town planning activities, and 
public utilities. Hayek writes of these Saint-Simonians, 
that "it cannot be denied that they succeeded in changing 
the economic structure of Continental countries into some
thing quite different from the English type of competitive 
capitalism... Even if the Credit Mobilier of the Pereires 
ultimately failed, it and its industrial concerns became 
the model on which the banking and capital structure in
most of the industrial countries of Europe were developed,

24partly by other Saint-Simonians." Perhaps we mighty add 
as a final soectacular example of Saint-Simonian activity 
the construction of the Suez Canal, a project thought up

t  s yby Enfantin, whose 'Société d'etudes pour le Canal de ouez' 
provided de uesseps with the results of all its research.

It is an impressive list of intellectual influences and
practical activities. And yet the ghost of Saint-Simon,
hovering over Europe at the end of the century, might still
have turned away in disappointment. For in many ways
crucial to his thought, it was not Saint-Simon's century.
True, industrialization had gone on apace, but it had
nowhere produced 'the industrial society' - the society
managed by and in the interests of the producers, the
'industrials of theory' and the 'scholars of application'.
To only a very small extent had the men of the nineteenth
century realised that the important requirement of

«industrialism was organizational philosophy and an organized 
social order. Instead the crude working ideologies had been
liberalism, constitutionalism, individualism, utilitarianism,
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lalssez- faire. The practice of states too had been 
irrational and out of keeping with the fundamental postu
lates of the industrial society. Industrialism was a supra
national system and could only find its fulfilment within 
an international order. Yet the states of Europe, after the 
briefest of experiments, had reverted to the worst and most 
destructive type of competitive nationalism. The politics 
of the past, the struggle for power, had dominated the 
national and international arena, under the leadership of 
the career politicians and militarists who had no natural 
place in the body of industrial society. ¿ven socialism, 
the philosophy that most continued the Saint-Simonian 
emphasis on science, reason, and organization, had been 
destructive and divisive. For by introducing the doctrine 
of class warfare within the industrial realm, oetween 
workers and industrialists, it had destroyed the natural 
harmony of interests that linked the members of all the 
producing, classes against the idlers and parasites who 
lived off their productive enterprise. In this way socialism 
too postponed the day when the new organic order of indus
trialism could come into being.

If not the nineteenth, what then of the twentieth century? 
Markham makes the interesting point that "it cannot be a 
matter of chance that Saint-Simon’s ideas seem in many ways 
more relevant to the present day than they did to the nine
teenth century".25 And indeed one of the reasons for
concentrating on Saint-Simon, rather than on other more

\

systematic theorists of industrialism, is that he seems so 
much more our contemporary than other better-known nineteenth
century figures. His fascination lies in the fact that not
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only does he give us glimpses of the old era of feudalism 
and the new order of industrialism, but that in some 
important ways he seems also to .jump over both these ages 
to peer down, however dimly, on a third: our age, the age 
of the technocratic, planned, administered societies of 
the late twentieth century, increasingly pushed into 
sunranational groupings by the logic of technological and 
commercial developments. Out of his writings can be got 
the elements not just of early capitalism, Marxian socialism, 
and anarchism, but the more characteristically twentieth 
century ideologies of syndicalism, corporatism, managerial
ism, and State socialism (or state capitalism) - not to 
mention Europeanism and internationalism. xMot .just Marx 
and Proudhon can be held to be in some sense his disciples,

p £*but Mosca, Parento, Sorel, Mussolini, Stalin, Burnham.

To be the parent of such diverse offspring might appear to 
make Saint-Simon the wooliest thinker of the nineteenth 
century, all things to all men. But in fact it really does 
the opposite. For what these doctrines have in common are 
certain elements which are consistently present in Saint- 
Simon's work, and which can be seen to be the most permanent 
part of the Saint-Simonian legacy. Two of these in particula 
seem worth drawing out: the idea that industrialism entails 
socialism; and the profound hostility to politics as an 
independent activity, beyond economic life.

Saint-Simon did not himself make the equation between 
industrialism and socialism, and indeed it cannot be got 
from his writings if we think exclusively of the humanist, 
libertarian socialism of i<iarx. But if we think of that 
central aspect of socialism, in ail its varieties, which
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is concerned with the rational, scientific, efficient 
organization of society and its natural environment, then 
it is not difficult to see how his later followers could 
find the equation in his thought. For according to Saint- 
Simon, modern society is the society of production. Its 
most vital trait, its single organizing principle, is the 
progressive increase of control by man over things. Instead 
of being pre-occupied, like past societies, with the goals 
of power and domination, it addresses itself exclusively 
to the goal of increasing the well-being of its members 
through the peaceful cultivation of the arts, science and 
industry. Its unique function is the production of useful~ 9

things. And, since no society can survive long which is 
based on conflicting principles, all social life must con
verge on the principle of production. The only normal form 
that collective activity can take is the industrial form.
Society will be fully in harmony with itself only when it 
is totally industrialized. "The production of useful things 
is the only reasonable and positive end that political 
societies can set themselves." Society must become a vast 
production company. "All society rests on industry. Industry 
is the only guarantee of its existence. The most favourable 
state of affairs for industry is, for this reason, the most

p rjfavourable to society."

We are already half-way to socialism here, with the vision 
of modern society as a vast productive enterprise, all its

|-members collectively engaged in the fullest realisation of
«the potential of the scientific industrial society. All that ï

was needed to complete the move was to elevate the ’indus
trials', the producing classes - scientists, artists,

t
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industrialists and proletariat - above the 'idlers', the 
non-producing classes, and to offer the latter the choice 
of either accepting the direction of the former or being 
extinguished. The important principle here was to make the 
producers, those directly involved in economic activities, 
the sole directors and managers of the industrial society.
At various times in his life Saint-Simon had different 
ideas of how precisely this was to be done, the main problem 
being how to get the ri “Tit combination and balance of the 
industrialists, the scientists, and the artists. In his 
most complete scheme he envisaged three Chambers, composed 
exclusively of the producing classes, which were to con
stitute the Parliament of the industrial society, karlier, 
in his period of infatuation with the scientists, he had 
proposed a 'Council of hewton' as the supreme directing 
body. But the variations never affected the main principle. 
As Durkheim, his most lucid follower, pointed out, the 
ultimate tendency of Saint-Simon's system was "to bind
economic life to a central organ that regulates it - which

23is the very definition of socialism".

It is important to see here now Saint-Simon's analysis of 
industrialism differed from that of the classical economists, 
such as Adam Smith. They too argued that the essential 
principle of modern society was industry, and that economic 
relationships are the substance, par excellence, of collect
ive life. But they saw economic actions as private matters, 
with the public agency, the state, superimposing as it were 
a framework of law within which these private activities 
could be most vigorously pursued. Hence they were led in 
the direction of the nolitical theory of liberalism. Saint-
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Simon could never accept this distinction between private 
and public. Since economic life constitutes the whole of 
social life, it is unthinkable that the central public organ 
should play so marginal a role. Indeed the central public 
organ can have no more important function - if it has any 
other at all - than the regulation of economic life. Just 
as in the 'military' societies of the past, all ambitions, 
activities, and institutions were 'militarized', so in the 
industrial society of the future all institutions, including 
the political, must be 'industrialized'. Tne industrial 
system is at one with the entire social system of modern 
societies: it is not just an 'economic' part, separate from 
'political' and 'legal' parts. Consequently any directing 
influence, the necessary action exercised oy the whole of 
the industrial system over its parts, must emanate from 
society itself; it is the collectivity that must control 
this activity. as Durkheim put it: "Saint-Simon, having 
established that henceforth the only normal manifestation 
of social activity is economic activity, concludes that the 
latter Is a social thing, or rather that it is the social 
thing - since nothing else is possible - and that it must 
be regarded as such. It must indeed have a collective 
character unless there is something else that has - unless 
there is something more common among men. Society cannot 
become industrial unless Industry is socialized. This is

u PQhow industrialism logically ends in socialism.

From this deduction easily followed, as a corollary, the 
second Idea: the basic irrelevance of politics as a separate 
science and a ser.arate activity. Since economic life is
co-terminous with social life generally, it must form the
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whole substance of politics. Not only is there a politics' 
of economic interests and activities, there is no other. 
"Politics", says Saint-Simon, "is the science of production, 
that is, the science which has for its object the order of 
things most favourable to all sorts of production". ^  In 
that case there cannot be a science of politics as such, 
neither a class of political theoreticians nor of political 
practioners. Politics, the queen of the sciences, Aristotle’s 
master-science, must be de-throned. The State must be sub
ordinated to society. The political realm must be recognized 
for what it is, a ’superstructure’, and all political activ
ities must be absorbed into the industrial base, where theyo

can be directed by those involved in and knowledgeable about 
production. The problems of industrial society could not be 
dealt with by a seoarate class of politicians, re-arranging 
the parts and powers of government on the basis of abstract 
constitutional theories. That had been the mistake of the 
lawyers of the French Revolution; and the same mistake was 
being perpetrated by the liberals of the early nineteenth 
century, with their endless constitution-mongering. Only 
the class of 'industrials’ could conceive, resolve, and 
execute the tasks of the industrial society.

In all this Saint-Simon was proclaiming the end of political 
rule, the exercise of political power, as such. Industrial 
society had no need of coercion. The men who direct, the 
scientists and industrialists, do so not because they possess 
superior political or diplomatic skills, but because they 
have knowledge. They do not give orders, tney only declare 
what conforms to the nature of things. The scientists state 
what is known on any particular question; the industrialists
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apply and execute it. Thus It Is no longer a case of men 
controlling men. It is things themselves, through the 
mediation of those who understand them, that indicate the 
manner in which they should be handled. "In the old system'1, 
says Saint-Simon, "society is governed essentially by men; 
in the new it is governed only by princioles".

basically Saint-Simon takes his model of political rule from 
the management of large industrial concerns. These, as he 
sees them, are not governed, they are administered. The 
managerial bodies that direct them do so in accordance with 
scientifically-gathered information about the market, pricing, 
the state of the labour force, and so on. Industrial organ
izations are not command hierarchies, they are cooperative 
ventures. The populations of the industrial societies were 
already bein^ accustomed to "the administrative mode of 
conducting affairs" by their experience of participation in 
industrial life. It would not therefore oe a radical 
innovation to introduce the same methods in regulating the 
general affairs of society. "Humankind has been destined by 
nature to live in society. It was summoned, first, to live 
under governmental rule. It is destined to pass from 
governmental or military rule to administrative or industrial 
rule". x Small wonder that European anarchists could later 
adopt as their own slogan the Saint-Simonian motto, 'from the 
government of men to the administration of things'.

It is impossible to overestimate the influence of this con
ception of politics - or of apti-politics - on European social

32thought of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It is
of course a utopian conception, although to say that is to 
say very little about the source of its great appeal to minds
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that can hardly be described as naive. Nor was Saint- 
Simon the only or even the earliest elaborator of the 
idea. It is contained in Rousseau, and Implied in the 
anatomy of 'civil society' carried out by the classical 
British economists. Nevertheless it is through Saint- 
Simon's system that it seems to have affected the major 
currents of European social thought. It is the line link
ing Marxist socialists, anarchists, syndicalists, corpor- 
atists and managerialist ideologies of all kind, including 
the technocratic elitism of the current prophets of the 
'post-industrial society'. It implied the subordination 
of the state to society, political life to social and 
especially economic life, political theory to political 
economy and sociology. Its great appeal was the possibility 
of eliminating chance and caoriciousness in human life, of 
bringing instead order and predictability. The great tool 
for this was to be science, especially social science. The 
social agency was to be the experts, the men of knowledge, 
the scientists, engineers, mathematicians and economists, 
with a leavening of those - bankers and industrialists - 
who could claim to be honest men of affairs with no political 
axes to grind and with special skills to offer. Theory, 
scientific theory, was to govern social practice, thereby 
eliminating much of the human and material waste caused by 
the old order of political debate and political conflict. 
Society will then have completed its long-drawn out trans
ition to a new organic stage which will be its final one; 
the revolution will have beep terminated at last.

John Stuart Mill, re-encountering Saint-Simon in the form 
of Comte's Systeme de Politique Positive, was driven at the
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last to denouncing the positivist programme as "the most 
complete system of spiritual and temporal despotism tnat 
ever issued from the brain of any human being - except, 
perhaps, Ignatius Loyola". Be that as it may, the future 
was to be more accommodating to Saint-Simon’s Jesuits 
than to Mill's liberals.
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Chanter 2. THE GREaT TRAiiSFOlruvhil ION .

"The revolution which broke out between 1769 
and 1848...forms the greatest transformation 
in human history since the remote times when 
men invented agriculture and metallurgy, 
writing, the city and the state."

Eric Hobsbawn, The age of devolution 
1789-1843. (London, 1962)

"it has lengthened life; it has mitigated pain; 
it has extinguished diseases; it has increased 
the fertility of the soil; it nas given new 
securities to the mariner; it nas furnisned new 
arms to the warrior; it has soanned great rivers 
and estuaries with bridges of form unknown to 
our fathers; it has rruided the thunderbolt, 
innocuously from heaven to earth; it has lighted 
up the nicrht with the splendour of the day; it 
has extended the range of the human vision; it 
has multiplied the power of the human muscles; 
it has accelerated motion; it has annihilated 
distance; it has facilitated intercourse, 
correspondence, all friendly offices, all des
patch of business; it has enabled man to descend 
to the depths of the sea, to soar into the air, 
to penetrate securely into the noxious recesses
of the eâ tft, to traverse tne land in cars%
which whirl along without horses, and the ocean 
in ships which run ten knots an hour against tne
wind. These are but a part of it3 fruits, and
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of its first fruits. For it is a philosophy 
which never rests, which has never attained, 
which is never perfect. Its law is progress.
A point which yesterday was invisible is its 
goal today, and will be its starting-post 
tomorrow".

Thomas Babington Macaulay, Bssay on Bacon
(1857)

"The bourgeois period of history has to create 
the material basis of the new world...bour
geois industry and commerce create these 
material conditions in the same way as geolo
gical revolutions have created the surface of 
the earth. when a great social revolution shall 
have mastered the results of the bourgeois 
epoch, the market of the world and the modern 
powers of oroduction, and subjected them to the 
common control of the most advanced peoples, 
then only will human progress cease to resemble 
that hideous pagan idol, who would not drink 
the nectar but from the skulls of the slain."

Karl xvlarx, The Future Kesults of British 
Rule in India. (1853)

I: The Revolution as Myth_̂
The eighteenth century idea of progress had been in the main 
abstract and speculative. It postulated stages of develop
ment whose actual content was only lightly sketched in, as 
progressive instalments of' reason, or happiness. With Saint- 
Simon the idea was concretized and given a more substantial 
body. It was linked firstly to the progress of science and 
then, in a more directly Baconian tradition, to the pro
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Saint-Simon himself caused to be known as industrialization. 
As the nineteenth century developed, the scope and dimension 
of the change connoted by the term ’industrialization' 
swelled to frictantic nrooortions. It came to be seen in 
apocalyptic terms, as a revolution transforming every 
aspect of hptman life and thought. Progress, if the concept 
were to sustain itself, could now only mean industrial
ization. And if, as in past ages, there was a dark side 
to the current phase, this was a remediable phenomenon, 
necessary but temporary. The logic of industrialism would 
drive societies forward to a new point of stability: to ao
new plateau, on a higher plane, where all the dynamic 
contradictions of the past would be resolved.

The changes which were the first obvious and visible 
evidence of this revolution were those which took place 
in England in the first half of the nineteenth century.
It was the French who, by analogy with their own Revolution 
of 1789, were the first to hail these changes as an 
'Industrial Revolution', and to make the influential 
bracketing of the two as a single, all-embracing, world- 
historical phenomenon.'*" In the earlier years of this 
century British academic historians, digging away at the 
causes, premonitions and characteristics of their indus
trializing period, became somewhat coy about the term 
'revolution', and were inclined to stress the continuity 
with the past. Such reserve seems to have disappeared, 
largely no doubt due to a new reflectiveness stimulated 
by the world-wide efforts at industrialization in this 
century, and a startled awareness of just how extraordinary
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was England's achievement in becoming the first industrial 
society in the history of tne world. as r-ric Hobsbawm 
rightly says, "if the sudden, qualitative, and fundamental 
transformation, which happened in or about the 17dJs, was

2not. a revolution then the word has no common-sense meaning " ; 
while Carlo Cipolla, echoing Hobsoawn's remark at the head 
of this chapter, discourses as follows: "between 1730 and 
1850, in less than three generations, a far-reaching 
revolution, without precedent in the history of mankind, 
changed the face of England. Prom then on, tne world was 
no longer the same. Historians have often used and abused 
the word Revolution to mean a radical change, but no 
revolution has been as dramatically revolutionary as the 
Industrial Revolution - excent perhaps tne neolithic 
Revolution. both of these changed tne course of history, 
so to speak, each one bringing about a discontinuity in 
the historic process. The neolithic Revolution transformed 
mankind from a scattered collection of savage bands of 
hunters...into a collection of more or less interdependent 
agricultural societies. The Industrial Revolution trans
formed man from a farmer-shepherd into a manipulator of 
machines worked by inanimate energy." ^

The causes, course and consequences of the industrial 
revolution are, at one level, a matter for historians to 
discuss and disoute. But just as with the French Revolution, 
from the very start the Industrial Revolution was taken out 
of the realm of history proper and equipped with the mantle 
of ideology, or myth. It became not just a description of 
certain linked structural changes in society, but a rallying- 
cry, a programme for action, a justification of the inevitable



harshnesses that must accompany the effort to industrialize.
it was celebrated in painting and poetry, as in the factory
paintings of Joseph .«right and Philip de noutherberg, and
Turner's euphoric 'Rain, Steam, Speed'. The Saint-Simonians
performed the Chant des Industriels, an 'industrial
wiarseillaise' composed for them by Rouget de Sisle, the
aged author of the famous 'Marseillaise' of the French
Revolution. The oest architecture of the age was industrial:

4bridges, canals, railway constructions.

Out of the discrete units making up the industrial revol
ution - the movement from the land to the cities, the massing 
of workers in the new industrial towns and factories, the 
separation of work and family life - was compounded a 
powerful image of industrialism, as a social system and a 
way of life, that was part fact, part fabrication. in the 
consequent idea of 'the industrial society' lay not a little 
of the intellectual's longing for logical purity and the 
artist's longing for aesthetic unity.

This point emerges more strongly if we consider some of 
the sources of the nineteenth century's image of industrial
ism. while it was left to sociology to turn that image into 
a 'model', it is clear that both in the popular conscious
ness and in the sociologist's model there were ideas and 
feelings that had their roots in artistic and literary 
representation, rather than in scientific investigation.
A host of writers and thinkers contributed their distinctive 
responses to the new culture, of industrialism, often without 
any intention of being representative or at all complete in 
their presentation. In a real sense our notions of indus
trialism, especially in England* are made up of an amalgam-
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of the novels of Dickens, Mrs. Gaskell, George Eliot,
Charles Einvsley, and perhaps, at a more rarified level, 
Balzac: together with the passionate moral and cultural

o

criticism of the industrial society offered by writers
, 5such as Thomas Carlyle, watthew Arnold, and John Ruskin.

As Raymond Williams says, such writers, living through the
neriod of transformation, were involved in "a creative
working, a discovery; .., they were defining the society,
rather than merely reflecting it; defining it in novels " -
because no one yet had been able to give an adequate

6sociological definition of it.

Thus for instance Dickens' use of London in Oliver Twist,
Dombey and Son, and Bleak House became the source of
crucial defining experiences of urban life in a new order
of society, and one that was highly influential on later
European atterrvots to comprehend the same phenomenon. Even
more accessible, and more easily popularized, was his
artful evocation in Hard Times of a typical northern factory
town of the early industrial revolution,'Coketown', which
speedily became and long remained a generic symbol of the

7industrial town. Or there was Carlyle's early and vivid 
characterisation of the way in which industrialism was 
transformative not just of the external environment of man, 
but of his internal one too, his innermost values, feelings 
and beliefs? "Not the external and physical alone is now 
managed by machinery, but the internal and spiritual also... 
The same habit regulates not our modes of action alone, but 
our modes of thought and feeling. Men áre grown mechanical 
in head and heart, as well as in hand... Their whole efforts, 
attachments, opinions, turn on mechanism, and are of a

51



52

mechanical character... Mechanism has now struck its roots 
down into man's most intimate, primary sources of convic
tion; and is thence sending up, over his whole life and 
activity, innumerable stems - fruit-bearing and poison- 
bearing..." °

Even where the sources were documentary in origin, they 
tended to enter the consciousness of the time largely 
through highly selective mediation by writers intent on 
propagating a particular view and a particular solution of 
the problems of industrialism. During the 1850s and 1840s 
in England there appeared a flood of official reports on 
what following Carlyle came to be known as 'the - condition- 
of-England' question: reports on the conditions in the new 
factories by the Factory Commissioners, on the employment of 
children in the mines and factories, on the condition of the 
dying class of handloom weavers, on the workings of the new 
Poor Law and the system of workhouses, on the health and 
housing of the labouring classes. The reports were shocking 
enough in their own right, especially perhaps for the fact- 
uality and sobriety of the presentation. But few people 
read then in the original, and the versions that did get 
wide circulation were either directly fictional in form or 
allowed themselves a good deal of 'poetic licence' in the 
manner of their re-working of the original material. Thus 
the reports became the documentary basis for the best-known 
of the 'industrial' novels, Mrs. Gaskell's wiary Barton (1843) 
and North and South (1855), Dickens * 1 Hard Times (1854), 
Disraeli's Sybil, or The Two Nations (1845), Charles hings- 
ley's Alton Locke (1850), George Pilot's Felix holt (1366).
This was of course a quite proper use; but we should not look
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to these authors for a historically accurate account of 
the orocess of industrialization, even only of the suffer
ings it produced. As Williams says such authors, in 
observing and informing themselves of the conditions of 
early industrialization, transmuted their materials in such 
a way as to turn themselves into "generalizing rhetoricians

»i Qof human suffering .

Much the same was true even of many of the purportedly 
objective and factual versions that were offered. Perhaps 
the most influential of these, on a European scale, was 
Engels' The Condition of the ..orking Class in England, 
first published in German in 1845. Although England was 
not to receive a translation until ldfc>7, the book was immed
iately hailed on the Continent as a classic, influencing 
decisively the generation of early socialists as well as 
social thinkers of other political persuasions. Fritz 
¡»lehrinp;, ».arx's celebrated biographer, called it "one of 
the foundation stones of socialism." Marx himself referred 
to it extensively in Capital, and Lenin later wrote that 
"it made a profound impression upon the minds of all who 
read it. Everywhere Engels' study came to be regarded as 
the best available contemporary account of the condition 
of the proletariat; and indeed, neither before 1845, nor
after, has a single book appeared that presented an equally

1striking and true picture of the misery of the working clas 
It was widely held to be the first systematic account of 
the social effects of the industrial revolution, and many 
were the later attempts to 'do an Engels' on the effects of 
industrialization on the Continent.

And yet as his latest English editors remark, the book is

o w



in the nature of "a brilliant political tract", persuasive 
by very reason of its high selectivity, compression, and 
passionate one-sidedness.11 Although drawing heavily ono
the official reports and other English investigations,
Engels' use was so selective as often to be severely dis
torting. Evidence from dates as widely scattered as 1801

12and 1841 were quoted as illustrative of the same point.
Minor movements within the working class, isolated crimes 
against property reported in the daily newspapers, were all 
built up into a quite misleading picture of the development 
of a "social war" of revolutionary proportions. This, 
paradoxically, was set down side-by-side with an account 
that so emphasized the brutalized and degraded condition 
of the working classes that it was inconveivable that they 
could olay the role of revolutionary liberators written in 
for them in Engels’ epic drama.

Again, s-iven Engels’ purpose, there cannot be great reason 
to complain. The book indeed remains a vivid, superbly 
written and in many ways remarkably accurate account of tne 
social conditions of early industrialism in England. But 
to make this rhetorical and dramatized account a main in
gredient in a model of the industrialization process in 
general, as later sociologists were to do, is to give it a 
status it did not earn.

These remarks are not made to score points off the nine
teenth century novelists and writers of political tracts. 
Their responses must always form an essential component of 
any acceptable picture of the social impact of the industrial
revolution. What needs stressing is the fund of ideas and 
associations that they deposited in the social consciousness,
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such that when social theorists came to construct an 
abstract, general model of the transition to industrialism 
they drew almost naturally and, as it w e r e ,  unthinkingly 
on these deeply-lodged images and sentiments. ^uite simply, 
there really were no other accounts that had penetrated so 
deeply the surface of the new industrial society in the 
making. The ideology of industrialism, the expression of 
its tendencies at the level of culture and political doctrine, 
preceded the full working out of its structural features 
(this is strikingly clear in the case of Saint-Simon). This 
is hardly surprising: it is a normal feature of social change, 
what makes its implications more troublesome, however, is 
that the sociologists who were constructing their models were 
themselves still living in the midst of the revolution, and 
had an urgent need to make sense of it, to master it. The 
powerful imares supplied by earlier writers, fcorn other 
societies, became a convenient short-hand for typifying 
their situation, and abbreviating the actual movement of 
history. In the course of doing that it was easy to forget, 
or fail to explore, the particular visions and particular 
preoccupations that had generated those images.

The developing sociological tradition of the nineteenth 
century was to make its own important contribution to the 
image of industrialism, even though it saw its task as 
largely analytical and scientific in character. For, as 
with the earliest theorist of industrialism, Saint-Simon, 
no subsequent thinker was able or prepared to stand aside 
from the transforming currents of his time and merely 
describe and explain them, in an 'objective', neutral 
manner. Living in a revolution, they sought in some way
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to influence its outcome. This was not necessarily a 
conscious purpose - though it was clearly so in the case, 
say, of Saint-Simon and Karl Marx. Even where it was 
conscious, such thinkers were genuinely convinced that in 
their analyses they had anatomatized the 'core' character
istic of industrial society, and had discerned the rhythm 
of its pulse. Such being the case, the schemes of action 
and re-organisation that they proposed followed, in their 
view, from the inherent logic of tne developing industrial 
system, and were not a matter of particular values or 
particular choices.

But merely to glance over a few pages of the writings of
the nineteenth century sociologists is sufficient to dispel
this complacent view. In the very language they use, in
the whole style and manner of presentation, it is obvious
that they are in the business not just of scientific

13explanation but of exhortation. For whatever reasons
of personal, class or national circumstances, they are 
concerned to urge upon us a particular interpretation of 
the industrializing process, to put upon it a peculiar 
colour, bias, and pressure. This was so even when, and 
perhaps especially when, the interpretation went against 
their own personal interest or scale of values, as most 
obviously with Alexis de Tocqueville and Max Weber. Often, 
too, the source of that interpretation seems to lie as much 
in artistic intuition, and in particular glimpses and 
insights, as in the scientific accumulation and examination 
of evidence. No one can avoid that impression when reading, 
say, Max Weber on the rise of the 'Protestant ethic' in 
Europe, Georg Simmel on 'the metropolis and mental life',
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wiarx on the alienating and dehumanising effects of the 
capitalist economy, or Emile Durkheim on the disturbing 
state of anomie produced by the transition to the 
industrial society. In each case we are dealing with 
thinkers who have had a particular vision of the newly- 
emerging order, a vision which has vividly lit up 
particular features of the landscape while relegating 
others to the shadows.

To nut it like this is not of course necessarily to 
question the truthfulness of their accounts, or to suggest 
that there were covert motives leading to deliberate dis-

otortion. we know enough, from the work of Karl Forper 
and others, about the form and history of scientific 
progress to acknowledge the supreme importance of intuition, 
imagination, and speculative hypothesis. --md indeed it is 
the very quality of vision, of a powerful and satisfying 
one-sidedness, that makes the writings of ivi&rx, weber, 
Durkheim and other nineteenth century sociologists such 
magnificent accounts of the social process of industrial
ization, the models still of sociological thinking. But 
we must be careful for that very reason in taking any of 
them as definitive and complete accounts, even in gross 
structural terms, of the model and type of industrial 
society 'as such'. Even more must we be suspicious of 
the widespread practice later of bundling together all 
these particular versions of the industrial society into 
a composite stereotype of modern society: as if a good 
painting could be produced by pasting onto one canvas a 
Braque, a iviatisse, and a Picasso. The attempt to identify 
the principal structural characteristics of the society
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emerging in England in the course of the industrial 
revolution was one thing, and a commendable one. It 
was also immensely valuable to see the extent to which 
these features were replicated as the industrial revolution 
spread and was imitated, first by the rest of Europe, then 
by the rest of the world. but it was bound to be dangerous 
to start off, as many twentieth century sociologists did, 
with a preconceived model of ’modern industrial society', 
out together out of the bits and pieces of nineteenth 
century European development; and to judge the progress 
to 'modernity' of other societies in its terms. ¿till 
more was it so when in practical political terms the attempt 
was made to force those societies to conform to the model.

II: Sociology and the Industrial Society

The 'founding fathers' of sociology all lived, wrote and 
theorised under the overwhelming impression that a ''terrible 
beauty" -was born. A new society, the industrial society, 
was in the making, fraught equally with hope and despair. 
vVe can group them to some extent in terms of their per
ceptions of the central problems of the new society: 
Saint-Simon, Gomte, Spencer and Durkheim concerned with 
the dangers arising from the disintegration of the old 
order, and the need to bring about a speedy re-integration 
along new principles of social organization and social 
morality; .«arx and weber preoccupied by the fact that the 
new society was capitalistic in its form, with deep-lying 
tendencies towards de-humanization and mechanization; 
Tocqueville and John Stuart *111 on the 'passion for 
equality' characteristic of the new society, and the 
consequent drive towards a uniform mass society. But
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all of them, whether inspired more with hope or more with
gloom, could not but conceive their task as the description
and explanation of the great transformation taking place
before their eyes, and in their lives. Philip Abrams aptly
reminds us that "the generation that gave birth to sociology
W8S probably the first generation of human beings ever to
have experienced within the span of their own lifetime
socially induced change of a totally transformative nature
- change which could not be identified, explained and
accommodated as a limited historical variation within the

. t 4encompassing order of the past.

Following the lead given by Saint-Simon and certain other 
15writers, the early sociologists accepted the view that 

the crisis was a general one. It affected all aspects of 
European society, economic, political, and cultural. The 
French Revolution, dramatic and explosive as it had been, 
was seen as but one expression of an overall transforming 
tendency affecting all European societies. It belonged 
therefore, as it willingly acknowledged, not just to France 
but to Europe and indeed the whole world. The industrial 
Revolution of the English was another, more profound 
expression of the same movement: slower in its operations 
but ultimately far more subversive of traditional instit
utions and ways of life. A crucial step was taken, and a 
critical distinction lost, in the later sociological 
agreement to subsume these and other related changes under 
the general rubric of 'industrialization'. Industrial
ization became the generic term encompassing all the major 
changes in the movement to 'the industrial society'; and 
the industrial society came to be identified as the



6Ô

distinctive type of modern society, incorporating 
therefore common features which went well beyond those 
of a simply economic and technological character. 
Industrialization meant, certainly, the transformation of 
the productive forces of society t'nrougn the apnlication 
of a machine technology and the factory system-; but it 
also meant urbanization, secularization, the 'rational
ization' of thought, institutions, and behaviour, the 
individualization of consciousness and conduct, and a 
host of other chancres in family life, politics, and culture. 
Later still the term 'modernization' was applied to this 
set of changes; and while comoared to this helpless a 
admission of conceptual defeat the notion of 'industrial
ization' is a positive model of precision, to ta_i.k of a 
movement to 'modernity' at least keeps us in mind of tne 
very wide range of cnanges which tne nineteenth century 
sociologists sought to order and comprehend.

Given this preoccupation with so varied an assemblage of 
changes - reaching out from the work done in the fields 
to the most ethereal products of philosophy and art - it 
was almost inevitable that thinkers snould become somewhat 
confused as to what were causes, what concomitants, what 
consequences. They were confronted with an overarching, 
total pattern of change whose historical origin could be 
dated, with equal plausibility, to 1739 or 1200; whose 
prime mover was variously seen as the general advancement 
in scientific methodology, or specific technological 
inventions, or even the adoption of a specific social ethic, 
the 'Protestant ethic' of sixteenth and seventeenth century
Western Europe. Any particular agency singled out proved
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ultimately to be so completely dependent on every other 
to make the search for causes seem in the end both hopeless 
and irrelevant. v/nat mattered was to grasp the wnole 
complex of functionally inter-related changes involved in 
the transition to the industrial society; to use this set 
of structural features as the basis of the comparison with 
other types of society; and to discern with their help, 
however schematically, the main outlines of the future 
industrial society.

There were of course some thinkers, such as Karl «arx, who
asserted confidently that they had found the secret of
social change. "are men free to choose this or that form
of society? By no means. assume a particular state of
development in the productive faculties of man and you will
get a corresponding form of commerce and consumption.
assume -particular degrees of development of production,
commerce and consumption and you will have a corresponding
form of 'social constitution, a corresponding organization
of the family, of orders or of classes, in a word, a
corresponding civil society. Assume a particular civil
society and you will get a particular political system,
which is only the official expression of civil society."
But such confidence in the role of the productive forces
as "the basis of all man's history" dissolved considerably
on further reflection. where, for instance, was one to
put science? As a particular methodology as well as a set
of substantive ideas it clearly belonged to the realm of

\the 'superstructure', the détermined expression as opposed 
to the determining forces (of the 'base'). But just as 
clearly its part in enhancing the productive powers of
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society was enormous - so much so that in recent years 
the development of theoretical science has been seen by 
many as the primary productive resource of industrial 
societies. There was no obvious way out of the dilemma, 
and later Marxists came to concede so much autonomy to 
the different 'realms' of society that it ..as difficult 
to make out where 'social existence' (i.e. the material 
life) ended and 'consciousness' began. Causation remained 
locked in an impermeable circle.

Par more typical than this bold attempt is the causal 
confusion of the following passage.Written in the early 
1960s, it comes from a highly influential work of 
synthesis on the theory of the industrial society: 
Industrialism and Industrial Man, by Clark iverr and his 
associates: "although industrialization follows widely 
differing patterns in different countries, some character
istics of the industrialization process are common to all. 
These 'universals' arise from the imperatives intrinsic 
to the process. They are the pre-requisites and concomit
ants of industrial evolution. Once under way, tne logic 
of industrialization sets in motion many trends which do 
more or less violence to the traditional pre-industrial 
society." 17 Not surprisingly, the subsequent offering 
of a cluster^of attributes of the industrialization process, 
jumbled together, lacks all notion of causal priority; 
and the chief property of the 'logic of industrialization', 
if logic there is, apoears to be its circularity.

Such difficulties are entirely understandable. Nineteenth 
century theorists inherited from the eighteenth century 
idea of progress a tradition of social thinking that
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emphasised whole orders and epochs. The philosophes 
were interested in the progress and perfectibility of Man 
as such, as a single indivisible entity, and as a single 
unit of observation and study. The actual doings of 
particular men in particular places at particular times 
mattered to them only in as much as these contributed 
the materials for the construction of 'ideal', 'natural' 
or 'logical' stages in the progress of' mankind. This 
view led to two important characteristics of both the 
eighteenth and the nineteenth century theories. One is 
that, with a few exceptions, they were relatively uninter
ested in or casual about the actual mechanics of change, 
the transition from one 'natural' order to the next. Since 
progress was both natural and inevitable, all that had to 
be postulated was some psychological tendency to progress 
or betterment in the human mind. Secondly, the philosophic 
method of 'natural history' made for the rejection of all 
'accidentals', all loose or contradictory features in the 
delineation of the 'ideal' states through which mankind 
progressed. Moth these characteristics had the effect of 
concentrating attention on the generalized, idealized 
elements of the social order or social epoch at any one 
time. Actual empirical societies, situated in historical 
time, were seen as instances of the general type or species. 
The fact that they only displayed some of the features of 
the type, or did so imperfectly or in a disorderly manner, 
was ignored, in the interests of logical clarity. The 
concern was with the integrating principle of the type, 
the ordered inter-relating patterns that gave life to the 
whole and maintained it in being. it was in following a 
procedure of this kind that the nineteenth century sociol-
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odists could discover beneath the varied surfaces of 
contemporary European societies the type of 'the 
industrial society'.

The eighteenth century philosoohes could, as we have seen, 
equably contemplate a good number of stages tnrougn wnicn 
mankind had passed, or would pass. Condorcet thought 
there were ten. hven Saint-Simon, struck as he was by 
the novel features of his own time, offered three. But 
for later nineteenth century sociologists such generosity 
to the past was mostly closed off. For them there really 
could be only one distinction, one movement, that between 
'then' and 'now'. The divide between their age and all 
that had gone before aoneared so vast that any further 
sub-division of the evolutionary sequence seemed trivial. 
There was their epoch, the epoch of industrialism, and 
there was the past, the remainder of history, variously 
conceived. history, by its very propulsion of one part 
of the world into an era that felt itself uniquely new, 
had thereby abrogated its authority in the eyes of that 
part of the world. The French historian Lamartine, 
writing in the 1840s, gave vivid expression to the pre
dicament of the age, the sense of the lack of any historical 
precedent to make sense of their times: "These times are 
times of chaos; opinions are a scramble; parties are a 
jumble; the language of new ideas has not been created; 
nothing is more difficult than to give a good definition 
of oneself in religion, in philosophy, in politics. One 
feels, one knows, one lives, and at need one dies for 
one's cause, but one cannot name it. it is the problem 
of the time to classify things and men. The world has
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jumbled its catalogue."

The characteristic nineteenth, century resolution of the 
question, 'how many stages of social evolution?' was to 
bundle all previously defined past stages into one, and 
to contrast it with another, the contemporary stage. In 
a striking series of polarities the movement from the 
previous to the present order of society was conceptual
ised as a succession of two logically and sociologically 
contrasting states or types of society. Thus Herbert 
Spencer, echoing Saint-Simon not merely in the terms but 
in the content of the opposition, traced the movement 
from 'militant' to 'industrial' society; -Ferdinand To*nnies 
saw it as a movement from 'community' (Gemeinschaft)to 
'association' (Gesellschaft); Sir Henry maine, from a 
social order based on 'status’ to one based on 'contract'. 
For ¿¡mile Durkheim, the movement was seen essentially in 
terms of the contrasting principles of social integration, 
the earlier based on 'mechanical solidarity', the present 
on 'organic solidarity'. Max Weber saw the distinction 
chiefly in the differing bases of authority, both political 
and intellectual, in the change from 'traditional' to 
'legal-rational' political forms and modes of thought.

Later the American anthropologist Robert Redfield added a 
further influential polar contrast, in the movement from 
the 'folk' to the 'urban' society; and yet another dimen
sion of the transformation was stressed by Howard decker 
in the contrast between 'sacred' and 'secular' societies.

There were some interesting modifications of this basic 
schema, although their significance turned out to be less 
than was thought at the time. Both Comte and marx,
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following Saint-Simon, offered a three-stage vision of 
human history. The former's was a direct borrowing from 
Saint-Simon: society had passed through the 'theological'

o

and 'metaphysical' stages and was now entering the final 
scientific or 'positive' stage. uiarx in literal terms 
actually saw six stages: 'primitive', 'slave', 'feudal' 
'capitalist', 'socialist', and 'communist* society, hut

e

it seems fair to discern behind this a basically tri-partite 
scheme, in which the third stage ('socialism/communism') 
overcomes and abolishes the alienation of the class-society 
of the second stage ('slave'/'feudal'/'capitalist'), to 
restore, at a much higher level, the moral condition of

o

the first 'primitive' stage.

John Peel makes the illuminating suggestion that whether
a nineteenth century sociologist adopted a two- or a three-
stage scheme defended very much on his ideological posture
in relation to nis own times. uiberals like bpencer, who
were basically convinced of the superiority of their own
modern age over all past ages, tended to see the present as
simply the polar opposite of the past, with the future
being the prolongation of present tendencies and therefore
even more unlike the past. Critics of nineteenth century
society, as in their different ways both Comte and jwarx
were, by contrast saw the present age as transitional to
a third final stage, which reverted to the first in certain

20important respects. Linking the perspective of the
social critics was the profoundly important re-discovery, 
and rehabilitation, of the European xviidclle Ages, as one 
of the great 'organic' periods of the past.^ The virtues 
of the communal, patriarchal society of the past seemed
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only too evident to those who were appalled by the 
egoism, the competitive anarchy, the impersonal relation
ships of the 'cash nexus' of their own industrial society. 
Comte's vision of the future was in fact a thinly-veiled 
medievalism - so thin that contemporaries such as J.S.
Mill and T.H.Huxley saw through it immediately. The 
'positive polity' would see the re-establishment of shared 
moral values, of order and hierarchy. Science would 
replace theology, scientists would replace priests. Marx 
was never taken in by the medievalist idylls of the nine
teenth century reactionaries, such as Bonald and de »waistre. 
But he, too, in the future communist society envisaged a 
set of relationships and attitudes to the world whose 
expression hitherto was most clearly to be found in feudal 
and, even more, tribal society: a communalism of things 
and people, an absence of the division of labour, an 
aesthetic attitude towards work and the environment.

These differences in the intellectual response to indus
trialism are of course important, and it is not my intention 
to exaggerate the uniformity of the sociological account of 
the 'great transformation'. But it is_ striking the extent 
to which the early sociologists dwelt on the form and 
implications of the one transition, that taking place in 
their own lives, even if they recognized a plurality of 
earlier and future stages. In the case of Comte this was 
not very difficult, since the era of nineteenth century 
industrialism was already 'positive' in principle, and all 
that was necessary was a certain amount of moral and social 
tidving-up. Things were not so easy for Marx: the movement 
from capitalism to communism did represent a qualitative
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change. And yet it is notorious how vague Marx was 
about the future communist society, ana how casual in 
outlining the mechanics of the transition to that stage.
At the same time he had nothing but the barest generalities 
to offer on pre-feudal societies. There is nothing in his 
writings to match in scone or in power the account of the 
transition from feudalism to capitalism that ne gives uso
in volume one of Capital. The conviction remains that the 
heart of Marx's intellectual legacy will continue to be 
this sunerb sociology of the origins, structure, and 
functioning of capitalist society. He is the sociologist 
of bourgeois industrial society.

For all practical purposes it is not misleading, therefore, 
to regard the enterprise of nineteenth century sociology 
as the anatomy o^ the distinctive type of modern industrial 
society. The descriptive and explanatory concepts varied, 
of course, usually following the various moral evaluations 
of the new society. The growing division of labour, for 
instance, which could be regarded by one man as the peak 
of scientific rationality, could be analysed by another, 
and damned, as 'alienation'. Nor were all the early 
sociologists prepared to place the bare fact of industrial 
technology and industrial organization at the heart of 
their analyses; although there was not one who did not 
recognize its novelty and transforming influence. Then, 
too, they were keenly aware that the changes which they 
theorized about were as yet restricted to a small part 
of Europe and the North American continent; and they were 
not all confident that the same sequences and features that 
they observed there could be generalized and universalized
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as symptoms of general evolution, the world over, many 
of them did of course do just that; and if not them, then 
their followers, so that late in his life harx was driven 
to admonish a zealous Russian writer "who feels he 
absolutely must metamorphose my historical sketch of the 
genesis of capitalism in western Europe into an historico- 
philosonhic theory of the general path every people is 
fated to tread, whatever the historical circumstances in

pOwhich it finds itself..." J But against this could be 
set the studies of n'eber on the association between 
Protestantism and capitalism, empnasxzing the distinctive 
and indeed unique pattern of hurooean development.

««hat increasingly and in retrospect did seem common to their 
thought was a concern specifically with industrial , set 
against non-industrial, society. The passage of time cast 
back this generalizing light on their reflections, as Worth 
Atlantic industrialization proceeded, joined now by Russia 
and Japan, the gulf between those societies that had 
industrialized and those that had not, seemed so vast that 
all other distinctions between them were obliterated. By 
the same token differences within the industrial 'world, 
between the societies of that world, paled into insigni
ficance by comparison with the fact that tney were all

pgindustrial societies. The nineteenth century sociologists
had, in some degree at least, conceived different patterns
and different directions for the modern world. Twentieth
century sociologists, however, were struck by the sameness

%

of the process that apparently resulted, from every attempt 
at modernization - which meant essentially industrialization. 
The United States and Russia, for instance, had industrial-
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ized by very different means, and with very different 
skoals and ideologies. And yet the resulting societies 
had strikingly uniform features in many important respects. 
The conviction grew that there was a 'logic' to the process 
of industrialization, bringing about common basic structural 
characteristics in all societies that underwent it. Hence 
the main task of sociology must be to understand and explain 
that process. as arnsst Gellner has put it, in a powerful 
statement of this view: "in the twentieth century, the 
essence of man is not that he is rational, or a political, 
or a sinful, or a thinking animal, but that he is an 
industrial animal. It is not his moral or intellectual 
or social or aesthetic... attributes which make man what he 
is; his essence resides in his capacity to contribute to, 
and profit 'rom, industrial society. The emergence of 
industrial society is the prime concern of sociology."
And he troes on to observe that acknowledgment of this fact 
is shown "recently and most characteristically" in the 
concern of sociologists with "the notion of industrial 
society, and its antithesis, to the detriment of other 
classifications, oppositions, and alternatives." ^

The nineteenth century "oppositions and alternatives" 
were not abandoned, of course, any more than the more 
popular and more general ones in later currency, such as 
'simple' and 'complex', 'primitive' and 'civilized', 
'undeveloped' and 'developed'. They were all simply swept 
together under the single opposition, 'industrial' and 
'non-industrial'. Indeed the analyses of the founding 
fathers, together with their derivations, came to provide
the sophisticated core of the twentieth century sociology
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of Industrialism. Often not specifically acknowledged, 
Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, status and contract, 
mechanical and organic solidarity, and all the others, 
became the heart not just of the analytical but of the 
emotional contrast between non-industrial and industrial.
In the dead prose of a multitude of textbooks oh 'industrial 
sociology1 lay buried and congealed the passionate accounts 
of Marx and Engels on the conditions of the proletariat; 
weber's icy and characteristically ambivalent dissection 
of bureaucracy/- and bureaucratization; Dürkheim1 s concerned 
vision of industrial man in the state of anomie, impossibly 
striving after infinitely/ receding goals .

It is to this sociological image of industrialism, in 
its details, that I now turn.
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Chapter 3. THE REVOLUTION DEFINED: THc. IwiGE OF
1 IMP U bTR X  aij 1 o »Vi.

"Prom this foul drain the greatest stream 
of human industry flows out to fertilise 
the whole world. From this filthy sewer 
pure gold flows. here humanity attains 
its most complete development and its most 
brutish; here civilization works its miracles, 
and civilised man is turned back almost into 
a savage."

Alexis de Tocqueville, on Manchester.
Journeys to England and Ireland (1335).

"As a stranger passes through the masses of 
human beings which have been accumulated 
round the mills /of the industrial worth of 
England!, he cannot conteriplate these crowded 
hives without feelings of anxiety and 
apprehension amounting almost to dismay. The 
population is hourly increasing in breadth 
and strength. It is an aggregate of masses, 
our conception of which clothe themselves in 
terms which express something portentous 
and fearful."

William Cooke Taylor, frotes of a 
Tour in the Manufacturing Districts 
of Lancashire (1842)

This chapter is devoted to setting out, in some detail, 
the elements of the contemporary sociological model of
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industrialism. Since, as I have indicated, those ele
ments derive their force and much of their content from 
the classic nineteenth century sociologies in which they 
originally figured, I have tried as far as possible to 
present them in the terms and in the language of the 
original accounts. Any loss of rigour that this procedure 
involves is enormously compensated for by the stylistic 
relief that it affords the reader (who needs only to open 
at random any textbook on industrial sociology to understand 
what I mean). In the next chapter I shall assess the 
model of industrialism here presented.

Everyone agrees that while at the centre of industrial
ization lies a series of economic changes, registered in 
economic indices, the process always involves a far wider 
set of social changes. These can oe seen variously as 
the social context, concomitants, and consequences of the 
economic changes; although as I have said the standard 
accounts are slipoery on just this point. Taken together 
the economic and non-economic indices add up to, not 
merely elements in an analytical model of industrialism, 
but specific long-term predictions about the course of 
social change. These are obviously enough, in their 
origins, extrapolations from tendencies visible - or 
apparently so' - in nineteenth century European society.
But as the model of industrialism was plucked from this 
particular historical matrix, so the predictions came to 
apply to all societies undergoing industrialization.

So far as the purely economic indices are concerned, 
there seems to be near unanimity on the central identi-
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fying characteristic of industrialization. as &.A.
»Vrigley outs it, with a wide range of corroborating
statements, industrialization "is said to occur in a
given country when real incomes per head begin to rise
steadily and without apparent limit".  ̂ In an analogy
popularized by wait Rostow, the economy 'takes-off',
becomes airborne: all the relevant statistical indices
of the economy take a sudden, sharp, almost vertical 

2turn upwards. Associated with this phenomenon are 
certain core components of the industrial system: major 
and continuing changes in material technology, so that 
work is predominantly done by machines rather than by 
hand, and human labour power is supplemented or replaced 
by inanimate sources of energy; the marketing of men's 
labour; the concentration of workers in single enter
prises; the existence of a specific social type, the

. 3entrepreneur.

Such a list can easily be varied and extended: for 
instance by emphasising the condition of rapidly expanding 
markets, or the accompanying changes in transportation and 
communication which are entailed by the general extension 
of the factory system. tioreover, it needs to be remembered 
that societies - as for instance Denmark and ftew Zealand. - 
can industrialize through the commercialization and 
mechanization of agriculture. Agriculture simply becomes 
another industry, often the largest and most productive^ 
with production carried on under industrial conditions in 
specialized units of production (farms), and entailing no
distinctive rural way of life. Thus even though agriculture 
may remain an important sector of an industrial economy,
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because of mechanization the general tendency is for
the proportion of the labour force employed in agriculture
to drop steadily with industrialization, at the present
time, for instance, England, the first industrialized
country, has the world's lowest proportion of its work-

4force employed in agriculture - less than 5/o

But whatever the different emphases in tne various lists 
of this kind, there is no great degree of controversy on 
these purely economic attributes of industrialization.
They are after all elements in the very definition of 
industrialism, components which enable us to identify 
the thing itself. What is far more difficult is to offer 
a generally agreed list of the non-economic (social, 
political and cultural) concomitants and effects of indus
trialization. The following account is drawn mainly from 
the writings of the nineteenth century sociologists, 
supplemented where necessary by other writers of the time 
and since. It makes no atterrpt to be complete. Other 
lists could with equal plausibility be offered. But, so 
far as can be judged from current sociological work on 
the subject, this sketch of seme of the leading character
istics of industrial society would not be thought unduly 
eccentric.

1: Urbanism as a .ay of Life.
ii 5"The industrial society is an urban society .

Oddly enough the process of. urbanization, which in certain 
respects might appear as the most obvious accompaniment
of industrialization, did not feature very significantly 
as a theoretical element in the classic nineteenth century



76

accounts of the emergence of industrial society. Marx,
for instance, did not make the city an important unit in
his analysis of industrialism. what mattered for him was
the concentration of workers in large-scale productive
enterprises, the new factories, and the new social
relations that this gave rise to. He assumed as a matter
of course that these factories would be located in towns
- towns such as Manchester, of which his friend Engels

had given so graphic an account in The Condition of the
Working Class in England; and in a general way ^arx saw
the direction of the future as away from the country and
towards the towns, away from "the idiocy of rural life"
to the creativity and heterogeneity of urban living. But
his theoretical emphasis was on the productive life of
man, the social and political forms this took, and he
vías largely unconcerned with the spatial and ecological
features o^ the environment within which this productive
life was played out. as a result the form and shape of
the city as an independent determining force in social
life received scant recognition in his analysis, a fact
which has led to the situation that there hardly exists

0a Marxist theory of the city at the present time.

The theoretical neglect of the process of urbanization 
perhaps had something to do with the very obviousness of 
the widespread movement to the towns in nineteenth century 
Eurooe. Theoretical comment may have appeared superfluous. 
Take Britain, the country of the first.Industrial Revol
ution. During the first half of the nineteenth century 
Britain became the world's first urbanized society. In 
1760 there were only two cities with a population of over
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50,000 (Bristol with some 60,000, .London with about
750,000). By the first census of 1801 tnere were eight
(Edinburgh and Glasgow, Manchester, .Liverpool, Birmingham
and Leeds having been added to the other two). /it this
time one-fifth of the population lived in cities and towns
with 10,000 or more inhabitants (one in every twelve
persons was a Londoner). By the time of the census of 1851,
with a population that had doubled over-all, 38 per cent
of the population resided in such towns, and for the first
time the census reported an aggregate ’urban* population
which exceeded the 'rural' population in size, by one
percent. Britain, the first industrial nation in the
history of the world, had also oecome the first ui’ban
nation, and the conviction that there was a necessary
connexion between these two facts proved irresistible, as

industrialization gatnered speed in the second half of
the nineteenth century, so did urbanization. By the year
of ween Victoria's death, in 1901, the census recorded
three-quarters of the population as urbanized, more than
half of the population being in cities of 20,000 or more;
by contrast, witn the exception of Australia, a s:ecial
case, no other country in the world yet had more than 30
per cent of its population urbanized. Britain alone in
1900 could have been described as a fully urbanized society.
The end-point--of this astonishingly rapid and explosive
development can conveniently be dated to the 1911 census,
which classified some 80 per cent of the population as
urban. In .just over a centpry Britain had moved from a
condition in which one-fifth of its population was urbanized

7to one in which four-fifths were.
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Contemporaries in other countries undergoing industrial
ization, at a later date, would have been eccentric indeed 
had. they not expected their societies to imitate the basic 
pattern of English urbanization. Most of this urbanization 
had to wait until the twentieth century, even in those 
countries, such as France, Germany, and the United States, 
whose economies had 'taken-off' into industrialization 
just beyond the mid-point of the nineteenth century. But 
the indications were already palpably there by 1900.° In 
anv case what seemed to matter was not simplv the fact of 
populations massed in cities, startling as this phenomenon 
was. This worried administrators and welfare workers; but 
more analytically-minded observers were more greatly struck 
by the way in which the city had come to acquire absolute 
predominance over the life of the society. The pre
industrial city had often been of great commercial, cultural, 
or political importance. But it had existed encapsulated 
within, usually parasitic upon, the body of the society as 
a whole, whicn in xarge segments could display attitudes 
and activities barely touched by urban lif®. how in the 
industrializing societies, whatever the purely quantitative 
size of the urban sector, the city had emerged from its 
encapsulated state and come to provide the economic, 
cultural and political framework of the whole society.
Except as quai-nt retreats for tourists, there was no room 
for non-urban ’rockets' of social activities. The city 
had become society itself. The force and appeal of Dickens 
and Balzac to their contemporaries was precisely that they 
projected the ima^e of the city - London, Paris - as the
representation of the new social system as a whole, its

gdilemmas, costs, snd opportunities.
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It was this aspect of the matter that most interested the 
nineteenth century sociologists. as mentioned earlier, 
they were loatn to give the city, as a socio-spatial unit, 
any distinctive and independent determining power. But 
without exception they saw the modern city as the natural 
arena within which the central tendencies of the ace 
would reveal themselves. The city would show in a highly 
compressed, visible, and demonstrable form the fundamental 
relationships and principles of modern industrial society.
To that extent the city was the mirror of modern society.
It was in the observation of urban life that the new society 
would be led to the highest degree of self-consciousness 
and self-knowledge.

Thus the characteristic sociological method of handling
the fact of urbanization was to see it as the intensified
expression of whatever structural tendency the particular
writer had identified as the dominant one of the age. So,
the Marxists saw in modern urban life the expression of one
of the central aspects of that alienation brought about by
capitalist development: the alienation of man from his
fellows. This is what particularly struck Engels about
London: "We know well enough that the isolation of the
individual - a narrow-minded egotism - is everywhere the
fundamental principle in modern society. But nowhere is
this selfish egotism so blatantly evident as in the frantic
bustle of the great city. The disintegration of society
into individuals, each guided by his private principles
and each pursuing his own aims has been pushed to its
furthest limits in London. Here indeed human society has

,, 10been split into its component atoms.
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Similarly Ferdinand Tonnies, pursuing his contrast between 
the earlier communal, family-based, ’natural' Gemeinschaft 
society, and the emerging individualized, contractual, 
'mechanical' society of the Gesellchaft, not surprisingly 
saw the modern city as "tynical of Gesellschaft in general 
... In the earlier oeriod, family life and home (or house
hold) economy strike the keynote; in the later period, 
commerce and city life... The more general the condition 
of Otesellschaft becomes in the nation or a group of 
nations, the more this entire 'country' or the entire 
'world' begins to resemble one large city... The city 
consists of free persons who stand in contact with eacn 
other, exchange with each other and cooperate without any 
Gemeinschaft or will thereto developing among them except 
as such might develop sporadically or as a leftover from 
former conditions. On the contrary, these numerous external 
contacts, contracts, and contractual relations only cover 
up as many inner hostilities and antagonistic interests."^

Something of this contrast persists in the famous essay
l pThe Metropolis and cental Life, by Georg oimmel, perhaps

the only one of the major nineteenth century sociologists
to take the modern city as the starting-point of his
analysis of contemporary life. Simmel's essay, together
with a later one heavily indebted to it, ^ouis birth's

13"Urbanism as a Way of Life", for a long time served as 
the main source of the sociological account of the city. 
Simmel recognized that "the, metropolis Has always been 
the seat of the money economy", and that this in large 
measure was responsible for the elements of rationality,
calculation, and hard-headedness that characteristically
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Informed social relations in the city. 8ut at the same 
time he was at pains to emphasize the, as it were, sui 
generis features of the modern metropolis: the massing and 
concentration of the population, the qualitatively different 
rhythms of life and mental images that made the urban 
dweller a different species from the countryman. "The 
psychological basis of the metropolitan type of individ
uality consists in the intensification of nervous stim
ulation which results from the swift and uninterrupted 
change of outer and inner stimuli ... with each crossing 
of the street, with the tempo and multiplicity of economic, 
occupational and social life, the city sets up a deep 
contrast with small town and rural life with reference to 
the sensory foundations of psychic life."

As a response to this speeded-up tempo, as a defensive 
mechanism and means of cooinr with trie rush of stimuli, 
the city-dweller "reacts with his head instead of his 
heart": he acquires "sophistication" and governs his 
responses by a generalizing ‘''intellectuality" as opposed 
to the particularizing tendency of the emotions. Simmel 
sees the connexion between this calculative response and 
the predominance of a money economy, but stresses the 
independent force of the special features of metropolitan 
life itself:''"The conditions of metropolitan life are at 
once cause and effect of this trait. The relationships 
and affairs of the typical metropolitan usually are so 
varied and complex that without the strictest punctuality 
in promises and services the whole structure would break 
down into an inextricable chaos. Above all, this necessity 
is brought about by the aggregation of so many people with
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relations and activities into a highly complex organism... 
The technique of metropolitan life is unimaginable without 
the most punctual integration of all activities and mutual 
relations into a stable and impersonal time schedule... 
Punctuality, calculability, exactness are forced upon life 
by the complexity and extension of metropolitan existence 
and are not only connected with its money economy and 
intellectualistic character."

Prom these features of metropolitan life Simmel deduces 
other characteristics of metropolitan man. The intenseo

stimulation of the nervous system produces as a protective 
reaction the typically urban blase''attitude: "xn this 
phenomenon the nerves find in the refusal to react to their 
stimulation the last possibility of accommodating to the 
contents and forms of metropolitan life." Prom this same 
need to protect himself from being overwhelmed by the 
number and variety of contacts and stimuli springs trie 
equally characteristic urban attitude of reserve. Simmel 
notes that this not only affords the city-dweller an 
insulating layer within which he can freely develop his 
own individuality; it also accounts for the unique isolation 
to which urban man is subject. "The reciprocal reserve 
and indifference and the intellectual life conditions of 
larcce circles are never more strongly felt by the individual 
In their impact upon his independence than in the thickest 
crowd of the big city. This is because the bodily prox
imity and narrowness of space makes the mental distance 
only the more visible. It is obviously only the obverse 
of this freedom if, under certain circumstances, one
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nowhere feels as lonely and lost as in the metropolitan 
crowd. For here as elsewhere it is by no means necessary 
that the freedom of man be reflected in his emotional life 
as comfort." Finally from the intense specialization and 
division of labour encountered in the metroDolis, with its 
threat to the development of varied individual personal
ities, comes, by reactive contrast, an almost excessive 
emphasis on 'personality', expressed often in superficial 
but bizarre forms. It is from this desperate need to 
appear 'different' in an environment that is constantly 
eroding all fundamental human differences, that there arises 
the typically urban phenomenon of fads and fashions, "the 
specifically metropolitan extravagances of mannerism, 
caprice and preciousness."

Nearly all the features of Simmel's analysis of the city 
appear in birth's later and equally influential essay 
Urbanism as a ftay .of Life, of 1^38. uirth in addition 
drew upon other aspects of the European sociological 
tradition, especially the contributions of «eber and Durk- 
heim, to round out1 Simmel' s analysis by the addition of 
certain other, more familiar, features of urbanism. The 
increasing density brought about by the growth of cities, 
he argued, itself produces differentiation and specializ
ation of the population, since only in this way can the 
area support increased numbers. Furthermore the diverse 
functions performed by the city forces a separation of 
place of work from place of residence and, in general, the 
different parts of the city acquire specialized functions, 
with sociologically distinct populations. "The city 
consequently tends to resemble a mosaic of social worlds
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The .juxtaposition of divergent personalities and modes 
of life tend to produce a relativistic perspective and a 
sense of toleration of differences which may be regarded 
as prerequisites for rationality and which lead towards 
the secularization of life."

Furthermore this very heterogeneity of the urban population 
leads to a breaking down of rigid class and caste boun
daries, encouraging social and spatial mobility. The urban 
dweller ceases to maintain an undivided allegiance to any 
one social group, "but acquires membership in widely 
divergent groups, each of which functions only with refer
ence to a single segment of his personality." membership 
of croups is fluid, turnover rarid. Given such social and 
physical mobility, wider kinship ties lose their hold and 
significance, and the neighbourhood ceases to be a meaning
ful unit of social life. The scene therefore is set for a 
condition of Durkheimian anomie. The social settings that 
formerly bound the individual most firmly to the social 
order - especially the family and the community - no longer 
serve to restrain his appetites or to order his means of 
satisfying them. The consequence is the fundamental social 
instability of the urban milieu, an increase, compared with 
the rural setting, of "personal disorganization, mental 
breakdown, suicide, delinquency, crime, corruption, and 
disorder."

Wirth*s essay is aptly named. In it the city is elevated
to the position of primary agent of all that is distinctive 
in modern industrial society. It is difficult to resist
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the suspicion that, as with the majority of the earlier 
sociologists, w'irth is really talking about the city as 
the setting for the new tendencies brought about by 
industrialization and its associated changes. Too many 
changes are attributed to the process of uroanization 
itself to be plausible. But his contribution is of lasting 
interest for a different reason. It displays in an extreme 
and exemplary form the sociologists' disposition to treat 
the city symbolically, as the theatre in which was played 
out the drama of the industrial society, with its new roles 
and new identities. In its full portrait of urban man it 
reveals, perhaps more sharply than any other single piece, 
the extent to which the sociologists were shaping an 
elaborate and highly expressive image of the new social 
order, in which their own fears and hopes were deeply 
embedded.

The sociological account of urbanization - the obvious 
enough fact of it and the more ambiguous meaning of it - is 
interesting for another, more purely historical reason.
In synthesising and systematizing more immediately felt 
responses to the new type of city, they presented the 
anatomy of a social formation that was sharply divided from 
any of its previous manifestations. wiany an earlier writer, 
going well back into classical times, had proclaimed the 
virtues of country life and decried the vices of the city.
But until the Industrial Revolution the tradition of thought 
which saw tne city as the seat par excellence of civilization, 
the repository of the civilized graces and all the progress
ive elements of social life, remained vigorous and capable 
of holding off most challenges. with the rise of the
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industrial city that tradition went heavily on the 
defensive, and has largely remained there. The revulsion 
against industrial urbanism, so clear in so much nineteenth 
century art and literature, reached a pitch that, far from 
abating, seems only to have increased with the growth of 
the twentieth century 'megalopolis'.

The sociological account was far from single-minded on 
tms. Indeed it was marked by a fundamental ambivalence 
which was perhaps a fair reflection of the mood of all 
thinking people in the societies undergoing industrial
ization. On the one hand the city appeared as a monstrous 
growth, a permanent threat to the values of civilization 
to which ironically enough it had given its very name. For 
all their objectivity, the contributions of Tôhnies, Simmel, 
and birth pointed essentially in that direction. On the 
other hand the conviction remained that were man ever to 
be fully. 'humanized ', to realise the potentialities of his 
species to the fullest extent, only the city could be the 
arena of this humanization. Sucn basically was the position 
of Marx and Durkheim. And, since in this section the anti
urbanists have had the predominant say (rightly, since 
their tradition has been so much more influential), it is 
fair to conclude ’with Durkheim's more optimistic conviction 
that "great cities are the uncontested homes of progress; 
it is in them that ideas, fashions, customs, new needs are 
elaborated and then spread over the rest of the country.
When society changes, it is'generally after them and in

J

imitation. Temperaments are so mobile that everything that
comes from the past is somewhat suspect. On the contrary 
innovations, whatever they may be, enjoy a prestige there
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en.ioyed. Minds naturally are there oriented to the future 
Consequently, life is there transformed with extraordinary 
rapidity: beliefs, tastes, passions are in perpetual 
evolution. No ground is more favourable to evolutions of 
all sorts."

2: 'The Demographic Transition'
Industrialization means population growth. nike 
urbanization, this feature of industrializing nineteenth 
century ¿urope was too obvious to appear to require much 
theoretical elaboration. a population explosion seemed 
to be a clear concomitant of industrialization - although, 
again, whether population growth itself forced on economic 
development, or was a consequence of that development, was 
and remains a matter of dispute. Jut, whatever time scale 
we take -for purposes of comparison, the facts themselves 
are hardly in dispute. On the level of world demographic 
history, the late eighteenth century marks a clear water
shed. Roughly ud to that time the rate of growth of world 
population was low, for reasons usually described as 
Malthusian. In Heckscher's phrase, “Nature audited her 
accounts with a red pencil". Then, from about 1750 onwards 
there was a -copulation revolution. Between 1650 and 1850 
the annual rate of increase of the world's population 
doubled, and doubled again by the 1920s. From the 1940s 
to the 1960s there was another great acceleration: world 
population grew from about 2.5 thousand millions to 3.2 
thousand millions, an increase, in the space of just over 
twenty years, more than the total estimated population of
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More to the point, it was in northwestern Europe, the
region of the industrial revolution, that the demographic
revolution began. Hence the unavoidable inference that
the two revolutions were intrinsically connected. Once
more the facts speak plainly. In the fifty years following
1750 there was a doubling of the growth rate, taking the
population of Europe from some 120 million to between
180-190 ""illion. During the nineteenth century there was
a further acceleration. The population of Europe was 266
million in 1850, 401 million in 1900, and 468 million in
1913. Expressed in percentages, this meant an increase of
about 34$ for the second half of the eighteenth century,
43$ for the period 1800 to 1850, and 50$ for the period
1850 to 1900. Arrain it was Britain, the first industrial
nation, that showed the development in its most concentrated
form. With a population of just over 10 million in 1600,
Britain had doubled her population by 1850 (20.9 million),
and doubled it again by 1910 (40.o million) - thus moving
from a situation in which, in 1800, Britain accounted for
5.8$ of the total population of Europe, to one in which

. 1 5she accounted for about 10$ of the total population.

During the early part of the twentieth century, population 
growth in the Industrialized parts of the world slackened 
off, and came almost to a halt. In some industrial 
countries, such as Prance, it looked as if the population 
would actually cease to be self-replacing. Observation 
of this fact, and reflection on the population history of
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the industrial countries, led to the formulation of the 
striking and plausible tnesis of' the 'demographic trans
ition', or the S-curve tneory of the relation between

16industrialization and population growth. The populations 
of non-industrial societies are relatively stable, it was 
argued, because in such societies both birth rates and 
death rates are high. This primitive equilibrium is 
seriously disturbed by the onset of industrialization, 
which invariably means improvements in medical knowledge 
and in public health, with a consequent drastic reduction 
of the death rate. The birth-rate however remains for the 
time high and uncontrolled. The result is a rapid increase 
in oopulation (the vertically-climbing segment of the b- 
shaped curve). After a time the birth rate comes into line 
with the death rate; it too is lowered. The constraints of 
urban living, the desire to exploit the expanded opportun
ities for gaining wealth and achieving social status offered 
by the new industrial society, all put a premium upon small 
families. The urban-industrial populations go in for 
various strategies of birth-control. The curve representing 
■population growth flattens out, and demographic stability 
is once more achieved.

Nowhere did there seem to be a more spectacular demon
stration of the truth of this thesis than in the case of 
Japan. Here was the only nation outside the ¿urcpean 
tradition to oecome industrialized. with such differences 
of history and culture, the, impact of industrialization 
xas an independent causal influence on population history 
seemed observable in a pure form. And Japan's demographic
evolution from the 1870s onwards appears in truth almost
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a text-book copy of that undergone, by northwestern hurope 
half a century earlier. kingsley Davis demonstrated that 
if Japan's vital-rate curves were superposed on those of 
Scandinavia half a century earlier, a remarkaoly similar 
although more ra^id development could oe seen. Japan's 
death rate fell sharply as industrialization took hold 
after the First ^orld war; its population grew quickly.
Davis says that "the rate of natural increase during the 
period from 1900 to 1940 was almost exactly the same as 
Scandinavia's between 1850 and 1920, averaging 12.1 per 
luOO copulation compared with Scandinavia's 12.5." like
wise, after a shorter period than in the European case, 
Janan's birth-rate began to fall, apparently for much the 
same reasons as weighed with the urban-industrial populations 
of bur ope. Indeed after the Second World 'War the decline 
in births exceeded in speed anything comparable in the 
huronean exnerisnce, amounting to 50/o from 1948 to 1960 
- as Davis comments, "perhaps the swiftest drop in 

reproduction that has ever occurred in an entire nation".
The birth-rate fell so far as to make the Japanese populat
ion barely self-replacing. Thus the Japanese case, in the 
compressed and speeded-up form that typified late developers, 
seemed to bear out in the most satisfying way the assoc
iation between industrialization and 'the demographic 

17transition'.

In more recent discussion, reflecting certain asoects of 
post-Second World War experience, the association nas seemed 
less firm. Partly this was due to the increase in the 
birth-rate in all industrial societies in the 1950s. The
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feeling was expressed that perhaps the assumed ’fit' 
between small families and urban-industrial society was 
merely temporary and accidental. /it a higher level of 
industrialization, with the era of 'mass consumption', 
larre families once more seemed to be coming back into 
fashion, spearneaded as usual by the middle cls'sses.

The other troubling fact was observable in the developing 
societies of the 'Third v.orld'. Here the death rate was 
dramatically reduced in the post-war period, largely as a 
result of the adoption of western medical knowledge and 
techniques. This was all in accordance with the theory.o

But even though industrialization was begining to get a 
grip on substantial sections of Asia and natin america, there 
seemed little sign of the expected reduction of the birth 
rate. The result was some of the most gigantic and rapid 
increases of population known in the history of mankind, 
with the Malthusian checks removed by virtue of the medicine 
and economic aid of the developed world.

In the event the theory of the demographic transition has 
emerged surprisingly unscathed. The post-1950 'baby boom' 
proved ephemeral. In the late 1970s the industrial societies 
are almost without exception faced with a static or falling 
birth rate, so-much so that bare replacement is all that 
can be expected over the coming decades.x° Admittedly 
something of a check to the birth-rate may have been 
produced by the adverse economic climate of the decade, 
although this certainly cannot be the whole answer, as the
trend was observable earlier than the date by wnich the 
sense of a 'crisis' can be said to have seized the
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imaginations of the populations of the industrial societies, 
honker-term factors, such as the changing position of 
women and their changing aspirations, would probably anyway 
have brought about the postponement of child-bearing and 
smaller families that now seems the tendency. In any case, 
the flattening out of the curve of economic growth is not 
necessarily something aberrant or accidental in the develop
ment of industrial society. It is just as convincing to 
argue, as we shall be doing later, that this is intrinsic 
to the industrializing mode.

As far as the Third world is concerned, the judgements of 
the 1950s now seem premature. One of the reasons why 
population growth was so slow to stabilize was precisely 
the slowness of industrialization itself in those societies. 
The existence of a powerful developed sector of the globe, 
with its own ambitions end interests, has proved an 
impediment to serious industrialization which may yet turn 
out to be insuperable. Moreover, where the pressure of 
the developed world could to some extent be held1 off and 
industrialization proceed, as with Communist China from 
1949 onwards, the theory of the demographic transition 
seemed amply vindicated. China in recent years, with a 
highly successful programme of birth control, seems all 
set to imitate'" the earlier demographic pattern of its Asian 
neighbour Japan.

In sum, the association of industrialization with the 
demographic transition continues to stand as one of the
best attested phenomena of social development. The 
contribution of this factor to the image of industrialism



is obvious. The pre-industrial 'mob' becomes the 'masses'
of the new society. Alarm is voiced at the grave new
social and -political problems posed by the unprecedented
increase in numbers. Pear of the "dark, impenetrable,
subterranean" masses of the industrial population oecomes 

19potent. All this was to be expected. But, since it was 
generally the presence of these vast numbers as members of 
the new industrial towns, or as potential radicals or 
revolutionaries, that was the subject of attention, it 
seems best to consider this feature under the more 
particularized headings.

3: The Decline of Community.
"ivlodern society acknowledges no neighbour", wrote Disraeli 
in Sybil. The note was sounded in practically every social 
tract and treatise written in the nineteenth century, 
mostly it was sounded with regret, occasionally with triumph 
But, regretfully or triumphantly, and whether it came from 
nostalgic European conservatives or radical Utilitarians 
and Socialists, the decline of the community was one of 
the most commonly remarked and agreed upon features of the 
emerging industrial society. For some, sucn as Ferdinand 
Tonnies, this decline became the ordering principle for the 
entire complex-of changes brought about by industrialization 
In the movement from the society of the Gemeinschaft 
(community) to that of the Gesellschaft (contractual 
association) Tonnies believed he could trace the emergence 
of the most distinctive characteristics of modern indus
trial society.
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The contrasts have become familiar through repetition. The 
heart of Gemeinschaftsociety lay in the small, face-to-fa&e 
community, whose ultimate solidifying principle was blood 
relationship, real or assumed. "The prototype of all 
unions of Gemeinschaft is the family. by birth man enters 
these relationships: free rational will can determine his 
remaining within the family, but the very existence of the 
relationsnip itself is not dependent on his full rational 
will. The three pillars of Gemeinschaft - blood, place 
(land), and mind, or kinship, neighbourhood, and friend
ship - are all encompassed in the family, but the first of 
them is the constituting element of it." members,, of
Gemeinschaft bodies follow collective sentiment, rather 
than calculating egotistical reason. They are governed by 
custom, folkways, and religion. The social relations that 
these give rise to are oest expressed in the family, the 
village, and the town, or the corporative organization of 
guilds, colleges, churches and religious communities. 
Intimacy of scale is critical: large increments of numbers 
or of physical distances would destroy the texture of 
frequent daily contacts, in different places and for 
different purposes, that are the hallmark of Gemeinschaft 
life.

Modern Gesellschaft society is the opposite of all this. 
Torn from the body of the organic community, the individual 
is thrown into lai*re-scale associations to which however 
he has no right of membership, and to which he is never 
expected to give more than a part of himself. Social 
relations are governmed by the principles of rationality
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and calculation - especially the principle of economic 
rationality. Their t;yoical expression is the contract, 
arrived at by a process of rational compromise among 
individuals each pursuing his own interest, and san
ctioned by a framework of positive law. The model of 
Gesellschaft organization is the modern business enter
prise, towards which all other collectivities aspire.
The arena of social action likewise increases in scale.
It is now the large city, the centralized nation-state, 
the world market. narger numbers of people are more 
densely gathered together; out the occupation of a common 
habitat engenders no sense of belonging to a common 
social entity, owing to the individual, contractual, and 
instrumental nature of the relationships. Toimies put 
as follows the essential distinction oetween Gemeinschaft 
and Gesellschaft forms: "The theory of the Gesellschaft 
deals with the artificial construction of an aggregate of 
human beines which superficially resembles tne Gemeins shaft 
in so far as the individuals live and dwell together peace
fully. However, in the Gemeinschaft they remain essentially 
united in spite of all separating factors, whereas in the 
Gesellschaft they are essentially separated in spite of 
all uniting factors. In the Gesellschaft, as contrasted 
with the Gemeinschsft, we find no actions that can be 
derived from an a priori and necessarily existing unity; 
no actions, therefore, which manifest the will and spirit 
of the unity even if performed by the individual; no actions 
which, in so far as they arg performed by the individual, 
take place on behalf of those united with him. in the 
Gesellschaft such actions do not exist. On the contrary, 
here everybody is by himself and isolated, and there exists
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a condition of tension against all others." ^

Tonnies was perhaps exceptional in identifying the 
decline of community with 'the great transformation' 
as such. Features he derived from it - urbanization, 
bureaucratization, the primacy of the economic motive 
- others were as likely to see as independent causal 

processes in their own right, themselves responsible for 
the erosion of communal life. But for almost every writer 
this aspect of industrialization was uniquely charged 
with Reeling. Try as he might, no-one seemed able to give 
merely a neutral, scientific description of the phenomenon. 
They were, after all, talking about a loss akin to, indeed 
almost identical with, the loss of family, and the shock 
carried a corresponding trauma. The movement seemed 
irreversible, the loss almost irrecoverable, although 
some looked forward to the renewal and rediscovery of 
community in a future order that had overcome the atomizing 
tendencies of industrialism. For Durkheim, the loss of 
traditional communal ties was the immediate cause of the 
present pathological state of anomie,in which the individual, 
lacking the regulation of religion and custom to restrain 
his needs and appetites, was launched on a boundless and 
potentially suicidal course of egotistical activities. But
in the emerging occupational communities of the industrial

<

order he saw some hope that the individual might once more 
be securely bound into a form of the collective life, 
harx, like Durkheim, was pitiless in the face of nostalgic 
attempts to restore the communal associations of medieval 
Europe. He praised the industrial bourgeoisie for having 
"torn away from the family its sentimental veil", for
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"tearing asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man 
to his 'natural superiors'", and for "drowning the most 
heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous 
enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy

Q Qwaters of egotistical calculation." hut at the same
time he could pay his respects to the many-sided activities 
of the medieval artisan in his guild, and compare it 
favourably with the impoverished life of the modern factory 
worker. moreover, for i.iarx a crucial aspect of man's 
alienation under capitalism is his alienation from otner 
men, that is, a sense of belonging to a community. In 
Marx's vision of the future communist society, community 
re-appears, now made a genuine possibility through the 
abolition of private property and economic oppression.

Most nineteenth century thinkers, and their twentieth 
century successors, were less sanguine. Community was 
vanishing, the only hope was to hold on to, and defend, 
those forms of it with some semblance of life left - above 
all the family, perhaps also a revitalized Catholic church. 
But however feeble the hope of stemming the tide of 
communal dissolution, as a critical concept for commenting 
on modern industrial society the idea of the organic commun
ity was raised to a level of extraordinary power. On the 
Continent it was unfurled as the defensive standard of 
conservative social theory, in tne writings of such men as 
Bonald and de Maistre, and as such had -reat influence on 
the early sociologists. ' in Bngland it inspired almost 
all that was creative in the literary and moral response
to industrialism. a whole tradition of cultural criticism 
was formed on its basis, starting with Edmund Burke, tnrougn
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Coleridge, Carlyle, Ruskin, ¿»¿orris, down to D.H.Lawrence 
and F.R.Leavis in this century. Again the stance was 
mainly defensive, sometimes downright reactionary; but what 
Lawrence called “the instinct of co imunity" became the 
cutting-edge o *  a superb, subtle critique of what tnese 
writers saw as the mechanical, disintegrated, amorphous 
order of industrialism.

It would in any case have been perverse to expect the 
continuation of community in any thing like the traditional 
forms. Tnroughout the industrializing world, forces were 
at work which were draining the life away from the old 
pre-industrial communal forms, leaving them in many cases 
as impotent and lifeless fossils. The factory encroacnea 
on the productive side of the household economy, leaving 
the home a mere unit of consumptLon, incapable of sustaining 
the family out of its own activities. Schools took over 
much of.the educative functions of the village church, 
thus dividing the effort, and depriving the church of one 
of its main forms of contact with the local community.
Under the ruthless logic of rationalist and utilitarian 
critiques, the self-governing guilds, trade corporations 
and other forms of what Rousseau had denounced as "partial 
associations" within the society, were either swept away 
or submitted to the firm regulation of the state. above 
all, the centralized state encroached incessantly on the 
powers of the autonomous or semi-autonomous bodies governing 
parish, town, and province.» whatever tne future of the 
industrial societies might be, there seemed little room 
in them for the close, oersonal»many-stranded texture of
communal life.
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4• Specialization and tne Division of labour.

All known societies practise some form of the division of 
labour, if only between the sexes or the generations. It 
clearly is not a peculiar feature of industrial society, 
we have only to think of the occupational specialization 
inherent in the Indian caste system, or the craft special
izations of the medieval European towns, to realize how 
highly developed the division of labour can be in societies 
that are in no way industrialized. Contemporaries in the 
industrializing Europe of the nineteenth century were 
however inclined to think that something new had arrived 
with industrialism. They may have been prepared to 
concede that a rudimentary division of labour existed in 
other kinds of society. But so struck were they by the 
enormous complexity and interdependence of parts of the new 
industrial economy, so impressed by tne number of new 
specializations and the speed with which they evolved, that 
they conceived the change to have been of a qualitative 
nature, and not merely one of degree. Nevertheless the 
division of labour that they observed and discussed was 
fundamentally of the old, non-industrial type. In con
centrating so much on this they often failed to notice the 
distinctively new form of the division of labour that was 
the creation of. industrialism, and were responsible for a 
confusion of analysis that has persisted to this day.

The division of labour that they commented on was the 
division of labour in society, a social or 'societal' 
division of labour. It was a division that arose on the 
basis of new or different needs and functions, necessitating
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the introduction of new or different structures, roles, 
and occupations. As before but with a new intensity, 
cities and ports became specialized around coal, iron, 
textiles, or railway construction; new occupations, 
especially of the professional and technical sort, were 
added to the old in great profusion. The process was 
analogous to the growth of individual organisms. Just as, 
in the development from infancy to adulthood, the individual 
plant or animal created new specialized organs and structures 
to meet the changing needs of its own growth, so it was 
argued the growth of the "social organism" was a constant 
process of division, differentiation, and specialization, 
in adaptive response to the changing needs of its internal 
and external environment. It was in fact just this biolog
ical metaphor - for some it was much more than that - that 
was seized upon by many nineteentn century theorists seeking 
to understand the growing division of labour. In particular 
it was the organizing principle of two of the most influen
tial accounts, those given by Herbert Spencer and ¿mile 
Durkheim.

Both Spencer and Durkheim made it plain that the increasing 
division of labour was a process of great antiquity and 
long duration. Indeed for both it had been an inherent, 
progressive, feature of the growth of society from its 
very origins. But both also thought that there came a 
point - and that point had been reached in the industrial 
society of their day - when the phenomenon achieved such 
dimension in scope and volume that it introduced a new 
principle of order into the society. The high degree of 
the division of labour, and the strict and close inter
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dependence that it entailed, became the very basis of a 
new social solidarity. Both individuality and mutuality ' 
were satisfied, the first by tne great variety of occupat
ions now offered, the second by tne insufficiency of any 
one of them to sustain individual or collective life.
It was a social order appropriately seen by Durkheim as 
resting on "organic solidarity", and contrasted with the 
"mechanical solidarity" of less developed societies with a 
low division of labour, where order was maintained by 
powerful collective sentiments and harsh punishments. xn 
the order based on organic solidarity there was no need, 
and no place, for repressive or authoritarian rule. 
Sentiments of solidarity were created by the natural and 
necessary dependence of the parts on each other and on the
wnole 25 «L  >» X.-

That industrialization made for much greater differen
tiation and specialization is obvious and undeniable. But 
what has to be noticed is that such a process does not 
necessarily involve the dividing up of the operations of 
any particular task, or act of production. what impressed 
Spencer and Durkheim was the spectacular growth of new roles 
and tasks - rather than the splitting and fragmentation of 
both old and new tasks. It was the latter that was the 
novel accomplishment of industrialism. It was this, tne 
detailed division of labour, rather than simply the division 
of labour in society at large, that adam Smith in a famous 
passage in The wealth of Nations had described and advocated. 
In his example of the manufacture of pins, he made it clear 
that the advantages to be gained from the division of labour
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derived essentially from dividing-up the task into simple, 
easily learned and easily repeated operations, thereby both 
saving time and opening the way to further mechanization.

o

Pins could be made by one man; the skills were by no means 
too diverse to be mastered by the individual artisan. But 
by separating out each specific operation involved and 
assigning each to a separate,.detail, worker, "the important 
business of making a pin is, in this manner, divided into 
about eighteen distinct operations, which, in some manu
factories, are all performed by distinct hands". ns a

o

result, eacn worker could be reckoned as producing upwards
of 4,800 pins a day where he would have produced only one 

26on his own.

It was this aspect of the division of labour that harx took 
as central to the process of capitalist industrialization. 
The division of labour in society he acknowledged to be an 
old and well-established principle; the division of labour 
in the workshop was the really novel and distinctive feature 
of industrialism. A  crucial distinction between the two 
systems lay in the nature of authority exercised over the 
worker. The social division of labour implied no mors than 
that independent producers bought and exchanged commodities 
among themselves, subject to no other authority than the 
market forces of free competition. The division of labour 
in the workshop, on the contrary, implied the absolute and 
despotic authority of the capitalist over the workers, for 
the commodity is produced only through «the combined labour 
power of the detail workers, whom he alone brings together
and co-ordinates in the factory. "manufacturing division 
of labour implies the concentration of the means of product-
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Ion in the hands of the capitalist; the social division
of labour implies the dispersion of the means of production
among many mutually independent producers of commodities."
iuarx pointed to the paradox that "the very same bourgeois
mentality which extols the manufacturing division of labour,
the life-long annexation of tne worker to a partial
operation, and the unconditional subordination of the
detail worker to capital... denounces just as loudly every
kind of deliberate social control and regulation of the
social process of production, denounces it as an invasion
of the inviolable property rights, liberty and self-
determining genius of the individual capitalist. It is
characteristic that the inspired apologists of the factory
system can find nothing worse to say of any proposal for
the general organization of social labour, than that it
would transform the whole of society into a factory."
Contrasting this situation with the low manufacturing
division of labour in traditional authoritarian societies,
which often had an extensive social division of labour, he
even thought he had found a general law: "<ie may say. ..as
a general rule that the less we find authority dominant in
the division of labour in the interior of society, the more
do we find that the division of labour develops in the
workshop, and the more it is subjected to the authority of
a single individual. Thus, authority in the workshop and
authority in society, as far as the division of labour is

27concerned, are in inverse ratio to one another."
%

Ruskin followed the ivlarxian rather than the Durxheimian
analysis when he commented that "we have much studied and 
much perfected, of late, the great civilized invention
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of the division of labour; only v/e have given it a false 
name. It is not, truly speaking, the labour that is 
divided, but the men..." " The logical extension of this
industrial form of the division of labour came at the end 
of the nineteenth century with Frederick winslow Taylor 
and the princinles of "scientific management". Here, in 
the decisive separation of a knowledgeable management from 
a knowledge-less workforce, of conception from execution, 
of mental from manual labour, was the culmination of a 
process that had started in the artisan’s initial loss of 
the instruments of independent production, and his etforced 
enrolment as a detail worker in the factories of the early 
nineteenth century.

Durkheim was not unalive to this side of the division of
labour. He accented the charge that, in the industrial
society of his day, the individual was often "no longer
anything but an inert niece of machinery, only an external
force set going which always moves in the same direction

29and in the same way." ' But whereas for narx this was a
normal, indeed inevitable, consequence of the capitalist 
division of labour, to be remedied only througn the abolition 
of the division of labour itself, Durkheim continued to 
believe (or hope) that such a condition of individual 
alienation was simply an abnormal, transitional, form of 
the division of labour. It was owing to the contemporary 
condition of the ’forced’ division of labour, in which 
because of sharp inequalities of circumstances, individuals 
were not playing the parts in the division of labour for 
which their natural capacities fitted them. True solidarity 
would onl;y come about when the division of labour was
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"spontaneous", that is, when society "is constituted in 
such a way that social inequalities exactly express natural 
inequalities", and that in turn depended on "absolute 
equality in the external conditions of the conflict. 11

Some might have thought this almost as utopian a hope and
a solution as Marx1 s expectation of a resolution through
a future socialist revolution. But Durkheim, like wjarx,
believed that the tenner of the times was with him, and
that the tendencies were all in the direction of greater
social justice, and hence a more ’spontaneous* division of
labour. Meanwhile he was particularly stern with those who
refused to acknowledge that the division of labour was the
cardinal principle of modern industrial society, and who
orposed. to it old-fashioned notions of the universal man:
"we can say that, in hi 'her societies, our duty is not to
spread our activity over a large surface, out to concentrate
and specialize it. we must contract our norizon, choose a
definite task, and immerse ourselves in it completely,
instead of trying to make ourselves a sort of creative
masterpiece, quite complete, which contains its worth in

31itself and not in the services that it renders."

It was a judgement with which many of the most thoughtful 
observers of the nineteenth century agreed. Others may 
have shared Marx's feeling that the rise of the division 
of labour in human society was akin to the Fall in Christian 
theology. But, unlike him,.they had lost their faith, and 
with the onset of industrialization, could see no hope of
redemption in a society that seemed bound to push tne 
division of labour to extremes inconceivable in earlier
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societies.

5: Centralization, Equalization, 'Democratization1.

It was no simple historical coincidence that the French and 
the Industrial Revolutions occurred about the same time 
although in different countries. Both were animated by the 
same currents of individualism, rationalism, and anti
traditionalism that had been running strongly in western 
European society for some time. But there was something

o
historically contingent in the way in which, in the after- 
math of those revolutions, their characteristics were fusede
into what increasingly appeared an intrinsic whole. The 
French Revolution produced the doctrine of modern egalit
arian democracy. bow, there was - and is - nothing inherent 
in industrialism that associates it necessarily with any 
particular oolitical form. Societies have industrialized 
under a wide variety of political regimes, ranging from 
the democratic-constitutional to the elitist-authoritarian. 
But, owing oartly to the coincidence of the two revolutions, 
partly to the manner in which the earliest societies 
industrialized, there arose a conviction in the course of 
the nineteenth century that there was an intrinsic connexin 
between democracy and industrialism.

But not any particular species of democracy. This was the 
essential point. There were indeed some thinkers, mainly 
In England, who argued that industrialism 'naturally' 
demanded a system of formal democracy, and would ultimately 
prove unworkable without it. Eost European socialists, 
too - revealing socialism's inheritance of French revolut
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that capitalist industrialization would require formal 
'bourgeois democracy* to complement it. But more commonly 
'democracy* was interpreted in a far looser sense. 
"Democratization" was in fact used by many as a short-hand 
term to exrress a phenomenon otherwise described in such 
nhrases as 'the entry of the masses onto the stage of 
history* or 'the discovery of the people*. we should 
perhaos say today that what was being referred to was 
basically the nhenomenon of populism - and. the distortion 
was not in any case so great, in that the variety of 
democracy that flourished during the french devolution was 
generally more populist than egalitarian.

Hence the argument was rather different than first appears. 
It ran, not so much that industrialization entailed demo
cratic forms of government, as that industrialization had 
to be accompanied by the involvement, in some manner, of the 
mass of the population in the political life of the society. 
While this assertion made for no definite, positive 
associations of economy and polity, it certainly did for 
negative ones. Thus industrialization was incompatible 
with political systems, such as despotic empires of the 
Ottoman or Romanov kind, which refused to acknowledge the 
principle of popular participation or active representation 
in any form. It was not, however, incompatible with 
authoritarian regimes such as that of Bismarckian Germany 
or the French Second Brnnire*which, while being elitist 
and dictatorial in practice, enshrined the fact of universal 
suffrage and the principle of popular sovereignty in their
constitutions.
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Thus stated, it can be seen that tne association of 
industrialization and 'democracy1 (or, which is practically 
the same thins, the association of industrialization and 
nationalism) pointed to a larger movement than was, for 
instance, involved in the extension of the franchise or 
tne triumphs of liberal constitutionalism. One way of 
summarizing that movement is to sneak of 'the nationaliz
ation of society'. This phrase not only - and quite 
accurately - indicates the central association of the

32emerging industrial order with the developing nation state. 
It also suggests the movement of centralization that was 
taking place in all European societies, breaking down the 
insulation between the different parts (regions and classes) 
of society, and tending to a levelling effect in which all 
individuals became uniformly subject to a centralized state. 
The obverse of this process was the need to re-integrate 
the individuals so detached from their traditional moorings 
- and the most obvious device was through some form of 

legitimating populist ideology, whether democratic, liberal, 
or Marxist.

The movement towards centralization and the ideology of 
populism in their turn squared with the requirements of 
industrialism. Industrialization from the start, even in 
England, needed regulation and planning on a scale that 
could only be performed by a centralized state. (It was 
perhaps fortunate that England had since the time of the 
Tudors been politically a highly centralized society - 
certainly as compared with the Continental states). more
over, it reouired a certain kind of general commitment, a
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basic ethic of work and discipline, that was hardly 
compatible with the particularistic loyalties of the 
traditional political order, and which was best secured 
by a structure and sentiment of mass mobilization. It was 
in this sense, therefore, of the massing of the population 
into a centralized nation-state under a populaist ideology, 
that we must un’erstand the loosely-termed association of 
industrialism and democracy.

..lost nineteenth century social theorists commented on 
what seemed a necessary and inevitable increase in scale 
and centralization with the development of the new indus
trial order. It was a growth which, typically, they 
perceived as the off-shoot of, the accompaniment to, the 
more fundamental principle of change which in their 
different ways they singled out as transforming the society 
of their day. Durkheim saw the development of central 
government a3 the normal and predictable feature of 
societies characterized by a vast extension of the division 
of labour. He regretted the view of contemporary liberals
who were inclined "to regard the present dimensions of the

33governmental organ as a symptom of social illness".^
For Marx, 'nationalization' and centralization were the 
inevitable consequences of the rise of the industrial 
bourgeoisie: "The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing 
away with the scattered state of the population, of the 
means of production, and of property. It has agglomerated 
population, centralized means of production, and has 
concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary 
consequence of this was political centralization. Indepen
dent, or but loosely connected provinces, with separate
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interests, laws, governments and systems of taxation, 
became lumped together into one nation, with one govern
ment, one code of laws, one national class-interest, one

34-frontier and one customs-tariff". For Durkheim,
centralization posed in an acute form the problem of 
relating the individual to some new social entity with 
which he could feel solidarity. The occupational community 
was one of his tentative answers. For warx, the bour
geoisie's centralizing tendency v.as but one aspect of the 
process whereby they dug their own graves. It prepared, 
indeed pointed, the way to a complete socialisation of 
state, economy, and society. But in neither case did 
centralization appear as more than an inevitable and natural 
feature of an industrial order which tney were concerned to 
analyse from a quite different perspective.

The concern with centralization as such, and the associated 
tendencies towards levelling and the creation of a ''mass 
society' , was characteristically the hallmaric of the liberal 
theorists of the time. Chief among these are iviill, Acton, 
Burckhardt, and Tocqueville. For these, centralization 
was not simply an incidental phenomenon of the age, it was 
one of its central driving forces, offering formidable 
threats to individual freedom and social diversity. The 
most thorough and most arresting analysis of this process 
was given in two works by -Alexis de Tocqueville, his 
Democracy in America and The ancien Regime and the French 
Revolution. In the opening .pages of the former he announces: 
"In perusing the pages of our history, we shall scarcely meet
with a single great event, in the lapse of seven hundred 
years, which has not turned to the advantage of equality."...
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"The gradual development of the equality of conditions is 
a providential fact, and it possesses all the character
istics of a Divine decree: it is universal, it Is durable,
it constantly eludes all human interference, and all events

35as we11 as all men contribute to its progress."

1Fqualization’ as a long-term historical tendency, always 
meant for Tocqueville much more than the rise of certain 
aspirations and ideas, more even than the diminution of 
economic and political inequality - although of course it 
encompassed these things. Its force, and its threat, is 
better conveyed by the word ’levelling1, as Tocqueville's 
works amply illustrate. For what preoccupied him was the 
fact that the drive towards equality was leading to the 
obliteration of all distinctions and differences between 
men, rendering them a uniform mass, common alike in their 
thoughts and attitudes as in their dependence on an ever 
more powerful centralized State. In the later work on the 
French devolution he attempted to demonstrate how1 that event 
was the deposit of the relentless drive towards equality.
Its major achievement was to unify and centralize France, 
and so complete the process started by the French monarchy 
centuries earlier. But that centralizing movement was only 
possible because of the appeal to the abstract, universal 
principle of the equality of all men, thereby making 
invidious, and defenceless, all distinctions based on class, 
rank, religion, or region. The upshot was the ending of all 
regional, religious, or occupational autonomy, and the 
concentration of all the expropropriated powers in the
centralized, democratic state, the sole organization that

36had the authority of the whole people behind it.
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In John Stuart Kill Tocqueville found his most thoughtful 
and eloquent disciple. Powerful though Tocqueville's own 
writing is, there is no passage in his work that summed up 
so concisely, and so influentially, tne levelling tendencies 
of the age, as this passage f'rorr. «.¿ill's essay On .Liberty:

The circumstances which surround classes and individ
uals, and share their characters, are daily becoming 
more assimilated. Formerly, different ranks, 
different neighbourhoods, different trades and pro
fessions, lived in what might be called different 
worlds; at present, to a great degree in the same. 
Comparatively speaking, they now read the same things, 
listen to tne same things, see the same things, go to 
the same daces, have their hopes and fears directed 
to the same objects, have the same rights and liberties 
and the same means of asserting them. Great as are 
the differences of position that remain, they are 
nothing to those which have ceased. «md the 
assimilation is still proceeding. all the political 
changes of the age promote it, since they all tend 
to raise the low and to lower the high. ¿«very 
extension of education promotes it, because education 
brings people under common influences, and gives them 
access to the general stock of facts and sentiments. 
Improvements in the means of communication promote it, 
by bringing the inhabitants of different places into
personal contact, and keeping up a rapid flow of%
changes of residence between one place and another.
The increase of commerce and manufactures promotes it, 
by diffusing more widely the advantages of easy
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circumstances, and opening all objects of ambition, 
even the highest, to general competition, whereby 
the desire of rising becomes no longer the character 
of a particular class, but of all classes, a more 
powerful agency than even all these, in bringing 
about a general similarity among manicind, is the 
complete establishment, in tnis and other free 
countries, of the ascendancy of public opinion in tne 
State. as the various social eminences which enabled 
persons entrenched on them to disregard the opinions 
of the multitude, gradually become levelled; as the 
very idea of resisting the will of the public, when 
it is positively known that they have a will, dis
appears more and more from the minds of practical 
politicians; there ceases to be any social support 
for non-conformity - any substantive power in society, 
which, itself opposed to the ascendancy of numbers,
is interested in taking under its protection opinions

37and tendencies at variance with those of the public .

It is plain that for both Tocqueville and i>d.ll the movement 
towards equalization predates the industrial revolution by 
a long time and continues in being irrespective of the 
industrializing movement. kt the same time in the passage 
quoted above Mill makes it clear that the connexion 
between centralization, uniformity, and industrialization 
is not an arbitrary one, and that in the historical 
circumstances of the time the connexions were bound to 
become ever more indissoluble. Jacob Burckhardt had no 
doubts on the matter: "money-making, the main force of 
present-day culture, postulates the universal otate, if
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only for the sake of communications..." most interest
ing, because it looks a somewhat unexpected discovery in 
his own mind, is Tocqueville1s finding at the very end of 
the second volume of Democracy in America that:

"there exists amongst the modern nations of Europe 
one great cause, independent of all those which have 
already been pointed out, which perpetually contri
butes to extend the agency or to strengthen the 
prerogative of the supreme power, though it has not 
been sufficiently attended to: i mean the grovi/th of 
manufactures, which is fostered by the progress of 
social equality. manufactures generally collect a 
multitude of men on the same spot, amongst whom new 
and complex relations spring up. These men are 
exposed by their calling to great and sudden alter
nations of plenty and want, during which public 
tranquillity is endangered. It may also happen that' 
these employments sacrifice the healtn, and even the 
life, of those who gain by them, or of those who live 
by then. Thus the manufacturing classes require more 
regulation, superintendence, and restraint than the 
other classes of society, and it Is natural that the 
powers of government should increase in the same 
proportion as those classes... as a nation becomes 
more engaged in manufactures, the want of roads, canals, 
harbours, and other works of a semi-public nature, 
which facilitate the acquisition of wealth, is more 
strongly felt; and as a nation becomes more democratic, 
private individuals are less able, and the State more 
able, to execute works of such magnitude. I do not
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hesitate to assert that the manifest tendency of 
all governments at the present time is to take 
upon themselves alone the execution of these under
takings; by which means they daily hold in closer

39dependence the population which they govern."
In such ways were democracy, centralization, and industrial
ism linked. ^nd we should remember that this oassage was 
written in 1840, at a time when both democracy and indus
trialism had scarcely got under way, and when a widely-held 
expectation, common for the rest of the century, was that
industrial society would reduce the functions of the btate

40so greatly that it could practically vanisn away.

6: Secularisation, Nationalisation, bureaucratisation.

"Alas! Alas! Religion is vanishing... *«e no longer have 
either hope or expectation, not even two little pieces of 
black wood in a cross before which to v/ring our hands... 
Everything that was is no more. All that will be is not 
yet." 41 Alfred de Musset's rather mawkish utterance can 
be found repeated a hundred times and more during the 
course of the nineteenth century. Of one thing most 
people felt certain: the industrial society was a secular 
society. By this they meant that, on the one hand, there 
was a progressive decline of institutionalized religion, 
and of the formal beliefs associated with religious 
institutions; and, on the other, these beliefs were being 
increasingly replaced by ones deriving their authority from 
science and reason, rather than from systems of revealed 
religion.
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For the negative aspect of this view the evidence appeared 
incontrovertible, industrial nan was not a worshipping man 
- not, at any rate, of the familiar gods, "among the masses 

there prevails almost universally a total indifference to 
religion", commented Engels in The Condition of the .working 
Class in i.nrrland in 1344. "In cities and large • towns", wrote 
Horace aann, the author of the 1351 Religious Census of 
Eritain, "it is observable how absolutely insignificant a 
portion of the congregations is composed of artisans."
Dutiful attenders of Sunday schools in their youth, he noted, 
on growing up they "soon become as utter strangers to

„ 42religious ordinances as the people of a heathen country.
The Census revealed, to the horror of the Victorian Estab
lishment, that less than 25 per cent of the total populations 
of most of the large cities and industrial towns attended 
divine service on Sundays. The rural districts did not 
fare much better, averaging out at a rate of attendance of 
just over 23 per cent of the rural populations. Methodism 
was indeed the last organized religion to seize the popular 
mind; and after 1350 it went into a steep decline.

Moreover, the habit of non-attendance was catching. Towards 
the end of the century it was clear that the middle-classes 
were staying away as well. Engels again, in a later essay 
of 1892, noted the change in attitude since the earlier 
part of the century. "...The introduction and spread of 
salad-oil (before 1351 known only to the aristocracy) has 
been accompanied by a fatal spread of Continental scepticism 
in matters religious, and it has come to this, that 
agnosticism, though not yet considered 'the thing' quite 
as much as the Church of England, is yet very nearly on a
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par, as far as respectability goes, with Baptism, and
decidely ranks above the Salvation array. " as the
historian Jinsor puts it: "Creed sat lightly on the great
majority in the upper and middle classes; the Bible lost
its hold on them, and the volume of outward religious

44observance shrank steadily.

A census of 1902-3 in London showed only two in eleven
persons worshipping. The London masses were proverbially
heathen; religion undoubtedly did better in the country as
a whole. But by the 1960s and 1970s in Britain average
Sunday attendance was between 10 and 15 per cent (swollen
by Roman Catholics); less than 2 per cent of the age group
12-20 v/ere being confirmed in the Church of England, and
only between 5 and 5 per cent of the population could oe
persuaded to attend Communion at ¿aster or Christmas. The
Government’s Central Statistical Office gave the data on
religion.under the heading of 'Leisure', alongside camping

45and television viewing.

No-one of course maintained that simple non-attendance at 
church equalled secularization. There were even some 
societies, such as the United States, where for exceptional 
and largely non-religious reasons church attendance remained 
high. But non-attendance was nevertheless very important.
It was the most visible outward manifestation of the broader 
trend whereb;/ religious practices, institutions, and think
ing came to lose their hold»ever society as a whole. 
Typically in industrial society religion becomes a marginal 
and a minority pre-occupation, like a hobby. There remains 
a decent respect for churchly supervision of the most
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important rites de passage, birth, marriage, death. Caurch 
baptisms, weddings, and burials continue to De popular. But 
Bryan Wilson rirhtly says of this that "the church still 
plays its part in the lives of the many more as a service 
facility than as an evangelistic agency, more as the 
provi der of occasional and re-assuring ritual .than as the 
disseminator of vital knowledge or the exemplar of moral 
wisdom. 11 In matters as important as these the desire is 
still felt for seme touch of the sacred, if only as a form 
of hopeful insurance. "The church appears increasin'ly as 
some department of a welfare state, which might be corpor
ately supported without personal commitment... to oe used 
as and when the individual requires the performance of its 
services... It functions as a service agency providing 
appropriate ceremonial for prestige and status-enhancement

A 0at crucial stares of the life-cycle."

Both at the time and since two main objections were made
to the view that industrialization and secularization went
hand in hand. The first was historical: the fact tnut, at
the very moment when England was entering on its swiftest
phase of industrialization, there should occur what one
historian has called "the greatest revival of religious

47faith since the middle ages." Tne Church of England was
temporarily uplifted by the piety and intellectual rigour 
of the Oxford fiovement; sects and denominations proliferated 
outside; Evangelicalism was part of the reigning ideology 
of the day. ,

But the paradox is easily resolved. The parallel can 
almost be drawn with the behaviour of species in natural
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evolution, when poised on the edge of extinction: in their 
decadent phase they give off a glorious explosion of 
energy, throwing up the most gorgeous and eccentric forms.
So with organized religion. The Victorian revival was the 
prelude to virtual extinction. The emancipation, made 
possible by industrialism, from the old society and the 
old religion, led both to an intensification and a purifi
cation of religious life, and - not necessarily in the sanre 
people - away from it altogether. Harold Perkin aptly 
remarks that "the existence of numerous competing sects, 
which was more characteristic of Britain tnan any otner 
European country, provided a sequence of stepping stones 
by which the emancipated individual could make his way from 
the Church to any position of Christian belief, or at last 
out into the great desert of unbelief on the other side of 
the Jordan." ü contemporary neatly made the connexion
between * ree-thinking and pree trade: "The same spirit 
wnich has produced ’free trade' in articles of commerce 
advocates likewise a free trade in religion." The eighteenth 
century Unitarianism of Priestly and nis friends easily led 
in the nineteenth century to sceptical Utilitarianism and 
later, to agnostic Positivism. Methodism in its various 
guises and manifestations provided for the working class 
the stepping-stones from the Church to Chartism, and later 
to secular Socialism. It was Carlyle who shrewdly remarked 
in 1333 that theirs was an age "destitute of faith and yet 
terrified at scepticism". Hence the frantic religiosity.
But it could be no more than a temporary haven from the 
slow erosion of the traditional faith. In the end. the age
found new faiths. But in their secular, rational, cast of 
thought they marked a deep divide between the industrial
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society and the religious faiths of every other kind of 
society.

This last noint leads directly on to the second, more
serious objection. To the historical argument was added
a psychological and sociological one. Responding to the
threat of the annihilation of religion the nineteenth
century discovered the universality of religion, in the
individual mind and in society at large. "There .is,"
wrote Durkheim in his Elementary Forms of Religious nife,
"something eternal in religion which is destined to survive
all the particular symbols in which religious thought has
successively envelored itself. There can be no society
which does not feel the need of upholding and re-affirming
at regular intervals the collective sentiments and the
collective ideas which make its unity and its personality
...What essential difference is there between an assembly
of Christians celebrating the principal dates of the life
of Christ, or of Jews remembering the exodus from Egypt
or the promulgation of the decalogue, and a reunion of
citizens commemorating the promulgation of a new moral or

49legal system or some great event in the national life?
On this view there could be no such thing as 'the decline 
of religion', merely a change in its forms. Religion was 
functionally necessary to society, the central mechanism of 
Integration of its members and the most important source of 
its unifying symbols and rituals. vi/hile in the earlier 
part of the century some us^d this insight to proclaim the 
eternal necessity of Christianity, later, more radical, 
exponents of the view were too conscious of the loss of 
Christianity's hold on the populations of the industrial
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societies to rest/ so untenable a position. Instead they 
devoted themselves to exploring the new 'seculsr' religions 
that were emerging in the age.

This proved a task of no great difficulty. from Burke 
onwards it became a commonplace to point to the French 
Revolution’s substitution of the Goddess of Reason for the 
God of Christianity. Then there was Saint-Simon's "hew 
Christianit:/", a secular, scientific faith for the new 
world of industrialism, to replace the obsolete old 
Christianity of the obsolete old world. This shortly re
appeared as Comte's "religion of humanity", .Positivism, 
aptly characterised by T.xi.Huxley as "Catholicism minus 
Christianity". But then, too, Huxley's own scientific 
humanism had all the hall-marks of traditional evangelical 
religion, especially when urged on by his own passionate, 
missionary, advocacy. Once this steo had been taken it was 
easy to discern the essentially religious character of the 
vast majority of the new ideologies of the century -
nationalism, republicanism, socialism, even the ideology

BOof science itself.  ̂ Later on, and going back to the 
roots of the whole thing, Carl Becker elegantly mapped out 
the "heavenly city" of the eighteenth century pnilosorhes, 
as they erected the Temple of Reason on the ruins of the 
temples of traditional Cnristianity, and transferred the

51golden age from an unearthly past to a terrestrial future.

Much of this can readily be. admitted. The notion of the 
universality, the functional indispensability, of religion
has great force: whether in reference to religion as a 
psychological thing, in the sense of a special and necessary
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sociological thing, in the sense of society's need for a 
comprehensive frame of reference which makes sense of 
its members' relations with each other and with society 
as a whole. But it is a force that is largely misspent 
when applied to the argument about secularization and 
industrialism. For the two arguments are not opposed to 
each other and are not in fact about the same thing anyway. 
The 'secularist', if one may use this short-hand term, is 
not necessarily making statements about the 'essential' 
nature of religion, whereas the 'religionist' clearly is.
Some secularists no doubt think this is what they ar.e 
doing, in which case they rapidly and rightly find them
selves in trouble. But the point is that they need not 
engage in this kind of debate. It Is perfectly possible 
for the secularist to accept tne arguments of a Burkheimian 
religionist while remaining firmly convinced of the reality 
and importance of his own position. The critical distinct
ion he wishes to make is not that between, say, 'religion' 
and 'reason' or 'science', but - to use the religionist's 
terms - between the 'religion' of industrial society and 
other kinds of religion. Secularism may very well be said 
to be a religion. That is immaterial to the present concern. 
All that is being argued is that industrialization brings 
with it secular institutions, practices, and oeliefs. In 
what further sense these may also be said to share certain 
properties in common with traditional religions belongs to 
another discussion. *

So, for instance, Alasdair MacIntyre defines secularization 
as "the transition from beliefs and activities and instltut-



ions presupposing beliefs of a traditional Christian kind
to beliefs and activities and institutions of an atneistic 

"52kind. Peter Berger, on a broader plane, sees secularizat
ion as "a process by which sectors of society and culture 
are removed from the domination of religious institutions 
and symbols" and are sub-ordinated instead to the rule of
non-churchly institutions and of science "as an autonomous,

53thoroughly secular perspective on the world." Neither
MacIntyre nor Berger wish, nor need, to deny that atheistic 
or scientific beliefs may share certain features with 
traditional religious beliefs. what they wish to insist 
upon are the differences, especially in terms of practical 
import.

In theory one might wish to argue that the differences are
no greater than, say, those between Christianity and
Buddhism. Fortunately this is of academic concern only.
For what of course gives these differences their momentous
significance are their indissoluble links with the economic
and social order of industrialism, and the historical fact
of the world-wide triumph of industrialism. People may or
may not have been willing to accept science in the abstract,
as an interesting alternative ideology or 'world-view'.
They were not given the choice. Wherever industrialization
took hold, its ultimate tendency was to secularize life,
to de-throne and disqualify all other competing religions.
In so far as a society accepted industrialism, it had to
accept a mode of cognition, science, which had its own%
exclusive interpretation of the world, Its own prescriptions 
for action within it, and its own, internally self
validating, procedures for testing and confirming the truth
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of its beliefs. To say that this description fits any 
and every religion is true but again misses the point: 
which is that industrialism has undermined and vanquished 
every social order which it has encountered, and that 
therefore secularism has triumphed over other religions 
to an extent and in a manner never accomplished by any 
previous religion.

Tocqueville caught the birth of this process in his account
of the french Revolution, where he saw tne revolutionaries'
rationalism become “a kind of new religion in itself - a
religion, imperfect it is true, without a God, without a
worship, without a future life, but which nevertheless,
like Islam, poured forth its soldiers, its apostles, and

"54its martyrs over the face of the earth. The secularism 
that was carried by the revolutionary armies was carried 
even further and more powerfully by the iron shins and 
cheap manufactured goods of the new industrial society.
It is this unprecendented phenomenon of total victory which 
makes the rise of secularism different in kind from the rise 
of other religions, and which makes it perverse to deny the 
real break in continuity of beliefs entailed by industrial
ization. whatever the actual quality of the majority's 
belief in science, or the extent of their knowledge of it, 
the fact remains that they have available explanations of 
the world in terms of a system of thought which for all 
practical purposes has ruled out the explanations of all 
other systems of thought. *

Secularization was, in its turn, a manifestation of an 
even deeper-lyin?? tendency in industrial society: the drive
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towards the rationalization of all spheres of life. Max 
Vveber, who made the analysis of this process central to 
his sociology of modern society, made it clear that, as 
with democratization, it was a tendency that long pre
dated the rise of industrial society, as an attitude and 
a practice, leber in fact saw it as a secular distillation
of certain features of Protestant Christianity, and there-

\

fore dated its origins in sixteenth century hurope.
Moreover, given the fact that perhaps the most significant 
asnect of rationalization was its transformation of attit
udes towards economic life, it had as much claim to oe the 
cause of industrialism as its effect. Nevertheless, b;y the 
end of the nineteenth century the origins of rationalization 
were Jess important- than its contemporary expression.
Having helped to give birth to industrialism, it became 
fused with it and was later carried by it. To become 
industrialized was to become rationalized, a process 
affecting; every area of society, the most public and the 
most private, the state and the economy as well as the 
relations of marriage, family, and personal friendship.

Weber's rationalization is a complex concept, embodying a 
complex and not altogether coherent historical process. He 
himself was fond of emphasizing the negative aspects of it, 
as in his frequent quotation of Schiller's phrase, "the 
disenchantment of the world": "The fate of our times is 
characterised by rationalization and intellectuaiization 
and, above all, by 'the disenchantment of the world'".
Here rationalization referred to the process whereby the
world was rid of magic and mysticism, and of the populations 
of gods, demons, and spirits that had governed its activities
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in so many systems of belief. This development had matured 
only in the societies of the Christian religion. Indeed 
Church, priest and ororhet had hurried it on, in their 
relentless drive towards the bureaucratization of church 
affairs, their scnolastic systematizations of tneology, 
tneir creations of increasingly monistic cosmologies. In 
this sense tVeber along with several others was led to see 
Christianity as an inherently secularizing and rationalizing 
religion, producing almost inevitably out of itself its own 
demise. To this ’disenchantment’ early science of course 
contributed; but then it must be remembered that for many 
centuries some of the most brilliant natural scientistsc

were clerics, intent, in all sincerity, to demonstrate by 
their scientific labours the greater grandeur and power of 
God.

The positive qualities of rationalization can loosely be
•

summed up by saying that it is the embodiment of the method 
and substance of science in the institutions, practices, 
and beliefs of the society. Weber was concerned to em
phasize the practical bent of such a development and, above 
all, its reliance on the method of observation and calcul
ation in all activities, even in those of the arts. The 
nrime exemplar of the rational calculating mode was to be 
found in the economic realm, in the system of modern 
European capitalism, with its rationally organized labour 
market of formally free workers, and rational entrepre
neurial activities based on exact calculations of profit 
and loss. The economic substance of the concept is given 
weirht, perhaps too much so, in Julien Ereund's definition 
of rationalization as "the organization of life through a

12:6
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division and co-ordination of activities on the basis 
of an exact study of men's relations with each other, 
with their tools and their environment, for the"purpose 
of achieving greater efficiency and productivity."

hore generally Weber apnlied the concept to a studied and
increasing mastery over the environment, both natural and.
social, in which the essential tools were those of
observation, experiment, measurement, and calculation. The
tendency could be observed in all areas of modern culture:
in the elaboration of a rational system of laws and formal
procedures for handling them; in the rise of a rational
system of administration with modern bureaucracy; in
painting's achievement of a rational utilization of lines
and spatial perspective; in the establishment of a rational
system of musical notation, and of rational principles of

57musical structure in modern counterpoint and harmony.

Weber was careful to point out that rationalization did not 
by any means necessarily imply that the populations of 
those societies undergoing it were any more 'reasonable' or 
knowledgeable individually, as compared with the populations 
of less rationalized societies. In terms of a better 
understanding of their environment they might even know 
less. The primitive man in the bush knows infinitely more 
about the conditions under which he lives, the tools he 
uses and the food he consumes. The modern man who takes a 
street-car or an elevator, suggested Weber, was not likely 
to know the principles on which those machines worked, nor
were the driver or the elevator operator likely to be any 
more enlightened. "The increasing intellectualization and
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and general knowledge of the conditions under which one 
lives. It means something else, namely, the knowledge or 
belief that if one but wished one could learn it at any 
time. Hence, it means that there are no mysterious in
calculable forces that come into play, out ratrer that one 
can, in principle, master all things by calculation. This 
means that the world is disenchanted. One need no longer 
have recourse to magical means in order to master or 
implore the spirits, as did the savage, for whom such 
mysterious rowers existed. Technical means and calculations 
perform the service. This above all is what intellectual- 
ization means."

Hationalization, then, here yielded one of its ambivalences. 
a  deeper and more serious ambivalence was revealed in 
i.eber's distinction between "formal" and "substantive" 
rationality. The former refers to the degree to which 
action is governed by rationally calculable principles, the 
fitting of the most appropriate and efficient means to a 
desired end. The latter refers to the degree to which goals 
and values have been definitely formulated and sorted out 
according to a rational procedure of ranking, ascription of 
priorities, realization of contradictory aims and strategies 
for getting round this, and so forth ("frora the standpoint 
o.f determinate ethical postulates", was how Weber expressed 
it, although he believed that the ultimate grounds of etnical 
choice remained irreducibly .arbitrary and ’irrational’). At 
the abstract level the distinction was just about possible
to hold. In historical reality, as 'Weber knew only too well, 
the agencies of formal rationality - strictly, tne means -



had a tendency to invade and undermine the quest for the 
attainment of substantive rationality.

The dilemma, and the common denouement, can be illustrated 
from the fate of classical liberal industrial society.
In theory, liberal industrial society was concerned only 
with the rationalization of means. End3 were seen as 
diverse and infinite, a matter of individual, private, 
desires. Hence all the characteristic concerts of liberal 
economic theory - ’maximization’, ’optimization’, 'leash 
cost', and so on - related to a concept of rationality that 
was entirely concentrated on the most efficient means to a 
given end. In practice, however, things worked out 
differently. The organization of society, of work, of 
family life, for the realization of the most efficient 
means, the most rational way of maximizing output and 
reducing input - all this inevitably affected and influenced 
the individual's choices, preferences, and desires. The 
mobilization of society for the greater and cheaper pro
duction of goods had as one of its consequences the pro
duction also of a 'consumer mentality', constraining its 
inhabitants to a passive and unproductive consumption of 
goods. It had, too, Its effect on the whole way in which 
'fun' and 'leisure' were perceived, and how the hard-won 
rewards of economic activity were spent. That is, it 
affected the ends satisfied by such instrumental activity. 
The irony was that the rationalized means, which, more than 
ever before, were supposed .to free the individual for the 
pursuit of more, and more diverse, ends, ended up by en
slaving him to its supposedly neutral techniques o.nd 

59technology.
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Weber's own nightmare about the 'irrationality' of 
rationalization was born of the contemplation of the most 
fateful and formidable agency of formal rationality: 
bureaucracy. In much of his writing, indeed, bureaucrat
ization and rationalization are almost synonymous, so struck 
was he by the growth of the phenomenon, and so distinctively 
a Western development did it seem. "wo country and no age 
has ever experienced, in the same sense as the modern 
Occident, the absolute and complete dependence of its whole 
existence, of the -political, technical, and economic 
conditions of its life, on a specially trained organization 
of officials. The most Important functions of the everyday 
life of society have come to be in the hands of technically ,
commercially, and above all legally trained government 

0 0officials." And just as the general process of ration
alization, while not initially created by industrialism, 
was given its greatest impetus by it and later carried by 
it, so the more specialized deposit of that process, 
bureaucracy, accompanied the development of industrialism 
and became functionally indispensable to it. The trained 
official, said .«eber, "is the pillar of both the modern 
State and of the economic life of the West." bureaucracy 
had a principled hostility to all 'irrational' considerations 
of person or place, religion or kinship. It adhered 
strictly to rationally constituted rules and formal pro
cedures of execution. It submitted to the rationality of 
scientific expertise. It was consequently the highest 
expression of the rationalizing tendenpy in industrial 
society. Industrial society, in whatever form, capitalist
or socialist, needs bureaucracy as much as it needs workers 
and machines. "The dependence of the material fate of the
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masses on the permanently correct functioning of ever 
more bureaucratically co-ordinated private-capitalist 
organizations steadily grows, and the very thought of 
the possibility of eliminating them becomes ever more 
utonian. 11 So, too, "any rational socialism will have

62to take over and augment" bureaucratic administration.

But <»eber's conception of the indispensability of bureau
cracy to modern industrial society is accompanied by the 
uerception of its threat to certain key values of the 
society. This most developed exponent of 'formal ration
ality' at a certain point complicates the attainment of 
some of the values of 'substantive rationality'. The 
technical, means-to-ends, rationality of bureaucracy comes 
to substitute itself for the goals for which it was 
instituted. Weber singled out here particularly the threats 
to individual creativity, personal autonomy, and democracy 
- all deeply-held values of modern western society. The 

rationalization of economic life, through the development 
of modern capitalism, and the unique prominence of economic 
ends in modern society, had already posed acute problems 
for the general health of the society and the possibilities 
of all-round individual development. The further, intensive, 
bureaucratization of society also tended to undermine the 
pursuit of democracy. Weber saw, along with Tocqueville, 
that democratization had been one of the most favourable 
bases of bureaucratization, through its attacks on 
aristocratic and monarchical. privilege. But "democracy 
inevitably comes Into conflict with the bureaucratic 
tendencies which, by its fight against notable rule, 
democracy has produced....The most decisive thing here -
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indeed it is rather exclusively so - is the levelling of 
the governed in opposition to the ruling and bureaucrati
cally articulated group, whicn in its turn may occupy a 
quite autocratic position, both in fact and in form." 0 5  

And reflecting, in the long-term, on the bureaucratization 
of ever-larger sectors of social life, i.eber was driven to 
offer a grim vision:

"Together with the machine, the bureaucratic
organization is engaged in building the houses of
bondage of the future, in which perhaps men will one
day be like peasants in the ancient Egyptian otate,
acquiescent and powerless, while a purely tecnnically
good, that is rational, official administration and
orovision becomes the sole, final value, which
sovereignly decides the direction of their affairs"..
.. "This passion for bureaucracy is enough to drive
one to despair, it is as if in politics... we were
deliberately to become men who need ’order' and
nothing but order, become nervous and cowardly if
for one moment this order wavers, and helpless if
they are torn away from their total incorporation
in it. That the world should know no men but these:
it is in such an evolution that we are already caught
up, and the great question is, therefore, not how we
can promote and hasten it, but what can we oppose to
this machinery in order to keep o. portion of mankind
free from this parcelling-out of the soul, from this

64supreme mastery of the bureaucratic«way of life."
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It Is perhaps unfair to end this sketch of the image of 
industrialism on so melancholy a note. kot only does it 
not, in Weber’s own case, do justice to his equally strong 
conviction of the achievements and advantages of ration
alization and bureaucracy. But coming at the end of the 
whole account, it also has the somewhat unfortunate effect 
of making that sombre note sound throughout. it has become 
fashionable in this century, and especially in the last 
decade or so, to see mainly the dark side of industrialism. 
The cry of horror uttered by the artists and writers of the 
early part of the century has been echoed and amplified on 
a wider scale in the more recent years of noisy, cramped, 
living and environmental deterioration. The tendency then 
is to carry that feeling back into the nineteenth century,to 
read the nineteenth century social theorists primar ily as 
critics and denunciators of industrialism, and to ransack 
their writings for corroborative statements conveying the 
appropriate sentiments of gloom, nostalgia, angst and anger.

This is a seriously distorting procedure. The heroic age of 
sociology was also the heroic age of industrialism. It was 
almost impossible for the early sociologists not to feel 
some sense of exhiliration at the novel and sweeping changes 
taking place in their societies before their very eyes.
Marx certainly expressed this sense in the many eloquent 
passages listing the triumphant achievements of the 
industrial bourgeoisie, even while he was denouncing that 
class for its exploitative %rule and deploring the dehuman
izing effects of industrialism. Moreover his writing is 
infused with a confidence that industrialism can and will 
rid itself of the evils of its capitalist form, and that
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its promise will reach fulfilment in its next, socialist, 
phase. The note of confidence is even stronger, and with 
far fewer qualifications and misgivings, in the writings 
of Saint-Simon, Comte and Spencer, whose sociologies of 
industrial society were to a large extent also celebrations 
of it. It is there still with Durkheim, the inheritor of 
that tradition, who is steadfast in his conviction that the 
great increase in the division of labour in modern indus
trial society has been mainly a liberating force; although 
now, in the late nineteenth century, there is a new concern 
that the problems of industrialism were deeper and less 
tractable than had previously been thought. Only with 
Weber, of all the ’founding fathers’ of sociology, does one 
get the feeling that the doubt has outstripped the con
fidence, and that Weber faces the modern world with a brave 
but gloomy countenance; and even here there is no attempt 
to fudge the accounts, no desire to inhibit tne clear 
expression of the great benefits of a rationalized world.

Of course the doubts, anxieties, and outright hostility 
were also there from the start: partly in the work of those 
sociologists we have just mentioned, more characteristically 
in certain conservative literary circles strongly influenced 
by Romanticism and the revived medievalism of the nineteenth 
century. The writings of these critics had considerable 
influence on the more systematic sociologies of industrialism 
In England from the time of Burke onwards there was a strong 
vein of social criticism expressing deep disenchantment 
with urban-industrial society, and regretting the loss of 
the values and mores of rural-agrarian society; altnou h 
in the best of this writing a sense of the possibilities
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of industrialism triumphed over sentimental nostalgia. 
Continental hostility to industrialism (usually and 
correctly associated with political liberalism) took a 
deeper, more overtly ideological form - in the writings 
of militant French Royalist Catholics such as Chateaubriand, 
de ^aistre, and Sonald, and of German Romantic historians 
and sociologists such as Haller, Savigny, Tonnies and Gierke. 
These influences had their strongest impact on German 
social theory and is reflected in the greater ambivalence 
in the assessment of industrialism of the German sociol
ogists. out even in Germany such anti-industrial sentiments 
had to contend with the rationalism and confident pro- 
gressivism of marxism, which pi'evented German sociology 
from lapsing into a futile conservatism.

For nineteenth century sociology, industrialism was, 
clearly, Janus-headed. Perhaps the most concise expression 
of these ambivalent sentiments is to be found in Tocqueville* 
celebrated comment on Manchester following a visit there 
in 1835. It is quoted at the head of this chapter. In it 
is summed un the mixture of tremendous hopes and fearful 
anxieties that fairly reflects the nineteenth century 
response to industrialism.

A word, finally, on the constituents of the image of 
industrialism sketched in this chapter. It is, obviously, 
a selection of what I consider to be the most important 
themes in the sociological 'response to, and definition of, 
the emerging industrial society. Others, with different 
interests and purnoses from mine, will have wanted to select 
other themes. But I make no apology for any restrictions
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contained in my selection. The view suggested there, of- 
the changes entailed by industrialization, involves so 
sweeping a transformation of the structure, culture, values 
and beliefs of a society that it is most unlikely that 
other changes cannot be accommodated under their general 
rubric. Indeed one of the analytical problems is that 
each single theme or characteristic usually represented 
for a particular thinker a more or less total character
ization of the new society. So it is, for instance, with 
Tonnies and the decline of the Gemeinschaft; Durkheim and 
the increased division of labour; weber and rationalization. 
It is clear that from their accounts of these phenomena 
that almost any one of them could be made to encompass all 
of the six features that x have chosen to list separately. 
The justification for doing it this way is that it makes 
clearer to a reader today just what were the ingredients 
that have gone into the common and widely-diffused contem- 
Dorary image of industrialism. I have not in any way 
attempted to show the comprehensiveness of the views of 
any particular thinker. In the development of sociology, 
certain central insights and inferences about the nature 
of industrial society were lifted from the general body 
of thought of the early sociologists, and fused into a 
'model* of industrialism. The consequences of this are 
evident both in scholarly thought and in common opinion.
I have wished to show hov» oiiis may have come about.

A second ambiguity is more serious. ¡xiany of the character-*
istics listed here evidently pre-date the onset of indus
trialization in hurope. This is true perhaps above all of 
Weber's theme, rationalization. Their status as an entail-
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ment of Industrialization may therefore seem absurd. This 
of course would be true if one were considering the unique 
case of European - rather, indeed, British - industrial
ization, and that alone. This is not my purpose. I am 
merely concerned with the general inferences about the 
process of industrialization once it had been seen to 
occur, and some of its lonrr-term tendencies became visible. 
From this point of view the causes of the Industrial 
Revolution in Europe are not important. what matters is 
that, whatever the institutional and intellectual causes, 
they naturally oecame embodied in the resulting industrial 
order, into the industrial system as a whole. In any case 
all thinkers emphasized the extent to which all predisposing 
tendencies were developed and intensified by industrial
ization. It was the economic core of the system that 
attracted to it, and then carried, all the social, political, 
and ideological aspects of industrialism. as far as ail 
other societies but the first were concerned, industrialism 
was received as a •package' of institutions, practices
and values, which it was as difficult to disentangle

65 . . .analytically as it was practically. ns individual items
they may have been able to resist any one of them; but 
Insofar as they embarked on the economic transformation 
involved in industrialization, they seemed constrained to 
adopt all of them. In historical perspective industrialism 
and modernity seemed to be the same thing, and it seemed un
important which aspects of modernity had preceded industrial
ism in time. To become modern was to go through the 
process of industrialization, which was to say, to arrive 
at something like the state of society envisaged in the 
sociologists' image of industrialism.



Chapter 4 .  THE REVOLUTION DISSECTED: I wi/iGi, aimD 'R^aL ITY.'

"Generally speaking, for the economical 
development of the bourgeoisie, England is 
here taken as the typical country; for its 
•political development, France.

Engels, footnote to the lbSs English
edition of The Communist manifesto.

"Universal history moves in a succession to 
which toe nations are subsidiary".

Lord Acton, letter to contributors to
o

the Cambridge modern History (1897) .

The nineteenth century image of industrialism has great 
fo^ce. I hope in the preceding sections to have indicated 
my own agreement with much of what it has to tell us about 
the process of industrialization and trie nature of 
industrial society. It has a depth and comprehensiveness 
of analysis unsqualled in any other period of western 
social thought, and consequently allows us to understand 
industrial society, modern society, to a degree impossible 
for any other type of historical society. It is satis
fying by virtue of the sense we have of its penetration 
to the very core, the moving principles, of the new society 
And it was in many ways remarkably accurate In its pro
jection of the main tendencies of that society. As Robert 
Risbet says, in the modern world "we are urban, democratic,
industrial, bureaucratic, rationalized, large scale, formal

„ 1secular, and technological .



1 ¿>9

Later sociology acknowledged its debt to the earlier 
formulations by taking them over wnolesale. bo struck 
were sociologists by the power and accuracy of.tne 
nineteenth century anatomy of industrial society that they 
apparently saw little reason to make any serious modifi
cations. Only, with an eye on the academy and the student, 
rather than on society and the citizen, their formulations 
we’e inevitably drier and more scholastic than tnose of 
their nineteenth century predecessors.

In the re-sharing two main directions emerged. One was to 
distill, as it were, certain more concrete implications 
from the larger principles enunciated by the earlier 
theorists, and to structure trio investigation of industrial 
society along those mo~e particularized lines. Thus from 
kill and Tocqueville's account of equalization and demo
cratization came the idea of the industrial society as a 
mobile "mass society", restless and uprooted, and a 
concentration on the properties of the twentieth century

O'mass' as compared with the nineteenth century 'public'. 
Particularly fertile, too, was the Spencer-Durkheim
conception of modern society as the high-point of the
process of differentiation and specialization. Prom this
could be derived, at the concrete institutional level,
certain major innovations of industi’i&I society: the
separation of 'home1 from 'work', and of 'work' from
'leisure'; the decline of extended family ties, and the
emergence of the elementary or 'nuclear' family as the

%most appropriate to the conditions of industrial life; 
the loss of family functions, such thfit the family w'as
forced to give up its role in the productive process
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and was reduced to being a unit of consumption only, 
while its socializing functions were first shared and then 
increasingly taken over by schools, youth cultures, the 
mass media, and welfare departments. weber's account of 

' rationalization' was the stimulus to the view that 
industrialization must lead to the general diffusion of 
systems of formal education, and to a great growth of 
professional, scientific, and technical expertise. it 
would also lead to a class system based on achieved 
occupation rather than birth or patronage, and a merito
cratic system of ranking and rewarding. Or, following 
Marx and Durkheim on alienation and anomie, the emphasiso

could be placed on the distinctive set of issues and
social problems that was placed on the agenda of an
industrializing society. There was the problem of
recruiting and training the industrial workforce, and the
social tensions that had to be 'managed' in disciplining
the industrial population to the new rhythms and routines
of machines and factory employment. iviore generally, there
was the problem of integrating into the new social order
the spatially, occupationally, and socially mobile and
uprooted populations set in motion by the forces of

4industrialism.

The second line followed by twentieth century sociology 
moved in the opposite direction. Instead of working 
downwards, it aspired to generalize, at an even higher 
level of abstraction, the tendencies jingled out by the 
nineteenth century sociologists. In these accounts 
industrialization appeared,for instance, as a three-fold
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process of 'individualization' (i.e. emancipation from
corporative and communal groups), 'abstraction' (i.e.
secularization and rationalization), and 'generalization'
(i.e. nationalization of interests and loyalties); or as
'snecialization', 'differentiation' and 'integration',

0witn or without 'social discontent'. There were many 
other such schemes. Perhaps the most ambitious, certainly 
one of the most influential, was that of the American 
sociologist Talcott Parsons. In origin it was not 
explicitly or specifically intended to be applied to the 
process of industrialization. ¿xtending Weber's contrast
ing principles of 'traditionality' and 'rationality',
Parsons sought to show how all social action could be 
analysed in terms of contrasting pairs of 'pattern 
variables', that is, variable yet ordered ways of govern
ing ('patterning') action. Generally he found that the 
pairs could be reduced to four in number, ea.cn pertaining 
to the.resolution of certain universal 'dilemmas' of action, 
and each indicating contrasting choices in the actor's 
orientation to others and to his environment. These four 
were: affectivit-y versus affective neutrality; particular
ism versus universalism; ascription versus achievement; 
diffuseness versus specificity. To some extent the 
meanings are clear from the words themselves, and in any 
case most of the senses are covered by the better-known
antitheses of traditional versus rational, or Geme ins chart-

7versus Gesellschaft.

Parsons intended his variables to be analytical tools 
independent of any historical content whatsoever. But it 
could hardly escape his disciples how easy it was to
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bundle the units of the four pairs together so that they 
added up to very familiar contrasts of types of historical 
society - ’traditional’ and ’modern’, 'pre-industrial' and 
’industrial’. Rapidly therefore in their work, and often 
too in Parsons' own, the pattern variables became the 
basis for the analysis of the transition to industrial

Qsociety, and of the institutional bases of that society.
It was no more than a frank recognition of the nineteenth 
century origin of the scheme. But it was unfortunate that 
this should be one of the major avenues along which the 
nineteenth century analysis of industrialism should oe 
carried. The method of distillation of the first line at 
least had the advantage of directing attention to specific 
institutional and ideological changes, and so sent the 
student back to the actual historical experience of 
particular societies, for confirmation or refutation. .«ith 
the pattern variables and similar analytical constructs 
this procedure became unnecessary. Industrialization was 
simply assumed to be the movement from the left-handed 
unit of each pair of the pattern variables to trie right- 
handed unit, from particularism to universaiism, ascription 
to achievement, affectivity to affective-neutrality, and 
diffuseness to specificity. The types of action, abstracted 
from the historical context that gave them their original 
meaning, could, thus be employed to obviate the need to 
resort to any history at all.

No nineteenth century account ever reached such sterile 
heights. hven in those thinkers - such as Spencer and 
Durkheim - most hostile to the spirit and matter of history, 
the writing retained sufficient connexion with actual
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societies at actual times to make their accounts stimulat
ing and suggestive. .and in some of the contributions - 
such as Marx's in the first volume of Capital, and »¡eber's 
Protestant hthic and the Spirit of Capitalism - the 
engagement with the materials of history was so rich and 
so productive as to constitute veritable models of 
sociological analysis. Sociology (like historical study) 
lives in the tension between the general and the particular, 
and on the whole the practitioners of the nineteenth 
century maintained the tension creatively.

But the dangers were there: implicit in their aoproach 
and to some extent in their very enterprise to seize and

9concepitualize the flow of large-scale historical change.
In lesser hands the method could readily become a barren 
formula, easily learned in academic courses in sociology 
and as easily imposed on the real world of chan-re, with 
no more than the most casual investigation of, or reference 
to, that world. A host of ill-conceived, ill-written, and 
vastly unproductive books and treatises on ’development' 
and ’modernization’ bear witness to the reality of this 
danger. ^  I have so fax1 emphasized the positive and 
creative side of the model of industrialism that the 
nineteenth centux’y sociologists bequeathed to their 
twentieth century successors. It is time now to say 
something of the weaknesses and pitfalls that were also 
part of that inheritance.

I : Modes of Industrialization and Social Change.
In three ways the classic model of industrialism left a 
distorting legacy. It was misleading with respect to the
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mode of social change; the timing and speed of change; 
and the directions of change.

Much of all three turned on the first: the adoption of 
a particularly wide-ranging and comprehensive conceotion of 
change as evolutionary.^^ I have already, in Chapter Two, 
discussed the extent to which the early sociologists con
ceived their task as the description and explanation of 
the great transformation - industrialization - taking place 
in the societies of their time. To do this, it seemed 
evident to them, they had to -place the current changes 
within a framework that gave them a past as well as s 
future. They had, that is, to give an account both of the 
mechanisms of change and the directions of change.

In theory there were several ways of handling this. Popular 
ones in the oast had been varieties of Augustine’s provi- 
dentialism, or the device of the social contract. In 
practice the climate of the times eliminated these tradition
al solutions, and pointed sociology firmly in an evolution
ary and developmental direction. The sciences of the 
nineteenth century had discovered the genetic, historical, 
method. In all the sciences there was a universal passion 
to discover the origins of things, and the principles that 
had led to their growth and development. Again, in 
principle such grov/th could have been seen as random and 
accidental, exhibiting no order or pattern. Such a view 
was distasteful to a century that aimed at the discovery 
of the most fundamental laws of structure and change, 
being and becoming, in both the natural and the social 
worlds. The conviction was well-nigh universal that
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growth was orderly, whether one contemplated, the evolution 
of the universe as a whole or the growth of the minutest 
individual organism. Given, too, the remoteness of the 
historical past uncovered by nineteenth century geology, 
it seemed plausible to conceive that growth as slow, 
gradual, and continuous, eschewing all notions of mirac
ulous leans, sudden mutations, and providential inter
ventions. "Nature makes no leaps" was an old dictum of 
the naturalists; and it was a view espoused in relation 
equally to individual and social development. To an 
earlier tradition that had drawn trie analogy between the 
organs and functions of the individual organism, and the 
organs and functions of ‘the body politic', was added the 
historical and developmental perspective of nineteenth 
century science. The result, so far as sociology was 
concerned, was a view of social change as organic change, 
an orderly process of development or evolution through

i ngrowth; differentiation, and maturation.

In this conception, change is due essentially to forces 
intrinsic to the thing changing. Change is constant, 
cumulative, and coherent. It takes the form of evolution; 
by stages, each stage arising out of the preceding one 
and, in its turn, being pregnant with the next, and each 
expressing a 'higher', more developed and more complicated 
state of the system. The problem of the 'causal mechanics' 
that moves the system from one stage to the next is 
resolved by subsuming it under the logic of the evolution
ary sequence as a whole. Here the analogy with the growth
process of the individual organism was of decisive 
importance. The stages of development in the life-cycle
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of any individual organism can be known and predicted 
with a good deal of accuracy, given a general knowledge 
of the character of the species to which it belongs. In 
this sense, at whatever stage of development we contemplate 
the organism we can re-construct its past and predict its 
future. The principle of propulsion taking the organism 
from one stage to the next is of no special interest here 
since it can be assumed as a constant. bo knowledge of it 
is required for understanding the present state nor for 
predicting the future. it becomes a problem only when 
there is a malfunctioning of the organism, when, in other

13words, the normal orderly process of growth is disturbed.

Transferred to society, the method therefore allowed the 
early sociologists to be remarkably casual about the 
mechanisms of change in their schemes of social evolution, 
warx alone paid detailed attention to the problem, in 
analysing the contraditions in a given mode of production 
as the dynamic of changes of system. But even for him 
there was an inevitability to the process of evolution 
that pointed to the underlying organic model of change
- a feature emphasized by his frequent use of organic 

metaphors in describing change. Given the logic of the 
whole historical sequence, the contradictions within the 
different modes of production had to work themselves out
- and hence lost any independent causal efficacy that they 

may otherwise have claimed.

With the other major sociologists, concern with this aspect 
of change was minimal. Often no more was implied than 
that 'progressive tendency' in manxind that the eighteenth
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century rhilosonhes of progress had 7’elied on. Spencer 
offered the general principle of "the instability of the 
homogeneous" as the orimum mobile of social chancre (and 
indeed of all change). Thereafter it could simply be 
assumed as the constant agency moving human societ;/ through 
the various stages from a condition of maximum Homogeneity 
to one of maximum heterogeneity (Spencer here drawing for 
the details upon the German embryologist von Baer's 
account of embryonic development as a movement from the 
homogeneous to the heterogeneous). To account for the great 
development of the division of labour in modern times, 
Durkheim suggested as cause a progressive increase in 
"material and moral density", a vaguely sketched process 
of increasing spatial concentration of populations and 
increasing social relations and exchanges between their 
members. But Durkheim dwells little on this, and it is 
clear that his mein interest is to trace the effects of the 
increased division of labour on the life of modern society. 
For the rest, the movement from 1 mechanical1 to ’organic' 
solidarity corresponds in most ways to the sort of 
evolution Spencer described, and with the same organic 
drives of differentiation and specialization.

As with the mechanics of change, so with its stuff, 
history. Both were ironed-out and subdued by the imposit
ion of the logic of the evolutionary sequence. Once the 
theorist had characterized the species - Society - by 
the particular principle which ho thotight expressed its 
nature, it only remained for him to segment history in 
accordance with that principle. But not real history,
not the actual chronological sequence of events. history
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became 'natural history'. 'what mattered was not to 
examine the past to demonstrate the actual existence of 
social forms implied in the particular theoretical 
perspective - the extended family as compared with the 
present nuclear form, community as compared with associat
ion, and the others. The past had to function as tne 
theatre displaying the progressive losic of the principle.
It had to be made to show the principle embodied in its 
earlier, 'oast' forms, proceeding by a logical or 'natural', 
rather than a historical, process to its contemporary, 
more developed, forms.

Thus.if the ¿^articular evolutionary principle singled out 
was the progress from 'savagery' to 'civilization', the 
past (including the 'contemporary past' seen in the less 
developed societies) was ransacked for scraj?s of illus
tration that would give the principle a properly historical 
for'-, even if it lacked any real historical content. The 
method was baldly stated by the anthropologist J.F. 
jvicnennan :"...In the science of history old means not old 
in chronology but in structure. That is most ancient 
which lies nearest, the beginning of human progress con
sidered as development." 14 Such a view was bound to 
mean a casualness, almost an indifference, towards the 
historical past. And it was a particular irony that the 
evolutionary method should have got much of its inspiration 
from the patient and painstaking historical scholorship 
of nineteenth century historians. History was invoked as 
an indispensable part of the evolutionary perspective. Hut 
it was invoked in a manner that mads it easy at best to 
abbreviate it, at worst to ignore it.
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The weaknesses of this evolutionary conception of change 
come out strikingly when it is applied to the specific 
episode that preoccupied the early sociologists: indus
trialization. To put it simply, on this view becoming 
industrialized poses no real problems. it has the 
inevitability of development in natural history, .»e have 
seen how the nineteenth century sociologists tended to 
compress the multiple stages of the eighteenth century 
idea of progress into two polar types, 'then* and 'now', 
'pre-industrial' and 'industrial'. Tne odd thing is that, 
despite this concentration on the one, overwhelming, 
episode of transition, they are not much more illuminating 
on the mechanics of that transition than were their 
eighteenth century counterparts. what clearly absorbs 
their interest is the working out in their society of the 
principle that for tnem most significantly characterises 
the new industrial society. How that novelty was born, 
and how it might be diffused beyong its contemporary 
Worth Atlantic confines, was something that interested 
them far less; and largely because tne problem was resolved 
for them even before it was posed.

Here they showed themselves still to be the creatures of 
the eighteenth century Enlightenment. They took over the 
philosophes conception of the essential unity of mankind.
It was 'Man' that evolved, or 'Society', conceived of as 
the community of all mankind. At different times various 
groups of men had embodied and represented the various 
stages of that unitary process of evolution: now the 
Egyptians, now the Greeks, now the Homans, now Christian 
Europe. At the present time the 'carriers' of man's
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progressive evolution were the industrial societies of 
the *<est. Conceivably there would be other carriers in 
the future - although most of the nineteenth century 
sociologists were convinced that human evolution had 
reached a culminating point with the rise of scientific, 
industrial, civilization. At any rate, the question, 
why industrialism, why the west, was a somewhat idle one. 
The spirit bloweth where it listeth. The history of' 
mankind was the story of man’s growth, in the direction 
of rationality and freedom. why a particular set of 
societies was selected to represent any particular stage 
of that growth, and the specific manner in which they 
represented it, was perhaps a matter of interest to some 
such as antiquarians, but could not be a serious concern 
of philosophic historians and sociologists. The western 
industrial nations were the current standard-bearers of 
modernity. The urgent task seemed therefore to explore 
the nature of this modernity, to show up its novel features, 
to reveal its problems and difficulties so that its 
promise should not be left unfulfilled. For unless some 
new principle arose, which seemed for various reasons 
unlikely, It was the destiny of the rest of the world to 
be gradually but inevitably suffused with the principle o f  
industrialism, as the latest and highest expression 
hitherto of mankind's evolution.

Nothing more neatly illultrates the embrace of the 
philosophic conception of a single evolving mankind than 
Engels' innocent footnote to the Gorrmunist ^antfesto, 
quoted at the head of this chapter: "Generally speaking, 
for the economical development of the bourgeoisie, England
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is here taken as the typical country; for its political' 
development, France". Engels here constructs and projects 
forward an ideal bourgeois industrial order, which has 
absorbed the effects both of the English Industrial 
Revolution and of the French (political) Revolution. It 
expresses Itself with various degrees of strength and 
clarity in actual historical societies, but it cannot oe 
held to be coterminous with any one society or any precise 
tract of historical time. It is in fact, like Spencer's 
industrial society, or Durkheim's society of organic 
solidarity, a stage of social evolution, which finds 
embodiment in particular societies out embraces them just 
as it itself is comprehended by the overall sequence and 
logic of man's unfolding. Its origins and arrival there
fore needs no snecial principle of explanation, any more 
than its growth and diffusion; none,that is, tnat is not 
implied in the -orinciple of evolution itself. Ultimately 
it is the result of the slow but inevitable growth and 
maturation of man and society.

There is a grandeur in this conception of change that 
hides and even compensates for its logical shortcomings. 
There is also the fact that in its nineteenth century 
versions we can to a large extent ignore its influence and 
concentrate instead on the superb anatomies of .industrialism 
that form the central portion of the sociological legacy. 
Neither of these compensations, alas, are offered to us 
in the twentieth century successions t o  this tradition of 
evolutionary thought. The theory of social change, after
a period of abeyance, was revived after the Second world.
War under the stimulus of the anti-colonial movements of
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the period. The problem arose of now to consider the 
industrialization and future development of' those 

societies. ouperficially the situation seemed analagous 
to that of nineteenth century hurope, with the dramatic 
and rapid creation of new social orders; and the superficial 
view, unfortunately, prevailed.

lVith little hesitation, and almost no modification, the 
evolutionist conceptions of change were imported into the 
prowing field of the sociology of 'development1 and 
'modernization'. The existence, and the pressure, of tne 
already industrialized parts of the globe were largely 
ignox*ed, except insofar as they provided the model to 
which other societies were tending - as well as the 'ex
perts' who would help ease the passage. abstract models 
of 'stages of growth' and 'phases of modernization' were 
constructed by economists and sociologists, and offered 
as universal models of social development and evolution, 
it was clear, on inspecting these models, that their 
elements were derived from tne European experience of 
industrialization; not surprisingly, therefore, they had 
a certain value as short-hand expressions and typifications 
of. that, experience. Transported to the rest of the world 
these premises became painfully obvious, and the applic
ability of the models very dubious.

Basically they continued the nineteenth century tradition 
of assuming industrialization to be a form of endogenous 
change, arising naturally out of the preceding state of.‘ 
society and being propelled through the various stages of 
growth and differentiation until achieving some sort of
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stable, nature state. The energising force of this 
develooment was often seen as some entelechy called 
'the will to be modern', similar in most respects to 
Turgot's 'innate tendency to progress'.^"0 but none of 
this could for long disguise the fact that tne developing 
'Third world' was actually in a historically unique 
situation, differing in fundamental ways from the situation 
of the societies of nineteenth century Europe. its 
societies lacked Europe's autonomy. They were attempting 
to industrialize in tne shadow and partly under the 
direction of powerful industrial societies who were very 
likely, in their own interests, to interfere with the pure 
logic of the industrializing process. Since that 'logic' 
v̂ as a generalization from Europe's own past, it followed 
that the mode of industrialization of the new nations 
could be expected to diverge in many ways from the classic 
European pattern.

All this is very obvious now, and has been abundantly 
commented on. But then it seems worth asking, why has 
this evolutionist view of change, and especially the 
evolutionist account of industrialization, exerted so 
apparently Irresistible a fascination for social theorists. 
And here a striking irony appears. The evolutionist 
account of industrialization was plausible largely because 
that was the way it seemed to happen in the 'classic' c a s e  

of industrialization, that of Britain. It was because the 
British case became, as Epgels’ remark indicates, the 
typical model of industrialization for social theory that 
it v;as able to give massive support to the older evolution
ary conception of change. In other words, the society
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and the event - the British Industrial Revolution - that 
had been responsible for one of the most fundamental 
discontinuities in the whole of human history also became 
the mainstay of a theory that was concerned precisely to 
deny radical discontinuities in social evolution.

This impression of the British experience of industrial
ization was by no means wholly misguided or misinformed.
It was of course easy to forget the civil war and sub
sequent political settlement of tne seventeenth century 
that had been the essential background to that industrial
ization. But, more than a hundred years on, contemplating 
a long period of unprecedentedly and enviably peaceful 
political evolution, contemporaries could be forgiven for 
remarking on the orderliness and stability of the society 
that gave birth to industrialism. Certainly as compared 
with Continental and later cases of industrialization, the 
British case presented a remarkable picture of organic, 
endogenous change. Industrialization seemed to emerge 
naturally and with no apparent breaks from the social 
structure and culture of the society. Owing to the 
exceptional fluidity of the class structure, all classes 
participated in the process. There were no values that 
militated strongly against involvement in trade and Industry- 
Sons of the English gentry regularly went into commerce. 
Sections of the aristocracy involved themselves vigorously 
in the improvement, commercialisation, and 'industrializ
ation' of agriculture, and»patronized talented mechanics 
and engineers. There was not even the stigma that in other
European societies commonly attached to manual labour and 
mechanical dexterity. most of the creators of the first
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textile machines, for instance, were middle-class (John Kay, 
John Wyatt, Edmund Cartwright, Lewis Paul, Samuel Crompton). 
It was not discreditable in the eighteenth century for 
children of good families to be apprenticed out to weavers 
and joiners.

The working classes themselves would no doubt have had 
some dissident comments to make on this picture of organic 
evolution. But what again was impressive to contemporaries, 
especially on the Continent, was the extent to which working 
class protest and reaction in Britain took peaceful and 
constitutional forms. During the whole crucial period of 
transition from about 1760 to 1850 there was practically 
no point at which working class discontent threatened to 
become revolutionary. The most dangerous moment for the 
system came with the struggles over tne Reform Bill of 1631. 
But here too tne remarkable thing - as compared with so 
many Continental states - was the willingness of the 
aristocratic ruling class to give way, coupled with the 
fact that the agitation was fed by not a few of the upper 
and middle classes anyway, anxious for reform so as to 
avert revolution. Even in the case of the classes that 
suffered most during industrialization, tnerefore, what 
seemed important was the system's maturity, its capacity 
to contain the disruption and disturbances that must 
inevitably accompany the movement to an industrial society.
It provided a strong confirmation of the Saint-Simonian 
view that, given the right .state of preparedness of the 
social organism, there were no radical contradictions in 
the social order of industrialism.
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But perhaps the most striking feature of the British case 
of industrialization was the virtual absence of a political, 
governmental, element. This squared beautifully with the 
preconceptions of nineteenth century sociology. »<e have 
already seen in Condorcet and Saint-Simon the extreme 
hostility to politics in the early sociological tradition, 
a view of politicians and the State as an artificial 
excrescence on the social organism. To leave matters to 
the whims and power struggles of the politicians must 
necessarily, they thought, do violence to the naturally 
and gradually developing social forces intrinsic to trie 
society. These must be allowed to express themselves ato
their own rate and in their own way; political direction 
'from outside', usually inexpert and motivated by extran
eous considerations, must almost invariably result in an 
artificial bending and stunting of tnose forces.

The British Industrial devolution was a most satisfying 
demonstration, and vindication, of the correctness of this 
view. There was an informality and a spontaneity to its 
development that gave a powerful sense of a whole society 
in travail, giving birth to a new order through an organic 
process of seeding, growth, and maturation of the approp
riate forces and tendencies. State direction and control 
was at a minimum - which «as as it should be, because had 
it been otherwise there would have been the suspicion of 
a forced, unnatural development. Taken with the gradual 
growth and slow diffusion of the industrial way of life, 
the British example of industrialization afforded a classic 
illustration of organic, evolutionary change.
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As the original and, in truth, the only example of 
developed industrialization available to tnein, tne 
nineteenth century sociologists were inevitably drawn 
to the British experience in constructing their theories 
of industrialism. Marx's account, ior instance, of the 
emergence and development of the capitalist industrial 
order took the form essentially of reflections on recent 
English economic history. and what resulted, particularly 
from the sociologists' reflection on tnat experience was a 
reinforcement of' the evolutionist account of change that 
they had inherited from the eighteenth century idea of 
progress. Industrialization was a process of intrinsic 
change. It was created, carried and inherited by the 
classes who formed the most substantial social forces of 
the time - particularly of course the commercial middle 
classes, but drawing also on all tne sections of the otner 
classes who could see the symptoms of cnange and did not 
wish to. be swept aside by the inevitable development of 
the new forces. Its materials, human and physical, were 
to be found within the developing oody of the industrial
izing societ;/-. To seek elsewhere would be to graft on to 
an unprepared organism alien influences, and so distort 
the natural course of change. Industrialization, in other 
words, had to be seen as an effort of the whole society, 
of one social whole giving birth to another social whole. 
Extraneous influences, whether of the state or ox' otner 
societies, had to be regarded as signs of abnormal or 
pathological growth. »

Such a conception left sociology ill-prepared to deal with 
what actually happened in the later course of world
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industrialization. Seen from the perspective of the 
present, a century and a half later, the British case
stands out as unique in almost every important respect„
It was unique in its gradualness, in its unplanned nature, 
in its nativeness, and in its privateness. elsewhere, 
to a remarkable decree, industrialization came as an 
imnort, imposed on the society from on top, or brought in 
by groups alien or marginal to the prevailing social 
structure. moreover, the very fact that Britain had been 
first in time affected not only the nature of the British 
experience itself but every subsequent attempt to indus
trialize. hot only was there the unsurprising feature of 
British efforts to direct other countries’ industrializati 
in the interests of their own. There was also now an 
important kno,vledreab 1 eness about the whole process of 
industrialization, its causes and effects, which tempted 
every later society to try to bend, thwart, or abridge the 
'pure logic’ of industrialism. "One reason why history so 
rarely repeats itself", E.H.Carr has said, "is that the 
dramatis personae at the second performance have prior 
knowledge of the denouement.. " So it was with the course 
of revolution in the nineteenth century; so, too, with the 
course of industrialization. All this meant that the 
further one moved, in time and place, from the British 
Industrial Revolution of the first half of the nineteenth 
century, the less convincing it became to hold to an 
evolutionist view of an organic, 'natural', history of 
industrialization, arising spontaneously out of the

16

intrinsic development of social forces



in westernComparison with Britain's nearest neighbours,
Europe, where the similarities with the British case might 
be expected to be greatest, makes this point particularly 
clear. what strikes one forcibly in considering the 
industrialization of France and Germany, and even more 
the lands to the East, is the relative artificiality of 
the enterprise, the extent to which it went against the 
grain of the social structure and cultural values of the 
time. In England, it is fair to say, business was an 
activity of the whole nation, and not just of the commer
cial middle class. On the Continent at the same period, 
commercial values were still scorned and the commercial 
class looked down upon. The commercial middle class was 
an oddity, almost an artificial and alien stratum in the 
midst of the 'natural' orders of monarchy, nobility,
Church, and peasantry. T'nis was true of r ranee, truer 
still of the societies to the east of her. "indeed",
David nandes remarks of this period, "the farther east- 
one goes in Europe, the more the bourgeoisie takes on the 
appearance of a foreign excrescence on manorial society, 
a group apart scorned by the nobility and feared or hated 
by (or unknown to) a peasantry still personally bound to 
the local seigneur. ... Par more than in Britain, conti
nental business enterprise was a class activity, recruiting 
practitioners from a group limited by custom and law." ^

The culture of these societies was still hostile to business 
values. Governments tried, for mercantilist reasons of 
state power, to stimulate trade and industry, but their 
efforts were always undermined by the contradictions between 
these initiatives and their own aristocratic outlook, which 
shared in the general distaste for businessmen and their
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activities. "Qesch¿lfte rnacht keln >» i nd is ch.gr ¿t z " was the 
quip of an Austrian nobleman, neatly expressing the 
preference for the military over the commercial virtues.

Continental society, then, was unlikely to industrialize 
by a ’natural' and spontaneous growth. wealth was pursued, 
certainly, but more in the spirit of what weber referred 
to as "booty capitalism" than in the rational, calculative 
spirit of the true capitalist entrepreneur. At the same 
time Continental governments had to respond to the cnallenge 
posed by the British Industrial Revolution. oritisii 
industrialization upset the entire balance of economic- 
forces in Europe, and so the entire traditional structure 
of power. If the ’natural classes' of Continental society 
could not or would not undertake the industrializing 
effort, then the state must, using whatever means of 
coercion or persuasion it had at its disposal.

On the Continent "industrialization was, from the start, 
a political imperative". The political element, of low- 
significance in the British case, was central to the 
Continental experience. It was the state that encouraged 
the immigration of foreign - mainly British - workers and 
technicians, that mobilized capital for investment, that 
underwrote loans, that set up Industrial enterprises, 
that established (well before Britain) schools and 
institutes of scientific and technical training. It was 
a state, moreover, that could be called 'bourgeois' only 
in the loosest possible sense - and mainly in the sense
that It w'e.s doing the bourgeoisie's work for it, or at 
the very least stimulating and pushing it into action.
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The French Second Empire of Louis Napoleon has rightly
often been singled out as a. decisive phase of French
industrial and financial development, the moment of its
"take-off into self-sustained growth", to use Rostow's

19well-known terminology. hut it has equally often been 
pointed out that the French bourgeoisie did not vote for 
Louis Naroleon, preferring instead by a massive margin 
the republican General Cavaignac. They chafed throughout 
under the dictatorship of the Second Empire, until it was 
overthrown by the Prussians and they were at last able to 
set up their own Third Republic. Similarly German 
industrialization was launched and sustained by the auto
cratic Prussian state, later transformed into Bismark's 
Reich; and the class that was the principal agent of that 
development was not the commercial middle class but the 
Junkers, the pre-capitalist Prussian ruling class who 
traditionally monopolized the public administration. Such 
a pattern of what Alexander Gerschenkron calls "forced 
industrialization" was indeed almost the commonest mode of 
Continental industrialization, characterising, i'or instance, 
also Italian industrialization under the energetic direction 
of the Piedmontese state. Summing up the Continental 
experience before 1914 Gerschenkron comments: "There is 
little doubt that forced industrialization was regarded 
in Europe before 1914 as being at variance with the 
dominant value system and was widely rejected as leading 
to an 'artificial' or 'unsound' growth, these terms having 
penetrated so deeply into European vocabularies tnat their 
metaphorical character was rarely, if ever, perceived.
But there is equally no doubt that forced industrializ
ation played an important part in important areas of the
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continent before .orld .<ar I". ^

Later cases of industrialization departed even further 
from the 'organic' pattern of the British example, 
imitating Germany's "conservative modernization", there 
was the phenomenon of Japan's spectacular industrialization 
'from on top', carried through oy a section of the old 
feudal landowning class under the symbolic leadership of 
the restored ...ei.ji imperial dynasty, and largely in the 
face of the indifference and nostility of tne conservative 
merchant class. Starting in the looGs, tne Russian 
Tsarist state also embarked on a programme of rapid and 
extensive industrialization, freely employing foreign 
capital and foreign technical assistance, as well as its 
more characteristic device of the knout, to bring about 
a forced development in a society almost wnolly lacking 
in the requisites of a native entrepreneurial class, 
adequate credit institutions, and a skilled and disciplined 
work force.

The void proved too great, and the Tsarist state disappeared 
into it. But the recommencement of the industrializing 
effort under the direction of the revolutionary party of 
Lenin and, even more, Stalin, offered yet another model of 
industrialization to complement the earlier ones. Indus
trialization could be accomplished by the revolutionary mass 
party, based on the peasants and led by a westernized 
intelligentsia. Since, in‘the process, the peasantry seemed 
doomed to disappear or be thoroughly subordinated to a
newly-created proletariat, the extrinsic nature of this 
mode of Industrialization could hardly be starker. It was
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8 simple acknowledgement of the non-existence of any 
social force native to the society which could undertake 
the development. Such a mode appeared particularly 
compelling to those peasant societies of the non-western 
world, such as China and Cuba, who were not prepared to 
allow industrialization to be carried out by foreign agents 
with their own interests to further. For those societies 
which were so willing, or who seemed to have no choice in 
the matter, as with many countries in Latin America, then 
this latter option provided still aixother mode of indus
trialization: industrialization through the operations of 
a foreign bourgeoisie working both from their own country
and from bases (e.g. branches of multi-national corpor-

21ations) within the host country.

In contemplating this very rapid historical sketch, and 
without going any further, we can already identify four 
separate modes of industrialization. There is firstly the 
'organic' evolutionary mode, with a minimum of centralized 
direction and mobilization, exemplified by the British, 
the Worth American, and to some extent the French cases 
of industrialization. Secondly there is the mode of 
'conservative modernization' from above, carried out by 
elements of the traditional pre-industrial ruling class 
using the state bureaucratic apparatus, and involving a 
strong element of state direction and mobilization of 
people and resources. This is exemplified in part by the 
French, and almost wholly by the German, Japanese, and 
ore-1917 Russian cases of industrialization. Thirdly there
is the mode of 'revolutionary modernization' from above, 
carried out by the mass revolutionary party and also



involving strong state direction and mobilization, and • 
exemplified in the nost-1917 Russian, the Chinese, and 
the Cuban cases. Fourthly there is the mode of indus
trialization by formal and informal colonization, carried 
out by the bourgeoisies of other industrial societies, and 
exemplified in certain Latin American cases, notably Brazil, 
parts of South-Last Asia, and perhaps also nost-1945 Spain. 
A sub-variety of this last can perhaps also be seen in the 
comparable case of 'industrialization from outside' vnere 
the agent is a foreign state, as in the industrialization 
of some Aast huronean countries after the Second world war.

"The industrial histor;/ of Lurope appears", says 
Gerschenkron, "not as a series of mere repetitions of the 
'first' industrialization but as an orderly series of

p pgraduated deviations from that industrialization." The 
same comment applies just as much if we extend the picture 
to take in world industrialization. The 'deviations' were 
indeed not arbitrary. There i_s_ a certain historical logic 
to the process, which can oe seen at its most general as 
a series of challenges and responses in different histori
cal circumstances, and within changing contexts of the

23power relationships between societies." But it is not 
the 'logic' apparently suggested by the British mode of 
industrialization, with its conception of a self-contained 
entity propelling its own growth. The logic of that 
experience was well-nigh unique; and it was unfortunate 
for later sociological theories of industrialization that
the early sociologists should have been so mesmerized by 
its power and prestige.
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2  : Time and Tempo

No le3s distorting, but in a different way, has been the 
received account, implicit in the sociological image of 
industrialism, of the timing and speed of iiuropean 
industrialization. This has been a less obvious aspect

j
of the nineteenth century legacy, and is less easy to 
document. Some of the evidence for it comes simoly from 
participation in the contemporary discipline of sociology: 
in the form of a strong impression carried away from a 
reading of the current sociological literature on indus
trialism, and from the common coin of sociological 
conversation on the most casual as well as the most" 
ceremonial occasions. At the more objective level, there 
is the evidence of contemporary sociological theories of 
'post-industrialism1, with their implicit dating of the 
period and process of industrialism. Both sources reveal 
in their different ways a serious misconception about when, 
and how quickly, the industrial society came into being.
The conseauence has been that contemporary sociology has 
tended to see the present phase of the industrial societies' 
history in a distorted li<zht; to see, on the one hand, 
discontinuities and novelties where there are in fact 
basic continuities with the past; and, on the other hand, 
to fail as a result to appreciate what a genuine movement 
'beyond industrialism' mishit entail.

Essentially the error consists in an historical abbrev
iation and, so to speak, a premature 'conceptualization, of 
the movement to an industrial society. In itself this was 
hardly surprising. The early sociologists were the wit
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nesses to the first wave of industrialization in the 
world’s history. So fundamental a set of changes could 
not be ’partially’ conceived. They had to be grasped as 
a totality, as the elements of a whole new system within 
which thev could be comprehended and descrioed. The 
requirement was not simply intellectual, but emotional, 
and also practical. i'Jone of the early sociologists felt 
remote from the changes, or was content merely to describe 
and dissect. The problems thrown up by the new social order 
were -- or seemed to be - novel both in their character and 
in their magnitude. Analysis had to be directed to the 
alleviation or resolution of tnose problems. To this end, 
the early sociologists felt compelled to give the new forces 
of industrialism as definite, comprehensive, and complete 
a shape and direction as possible. They strove to master 
them in thought as one means of attempting to master them 
in practice. Such a drive towards systematization, so 
urgent a sense to comprehend the past, present, and future 
of the new order, was bound however to carry the risk of 
damaging the logic and history of the reality so seized.
We have seen something of both the logical and tne histor
ical shortcomings with respect to the mode of industrial
ization. What needs stressing in addition is the extent 
to which the nineteenth century model of industrialism, in 
its intelloctual completion, conveyed to its inheritors 
the notion also of its historical completion.

It is a widespread assumption, certainly among sociologists, 
occasionally even among historians, that the making of the 
industrial society was basically a nineteenth century 
phenomenon: more or less completed by the mid-century in
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Britain, rather later in the rest of Europe, but in any 
case settled and mature by the time of the First world war. 
(What comes afterwards is therefore 'late' or 'advanced1 
industrial society, or even ’post-industrial’ society).
This historical nersnective is esnecially marked in marxism, 
from which, shorn of its political revolutionary content, 
so much of the modern sociology of industrialism has been 
distilled. Marxism is particularly fond of the idea of 
'the 1843 watershed' in the development of capitalist 
industrial society, with a preceding ’heroic’ period, and 
a succeeding defensive and increasingly decadent period 
that culminates in the imperialist scramble of the late 
nineteenth century and the subsequent World War among the

O Arival imperialist powers. (What comes after that, of 
course, is something of a problem for Marxists -- but tends 
to be labelled the era of 'managerial capitalism', or 
'state monopoly capitalism' - in any case, some version 
of 'late', and imminently departing, capitalism).

t-ngland, as was customary, as the oldest and most developed 
industrial society, was taken as the exemplary case. But 
there was a radical foreshortening and compression involved 
in this assumption. "It is something of a commonplace", 
writes David Landes, "that the Crystal Palace exposition 
of 1851 marked the apogee of Britain's career as 'the

pc.workshop of the world'". it is consequently something 
of a shock to realise that, according to the Census of 
that very same year, the workforce of the most advanced 
industrial society of the time was still heavily concen
trated in. agriculture and domestic service, with the 
remainder mostly employed In the old craft industries.
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If England at this time was an industrial society, 
it was so mainly in intent, rather than in accomplishment.
On almost all the most important features of industrialism, 
English development was slow and fragmentary, delaying 
until the very end of the nineteenth century the full 
working out of the tendencies of the industrial revolution.

The factory system was still in its infancy, if by that
we understand a system characterized by large mecnanized
plants, a rational and 'scientific' organization of work,
and an extensive use of inanimate sources of power, ".ve
must remember that the lare-e, many-storeyed mill tnat
awed contemporaries was the exception. most so-called
factories were no more than glorified workshops; a dozen
workers or less; one or two .jennies, pernans, or mules;
and a carding-machine to prepare the rovings. These early
devices were powered by the men and women who worked them 

, 26... . iiven in cotton manufacture, by far and away the 
most advanced sector of industry, almost two-thirds of the 
units making returns in 1851 employed less than 50 men; 
while as late as 1858 only about half the workers in the 
Yorkshire woollen industry worked in factories, and the 
hosiery industry was still dominated by the system of small 
master-craftsmen employed, as of a century ago, by capitalist 
hosiers on a putting-out system. It was indeed one of the 
unexpected features of early industrialization at first to 
intensify, rather than supersede, the old 'putting-out'
system of the merchant capitalist, the craft-shop, and 
cottage industry. Putting-out gained, as might be expected,
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from the decline of household production and handicraft.
But it v/as also strengthened precisely by the growth of 
the new industries themselves, which made ciemahds for new 
skills and new products, especially to do with machine 
building and maintenance, that were for various reasons 
best satisfied by sub-contracting to the old style arti
sanal workshops. Thus "although factory production meant 
the end of many [.work/ shops, it meant the beginning of
many more", surviving and indeed thriving in symbiosis

21with the modern factory.

But even within the factory itself, the organization and 
technology of work for long carried the marks of the 
craftsman and artisan tradition. aric ilobsbawm has 
remarked on "the extraordinary neglect of productivity and 
efficient labour utilization'1 in much of nineteenth century 
industry. That 'rationalization' of work and the workforce 
which later came to be comprenended by the term 'scientific 
management', and which was as central to industrial pro
duction as the machines themselves, was a surprisingly late 
development in the nineteenth century factory. hobshawm 
is inclined to put this down to the spectacular results 
brought about by early mechanization alone, which blinded 
employers to the even more spectacular gains which could oe 
had by re-organizing the work process itself. at any rate, 
he shows how, until well into the 1880s, neither masters 
nor men seem to have learned fully tne rules of the 
nineteenth century market economy. neither side pushed 
to the limit what market principles theoretically allowed 
them. wages, differentials, work-loads, and much of the 
pace and character of work, was determined largely by
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customary norms, many of which derived from medieval
craft conditions, and which very rarely reflected, tiie
true rower of either employers or workers under market 

23conditions.

The dependence on customary norms reflected the persis
tence in the factories of a pattern of work organization 
deriving basically from the artisan workshop. The work 
was still oredominantly carried out by more or less 
autonomous teams of skilled and semi-skilled workers, wno 
negotiated their own rates with management, often employed 
their own men, and generally organized the work to their 
own taste and convenience. Dob'o has pointed out that "as 
late as 1870 the immediate employer of many workers was 
not the large capitalist but the intermediate sub-contractor 
who was both an emcloyee and in turn a small employer of 
labour." In such conditions of work, the 'detailed'
division of labour, the splitting-up of the act of pro
duction, was necessarily limited, and so also the further 
mechanization of tasks. it was not until the coming of 
systematic 'scientific management' at the turn of the 
century, symbolized by the organization of the assembly- 
line, that one could truly say that industrialism had 
arrived in the factory - and by then the factory was already 
ceasing; to be the main focus of employment for significant 
sections of the workforce.

If industrialization was slow in working out its tendencies 
in relation to the division of labour within the factory,
there are grounds for saying that it practically never 
fully worked out its tendencies in relation to the division
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of labour between town and country. Marx had regarded
•the separation of town and country as the decisive step
in the growing division of labour. It was the most
profound expression of the basic type of the division of
labour, that between mental and manual labour. In
industrial society, h'arx was quite clear, it was urban
life and urban capital that dominated the countryside,
transforming it into a specialized oranch of production
for the benefit of the urban classes. The countryside,
commercialized and mecnanized, its population reduced to
the minimum necessary to man the agricultural machines,
was to provide the food to feed the swelling populations
of the industrial towns. n-conomicaily town and country
formed one system, the system of capitalist industrialism.
Sociologically, in its values and forms of life, industrial
society meant the victory of urbanism over the rre-

30industrial rural rhytnms and patterns o.f life.

we have seen that, according to the Census of 1851, Britain
31was already an 'urban1 society. But what did such merely 

quantitative expression mean? Certainly not, for a very 
long time, the prevalence of the distinctively urban styles 
of thought and behaviour as analysed by Tonnies, Simmel, 
vVirth, and others. People could be gathered together in 
relatively concentrated aggregations without casting off 
many of the features of the older rural community. Urban
ization in nineteenth century ¿ngland showed this to a 
remarkable extent. many cities, particularly of the newer 
industrial kind in the midlands and the worth, grew tnrough
a process of linking up of more or less independent 
'industrial colonies', planted either in the countryside
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or adjacent to existing urban settlements. There were 
understandable economic and social reasons for tnis 
pattern of development. ¡«uch of the new Industry was 
actually In the countryside or outside the boundaries of 
established settlements. Industrialists preferred to have 
their workforce close to the works, partly for reasons of 
mutual convenience, partly the oetter to ensure social 
control. 'whatever the reason, tne consequence vías that 
many of the early industrial settlements were both in form 
and to a good extent in substance industrial 'villages’, 
bearing many of the marks of the local rural environment 
from which they were largely recruited. as with many of 
the industrial villages in Lancashire, they were indepen
dent, self-sufficient communities, showing in the patterns 
of family life and forms of leisure, for instance, a 
distinct continuity with earlier rural patterns. The 
resemblances persisted in the role of the industrialist 
emoloyer, combining, as with the squire of tne past, the 
characteristic paternalist mix of benevolent benefactor 
and harsh exploiter. In these ways, as one historian has
put it, "the idiocy of rural life might be rejuvenated and

32even strengthened in its industrial context".

Industrial urbanism did not therefore necessarily bring 
with it the triumph of a distinctive urban style of life,
R.ii.Pahl rightly comments that "urbanisation in the nine
teenth century is generally thought of as being a matter 
of huge concentrations of population. .The parallel 
development of industrial de-centralisatlon must not be 
overlooked. It created a distinctive form of urbanism" 
so distinctive, indeed, that some later commentators were
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led to wonder whether It deserved the term 'urban* at all.
.»’hen in the course of time these industrial colonies were
linked up or absoroed by larger urban aggregations, they
carried with them their self-sufficient 'village' character,
reflecting often the particular ethnic group or region
- e.g. Ireland - from which they had originated. many

large English towns, right up to the middle of the present
century, were indeed shown b y  a host of sociological studies
to be no more than a rather diffuse collection of such 

34villages.

It was this situation that in the early years of tnis 
century provoked D.H.Lawrence's famous outburst, that 
"England has had. towns for centuries, but tney have never 
been real towns, only clusters of village streets, fever 
the real urbs. The English character nas failed to develop 
the real uroan side of a man, the civic side. Elena is a 
bit of .a place, but it is a real city, with citizens 
intimately connected with the city. Nottingham is a vast 
place sprawling towards a million, and it is notning more 
than an arnorrhous agglomeration... The linglishman still 
likes to think of himself as a 'cottager' - 'my home, my 
garden'. But it is puerile. Even.the farm labourer today 
is psychologically a town-bird. The English are town-birds 
through and through, today, as the inevitable result of 
their complete industrialization. Yet they don't know how 
to build a city, how to think of one, or how to live in 
one. They are all suburban, pseudo-cottagy, and not one 
of them knows how to be truly urban.." in time the
paradox went even further. Just when, particularly after 
the Second 'world war, the urban villages were gradually
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being broken up by projects for urban clearance and re
newal, urban dwellers scrambled to get out of the cities: 
at first intensifying the movement towards the suburbs 
that went back to the early years of this century, later 
leaning over even these oases of greenery to seek out homes 
in the old villages in the countryside.

There was yet another way in which traditional rural 
influences continued to penetrate into tne very neart of 
industrial urbanism. This had to do with the seasonal 
pattern of employment of the Victorian workforce. Raphael 
Samuel has shown how, until the very end of tne nineteenth 
century, lar^e sections of the workforce went 'tramping1, 
following the rhythms of the seasons. ns the spring 
approached, whole families would gradually begin to head 
out of the towns, to seek employment in tne countryside.
By the h i s u m m e r ,  and especially at harvest times, the 
movement out of town would become a veritable flood, and 
many urban industries had to cut back or close down al
together for the peak summer months. «»itn the coming of 
autumn the drift back to the towns oegan, deepening in 
intensity with the onset of winter. Then as spring came 
round again, workers began once more to stir, and 'the
wandering spirit' would again prompt men and women to seek

36out the green fields and farms of the countryside.

It is difficult to estimate precisely what proportion of 
the Victorian workforce organised their lives on this cyc
lical seasonal pattern. But the contemporary evidence leave 
us in no doubt as to its central significance for the work 
routines of Victorian England. /is oamuel says, for much
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of the nineteenth century "the distinction between the 
nomadic life and the settled one was by no means hard and 
fast. Tramping was not the prerogative of the social out
cast, as it is today; it was a normal phase in the life of 
entirely respectable classes of working men..." Conse
quently much of that disciplined organization of the 
workforce which we associate with industrialism was lacking. 
The concentration of workers in cities and in factories 
went on apace, it is true; but in an irregular jjattern, 
which meant the constant breaking and re-making of ties 
with employers and fellow workers, in different parts of 
the country at different times of the year. This affected 
not only the power of the employer over his workers, his 
inability to establish a fully 'rationalized' system of 
control using the v/nole span of the year as a single unit 
of work-time. it also naturally affected the attempts of 
the early trade unions to organize and discipline their 
potential members, and to speak witn a concerted voice on 
a given occasion. In the world of 'comers and goers' it 
was impossible for either employer or trade union organizer 
to be certain that they were dealing with workers who had 
fully acknowledged the system of industrial urbanism.

The change came, but it was slow. By the end of the century 
there had arrived the mechanization of farming, and the 
displacement of travelling labourers by regular farm 
servants. The need, in the more mechanized factories, for 
a more regularly employed VAarkforce was given practical 
expression. There was the extension of retail shops into 
trading areas previously in the hands of itinerant dealers.
It was only then that "the towns began more thoroughly to
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absorb their extra population, and to wall them in all
ii 38the year round.

The same story of the contradictory, uneven, and long drawn- 
out impact of the industrial revolution in England can be 
told of many of the other concomitants of industrialization 
noted in the last chapter. Thus while secularization was, 
as we have seen, a marked tendency throughout the century, 
it was accompanied by so vast (even though so final) an 
outourst of religious energy and religious proselytization, 
that for a lon<? time it made the notion of industrial society 
as intrinsically secular seem paradoxical and puzzling.
Ensor observed that "no one will ever understand Victorian 
England who does not appreciate that among highly civilized, 
in contradistinction to more primitive, countries, it was 
one of the most religious the world has known". 59 in many 
ways the reli-ious sects of Victorian England appear as 
active carriers of industrialization, rather than as archaic 
hang-overs end potential obstacles to the process. They 
were indeed the last formal embodiments of 'the Protestant 
ethic’ that was to a o-reat extent the driving force of the 
first wave of world industrialization. and they were, it 
is true, doomed to be extinguished by their own success; 
just as industrialization was to discover in the course of 
time that it could develop, and be extended by, non-religious 
ideologies more directly and more obviously suited to Its 
needs. But these facts were for future experience. To 
have equated industrialization and secularization was 
fundamentally a truthful and important insight; but it was
misleading to anticipate the consequences too quickly, and 
to disregard the evidence for the long persistence of
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religious thought and organization in the first indus
trial nation.

In a related area there was an equally perplexing pheno
menon. Industrialization, it is commonly assumed, promotes, 
demands, goes hand-in-hand with, a modern secular, scien
tific and utilitarian outlook. elites in industrializing 
countries today count it as imperative to replace their 
traditional cultural and educational institutions with 
those carrying the ethos and techniques of modern western 
science. what then appears quite startling is the extent 
to which the original act of industrialization, especially 
in England but also in other parts of Europe, was carried 
out by croups steeped in the traditional mode of classical 
humanism - in the study, that is, of the Greek and Latin 
classics - rather than, as one might expect, the modern 
mode of the natural sciences. The classics, formally 
dethroned in the struggle between tne ’Ancients’ and 
'wioderns' at the end of the seventeenth century, nevertheless 
persisted as a central point of reference and a central 
element in the upbringing of all the educated classes of 
Europe throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 
Indeed in the nineteenth century, the century of European 
industrialization, classical humanism even seems to have 
strengthened its hold on European culture. "x\iever", says 
Hugh Trevor-Roper, "were the Greek and Homan classics so
widely read as in that century of boundless materialism

„ 4 0and revolutionary science .

The point is underlined by the degree to which even the 
most radical, progressive, and utilitarian reformers
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remained imprisoned within the boundaries of the classics. 
The most famous case is that of tne two mills. The fatner, 
James hill, the most dedicated prophet of Bentnamite 
utilitarianism in the land, saw to it that his utilitarian 
son John Stuart Mill should begin to learn Greek at the 
are of three, and at the ape of eight should be competent 
to teach Latin to his younger sister. Then there was 
Macaulay, who espoused utilitarian modernity witn an 
outsrokeness and a verve that have riven his utterances 
classic status, and who, as a supporter of the foundation 
of the new utilitarian University of ^ondon, declared that 
the classics should not be taught there. It was this same

Q

Macaulay who turned in almost every sentence he wrote to 
the classics for historical parallels and moral standards.

what was true of the radical reformers was, of course, 
even truer of the other educated groups in British society, 
and Trevor-Roper neatly makes the relevant point. "The 
domination of the classics over British education in the 
nineteenth century is, in retrospect, an extraordinary 
phenomenon. For surely it must strike any historian as 
odd that an industrial revolution, having triumphed at 
home, was carried over the whole world by the elite of a 
society bred uo on the literature of a city state and an 
empire whose slave-owning ruling class regarded industry 
and commerce as essentially vulgar... .at the time, tnis 
seemed entirely natural. Everything, at the time, seems 
natural. But in retrosnect it is surply a paradox. mod
ern writers, observing the recent history of China, 
discover in Confucianism a convenient explanation of the 
retardation of Chinese society in the nineteenth century.
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The ceremonious conservatism implicit in Confucianism, 
they say, was incompatible with modern progress, and was 
bound to retard it: only when that inhibiting culture had 
been broken - and it took a revolution to break it - could 
the great leap forward into modernity be made. The 
argument sounds very plausible - until we look into our 
own history and discover that our great leap forward, in 
Victorian times, took place under a mandarinate which was 
wedded no less firmly to a culture no less inhibiting: a 
culture which was accepted not only by the mandarins 
themselves but by their critics too".

6

As with formal religions, so with the classics. The long
term tendency did in the end assert itself more visibly.
The hold of the classics on education did ultimately 
slacken and an apparently irreversloie decline set in, 
although not until well into this century. but what arain 
must sober our reflections is an awareness of the slowness 
of the changes, the enormous capacity for overlap between 
the old and the new, the paradoxical fact that, here as 
elsewhere, the old patterns were often strengthened and 
given a new lease of life by the new and ultimately van
quishing forces.

There is, finally, in the British case, tne notable absence 
of bureaucratization until very late in the course of 
industrialization; together with the equally delayed 
achievement of formal democracy, as to the first it is a 
curious irony that it was Marx, who most obviously of tne
early sociologists took England as the exemplary case of 
industrialization, who also most instructively pointed to
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bureaucratization. at the Hague Conference of the First 
International in 1872, Marx specifically excluded England 
from the general maxim that the workers would have to 
conquer political power by force to achieve socialism.
He did so on the »rounds that nngland lacked that "milit
ary-bureaucratic machine", the smashing of which, as he
put it elsewhere, "is the preliminary condition for every

42real people's revolution on the Continent."

as late as 1886 nngels still felt it necessary to remind
English socialists of England's exceptional position on
this count, invoking ^arx's analysis and declaring that
iviarx had been "led to the conclusion that at least in
Europe, England is the only country where the inevitable
social revolution might be effected entirely b;y peaceful
and legal means". ' It was not until 1917 that the Marxist
were driven to abandon this view. Lenin, rehearsing the
argument that year in The State and Revolution, and agreein
with Marx's analysis of 1871-2, had to conclude that "the
restriction made by Marx is no longer valid". England had
joined her Continental neighbours in sinking into "the all-
European filthy, bloody morass of bureaucratic-military 

44institutions . He was right, of course. The First world 
War had been particularly instrumental in speeding up the 
process of bureaucratization which had been for so long 
delayed in Britain, and whose absence had been noted en
viously by many Continental observers.« But the history of 
the i/iarxist attitude on this subject equally points up the
very slow growth in Britain of one of the most basic 
attributes of industrialism.
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As to democratization, it is well known how late was the 
coining of mass universal suffrage to oritain. True, the 
association between industrialization and democratization 
posited in the sociological model of industrialism focusses 
more on the quality of mass popular involvement in politics 
than on formal systems of democratic representation, never
theless it was generally assumed that the governments of 
industrializing societies would have to concede universal 
suffrage to their populations, if only as a means of 
staving-off a more direct and violent intervention by the 
masses. On that expectation British political development 
was slow even by Its own very leisurely standards. .

A series of Parliamentary Reform nets during the nineteenth
century cautiously opened the door; but even after the
Acts of 1357 and 1834 less than 50 per cent of the adult
population had the vote. On the eve of the First world war,
70 per cent of the adult population still did not enjoy the
franchise; and while the majority of the disfranchised was
that half of the adult population wno were women, it was
also the case that more than 40 per cent of adult males
vie re not on the electoral register (and indeed the total
number of voters represented only some 18 per cent of' tne

45total population). It was not until the 1918 Reform
Act, which almost tripled the electorate (especially by 
giving women over 30 the vote] that anything like a mass 
suffrage existed in Britain. In other words, universal 
suffrage did not come to the oldest industrial society until 
well into this century. If then the industrial society is 
the democratic society, we need to remember that this 
feature of industrialism in Britain had to wait for more
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than a hundred years after the Declaration of the Rights 
of wan of the French Revolution. Nothing more clearly 
illustrates the diffuseness of the patterns of change 
launched by the ’dual revolution’, the (French) political 
and the (British) industrial, nor the length of time it 
took for the two aspects to work out their implications in 
relation to each other.

The British case of industrialization has been treated 
in some detail because of its significance in the con
struction of the sociological mode] or industrialism.
Summing up these observations, v;e may say that, even in 
the narrow sense, Britain’s industrialization did not mature 
until late into the second half of the nineteenth century, 
over a hundred years after watt had invented the steam 
engine (1769); while many developments associated with 
industrialization did not come to fruition until our present 
century. ¿depend the geographical and historical boundaries, 
and the veneral point can be made even more sharply. If 
the full impact of industrialization in Britain was far 
later than is generally realized, that on the Continent 
actually had to wait, for the most part, until well into 
this century. For instance, not until the last years of 
the nineteenth century did the urban population exceed the 
rural in Germany; in France, the even point did not come 
until after the First world war. Again, as late as 1895 
there were more people engaged in agriculture than in 
industry in Germany; in France, agriculture outnumbered 
industry until after the oecond ¡«orld war. Moreover at the 
end of the nineteenth century Continental Industry was still 
usually small in 3cale., heavily dependent on the putting-out
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system, widely dispersed throughout the countryside, and’
involving few concentrations of industrial workers in
 ̂ 4(5factory towns.

Sociology has had to pay heavily, in terms of lost 
opportunities and mistaken directions, for its tendency to 
abbreviate the history of European industrialization. The 
v e r j  brilliance of the conceptualizations of the early 
sociologists, in their precocious grasping of the whole 
system of industrialism, dazzled the eyes of tneir success
ors. They took for granted, as accomplished, a system 
■whose principles had been discerned in their most elementary, 
inchoate, form. what is indeed so astonishing is that the 
nineteenth century sociologists were able to see so mucn, 
and so clearly. One thinks, for instance, of Saint-Simon 
announcing the imminence of the industrial society at a 
time when French society was still struggling with the 
aristocratic and clerical forces of the ancien regime, and 
when the most obvious representative of French society was 
the small, conservative, peasant farmer. Or of Tonnies and 
Simmel, analysing with profound subjective awareness the 
life of the great metropolises, in a Germany which was still 
a scatter of small provincial towns and agricultural villages.

The full implications of this position will be seen in a
later chapter, when we examine contemporary theories of
post-industrialism. Here it is worth noting one consequence,
which has been of particular theoretical and practical«
importance. marxism, as we have already noted, was especially 
Influential in propounding the scheme of social development 
that fixed the main periods of European industrialization.
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subsequently well beyond it, a view of the development 
of class and class conflict that was particularly misleading 
and made the job of later analysis far more difficult and 
confusing; than it need have been.

because of the radical historical compression involved in 
the Marxist scheme, marx was inclined to discover and 
welcome "the proud, threatening and revolutionary" prole
tariat well before its arrival on the stage of history. It 
was indeed a standard claim of both wiarx and nngels that, 
unlike the 'utopian socialists' or the Young Hegelian 
intellectuals of the 1840s, the theoretical conclusions of 
'scientific socialism' - marxism - "express, in general 
terms, actual relations springing ■rom an existing class
struggle, from a historical movement going on under our 

47very eyes". In the writing’s of the 1840s and 1850s,
in particular, they both assumed the existence of a fast- 
growing and already highly developed urban factory prole
tariat: a revolutionary class of industrial workers without 
property in the means of production, a class that was in 
society but not of it.

Engels, it was thought, had given the definitive account 
of this developing proletariat in his book The Condition 
of the 'working* Glass in Enfriend, published on the Continent 
in 3.845 and immediately hailed by European socialists. The 
English proletariat was universally thought to be the most 
sophisticated and advanced; but the French were not far 
behind, and events suggested that even in Germany the pro
letariat might be considered strong enough to take on the
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task of both a bourgeois and a proletarian revolution.
In a host of radical movements, t.arx and angels thought 
they saw the clear signs of the growing consciousness of 
the European proletariat: in the Chartist movement in 
Britain in the 1650s and 1840s, described by a modern 
Marxist, respectfully echoing the received Marxist trad
ition, as "the first proletarian movement in history to

48reach the level of sustained nationwide organization ; 
in the rising of the Lyons silkworkers in 1831, and of the 
Silesian weavers in 1844; in the insurrection of the 
Parisian workers in the 'June Pays' of the 1343 revolution. 
To doubters they pointed to the vigorous political debates 
and political education taking place among the French and 
English workers in these decades, to "the untiring pro
paganda which these proletarians are making, the discussions
which they carry on daily among themselves .h 49 U n i'mere is
no need", they jointly wrote in 1645, "to dwell upon the 
fact that a large part of the English and French proletar- 
iat is already conscious of its historic task." In trie 
Communist, manifesto of three years later they we re already 
sounding the death-knell of the capitalist industrial order 
(three years, we may remember, before the 1851 Census in 
Britain revealed how ba.rely industrial this advanced 
industrial society was). The failure of the 1848 revol
utions everywhere (and its non-occurrence in Britain) did 
little to dampen their optimism. During the 1850s iwarx 
and Engels were seeing in every shift and dip of the trade- 
cycle the pre-echoes of the imminent socialist revolution, 
led by the industrial proletariat. ^  Given this powerful 
backing from the founders, it is not surprising to hear a 
present-day Marxist declaring that "the formative period
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of scientific socialism was precisely that in which the
proletariat of the major European nations raised its„ 52coarse and urgent voice.

This makes for pood rhetoric; but it is poor history. The 
"course and urgent voice" that was raised during this time 
was not - or not mainly - that of the factory proletariat, 
but of more traditional groups who pre-dated industrialism: 
artisans, small tradesmen, and small farmers.  ̂ There 
really was nowhere, at the time narx and Engels made their 
statements and for many decades thereafter, a factory pro
letariat large enough or sufficiently concentrated to 
launch a major insurrection, let alone lead the socialist 
revolution - even supposing it had wanted to. working 
class activity there was in plenty; but for the whole of 
the first half of the nineteenth century and much of the 
second, these workers were not 'proletarians’ in Marx's 
sense but groups of workers who can be more accurately 
called 1pre-industrial1 in their skills, work organization, 
and relation to the means of production. Many of them 
were self-employed, independent craftsmen who owned their 
own workshops, or at the very least the tools of tneir tra.de, 
and who generally themselves employed other workers.

In France these groups made the running throughout the 
radical decades of the 1830s and 1840s - including the 
1848 'June Days' - and continued to do so up to and beyond 
the Paris Commune of 1871. In England, they were the main 
force behind the Chartist movement, acting in alliance with, 
and to a good extent under the leadership of, distinctly 
middle-class radicals; and as late as the 1860s they were
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the groups which supplied most of the radicals who joined
Marx in the founding of the First International working-

54men's Association. It is in fact quite clear, wnen one 
examines the kinds of workers Marx was mixing with and 
championing so enthusiastically in the 1840s, looOs, and 
1860s, that these were the very groups he elsewhere often 
castigated as 'petit-bourgeois', destined to be swept aside 
by the inexorable march of industrialization. The 'pro
letarians' he discovered in the working-class movements of 
these decades were more likely to be self-employed master
bricklayers, cabinet-makers, tailors, printers, carpenters 

55and cobblers, than unskilled factory workers.

None of this should be - or should have oeen - very sur
prising, given the actual nature and rate of industriali
zation in England and the rest of Europe. as Maurice Dobb 
has said of the English case; "The survival into the second 
half of the nineteenth century of the conditions of domestic 
industry and of the manufactory had an important consequence 
for industrial life and the industrial population which is 
too seldom appreciated. It meant that not until the last 
quarter of the century did the working class begin to assume

. .  t-.the homogeneous character of a factory proletariat.
It was only in the 1880s and 1890s, with the growth of the 
mass 'general labour unions' of unskilled workers, that one 
saw the kind of scale and the kind of organization of the 
factory proletariat that had been the premises of Marx's 
analysis in the middle decades of the^century. And by that 
time Marx was dead (1883).

There was a further Irony. Much of the radical and indeed



revolutionary activity of the first two-thirds of the 
century can be accounted for in terms of a defensive 
action against the forces of industrialism. They were 
the work in the main of men who -as tragically seen in the 
case that, so affected Marx, the rising of the bilesian 
weavers - did have some small property in the- means of 
production, and who were fighting against those very forces 
of large-scale industrialism which menaced their mode of 
existence and threatened to turn them into a proletariat 
properly so-called. by contrast, when finally a proletariat 
did come into being, it showed a distinct reluctance to 
carry out the mission marked cut for it. throughout the hu
ronean nations revolutionary activity declined in the second 
half of the nineteenth century, more or less in direct pro
portion to the growth of the proletariat. The proletariat 
preferred, or at least were willing to be led that way, the 
tactics of trade unionism and parliamentary politics to that 
of mass insurrection and the revolutionary transformation of 
society. It was in recognizing this that Lenin, by doing 
some violence to Marxism, was aole to bring about a success
ful revolution. Those Western European Marxists who tried 
to keep closer to the teachings of warx are still waiting.

In an early article Marx wrote: "It must be granted that 
the German proletariat is the theorist of the European 
proletariat, just as the English proletariat is its econo
mist and the French proletariat its politician."  ̂ It
was a remark strikingly in keeping with that pronouncement 
of Engels quoted earlier, and placed at the head of this
chapter. In It can be clearly seen the great attractiveness 
and the great weakness of the sociological conception of
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industrialism. A particular feature is brilliantly seized
and given a general historical and typological significance.
At the same time there is a breath-taking casualness as to
the actual processes of history, the different modes and
rates of development in the different European societies.
The 'type' comes to dominate its particular expressions to
a degree that threatens to divest it of its usefulness as
an organizing principle. Lubasz has rightly said that
"farx's conception of a revolutionary proletariat is a
composite which corresponds to no known historical reality.
It conflates certain features of Lnglish, of french, and of
German history in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, and fits this abstraction into a quasi-Hegelian

58schema of social development". It hardly needs to be 
said with what force iwarx deployed this conception, and how 
fruitful are the applications to be derived from it. But the 
particular case examined serves to emphasise the great 
dangers involved In the procedure, and the distortions 
entailed when later developments were viewed from the 
perspective of this condensed and schematized history.

3 : The Future of Industrial Society.

The sociological model of industrialism contains not simply 
an account of the mode of Industrialization, and of its 
historical evolution; It also suggests the terminal point 
of that evolution. It is quite clear that in picking out 
and highlighting certain features of the industrial societies 
of their time, the nineteenth century sociologists felt they
were holding uo, as in a mirror, tne future not just of their 
own societies but of all societies that underwent industrial
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ization, liven where, as with Marx, it was felt that the 
new industrial order had not yet reached its final, stable 
form - that was to be the accomplishment of socialism - it 
was still considered that the destiny of all societies was 
to tread the path mapped out by the industrial nations, and 
to incorporate their institutions and culture as a necessar 
sta^e of evolution. As Marx put it in the preface to the 
first edition of Capital : "The country that is more 
developed industrially only shows, to the less developed., 
the image of its own future".

It was an assumption shared by practically all nineteenth
59century social theorists, liberal, positivist, or Marxist. 

The coming of industrialism was seen to have changed the 
course of world history. All non-industrial societies in 
the world were given this option: industrialize, or become 
an appanage of the industrial nations. The efforts at 
indigenous industrialization - despite the spectacular 
case of Japan - proved far mors difficult than most nine
teenth century theorists, with their evolutionary assum
ptions, had expected. The liklier thing, therefore, was 
that the fate of the non-industrial world was to be drawn 
willy-nilly into the orbit of the already industrialized 
world. Industrialization was to come, with varying degrees 
of cajoling and coercion, from without. But whether 
internally achieved or externally imposed, the future of 
the globe was seen as an inexorable process of increasing 
and intensifying industrialization. And that must mean 
that, in time, the main features of the industrial order 
as observed in hurooean industrialization must re-appear
the world over
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In later academic sociology, the central feature of this
assumption came to be formalized as 'the thesis of 

60convergence'. Shorn of the belief that there was necess
arily a world process of convergence on the industrial type, 
it argued that, nevertheless, following the 'logic of 
industrialism', all societies that did embark on indus
trialization would eventually converge towards one basic 
form, characterised by a particular set of institutions and 
values that was alone compatible with a functioning 
industrial order. evidence was produced to show that this 
had happened in the earliest industrializing societies, tne 
countries of western iiurope. Indeed the features of the 
basic type of 'the industrial society' were only too 
obviously an amalgam of elements selected from the varying 
historical exneriences of industrialization in those 
societies. In tne more recent cases too, it was argued,
In forth america, hussia, Japan, tne same tendency towards 
uniformity could be observed. Particularly conclusive 
was thought to be the evidence which purported to show that 
the United States and the Soviet union, from vastly differ
ent starting points and with deeply opposed political 
ideologies, were nevertheless moving towards a remarkably 
similar pattern of industrial organization, occupational
structure, education, family life, and general urban style
„ , . , 61 of living.

The thesis accepted that there had been, and would oe, 
different 'roads' to the industrial society, and that 
different groups in different societies would sot the
population en route. But at the end of each road, was 
fundamentally the same society. a major work of synthesis
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of the early 1960s, Industrialism and Industrial man, 
put the view as follows: "industrialization transforms an 
old society or an empty country and creates a new form of 
society... Pre-existing conditions will often obscure the 
underlying processes at w?ork to some degree. But the logic 
of industrialization prevails eventually, and such simil
arities as it decrees will penetrate the outermost points 
of its universal sphere of influence. mach industrialized 
society is more like every other industrialized society...
than any industrial society is like any pre-industrial

62society.

The ways in which the industrial societies have developed, 
and the possible directions of their future development, 
are matters discussed in the second half of this book. This 
therefore is not the place for treatment in any detail, 
but a few general comments may be made, in rounding off 
this assessment of the sociological model of industrialism.

It certainly is not foolish at the outset to look, for some 
degree of convergence of industrial societies. In recent- 
years a sceptical reaction has taken place against the 
thesis which sometimes amounts to denying that there are 
any basic structural similarities at all between societies 
that have industrialized. (This does not, however, stop 
those sociologists talking about 'the industrial societies', 
without their realising the implied contradiction). But 
often the procedure for showing this has meant no more 
than taking two or three allegedly industrial societies, 
comparing them on some dimension - such as the ranking of 
occupations by prestige, or the form of the family - and



193

showing that the societies examined differ sufficiently‘ 
on that dimension for convergence to be denied: all this 
without considering how far or for how long the societies 
compared may have travelled along the path of industrial
ization, the different noints they might be at on the
'trajectory of industrialization', and the danger therefore

63of thinking that one was comparing like entities."

Basically the problem resolves itself into one of the level
of analysis and the time perspective adopted. it e±l
depends, in other words, on what you're interested in. On
a sufficiently (but not absurdly) long time-scale, it
makes perfectly good sense to see industrialization as
making so profound a break with pre-industrial society as
to constitute a quite new type of society: one which,
considered at this level, makes any variations on tne
basic type insignificant. a rrecise analogy can be made
here with the Neolithic or Agricultural Revolution which
occurred about ten thousand years ago, and which similarly
marked off from all others all tnose societies which
initiated or received it. In both, cases, the very fact of
having a system of settled agriculture or of industry
becomes the dominating feature, overshadowing all other
differences between the societies that have them. There
can then follow from this the derivation of certain 'core'
institutions, and. certain characteristic problems, which
almost by definition and. more or less incontrovertibly

64must accompany the relevant transition.

In the case of industrialization, one list of such core 
features has been given as follows: "the factory system
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of production, a stratification system based on a complex
and extensive division of labour and hierarchy of skills,
an extensive commercialization of goods and services and
their transfer through the market, and an educational system
capable of filling the various niches in the occupational
and stratification system"; to which is added certain
common values, such as the ethic of achievement, and
certain institutional mechanisms for responding to and
•managing' the strains and tensions that inevitably accom-

65panv so great a transformation of society. ihe precise 
elements in this list do not matter; some things could be 
added, others token away. what is important is tne very 
widespread accontance of the view that industrialism does 
entail the adoption of certain common institutions and 
values.

It is at this level that it becomes relevant to snow, say, 
that despite the Soviet Union's insistence on being a 
radically different kind of society from the United States, 
and vice versa, by virtue of the very fact of being or 
becoming industrial both have converged along certain lines. 
As one account fairly puts it: "Historical data would 
suggest that capitalist societies have developed towards 
greater political control of their economies and away from 
a laissez-faire, 'free-market' type of system, and that 
socialist societies have... shown a tendency to move away 
from absolute centralization and control of ail planning 
resources towards the re-lfitroduction of certain market 
mechanisms of a limited kind. Perhaps even more important, 
however, are the ways in which capitalist and socialist
societies have become more similar both in their high degree
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of centralisation and bureaucratisation of the economy 
and of the polity, and in the patterns of conflict which 
have emerged between bureaucratic interest groups within 
and among organisations." No-one can say that these
developments have not taken place, nor that it is not 
valuable to point to them; equally, nothing in this account 
suggests that industrial societies are converging in all or 
even in the most important respects. but some important 
kind and decree of convergence is clearly entailed in 
opting for industrialization.

With regard to the directions of change, the real danger 
inherent in the received model of industrialism sprang 
from the features v.e have already discussed: the evolution
ist mode of explanation, and the historical abbreviation 
of the course of industrialization. The first meant that 
the future had to be conceived as the evolution of whole 
social orders, integrated around a single dominating 
principle. Since the order in question was industrial, It 
was hardly surprising that industrial technology and 
industrial organization should have been most commonly 
singled out as the driving force of this evolution. This, 
as we have seen, did not matter so much given an adeouate 
time-scale. but it was bound to be misleading when, 
compounded by the second error, it was used to explain and 
predict the development of industrial societies over 
relatively short time-spans - and on this level of analysis, 
a hundred or even two hundred years is short-term. As a 
guide In this kind of exercise, these prevailing assumptions 
of the model proved dogmatic and mischievous, seeking to 
put all industrial developments to rest in the same pro
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crustean bed of technological determinism, and arbit
rarily terminating them at some point wrongly supposed to 
mark the end of the western course of industrialization.

actually trie idea of a technologically-determining 'logic 
of industrialism' was misleading not just as to the 
character of the later forms of non-western industrial
ization. it also proved a noor predictor of the future 
development of western societies themselves, and of the 
important differences that continued to characterise 
their political and social structures. essentially tnis 
was owing to its neglect of the differences of culture and 
historical tradition that provided the context of indus
trialization in different cases, and which persisted, 
o''ten with a decisive shaping influence, well into the 
period of a society’s industrialization. m  addition it 
ignored the importance of the timing and mode of indus
trialization, and the ways in which these might, by a 
'feed-back' process of reciprocal and cumulative changes,
influence the course of industrialization in a highly

... . 6 7'divergent' Direction.

we have said something of the latter already; a few 
examples, drawn from the development of classes in indus
trial societies, will serve to illustrate the former point.

in most of the nineteenth century analyses of industrialism, 
a firm expectation was that the old ruling class of the 
landowning aristocracy would lose its Influence and power, 
especially its political power. The future lay with 'les 
industrlels' t the 'captains of industry,' as the 'carriers
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of the new industrial order, Saint-Simon had early given
powerful expression to this view, and he was followed by
Marx, Tocqueville, Uarlyle, Spencer, and a host of other
thinkers of all political persuasions. Certain struggles
and their outcomes in England - over the Reform act of
1832, the repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846 - were given
symbolic significance as stages in the victorious march
of the industrial bourgeoisie. and indeed something of
the kind did hapren in certain parts of furope, in the
Low Countries for instance. But almost everywhere else
the striking fact was the long and continued persistence
of the aristocratic domination of political life. a.s
Joseph Schumpeter wrote, ,:t.he aristocratic element continued
to rule the roost rignt to the end of tne period of intact
and vital capitalism. Wo doubt that element - though
nowhere so effectively as in England - currently absorbed
the brains other strata that drifted into politics;
it made itself the representative of bourgeois interests
and fought the battles of the bourgeoisie; it had to
surrender its last legal privileges; but with these
qualifications, and for ends no longer its own, it continued
to man the political engine, to manage the state, to

.. 68govern.

Even these qualifications may go too far. In some countries, 
notably oritain, Germany, and Japan, the landed upper 
classes were very much more than the ’front men' for the 
industrial middle class. By taking tl̂ e lead in industrial
ization and commercialization, they managed to infuse the 
style of upper class life in those societies with so 
distinctly aristocratic an ethos, containing strong
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'pre-industrial' qualities of culture, status, and honour, 
that they long prevented, in some cases up to the present 
day, the emergence of a 'pure' type of commercial ruling 
class. In England the fusion of landed aristocracy and 
middle class that was the main feature of its industrial
ization expressed itself in the nineteenth century in the 
formation of the distinctive type of 'tne gentleman', one 
of whose chief qualities seemed to be a disdain for and 
concealment of any commercial interest whatsoever. The 
Marxists were outspoken in their scorn for what seemed to 
them the timidity and tne pusillanimity of tne English 
middle class, which of all middle classes should have had 
the right and the power to assert itself. .hs late as 1393 
Engels was writing, with his characteristic exasperation 
at the refusal of* r.ncrlisb developments to go 'according 
to plan': "The English bourgeoisie are, up to the present 
day, so deeply penetrated b y  a sense of their social 
inferiority that they keep up, at their own expense and 
that of the nation, an ornamental caste of drones to 
represent the nation worthily at all state functions; and 
theyg consider themselves highly honoured whenever one of 
themselves is found worthy of admission into this select
and privileged bod.y, manufactured, after all, oy thern-
n „ 69selves.

Such an attitude of contempt failed to understand the 
extent to which the evolution of the class structure of 
industrial society was dominated by the nature of the 
original manner of industrialization, rather than by some 
absolute logic of industrialism. In Britain industrial
ization was carried out by a combination of aristocratic
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and middle class enterprise that continued to influence_ 
the development of practically every aspect of the society’s 
politics and culture. In Germany and Japan industrializ
ation was launched and supervised even more decisively by 
the traditional upper classes - in Japan's cose, actually 
against the opposition of the existing merchant class. 
Throughout the later part of the nineteenth century and 
well into the twentieth, entry into and acceptance by the 
upper class of these societies depended upon a learning 
of many of the ways and attitudes of tne traditional land
owning aristocracy. It was in fact not until these ruling
classes had been defeated in the Second world war - in

©Germany's case preceded by the gradual dethronement of 
the Junker class under hitler's Facist regime - that they 
ceased to exercise a predominant influence on the social 
structure and values of their societies.

The importance of these facts of the 'pre-history' of 
industrialization in these countries comes out clearly in 
a comparison with the industrial society that most obviously 
produced a commercial ruling class: the Gnited States.
For what has struck most observers about this evolution is 
its dependence on a particular historical fact, the 
absence of a feudal order and a feudal landowning class 
in North America's past. The United otates could throw up 
a 'business aristocracy' - apparently one of the most 
natural consequences of the lon-ic of industrialism - 
precisely because there was no other pre-existing, pre- 
industrial, aristocracy to influence and challenge its 
emergence. Such a 'logic' might get by in sociology 
textbooks; but it seems of a most curious kind when its
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operations are so subject to the peculiar vicissitudes of 
individual histories over which it has no control or even 
cognizance.

Similar observations can be made of the working classes of 
the industrial societies. It v/as generally expected that 
even if, despite the Marxist prediction, they did not 
become revolutionary, the strains of the transition to 
industrialism would bear most heavily on them, provoking 
a radically discontented response. But here again tradit
ional factors made for great differences within the 
different industrial societies. The French working-class, 
largely schooled by the Jacobin tradition of the French 
Revolution, assumed radical forms of behaviour from the 
very beginning of their growth; they expected (and were 
exnected) tc be radical, and so were, for the greater part 
of the nineteenth century. The German working class was 
soundly educated and led by middle class socialist 
theoreticians, and so was also dutifully 'revolutionary'; 
but at the same time they had absorbed a highly Prussian 
resoect for order and authority, which made it possible 
for revolutionary declarations to be accompanied by 
nationalist and decidely non-revolutionary practice ’when 
it suited the leadership to act in this way. The British 
working class was the biggest puzzle and, to some, dis
appointment of all. as the initiator of what was widely 
regarded as the first movement of the industrial working 
class - Chartism - it was ^expected that it would oecome 
the leader of the European working class movement. Instead 
as it developed its behaviour became if anything less 
radical. Throughout the latter part of the nineteenth



right up to our own time a large section of’century and
it continued to follow 'the politics of deference’, 
eschewing .independent class action and preferring to 
follow the lead of the traditional ruling class, especially 
the landed gentry. It is an interesting fact that at the 
present time the proportion - a third - of English workers 
that consistently supports the Conservative Party is 
precisely the same as, in the French working class, equally 
consistently supports the Communist Party. Partly these 
differences reflect the greater role of the English upper 
class as compared with the French in the modernization of 
their countries. More significant, probably was the absence

o

in the English case of a revolutionary ’rupture’ with the 
past (or at least one toe long ago to seem relevant}, 
making it possible to conceive of a peaceful and constit
utional pattern of change and integration (which, as we 
have seen, even Marx admitted as a possibility;. In trance 
by contrast the traditional upper class was inevitably 
identified with the intransigeance of the anclan re-ime 
and treacherous involvements with foreign Powers against 
their own country; at the same time, the great example 
of the French Revolution of 1739, and. repeated occurrences 
of revolution during the nineteenth century, taught all 
groups that violent and extremist actions were the more 
or loss normal means of bringing about change.

Parenthetically we might note the peculiarity of the worth 
American case. Here, as has often be%en pointed out, not 
only dees the working class not follow any of the diverse 
patterns of the nurop.ean working classes, it seems to 
lack definition altogether. much of this can be explained
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as with so much in the development of American social 
structure, by the vast size of the country and the way in 
which it was filled up in the expansive westward movement.

o

But thero is here also the additional feature that the 
American working class has been historically constituted 
by a series of specific ethnic ■'•roups - English, Irish, 
Italian, Puerto Kican, the freed black slaves - and the

c

character of the working class at any one time was deter
mined more by ethnic origin than by any other single factor 
This meant above all that tne different groups within the 
working class were not likely to see themselves as sharing 
a common fate (in which they were quite right) or to makeO
common cause; they were influenced far more by their very 
diverse pasts than by the dubious prospect of a common 
fixture.

It is perhaps especially instructive to note the effect of 
different cultural and historical traditions on the middle 
classes of the industrial societies. Here, one would have 
thought, if anywhere, in the character of that dynamic 
class most closely identified with the industrialization 
of society, should be the clearest evidence of convergence. 
But here too the particular form of industrialization 
merged with the different values and aspirations of 
different societies to produce markedly different bour
geoisies. In England the character of the middle class 
vías influenced not just by the close embrace of the landed 
aristocracy, but by a fundamental tension between its
industrial arid financial 
to this very day. The fi 
class, the merchants and

wings that has dogged its fortunes 
mncial and commercial middle 
bankers, had been a successful



part of the British 'Establishment! long before the
coming of industrialization. Their sons and daughters
were courted by the more ambitious or the less prosperous
members of the aristocracy; for their part, best Indian
planters and East Indian merchants set up country houses
and modelled their style of life on that of the traditional
county squirearchy. By comparison the later Industrialists,
wnile rarely from the lowest ranks, were provincial upstarts
and parvenus, looked down upon by tne old established
mercantile aristocracy. Their bases were usually in the
northern industrial towns rather than in the metropolis,
to which they rarely came. They kept their provincial
accent. So did their sons and daughters, who were likely
to be sent to the local non-conformist school but not to
university (and if they did go, to the new ’Redbrick’
provincial universities rather than to the colleges of
Oxford and Cambridge). They did not aspire - at least for
some time - to gentry status and a gentry style of life:
indeed they returned the compliment by disapproving of

70the idleness and wastefulness of that style. These social 
tensions were reinforced by economic considerations. The 
financial barons of the City of London were willing to 
invest in British industry so long as it paid them. But 
they had no particular interest in the industry of their own 
country. They took pride in the fact that their financial 
services and resources were offered on a world market, 
of which British industry was simply one part. They aid 
not care very much to what* uses their money was put as 
long es the return was high enough. By the same token
they were ruthless in taking their money out of native 
industry and investing in foreign enterprises when the

203



latter promised higher returns. Such a situation meant 
that British industry was periodically starved of invest
ment funds - and usually precisely aw those moments when it 
most needed them to catch up with competitors.

To nothing like the same extent did this division mark the 
character of the French and German bourgeoisies. For in 
those countries, as with much of the rest of the Continent, 
the important ear]y stages of industrialization were 
primarily carried out by the financial institutions of the 
society, acting under the aegis of the state. especially 
significant were banks of the credit mobilier type, 
pioneered by the Pereire brothers during the French becond 
Empire. Such banks did not, as in the British case, merely 
play a passive role as commercial investors. They themselves 
initiated and supervised the major part of the industrial
isation effort. 71 They therefore had a direct interest in 
the continued growth and prosperity of their native 
industries. As a result, whatever the traditional differ
ences of status between financiers and industrialists, 
they were united by a structural fusion that made impossible 
the bouts of suspicion and hostility that periodically 
divided the English middle class.

But then, similar as they might be in opposition to Britain, 
the French and German bourgeoisie were at the same time 
radically different from each other. Once again it was a 
matter of history and culture. Under the vigorous patronage 
of the Junker state, the business ethos in the newly united 
Germany was aggressive and expansionist. The Junkers 
brought to industry the same conscientiousness and ruthless-
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ness that they had earlier shown in the commercialization 
of their estates to the east of the ¿lbe. a y  contrast 
French business, as nancies has snown, remained to the 
middle of the present century conditioned by a specific 
set of cultural values that enhanced the importance or the 
independent family firm, as against the big conglomerates 
and manageriaily directed corporations favoured by German 
and American business.

The important thing for tne French businessman were the 
deer social tics between family and firm; and here, as 
Landes stresses, there '«as a strong continuity with, pre
industrial society. The firm "is the material basis for 
the prestige and status of the family, just as the domain 
was the material foundation of status in an earlier age.
The business is not an end in itself, nor is its purpose 
to be found in any such independent ideal as production or 
service. It exists by and for the family, and the honour, 
the reputation, the wealth of the one are the Honour, wealth 
and reputation of the other." ouch a conception
excluded, for instance, the competitive urge to growth 
inherent in the idea of business for business’ sake. The 
overriding concern was family independence, and in tenac
iously holding to this purpose the French businessman was 
often prepared to sacrifice chances of growth and increased 
profits where this might mean dependence cn outside capital. 
Not profit but social function justified commercial 
survival and a modest degree of success. This attitude, 
inherited from the past of the medieval guilds and per-
sisting into the latest period of French industrialization, 
inevitably imposed a very different, one might almost say

I
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•pre-capitalist*, complexion on the evolution of French 
industry, as compared with its nearest neighbours, Germany 
and Britain. Characteristically this snowed itself in the 
continued predominance of the small family firm, a dogged 
conservatism in relation to technical innovation and work 
organization, and an unwillingness to subscribe to the 
free market principles of risk and competition.

Even this brief sketch of the variety of class structures 
and behaviour in industrial societies should be sufficient 
to illustrate the truth of Schumpeter's observation that 
"social structures, types and attitudes are coins that do 
not readily melt. Once they are formed they persist, 
possibly for centuries, and since different structures and 
types display different degrees of this ability to survive, 
we almost always find that actual groups and national 
behaviour more or less departs from what we should expect 
it to be if we tried to infer it from the dominant forms of
the productive process" - that is, from the dominant forms

73 riof industrial technology and organisation. The exigencies 
of industrial technology and industrial organization 
certainly posed characteristic problems to all societies 
that embarked on the path of industrialization; and in 
responding to these problems it is hardly surprising if 
certain uniformities appeared, especially since tne very 
novelty of the situation for most societies, and the speed 
with which they had to decide, made it tempting to try to 
imitate the pattern of the,older industrial societies. But 
as with the different modes of industrialization, so with
their future working out: there was a diversity to the 
picture that ought to have warned anyone against Inferring



a strict logic from it. Such a logic was not merely 
spurious; later it had a morally inhuman and barbarous 
aspect to it, os well. To take a simple example, it was 
wrong to treat, as many especially Marxists did, German, 
Italian, and Japanese Facism as mere local variants in the 
overall evolution of capitalist industrial society; just 
as it v/as wrong to accept the Stalinist terror as a 
necessary stage on the path to a communist industrial 
society. no doubt there is some long-term perspective, 
sub specie marxlonse aeternltatis, in which this view is 
justifiable. But within the reasonaole. time span of three 
or four generations, such differences can mean tne differ
ence between life and death for sizable sections of the 
populations of industrial societies.

It is .an exaggeration, but a pardonable one, to say that, 
in the sociologists5 construction, 'industrialization' 
as a general and universal pattern of social, change was a 
generalization from the experience of one country - England 
- at one time - the early nineteenth century - in one 

industry - cotton textiles - in one town - Manchester. The 
astonishing thing is the richness of the generalities that 
can be derived from the study of this process; but inevit
ably, as a general model, it leaves many significant things 
out. toe are then unduly surprised when, at other times and 
in other places, different*features appear, alien to this 
basic English pattern.

It is true that there were other elements in the model
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which could have guarded against this danger. as the last
chapter made clear, some of the features associated with
industrialism - such as ’rationalization* in the weberian
sense - predate the coming of factories, machines, and
industrial workers. In this sense they are prior to the
image of industrialism conjured up by Dickens’ Coketown
and Mngels' Mancnester - prior to tne whole of wnat nine-

7 4teenth century Germans referred to as 1 nanchestertum1. 
wore significantly they were features of industrialism 
which could justly be stressed even when the age of 
factories and manufacturing seemed to be coming to an end, 
and the ’service revolution' was under way. Sociology 
always possessed an 'esoteric' model, a subsidiary image 
of industrialism, which gave it a longer and deeper range 
than that provided by the more popular image.

But sociologists are also people. They are not much more 
capable of resisting the force of popular imagery and 
popular associations than other members of society. The 
Victorian imagery of industrial towns and industrial work
ers, repeated a hundred times in books, pictures, and songs, 
could hardly fail to penetrate their vision of industrialism 
The more analytical elements of the model was fused with 
this imagery. For both practical and theoretical reasons
it would have been impossible to do otherwise. "The age

75of ruins is past. Have you seen Manchester?"

It was particularly important that this fusion was also 
accomplished at a systematic level in Marxism, Marx 
shared the view of his friend iLngels that Manchester was 
the symbol of the new industrial order. Machine technology
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and the manufacturing workers figured heavily in nis 
descriptive and polemical writing, 'the later sociology 
of industrialism tended to take the form of a watered-down 
version of kiarx. Hence it seemed a plausible thing to 
debate the 'end of industrialism', or at least an important, 
phase of it, when 'Ranchestectum' was on the wane. The 
force of the popular association supported this. In a 
later chanter we shall be considering these further 
conseouences of succumbing to the power of this image
of industrialism.
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Chapter 5. RECuhER POOR LU JaUTER:
THdi Cl_i 1 Ob' Ji-l JU oT n 1 x tlj X o iVi.

"I hate and fear 'science* because of my conviction 
that, for long to come if not for ever, it will be 
the remorseless enemy of mankind. I see it des
troying all simplicity and gentleness of life, 
all the beauty of the world; I see it restoring 
barbarism under a .mask of civilisation; I see it 
darkening men's mind3 and hardening their hearts;
I see it bringing a time of vast conflicts, which 
will pale into insignificance the thousand wars of 
old, and as likely as not, will whelm all the 
laborious advances of mankind in blood drenched 
chaos...Oh, the generous hopes and aspirations of 
forty years ago! Science then was seen as the 
deliverer, only a few could prophesy its tyranny, 
could forsce that it would revive the old evils 
and trample on the promise of its beginning.“

George Gissing, The Private Papers of Henry
Rycroft (1903)

"This here Prcsress11, said Mr. Tom Smallways, "it 
keeps on." "You'd hardly think it could keep on", 
said Mr. Tom Smallways.

H.G.Wells, The War in the Air (1907).

"We are suffering, not from the rheumatics of old 
age, but from the growing pains of over-rapid cnanges, 
from the painfulness of re-adjustment between one 
economic period and another."

John Maynard iieynes, "Economic Possibilities for
our Grandchildren" (1930)
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1: A sense of an Ending.

The idea of progress, it was widely held at the time and
since, was buried in the mud of Flanders, in the course of
the First World War. The change of intellectual climate
was indeed dramatic enough to provide abundant evidence
for this belief. The end of the nineteenth century was
full of self-congratulatory messages, industrial society
basking in the warm sun of its o w n  making. ''Britain as
a '.vhole was never more tranquil and happy", wrote The
Spectator in the summer of 18B2. "do class is at war
with society or the government: there is no disaffection
anywhere, the Treasury is full, the accumulations of

1capital are vast." Macaulay's mid-century belief, that 
his was "the most enlightened generation of the most 
enlightened people that ever existed", found a confident 
echo in Bishop Creighton's introduction of 1902 to that 
monument of the industrial principle of the division of 
labour, the Cambridge Modern History: "We are bound to 
assume, as the scientific hypothesis on which history has 
been written, a progress in human affairs". " In B.G.Wells, 
the apostle of scientific progress, developing industrial 
society seemed to have found its most characteristic 
figure, the Macaulay of his times. In a lecture of 1902 
called The Discovery of the Future he was declaring that 
"in the past century there was more change in the conditions 
of human life than there had been in the previous thousand 
years... Everything seems«pointing to the belief that we 
are entering uron a progress that will go on with an ever 
widening and ever more confident stride for ever...We are 
in the beginning of the greatest change that humanity has
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ever undergone.”

As little as five years later, tv'ells was sounding a vastly 
more ominous note. The belief in the ultimate triumph of 
scientific civilization remained. But it was accompanied 
now by a conviction, amounting almost to an apocalyptic 
faith, that the industrial nations of the world roust first 
go through a purging fire of war and devastation before 
coming to their senses and organizing their societies 
according to rational scientific principles. In a brilliant 
prophetic novel of 1907, The '.>ar In the air, he described 
a world torn apart by a war waged by the novel means of 
the airship, a world entering upon a new barbarism, a new 
Dark age, from which it would take almost a century to 
recover. The narrator, writing from the vantage point of 
a future world state run by scientists, notes "the halluc
ination of security", the confident belief that theirs was 
"a secure and permanent progressive system", that character
ized the pre-war attitudes of the men of the time. He 
comments: "The accidental balance on the side of Progress 
was far slighter and infinitely more complex and delicate 
in its adjustments than the people of that time suspected.
... They did not realise that tills age of relative good 
fortune was an age of immense but temporary opportunity 
for their kind. They complacently assumed a necessary 
progress towards which they had no moral responsibility.
As with Saint-Simon on the French Revolution, but on an 
infinitely greater and more tragic scale, the industrial 
world is berated for the lost opportunity to realise its 
enormous scientific potential in peaceful and creative 
directions. But probably, concludes the narrator, the

3
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disaster was unavoidable, given the complacency of the 
age. The end, when it came, was swifter than tnat of 
any of the great empires of the past. "Up to the very eve 
of the War in the Air one sees a spacious spectacle of 
incessant advance, a world-wide security, enormous areas 
with highly organized industry and settled populations, 
gigantic cities spreading gigantically, the seas and oceans 
dotted with shipping, the land netted with rails and open 
ways. Then suddenly the German air-fleets sweep across 
the scene, and we are in the beginning of the end." 1

Wells, as witness to and survivor of the two world Wars 
and the dictatorships of the 1930s, saw this very thing 
happen. With grim satisfaction he was able at successive 
periods to reprint, with new warning prefaces, his novel 
of 1907. (The last preface, written in 1341, concluded:
"I told you so. You damnned fools."). His was a mood 
shared.by many, who however often did not have his faith 
in science to console them for what they saw as the in
auguration of an age of doubt, conflict, and material and 
moral decline. The First World War was the symbolic event 
that confirmed a shift in mood and intellectual development 
that extended well back into the latter part of the nine
teenth century. In the thirty or so years preceding the 
First World War, there occurred a re-oi^ientation in 
European thought that questioned and dismissed much of the 
optimism of the previous generation, and went on to under
mine systematically the logical, psychological, and histor
ical basis of that optimism.5 During that period was 
formed much o f  the thought that we recognise as character
istic of the twentieth century mind: cynical, 'realist',
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disillusioned.

The narres alone say most of what needs to be said: 
Nietzsche, Bergson, Freud; Moore, Russell, Wittgenstein; 
Michels, Pareto, Sorel; Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown; 
Lenin and Trotsky. These last two also suggest the need 
to Include the names of those who were primarily men of 
action rather than thinkers, men who were coming to 
maturity in these years. Ltalin was born in 1879, Musso
lini in 1883, hitler in 1889, Mao in 1693. Taken together 
- which, needless to say, for any other purpose than the 

present one would be absurd - the thought and action of 
these men amounted to a massive attack on some of the most 
fundamental assumptions of the nineteenth century world.
As against the premise of reason was uncovered the vast 
underworld of unreason, in the individual man and in 
society. Historian and philosopher .joined together in 
undermining the assumption of a progressive and necessary 
logic of evolution. The equation of material and moral 
pro cross was pulled apart. The belief in continuity, 
cumulation, and 'the inevitability of gradua3.ness' was 
challenged by a new emphasis on dis-continuity, and the 
need for active radical intervention to bring about social 
change. Even in biology, the very paradigm of evolutionist 
thought, the view of evolution as gradual and continuous 
was ser3.ou.sly questioned by the rediscovery of Mendelian 
genetics j.n 1900, with its emphasis on the importance of 
mutations, random discontinuous leaps causing hereditable 
changes in organic structure. In science as well as in 
society, the evolutionary mode was displaced by the revol
utionary mode
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In the narrower perspective of the social sciences, the 
revulsion against nineteenth century evolutionism went 
especially deeo. host influential perhaps were the 
developments in historical thinking. These took two sharply 
contrasting forms, both of which however were anti-evolut- 
ionary. The first, associated with such figures as Croce 
and Collingwood, Dilthey and Rickert, radically opposed all 
attempts to make history a positivist science, with the 
ambition of discovering general laws akin to the natural 
sciences. History, it was argued, as opposed to science, 
v;as concerned with the unique and non-recurrent. It was 
also, again in contra-distinction to science, essentially 
the study of the subjective as against the objective world. 
The first emphasis, on the unique, is best exemplified In 
the famous statement in H.A.L.Fisher's Preface to his 
A History of lurope: "Men wiser and more learned than I 
have discerned in history a plot, a rhythm, a predetermined 
pattern. These harmonies are concealed from me. I can see 
only one emergency following upon another as wave follows 
uoon wave, only one great fact with respect to which, since 
it is unique, there can be no generalizations, only one 
safe rule for the historian: that he should recognise in 
the development of human destinies the play of the contin
gent and the unforseen." The second emphasis on the 
subjective, is tersely caught In Collingwood1s remark that 
"all history is the history of thought": the understanding, 
in other words, of the subjective meanings, interpretations, 
and intentions held by individual actbrs towards events 
and objects, rather than the establishing of causal connex-
ions between supposedly 'objective* facts Both, kinds of
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emphasis marked a profound hostility to the characteristic 
nineteenth century enterprise of discovering universal 
laws of social evolution.

The second development in historical philosophy had less 
subtlety or intellectual respectability about it; but it 
balanced this by an infinitely greater popular appeal and 
influence. It accepted the possibility of historical laws 
of social change, but, in opposition to the unilineal forms 
of evolutionist theory, conceived the patterns of historical 
change in cyclical form, often on the analogy of the 
individual life-cycle of birth, maturity, decline and death. 
It rejected the Enlightenment cotiception of social evolution 
as the growth of a single unified humanity, and substituted 
for this a picture of humanity fragmented into disparate 
cultures or civilizations, each with its own cyclical 
pattern of rise and fall. This of course allowed thinkers 
to perceive decline and decadence as regularly and as 
lawfully as they perceived progress In the historical 
record. Indeed it may well be suspected that the cyclical 
form in which such theories were couched reflected, rather 
than promoted, the sense of pessimism and disillusion that 
already existed, for other reasons. Certainly the most 
influential of these theories, Oswald Spengler's Decline of 
the '¿Vest, appeared towards the end of the First world War; 
and its gloomy prognostications about the future of Western 
civilization chimed in only too well with the tenor of 
contemporary events, and scarcely needed the validation 
of a 'scientific1 historical law.

Sociology and social anthropology also reacted against
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evolutionism: the more ferociously since they were also 
reacting here against their immediate ancestors and 
progenitors. They readily accepted the criticisms of 
historians that the evolutionary method when applied to 
social change was facile, that evolutionist history was 
simply bad history. The 'universal' stages of development 
or progress postulated by the method were fictitious, and 
no substitute for actual historical or empirical investi
gations and comparisons of cultures. The anthropologists, 
notably Malinowski ana Radcliffe-Brown, were particularly 
anxious to throw off the mantle of evolutionism. The 
evolutionists, they said, gave poor or non-existent accounts 
of the mechanics of change because they had never paid 
proper attention to what, at any given time, made up a 
society or culture. "We cannot", wrote Radcliffe-3rown, 
"successfully embark on the study of how culture changes 
until we have made at least some progress in determining

gwhat culture really is and now it works." So the emphasis 
in anthropological and sociological studies moved from an 
account of the changing forms and conditions of society, 
to the examination, through field-work and empirical survey, 
of the interrelationships between social institutions at a 
given time in particular societies. As a focal point of 
study, large-scale social change went for some considerable 
time into abeyance.

These intellectual currents of the pre-Pirst World War 
period.need not all have shaken belief in the idea of 
progress. Such a belief in any case depended in the end 
more on a sense of confidence generated by the everyday 
activities of the real world than on theoretical demon-
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stratians. But the shift in thought pulled away the 
intellectual underpinning of the belief in progress, and 
left it nakedly exposed to the vicissitudes of historical 
events. The attack on the attempt to find laws of social 
change was especially serious, since any logical validity 
possessed by the idea of progress turned on the ability to 
generalise and predict on the basis of such laws. When 
therefore, to this intellectual onslaught, was added the 
affect of a particularly brutal and long drawn-out war, 
the first major European war for a century, followed by 
extreme political and economic instability in many 
industrial societies, it is hardly surprising that the 
idea of progress received a severe battering. Progress 
was now seen to be counter-balanced, perhaps overbalanced, 
by regression and degeneration in all areas of human life. 
And, in a familiar conjunction, thinking even about the 
natural world followed a similar pattern, and so lent its 
great prestige to such convictions. It was perhaps a 
fitting irony that it was T.B.Huxley, "Darwin’s watch-dog", 
and one of the most powerful advocates of the idea of pro
gress through science in the 1650s and 1870s, who should 
towards the end of his life have been grimly stressing that 
the "cosmic process" of evolution tended towards death 
and extinction, unless opposed by a purely human and vol
untary "ethical process".''

2 • Recovery and Advance.
And yet: the idea of progress survived, and was even after 
a time powerfully revitalized. Possibly one can argue, as 
some have, that there was a philosophical necessity about 
this, that in societies which lacked belief in revealed



religion, some secular equivalent had to meet tne need 
of presenting their populations *ith an image cf their 
future, without which no action whatsoever is possible.
But there is also an explanation at a humbler level. The 
idea of progress survived and was regenerated concomitantly 
with the survival and regeneration of its ’material base', 
industrial society itself. Prom a later perspective, say 
the mid-1960s, what seemed impressive was not so much the 
failures and regressions of the 1914-40 period, as the 
extraordinary resilience of the industrial system, its 
capacity for persistence and renewal. To the twenty five 
years of doubt, dislocation, and pessimism spanning the two 
World Wars, could later be counterposed twenty-five years 
of confidence, growth and optimism in the affluent era that 
followed the close of the Second World War. As against the 
icy scepticism and despair of Huxley’s Brave Aew ».orld 
and Koestler’s Darkness_at Noon, the most extreme mani
festations of the eooch of disillusion, the Industrial 
societies of the post-1945 period had rosy scenarios in 
plenty to offer: although mostly in the lifeless prose of 
economics and sociology texts than in the piercing literary 
forms of the ’dystopias’ of the 1930s.

Actually professions of confidence and a belief in con
tinued progress were plentiful in the earlier period as 
well, although overshadowed both by events and by more 
strident voices that seemed better to match the sombrenes3 
of those events. Especially on the Left there were those 
who saw in the very breakdowns and loss of faith of the 
early twentieth century the symptoms of the imminence of
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a/new order, socialist society. The crisis of confidence 
certainly affected certain sections of the Western European 
Left which, disillusioned by the unwillingness of the pro
letariat to perform its historic task of ushering in 
socialism, either became purely constitutional opposition 
parties or actually went over to the conservative side.
Some of these disillusioned socialists joined up with 
equally disillusioned liberals to become the proponents of 
the 'mass society' tneory of the 1930s, an extreme pessi
mistic version of the Tocqueville-mill concern about the 
loss of autonomy and diversity consequent upon the demo
cratising and equalising tendencies of modern society. 
Others became even more energetic enemies of their former 
left-wing comrades, seeing in Hitler's National Socialism 
or Mussolini's Facism a more imposing force for the future, 
and containing sufficient of a residual socialism to 
strengthen their adherence to those causes.

But the Left also had its victories, to sustain its faith 
in progress. The socialist risings in western Europe at 
the end of the First World War all failed; but in Eastern 
Europe, against formidable odds, the Bolshevik regime 
managed to sustain itself and to inaugurate what was at 
least in principle a socialist society. For many w e s t e r n  

European socialists, the Russian Revolution of 1917 stood 
in the same relation to them as had the French Revolution 
of 1789 to an earlier generation of radicals in the un
regenerate countries outside France. As with revolutionary 
France, so with the Soviet Union: it stood as a concrete 
symbol of a new civilization, a model to be imitated and a 
political force to be drawn upon in the remaining struggles
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elsewhere. No matter how much uneasiness there might be 
at the actual developments in the Soviet Union, so long 
as it existed it suggested the realistic possibility of 
an alternative to the existing, ailing, organization of 
industrial society.

By the same token, of course, the Right had even more 
reason during the inter-war period to feel confident about 
the future. It was not only active adherents of the Pacist 
regimes who saw in the states of hitler and ¿nussolini the 
principles of a vigorous new order. Even those who 
abominated the facist technique of rule often felt that it

it

was Facism, rather than Socialism, which had found the way 
to overcome the conflicts and contradictions of the develop 
industrial societies. The 1950s saw the flourishing of 
theories of 'the corporate state' and 'the corporate 
society', with the argument that developments were in
creasingly forcing on all industrial societies the need for 
greater coordination and integration, and that internal 
social conflicts of the traditional kind could no longer 
be tolerated by an increasingly complex and interdependent 
society. A 'social compact' between government, business, 
and workers was often envisaged in such theories, with 
Mussolini's Italy offered as the best available example of 
such a system: although it was freely admitted, both of the 
theory and of Mussolini's practice, that the state was un
questionably and necessarily the chief weight and executive 
manager of the compact. *

Such theories easily blended with the contemporary theory 
of 'the managerial revolution', with it3 view of the
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accomplished separation of the ownership and the control 
of property in twentieth century industrial society, and 
the consequent rise of the managerial class to effective 
control over the economy and, increasingly thereby, the 
polity. It was in many ways characteristic of the time 
that the most popular version of this theory should be 
expounded by a man who had been a prominent Trotskyist,
James Burnham. In his book The Managerial Revolution, 
written in 1940, Burnham explicitly linked the theory of 
the managerial revolution to the practice, net simply of 
the Pacist states, but of all the other contemporary 
innovators who had espoused some form of active state 
intervention and state managerialism: such as Roosevelt 
in the New Deal, and, of course, Stalin. Burnham spoke of 
the rise of the managers in general, in private as well as 
public corporations: but it is clear from his book that he 
saw the main basis of managerial power as the managers' 
access -to and control of the state apparatus. The managers 
of the state bureaucracy are therefore given a pre-eminent 
position. It was for this reason that Roosevelt's New Deal 
administration could be seen as an imperfect version of 
what Hitler and Stalin were more successfully effecting, 
and w/ith a clearer presentiment of the future state of things

Burnham's synthesis was the more influential for this 
catholic embrace, since it seemed to indicate that there 
was an irresistible movement, taking a variety of forms 
the v/orld over, towards the managerial society of the 
future. It is indeed not fanciful to imagine that the idea 
of progress could have been revitalized through the theory 
and practice, of managerial corporatism. It seemed to fit
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so closely the long-term social trends of the industrial 
societies, and it was so spectacularly exemplified by the 
most vigorous and successful societies of the time. What 
prevented this happening may have been no more than the 
turn of events. We need to remember that the Facist states 
did not collapse through their own internal structural 
weaknesses - they were simply defeated in an international 
war. Things could very easily have gone the other way 
(as, for instance, they might have done for Russia in 
1917-19). As it was, their defeat and the particular manner 
of it made it impossible for these particular examples of 
the corporatist state to symbolize the future social order. 
The liberal capitalist states triumphed in the Second 
World War, and took the lead in the recovery and boom of 
the post-war years. By contrast the surviving corporatist 
state, Stalin’s Russia, devastated by the war, seemed to 
offer only tyranny without any of tho mitigating comforts 
of affluence. It could certainly serve as a model for 
imitation by the non-industrial societies of the world, 
in their efforts at speedy industrialization. But as an 
image of the future of the developed industrial societies 
it had no force; on the contrary, all the influences seemed 
to flow the other way, from the liberal capitalist variety 
of industrialism.

In the longer-term, however, Burnham may have felt himself 
vindicated. He backed some of the wrong horses, but he 
chose the right race. Of all the prophecies of a period 
unusually rich in prophecies, his turned out to be one of
the best. Not in its detailed terms, of course, but In 
the general direction in which it pointed. For shorn of
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certain details and some of the ideological trappings, 
what gradually emerged in the decades following the end 
of the war, in all the industrial societies, was something 
not very different from Burnham’s managerial state. it was 
not simply that, as Burnham himself had noted, in meeting 
the challenge of Facism, in peace and especially in war, 
the liberal industrial societies had had to take over many 
of the features o? political organization and administrat
ive centralization of their enemies. There was also the 
more basic fact that the longer-term tendencies of indus
trialism had, since the end of the nineteenth century, 
gradually been propelling the industrial societies along 
the path of the centralized managerial state.

Recognition of this had, as usual, to wait for some time 
after the main developments had already occurred. And 
indeed it was not until the late 1960s and 1970s that 
theories essentially harking back to Burnham began to be 
common again in the .Vest, Meanwhile western industrial 
societies, and to a good extent those of eastern Lurooe 
too, found in the post-war period a first point of rest 
and reflection in the late 1950s. Looking back on that 
decade some twenty years later, it has increasingly the 
look of a watershed. It seems to mark the climax of 
industrialism, both as a social system and as an ideology. 
Certainly in the consciousness of the time is clearly 
revealed the view that, after a period of 'unnatural' 
disturbances, deflections, x and retardations, the long
term tendencies of industrialism had re-asserted themselves 
and reached a point of maturity. it is true that there 
were many deceptive aspects to this position, particularly



in the extent to which the theorists seemed to think that
tho industrial societies could freeze the flow of history 
at the date of their theorising. But in many ways it was 
also a fair reflection of the actual course of development 
since the beginning of the century.

The period of disenchantment, starting in the 1380s, was 
also the period in which some of the most characteristic 
features of industrialism were given their first clear and 
systematic expression. In these decades of the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were to be found 
the beginnings of: the systematic applicati.cn of science 
to industrial production; mass production and continuous- 
process technology; the rationalization cf work organiz
ation and management ('scientific management'), especially 
around the conveyor-belt and assembly line; the rise of 
mass 'general labour' unions; the common use of large 
limited liability companies (instead of the family firm) 
for the raising of capital; concentration of production 
and ownership, and control of markets, through carteli
zation, trusts, and producers' associations; the separation 
of ownership and control in the large firms, and the rise 
of managerialism; a marked increase in the degree of state
regulation and control of the economy and society; the

9global expansion of the industrial economy.

Those developments, surfacing in such a relatively short 
space of time, and with such effect, were so striking as 
to have won them the designation of "the Second Industrial 
Revolution". But this is as much a mistake as the later 
discovery of a "post-Industrial revolution" in the 1960s.
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«e have already noticed the tendency to predate and 
anticipate the full achievement of industrialism; and it 
is this compression that largely gives rise to the need 
felt to mark off a second epoch of change. In fact what 
was so visibly manifested in this period were the logical 
expressions of the currents of rationalization, special
ization, and centralization that were the central features 
of classic industrialism. These took time to work them
selves out - indeed they are still doing so. But by the 
end of the nineteenth century they were seeking and finding 
an institutional definition hitherto denied them by the 
persistence of older customary modes of organization and 
attitudes.

The crescendo of innovations and transformations in this 
period can best be seen as "the consummation of the 
Industrial Revolution". 10 The coming of Taylorism or 
'scientific, management' illustrates this particularly well. 
As we have seen, employer’s until the end of the nineteenth 
century were remarkably casual about the organization of 
labour, apparently content with the spectacular results 
achieved by mechanization alone. But sooner or later they 
were bound to realise that the advance of mechanization 
would be held back if the organization of work itself 
lacked the 'rationalization' and science that had gone 
into machinery. And F.W.Taylor was on hand to help them 
see this the more readily. As Landes says, "seen from the 
hindsight of the mid-twentieth century, scientific 
management was the natural 3equel to the process of
mechanization that constituted the heart of the Industrial 
Revolution: first the substitution of machines and inani
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conversion of the operative into an automaton to match 
and keep pace with his equipment."

Production by the assembly line was, equally, the natural 
accompaniment to this realisation. It eliminated the more 
or less autonomous teams o*’ Skilled workers who dominated 
the factory till the very end of the century, and whose 
skill and virtuosity "were incompatible with the fundamental 
principle of industrial technology - the substitution of 
Inanimate accuracy and tirelessness for human touch and 
effort". ^  What was needed to allow mechanization to 
proceed to its logical conclusion was the fragmentation of 
jobs into simple operations capable of being performed by 
single-nurpose machines run by unskilled hands; together 
with methods of manufacture so precise and regular that 
assembly becomes routine. In this way the work could be 
moved to the worker at a pre-determined pace, to be pro
cessed and put together by a series of simple, repetitive 
actions. The increasing simplification of tasks then 
became a further stimulus to greater mechanization, since 
it revealed weaknesses in the production process and 
suggested ways in which relatively simple mechanical 
substitutions could eliminate to an even greater extent 
human failings. The logic of the process was clear, and 
the introduction of the assembly line signalled the full 
establishment of the principle of the division of labour 
in the factory. Landes, rightly comments that "the assembly 
line was far more than just a new technique, a means of 
obtaining greater output at less cost. In those branches 
where it took hold it marked the passage from shop, however
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big and heavily equipped, to factory." The end-point 
to which this process tended was equally clear: full 
automation, the replacement of men by machines that think 
as well as do. In such a way, and by so clear a logic, 
were linked the various phases in the long curve of 
industrialization: from the bare mechanization of the early 
nineteenth century, through the organization of labour 
and the assembly line of the late nineteenth century, to 
the sealed-in, continuous-process mechanical system and 
excluded human worker of the present time.

Marxist historians, as we noted in the last chapter, have
been inclined to see in the period immediately preceding
the First torId bar the clear signs of a social system in
decline and dissolution. They point to the international
rivalries that led to the First world war, the imperialist
scramble, in Africa and the Far hast, that symptomatized
a deepening economic crisis at home, the rise of labour
as an organized political force. But a truer account
might instead see these in a wider context as "the growdng
pains of a system in a process of germination",14 whose
seeds had been planted in England at the beginning of the
century; as the beginning of a nev/ phase of growth of the
system, rather than its demise. It would of course be
the worst kind of sociological determinism to regard as
trivial or, worse, as Inevitable and necessary, the wars
and economic crises of the first part of the twentieth
century; to see these as all concomitants, regrettable out

\

necessary, of the further growth of the industrial system. 
Change is not so orderly a process. The reverses and
regressions were real and immensely costly, materially and
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culturally; and there was nothing inevitable about them.
But nevertheless, looking back from the 1950s, the striking 
thing was the degree of continuity between the earlier and 
later period. Cleared of the debris of war and political 
strife, the economic order that emerged after 1945, now 
more firmly on a global plane, was recognizably that of 
the 1890s and 1900s.

Social theory during the first half of the century reflected 
faithfully this continuity and persistence of system. A3 

compared with the preceding half century, the major 
characteristic was a negative one; an indifference to 
theories of large-scale social change. The attack on evo
lutionism at the turn of the century was one, purely intel
lectual, reason for turning away from a pre-occupation with 
change. But probably even more significant was a conviction 
that in the industrial societies there would not be, for a 
long time to come, any fundamental change. Even the belief 
that industrialism had reached its climas before the First 
World War (rather than after the Second) did not affect the 
assumption that future developments would consist mainly in 
the working out of the logic of industrialism, as analysed 
by the great nineteenth century sociologists.

Theorising about large-scale secular change was left, on 
the whole, to the philosophers of history; Spengler, Sorokin, 
Toynbee. Only In the United States, experiencing in a 
belated rush the main force of industrialization and urban
ization, was there in the early part of the century a 
vigorous concern in sociology with problems of the trans-

15formation of whole social orders. For the rest, and. as
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far as Europe was concerned, social theory up to the Second 
World War followed three main directions, all leading off 
from the nineteenth century legacy. Following Marx, there 
was the long debate about the condition of the proletariat, 
the reasons for its failure tc develop a more radical 
political consciousness, and the significance of the 
persistence and renewal of the intermediate strata of small 
traders, farmers, and salaried white-collar employees. In 
the Mill-Tocqueville tradition, there was a new concern 
with the forces of centralization and democratization, 
specifically analysed now under the theory of 'mass society' 
and related by many theorists to the contemporary rise of 
facist movements. most importantly of all, there was the 
line from Weber on rationalization and bureaucratization, 
leading to the analysis of the new patterns of concentration 
and control In the state and economy, and to theories of 
managerialism and corporatism.

Social theory in the West in the 1950s continued this 
pattern, but in a rosier perspective consonant with a 
prospering society. These were the halcyon days of indus
trialism as an ideology. In the social science view of the 
industrial societies, there seemed, quite simply the belief 
that all the important structural cnanges initiated by 
industrialization had v/orked themselves out, and had reached 
a point of maturity and rest. Industrial society appeared 
to have come of age, to have matured with remarkable 
fidelity along the main lines outlined*by the nineteenth 
century sociologists. Even the spectre of the unpleasant 
shuffle at the end, predicted by iviarx in the form of the
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socialist revolution, bad ceased its haunting. The 
conflicts bred of inequality had largely been resolved, 
and without the need of recourse to revolution. All the 
industrial societies, of both east and west, had. evolved 
into rational, ’managed’ societies, and in doing so had 
finally 'got over the hump’ of industrialization. No 
further major institutional changes should be required in 
the remaining business, to apply the fruits of steady 
economic growth and a rapidly •. xpanding technology to the 
clearing up of the marginal pockets of poverty and depri
vation. The American sociologist Seymour Martin nipset 
stated, in a celebrated passage: 11... the fundamental poli
tical problems of the industrial revolution have been 
solved: the workers have achieved industrial and political 
citizenshio; the conservatives have accepted the welfare 
state; and the democratic left has recognized that an 
increase in over-all state power carries with it more

16dangers to freedom that solutions for economic problems.
Similarly at about the same time in Lurope Raymond Aron was
declaiming that "in a sense it would not be wrong to define
the advanced countries as those in 'which the Left and the
Right are no longer opposed to each other on the question
of development, because development can take place without

1 7any further fundamental changes.1

This view of things led to the characteristic pronouncement 
of these years, that 'ideology' had come to an end in

-] Owestern industrial societies.-0 There could be no further 
need, it was argued, for the existence cf irreconcilable 
social philosophies, urging fundamentally opposed strategies

of political action. As Aron, again, put it: "We are more
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fortunate than previous generations in that we are not 
forced to make a choice between conservatism and fanaticism 
^sc.Marxism/, l.e. between the defence of the status quo 
and a kind of blindness that is alternately humanitarian 
and bloody. w/e know that modern methods - scientific and 
technological progress and the rational organization of 
labour - enable us to achieve the objectives to which 
liberals and socialists of previous centuries aspired, we 
know, on the abstract level at least, how to attain them. 
The advanced countries of the <«est have or will have the
necessary resources to ensure a decent standard of living
„ „ 19for everyone...",

The euphoric mood of the post-war years allowed the pre-war 
analyses to be nicked up again, but with a new gloss on 
them. Each of the earlier tendencies in social theory was 
given a new twist, in an analysis that accepted much of 
the basic factual evidence but saw it in a different light. 
Thus the proletariat, it was argued, no longer had revol
utionary pretensions because it no longer needed then.
It had become voluntarily 'incorporated' into the estab
lished institutional routines of the society. The vast 
productivity of modern industrial society had ensured that 
through a process of bargain, compromise and concession, 
the working classes had achieved greater gain3 than they 
were ever likely to have got through more forceful radical 
action. These classes were indeed now the mainstay of the 
'mixed economy' welfare 3tate, recognizing their interest 
in its preservation, and impervious to the appeals of
disaffected middle-class intellectuals still hankering

20after the revolutionary millennium.
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Similarly, the gloomy atmosphere surrounding the theory 
of mass society was dispelled by the consideration that, 
far from atomomizing the population and brainwashing 
individuals into a 3tate of sterile conformity, tne central
isation of political and cultural institutions had for the 
first time in the history of the world, produced a truly 
national society. iviass suffrage, mass parties, and the 
mass media, all meant a far-reaching democratization of the 
style and substance of political and social life. For the 
first time ever, leaders and led in modern society shared 
a common culture. Thus must in the end make for greater
diversity rather than uniformity, since individuals were

©now freed from narrow parochialisms and inhibiting class 
cultures, and were all able to play a full part as citizens 
of the society. Contrariwise, the fear of mass authori
tarian movements, common in the analyses both of tne Left 
and the Right in the 1930s, was nut down to a cultural class 
elitism that was shared equally by the conservative critics
of mass society as well as the traditional left-wing

21intelligentsia of central Eurone.

Finally, selected asnects of the pre-war theory of the 
managerial revolution were taken over and transformed into 
the cardinal urineiole of the theory of the liberal welfare 
state. Burnham’s full-blooded managerial society could not 
be admitted.: it was too much tainted by pre-war corpor
atism and authoritarian ideologies. But Keynes was a more 
respectable figure, and could be made to serve the same

O p *purpose. It was readily accepted that the further evolutior 
of industrial society had forced profound modifications on 

the old lai3sez-faire conception of the liberal state.



The modern industrial state had of necessity to be active 
and interventionist if there were not to be a repitition 
of the economic crises and industrial conflicts of the 
past. All political parties had accepted this. The result 
was a political system widely described as 'pluralist-', 
suooosedly combining some of the qualities of the classic 
conception of democracy - e.g. universal suffrage - with 
more novel features such as organised pressure groups, and 
a managerial welfare state playing the part of 'honest- 
broker' between the competing interests in society. Weber's 
nightmare was dissipated. Bureaucracy after all turned out 
to be the friend, not the enemy, of democracy. For did not 
bureaucratization mean, as Lipset put it, "a decline of the 
arbitrary power of those in authority...less rather than 
greater need to conform to super!ors... a much higher degree 
of freedom"? *

Such complacency was confirmed, rather than contradicted, 
by d evelopments both in the Communist world and in the 
'Third World' of newly-independent nations. In both cases 
it appeared that the western model of industrialism, in its 
twentieth century form, was in the process of vanquishing 
all other competing models, and increasingly standing out 
a3 the common future of the whole globe. The heyday of the 
thesis of 'the end of ideology' was also that of the thesis 
of 'convergence': especially of the convergence of the 
industrial societies of west ana East. And while it was 
true that the thesis suggested that western societies would 
take over some of the characteristics cf East European
societies, there was no doubt that the flow was exoected to 
be more from the West to the East than the other way round.



235

Moreover, this was also what seemed to be actually happen»
ing. Following Kruschev's denunciation of the Stalinist
regime at the Twentieth Soviet Party Congress in 1956, the
whole of Eastern Europe seemed to be set, willy-nilly, on
a course of liberalization that drew the patterns of those
societies closer and closer to those of the West. Actually
there was a somewhat deceptive aspect to this interpretation
one misht as easily have said that the flow of influences
had worked as strongly in the opposite direction - from
East to West - at an earlier time, in the West’s conversion
to state managerialism. Moreover, the crushing of the
Hungarian rising in the same yeai* of ivruschev’s speech
showed what might happen if the liberal elements tried to
force the pace. Nevertheless, the belief plausibly gained
ground both in the «est and in Eastern Europe that the
future shape of the industrial society was not likely to be
very different from the pattern of 'pluralist industrial- 

25ism' into which western society had evolved during the 
course of the century.

These developments in the Communist world sei’ved to under
line the fact that, for the Third World, the future seemed 
inescapably cast in the mould, of western industrialism.
We have already noted how, in face of the need to concep
tualize the process of development in these societies, 
social theory reverted to the evolutionism of its nine
teenth century predecessors. The stages of the earlier 
evolutionists were bundled together into two polar types, 
'traditional' and 'modern', 'undeveloped' and 'developed',
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and the process of development or modernization conceived 
as the movement, from the first to the second. Nor was 
there much doubt about the provenance of the model of the 
Ideal-typical modern society. It v/as the industrialized, 
urbanized, democratized, bureaucratized and rationalized 
society seen by the earlier sociologists as the ideal- 
typical Industrial society, and now almost naturally 
identified with western industrial society of the 1950s.

Again, the identification could not be a simple one. 
Ideologically, for various obvious reasons, it seemed 
better to attempt to industrialize under the aegis ôf some 
variety of socialism, generally of a populist kind; and 
this entailed at least formally a certain hostility to 
western capitalist forms, as well as a higher degree of 
authoritarianism than was compatible with current western 
notions of pluralist democracy. but then the -vest itself 
had already partly moved in that direction, in its accep
tance of a considerable degree of centralized, managerial 
control. In any case it was assumed that the earlier stages 
of industrialization would demand greater austerity and 
centralized management than the later ones; the future 
itself, with more industrialization, would bring about the 
desired relaxation of control. The important point was 
that that future was conceived essentially on the model 
of western industrial development; western industrial 
civilization was its end-point. "Development", a3 J.K.
Galbraith announced, "is the faithful .imitation of the
. . 26 developed .

In this widespread convergence of thought in the 1950s,
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the idea of progress found its strongest vindication for 
over half a century. The pessimism of the period 1890- 
1940 seemed on looking back to be no more than a long-drawn 
out interlude: a phase during which the forces of indus
trialism were struggling to find their appropriate ex
pression* and which they had at last succeeded in doing by 
the mid-century. Developments were now once more on the 
right footing; further progress seemed assured; the main 
outlines of the future were already visible in the existing 
organization of industrial societies. In a strong affirm
ation of this belief in the mid-60s, Sidney Pollard thus 
concluded his book The Idea of Propress:

"The wish to catch up with the West is, indeed, 
not identical v/ith the belief that humanity faces 
an unending prospect of further progress. But the 
assumptions on which both are based is so similar, 
and the dividing line between them is so blurred, 
that it is difficult to hold to one, yet deny the 
other. Among the common assumptions are the 
beliefs that (no matter how divergent their his
tory in earlier ages), the modern stages are 
basically identical, and therefore predictable and 
plannable, for all humanity; that progress along 
this unilinear path of progress is both 'natural' 
and desirable; that once certain early steps are 
correctly taken, the developing societies will
continue under their own 3tcam, in inevitable

%'self-sustaining' growth, and that growth will 
inevitably bring in its wake other such desirable 
developments as greater democracy, more education, 
and a higher status in the international community,
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which will promote further growth. Even among 
the advanced countries, the richer, for example 
the Ü.S.A., are taken to mark out the next stage 
along the route of progress, and for these leaders 
in turn, it is clear that they are basically on 
the right road, creating ever greater material 
wealth, ever greater power over man’s environment, 
ever more assistance for human physical and 
psychological frailties, and thereby the opportun
ity, which they cannot but believe will be taken, 
of ever higher personal fulfilment and achievement. 
There is similar agreement also to the converse 
proposition, that without economic growth and the 
social improvement which it makes possible all 
hones of any other progress are doomed from, the 
start". 27

Pollard leaves us in no doubt as to his own assent to these 
propositions, which are explicitly couched in the spirit 
and manner of the Enlightenment idea of progress. It is 
a measure at once of the great strength of the idea, and 
of our need for it, that such utterances could still find 
a representative voice some two hundred years after Turgot 
had first given definitive expression to them.

258
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Chapter 6. A POST-1 NDu ¿lit lan SOCIETY ?

"The traditional sources of identity strength 
“ economic, racial, national, religious, 
occupational - are all in the process of allying 
them.se3.ves with a new world-image in which the 
vision of an anticipated future and, in fact, of 
a future in a permanent state of planning, will 
take over much of tradition."

Arik nrikson, speaking at the formation 
of the Commission on the Year 2J0J of the 0 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences,
1965-6.

"When I am weary or nasty, I sometimes remark 
that the post-industrial society was a period 
of two or three years in the mid-sixties, when 
GNP, social policy programmes, and social research 
and universities were flourishing. Things have 
certainly changed."

S. Michael Miller, "Notes on Neo-Capitalism", 
Theory and Society - Vol.2, (1975), p.23.

1: The Re-discovery of the Future.

Speaking in 1958, Raymond Aron remarked tnat "we are too 
much obsessed by the twentieth century to spend time in 
speculating about the twenty-first. Long-range historical 
predictions have gone out of fashion." It was a remark 
perfectly In keeping with the mohd of the 3.ate 1950s, when 
the motor of social change seemed to have come to a stop,
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idlincr contentedly In happy contemplation of a spreading
world-wide felicity. Ten years later a startling change
had come about. Long-range forecasting was now all the
rage. Institutes of 'futurology' proliferated in all the
industrial societies of the world. Governments and learned
bodies set up 'think tanks' and commissions to produce
reports and 'scenarios' on the future of their societies.
There was the French Commissariat du Plan'& '1985 Committee'
the Commission on the Year 2000 of the American Academy
of arts and Sciences; the British Social Science Research
Council's Committee on the l\iext Thirty-Three Years (set up
in 1967); the European-based Futuribles project, directed
by Bertrand de Jouvenel, concerned with the commissioning
of long-range predictions and projections in every area
of society. A stream of books and symposia collections
appeared with titles such as The Year £0oQt ^an-clnd 20 00,
The nor Id in 1964, ± j ire in the Twenty-.? irst Century. Future
Shock, -The Sociology of the Future, even The Future as an

2Academic Discipline. "We have become oriented towards the 
future", declared the American sociologist Daniel Bell, 
Chairman of the Commission on the Year 2000. ^ "The future 
is on the agenda", was the more portentous pronouncement of 
futurologist Alvin T'offler,4

What brought about this change? Why did social theory 
in the industrial societies once more seriously engage 
with problems of laroe-scale social change, after a half 
century of neglect? a number of factors, some remote, 
some immediate, combined to demand this. The commitment
to welfare and planning - especially for economic growth - 
In all industrial societies forced governments, however
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reluctantly, to try to see the shape of society some 
decades ahead, to know what they were planning for. it was 
clear that the span of time over which fundamental policies 
were formulated and implemented outran the term of most- 
elected administrations; the long-term effects took even 
longer to work themselves out, and moreover became con
straining influences on any future decisions that might be 
taken. If, as seemed inevitable, the present must exercise 
some degree of tyranny over the future, the safest course 
seemed to be to gather together as many disinterested 
experts as possible, and nope that the forecasts of each 
in their particular areas would oe modified in a realistic 
direction by mutual inspection and comparison. Tnis pro
cedure at least allowed some expectation that the plans of 
the present would eventually realise themselves in, and 
relate to, an environment that had been anticipated, 
however tentatively and sketchily. It also meant that, 
knowing something of likely future needs and aspirations, 
governments could seek to ensure that present decisions 
did not utterly foreclose the future, that there was 
sufficient flexibility to allow future generations to alter 
and perhaps reject the priorities of the present. The 
contrary danger, of course, was that the planners would 
plan only for a future which they could control and govern, 
in which in fact they were the governors. But whatever 
the dangers, t’nere were clearly urgent governmental needs, 
springing from long-term political changes, for systematic 
thinking about the future of industrial society.

There were al3o more immediate political and ideological
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1950s, I have said, marked something of a watershed in the 
history of industrialism, as a social system and as an 
ideology. On ojie side there is the confident expression 
of a triumphant industrialism, the belief that for the 
first time in history a particular form of society had 
resolved the fundamental problems of social survival and 
growth. On the other side, starting at some point in the 
1960s, thi3 belief begins to break up, and industrialism 
seems to run into separate and often opposed courses. The 
'end of ideology' is itself denounced as an ideology, the 
ideology of a complacent, short-sighted and one-sided 
materialist society. There is the discovery, or re
discovery, of the dark side of industrialism. So far from 
having solved its problems, industrial civilization seemed 
to have raised new ones in a form sc acute that its very 
survival was at stake. The economic benefits of indus
trialism are seen to be purchased at the cost of increas
ing. 'dis-economies' to the society at large: pollution, 
crowding, the exhaustion of the natural fossil fuels on 
which the industrial economy itself depends. The main 
currents of industrialization -rationalization and 
bureaucratization - run into an impasse, and increasingly 
large-scale hierarchical organization seems productive main
ly of inefficiency and irrationality. As an issue and as 
a fact, conflict comes to co-exist with the pragmatic 
consensus inherited from the 1950s. The official political 
parties continue to play the politics of consensus. But 
outside the formal political system a striking opposition, 
more often Ideological than practical, is mounted by
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diverse groups formerly thought un-political: university 
students, disaffected professionals, 'outcast' groups 
such as the American blacks. With conflict, ideology 
revives and thrives; Marxism and anarchism are re-discovered 
and re-interpreted to fit the conditions of advanced 
industrial societies.

Many social theorists in the West enthusiastically embraced 
the radical critique of the dominant patterns of industrial
ism. Among other reasons, at the ideological level it 
provided them with intellectual weapons with which to attack 
their teachers, the previous generation of social theorists, 
whom they accused of excessive attention to the mechanisms 
of persistence and stability and. a consequent bankruptcy 
in the face of change and conflict. I shall be examining, 
in the next chapter, the prospects for a radical alternative 
to the typical institutions of industrialism. Here i wish 
to stress the challenge which the radical response threw up 
to those social theorists who regarded themselves as the 
intellectual custodians of the whole tradition of progressive 
industrialism, and so of the established order. The con
flicts and critiques of the 1950s could not simply be dis
missed as the fabrications of the news-hungry media. There 
clearly were vast problems still afflicting the social order 
of industrialism; and they were ill-concealed behind a view 
that regarded all fundamental social change as essentially 
accomplished. There had therefore to be a re-thinking of 
the future directions of the industrial society. Futurology 
in its many forms was one of the principal responses to 
this situation. In the face of the manifest disintegration 
of the system they once saw as 'the good society' of the
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philosophers' dream, social theorists in this period were 
busily constructing a new vision, and a new ideology.
Often indeed the same men were involved in the process of 
re-thinking as had been the most prominent exponents of 
the 'end of ideology' thesis in the 1950s - especially 
American intellectuals such as Daniel Bell and Herman Kahn. 
Not surprisingly, therefore, their views of the future 
were strongly coloured by their more hopeful analyses of 
the previous decade. Nevertheless the exercise did involve, 
once more, a commitment to theorising about long-term 
social change, with the re-analysis and re-interpretation 
of the past history of industrialism that this entailed.o

A third cause, in retrospect perhaps of less lasting 
significance, might be mentioned for this renewed interest 
in social chancre. The decade that followed the launching 
of the Russian Sputnik in 1S57 was one in which the prestige 
of science and technology rose to new heights (at the same 
time as, in a familiar pattern, it was being undermined), 
ivioon shots, ilars probes, and orbiting satellites became the 
almost commonplace material of world-wide to3.evision link
ups, culminating in the first human landing on the moon in 
1969. Science fiction saw some of its technological fan
tasies realised in practice, and retreated into the world 
of 'inner space', leaving speculation about outer space to 
scientists and astronomers. The 'space age' supposedly 
inaugurated by these developments could hardly fail to give
a push to future-directed thinking. wore concretely, there*
was the special prominence accorded to the technologists 
and men of science, who were widely regarded as the pivotal 
croup of the future. In an influential paean, Sir Charles
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Snow in his lecture The Two Cultures and the Scientific 
Revolution (1959) contrasted the attitude of the traditional 
humanists, who seemed to wish that the future did not exist, 
with that of the scientists "who have the future in their 
bones1'. In a world in which non-scientists and non- 
scientific modes of thought were increasingly regarded as 
marginal, nostalgic hangovers from the feudal age, it was 
difficult not to resist an impatience with, almost a con
tempt for, the unscientific past; and to feel that the 
urgent task was to acknowledge the central role of science 
in the society of the future, and to plan for Its further 
use and development. The importance of modern science 
called for futurology - which in turn must be predominantly 
concerned with the place of science in the society of the 
future.

1 shall not attempt to deal here even cursorily with the 
whole phenomenon of futurology. **hat particularly concerns 
the theme of this book i3 that part of the new thinking 
which specifically and systematically addresses itself to 
the future of the industrial societies. And here what 
initially reveals itself is a remarkable continuity, 
convergence, and complementarity in the history of social 
theory.

We have seen that, when stimulated by the rise of the new 
post-colonial states after 1945, the theory of social change
(in the guise of the 'sociology of development') picked up 
again the evolutionary form of the nineteenth century.
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Quite simply, there was no other theory to hand of 
comparable scope and utility. The attack on evolutionism 
at the turn of the century discouraged further evolutionary 
speculation; but the important point is that no serious 
revision was made of the classic evolutionary conception 
of change. All that happened was that the topic of social 
change was out in cold storage for a time. In fact the 
prevailing functionalist approach of the first half of this 
century was itself heavily permeated by evolutionist assum
ptions. It too relied on the organic analogy, emphasizing 
continuity, interdependence and integration - only now in 
relation rather to persistence than to change. The approach 
represented a sort of 'frozen evolutionism', and the basic 
continuity with earlier evolutionism is readily revealed 
when one considers that Herbert Spencer had combined a
thorough-going evolutionism with a thorough-going function- 

7alism. when the thaw came, therefore, and functionalists
turned their attention to problems of large-scale social
change, it should have surprised no-one to find that they
reverted almost without modification to the basic pattern

8of nineteenth century evolutionism.

The resurgence of Interest in social change did not 
immediately extend to the societies of the industrial world. 
Here, as we have seen, the belief prevailed that the 
developed industrial society of the raid-century represented 
for some long time to come a firm resting point in the 
course of evolution. But when events made this view 
increasingly untenable, and the theory of industrialism was 
required to include, as in the last century, a view of the 
past and of the future, it was remarkable how closely the
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new version mirrored the form of its nineteenth century •
predecessor. In this respect futurology - at least that
part of it that related to tho industrial societies -
converged with the main form of development theory, which

9it also resembled in many other -ways.1 nike development 
theory, futurology was stimulated into existence by press
ing developments in the real world. Like development theory 
futurology, in casting around for a suitable conceptual
ization of large-scale societal change, found only the 
evolutionary schemes of the past to hand and adopted these 
for its own nur-ooses.

o
In doing so, the futurologists have re-commenced the
characteristic task and pattern of nineteenth century
sociology. Basically their procedure has been very simple.
They accent that the nineteenth century scheme in its
strict form will no longer do. 'Industrial Society' as
it has been understood hitherto cannot be taken as the
fulfilment and final end of social evolution. But all that
has to be done is to add another stage to the sequence.
The old story Is given a new chapter and a different ending
- rather as Marx had tried to do, and later James Burnham.

But formally the pattern remains the same. The oresent is
once more seen as transitional, as metamorphosis: not now
from feudal agrarianism to industrialism, but from the
industrial society to 'the nost-industrial society'. A
transformation is under way which will eventually produce
societies as different from the classically conceived%
industrial societies as those are from the earlier agrarian 
societies. and just as the social theorists of the last 
century were forced, In the midst of the transformation, to
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the industrial society that was in the process of formation; 
so the theorists of the post-industrial society have felt 
compelled to project present social tendencies to a future 
end-ooint where the shape of a whole nevi society can oe 
discerned.

It would be foolish to push the parallel too far. There 
was almost no nineteenth century thinker wno did not feel 
that his age was experiencing one of the fundamental 
transformations of Humanity. Such unanimity is quite absent 
at the present. Many thinkers remain sceptical about the 
notion of a 'post-industrial' revolution comparable in 
scope and significance to the industrial revolution of the 
past. But there are enough who do think sucn a thing is 
happening for the matter to deserve serious examination.
The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to this task. 
As in the discussion of industrialism in the earlier part 
of this book, the interest is two-fold: to lay out as fully 
as possible the 'image' of post-industrialism that is 
offered us from a diverse range of sources; and to compare 
and confront this image with the realities of current 
developments in the industrial societies.

2 : The Image of the flew Society.
Many are the strands, and diverse their provenances, which 
have converged on the idea»of a movement to a post-industria 
society. In the west the main proponents of the thesis have
been a group of American social scientists, many of whom 
were prominent in announcing the end of ideology in the
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1950s. ^^ To these are joined a number of social theorists 
frorr. Western murope, who have argued for the fact of similar 
structural changes to the Americans, but who have drawn 
different implications, often in a radical direction, for 
the future of> industrial society. Their presence, generally 
under the shadow of the old or the new liiarx, belies a 
commonly-held view that the post-industrial idea is the 
special preserve of American conservative sociology.

¡«ore unexpected has been the concurrence in the iiast Euro
pean societies. It is only in recent years that the West, 
has realised what a vast amount of futurological thinking 
has been going on in Eastern Europe: perhaps expressed at 
its best in the comprehensive report published in 1967 by 
an interdisciplinary team from the Czechoslovak Academy of 
Sciences, entitled Civilization at the Crossroads: Social 
and Human Implications of the Scientific and Technological
Revolution. 12 The surprising aspect of this thinking is
the heavy overlap with the analyses in the west, especially 
the American ones. The accounts have to be couched in 
Marxist terms, of course; but East Europeans have quite 
justifiably argued that futurology has only picked up again 
the tradition of developmental social theory of which Marx 
was in any case the supreme practitioner, and they have found 
no major difficulties in re-interpreting Marxism as a 
•futurology1. Moreover they have even been able to decorate 
their analyses with the complacent reflection that, owing to 
the existence of a socialist framework, the societies of 
Eastern Europe are politically in a much better position 
both to receive and to realise to their fullest extent the 
social and technical changes which are bringing about the
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societies of the West those changes must necessarily be 
the source of dis-equilibrium and conflict. But these 
differences aside, the more remarkable feature of the 
Eastern European accounts has been their very great depen
dence on the data collected and the analyses conducted by 
Western exponents of the post-industrial idea. There is an 
extraordinary willingness to accept the idea (first pro
pounded in the West.) of a post-industrial transition, 
provided only that the changes projected be allowed ex
pression within a marxist framework (theoretically and 
practically). Given this agreement with Western social 
theory, it might not be misleading to label the post
industrial analysis the 're-convergence thesis', on the 
analogy of the 'convergence thesis' of the 1950s; and to 
see in this concurrence of thought a new and more inclusive 
version of the argument that ideology is at an end in the 
industrial societies.

The diversity of names for the new society similarly indi
cates both variety and convergence: variety in the bases 
from which the changes are viewed, as well as in the 
singling out of the principal forces promoting the cnange; 
convergence on the idea that the industrial societies are 
entering on a new' phase of their evolution, marking a 
transition as momentous as that which a hundred years ago 
took European societies from an agrarian to an industrial 
social order. Thus Amitai Etzioni speaks of "the post
modern era", George nichtheim of "the post-bourgeois society" 
Herman Kahn of "post-economic society", Murray Bookchin of 
"the post-scarcity society", Kenneth Boulding of "pest-

256
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civilized society", Daniel Bell simply of "the post- 
industrial society". Others, putting the point more pos
itively, have spoken of "the knowledge society" (Peter 
Drucker), "the personal service society"’, (Paul Halmos),
"the service class society" (Half Dahrendorf), and "the

"L '5technetronic era" (Zbigniew Brzezinski). Taken as a 
whole, these labels tell us what it is in the past that 
has now been or is being superseded - e.g. scarcity, the 
bourgeois order, the predominance of the economic motive; 
and also what can be expected to be the main principle of 
the future society - e.g. knowledge, personal services, the 
electronic technology of computers and tele-communications. 
Of course none of these theorists necessarily wishes to 
exclude other changes than the set he has chosen to empha
size; and there is indeed a great deal of overlap in the 
various accounts. Consequently it is convenient to fall 
back on Daniel Bell's modest term 'post-industrial' as the 
most inclusive generic label for the new society, and to 
specify differences between thinkers where relevant.

As this list of names suggests, the convergence of tnougnt 
on the post-industrial idea follows upon extended but often 
disparate investigations into some of the most important 
asnecta of the culture and social structure of modern 
societies. Analytically and descriptively, the building 
blocks of the post-industrial idea have been hewn from a 
very wide range of recent sociological work, much of which 
cuts across traditional groupings of geography, culture, 
and ideology. Thus the key idea of 'the knowledge 
society', which is central to the post-industrial analyses 
of Daniel Bell and Alain Touraine, can be seen equally
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informing the very differently-cast accounts of a Con
tinental European Marxist such as Jurgen Habermas, the 
British 1 Mew Left’, the American 5 Hew Left', liberal 
economists and sociologists such as J,it.Galbraith and

14Clark Kerr, and managerial analysts such as Peter Drucker. 
All stress the new structural importance of systematic 
and theoretical knowledge as a crucial 'resource' of present- 
day industrial society, and the consequent importance of 
universities, researchers, students, scientific and tech
nical personnel.

Then there is the correspondence of thought which found 
expression in J.K.Galbraith's influential work of synthesis, 
The New Industrial State, with its argument of the passage 
of power to the men of 'the technostructure', and the 
inevitable convergence of sooio-technical systems under the 
demands of advanced technology and the necessity of planning. 
This kind of economic analysis, putting strongly the case 
for a 'logic of industrialism', underlies the accounts of 
practically all post-industrial theorists, and raises in 
a particularly acute form the role of the technical experts 
in the future society, and the possibility that they may 
c-orae to constitute a 'technocracy1.

A further constituent is the idea of a 'post-scarcity
economy1, which can be found in the writings of socialists
such as Herbert Marcuse and Christopher nasch, technocratic
researchers at the Rand Corporation and the Hudson Institute,
such as Herman Kahn and Anthony wiener, and ecologically-

16minded 'utopian' anarchists such as Murray Bookchin.



253

Here is expressed, the belief, widespread since tne 1950s',
that the vast productivity of the industrial societies has
produced a unique historical situation: an era of plenty
and abundance, so that for the first time ever the leisure
and culture of the few does not depend uoon the necessary
labour of the many. Radicals such as Marcuse attacked the
use of that abundance: its grossly unequal distribution,
its wasteful employment in continued exploitation at home
and military adventurism abroad, the whole irrationality of
its use in perpetuating human subjection rather than in the
liberation of men made possible for the first time by such
economic abundance. But they did not question the basic
belief that the industrial societies had solved the oldest
problem of them all, that of scarcity and want. neynes'
prediction of the 1930s seemed to have been borne out: the
economic problem would be solved within the century. "This
means that the economic nroblem is not...the permanent

17problem of the human race."

Closely associated with such views were the more familiar 
themes embodied in the oost-industrial idea: the decline 
of ’the Protestant ethic’ which had underlain the whole 
industrializing effort of the past centuries, the retreat 
from the world of work, and the corresponding increase in 
the importance of ’leisure' and cultural activities. Here 
a tradition of cultural criticism as seen for instance in 
the work of Richard Hoggart, joins up with a good deal 
of sociological work of the last two (ecades on attitudes 
and commitment to work, and was given a further spectacular- 
conjunction in the 'May ¿/vents' in Paris 1968, with its
strong emphasis on spontaneity, creativity, and 'fun'. 1 8
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Common to ail these approaches is the oelief that, going 
along with abundance, there has been a fundamental shift of 
values in the industrial world, making much of the disci
pline and resDoet for authority which preoccupied their 
elders seem irrelevant and unnecessarily irksome to the 
young. In a society in vi'hich machines do the necessary 
work, there is no need for the elaborate structure of 
attitudes that underpinned the work commitment of the 
industrial society. Other qualities seem more important: 
individuality, versatility, autonomy.

Finally one might instance the convergence of thinking 
around the theme of 'the personal service society'. This 
includes the widespread observation of a transition to a 
service economy, but broadens cut to insist on the increas
ing structural importance of social welfare and the 'caring' 
services, with their associated professional ethic of social 
responsibility and 'the therepeutic mode'; and which is 
seen as gradually pervading the whole society. This 
important constituent of the post-industrial idea is found 
strongly and optimistically stated in the writings of Paul 
Halmos, and with an intensifying degree of anxiety and

19repugnance in the writings of Ivan Illich and Philip Rieff.
For the Fast Europeans, too, the personal service component

2ois destined to move into the centre 0 1 tne new society.

It would be surprising if all these themes added up to a 
coherent and consistent account of a new social order in. 
the making: quite apart from the fact that by no means 
everyone involved in their elaboration 'would accept the 
notion of a post-industrial revolution. «»hat seems there-
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fore most useful Is to weld them together into the most 
systematic statement possible, acknowledging the damage 
done to some in the process, but regarding this as justi
fied for heuristic purposes. Fortunately this task is 
immensely simplified, by the appearance (in 1973) of Daniel 
Bell’s The Coming of Post-Industrial Society. Bell has, in 
any case, special claims on our attention. He is the most 
frequently quoted exponent of the post-industrial idea, and 
is generally accepted as the intellectual leader of the 
post-industrial school. When the Frencn Radical leader- 
Jacques Bervans-Schreiber presented a popular version of 
the idea in his The American Challenge in 1967, it was o n  

Bell’s account that he drew. As Chairman of the Commission 
on the Year 2 0 0 0  (of the American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences), Bell has frequently and publicly expounded the 
post-industrial idea, in the United states, Europe, Japan. 
His book, which is the culmination of more than a decade of 
public and scholarly presentation of the argument, is oy 
far the most systematic exposition available. More rele
vantly perhaps for our purposes, it has the special merit 
of being couched explicitly in terms of the sociological 
tradition of the theory of industrialism. Bell is speci
fically concerned to mark off the present epoch from that 
of the era of industrialism, in which the ’founding fathers' 
of sociology theorised, and to demand a re-shaping of social 
theory around this fact. I propose therefore to take Bell ' 3  

account as the general framework for discussion of the 
post-industrial idea, filling it out or modifying it where 
suitable with other accounts. This will serve both to 
present the image of post-industrialism in its most complete 
form, and also allow a running critical commentary on it



based on observations and evidence from other sources.

In summary, Boll's argument goes thus. The industrial 
societies are entering a new phase of their evolution.
This phase, provisionally entitled 'post-industrial1,is as 
different from the 'industrial* as that was from the 'pre- 
industrial*. The post-industrial society differs from the 
industrial society principally on the dimensions of economy 
and social structure. (Politics, as so often in the Saint- 
Simonian tradition of sociology, is left out of this account 
assumed to be either autonomous, or more commonly, brought 
in as the deus ex machina to rescue the theorist from the 
charge of excessive determinism). Specifically these are 
held to be changes in economic activities, such that the 
uost-industrial society is not primarily a goods-producing 
but a service economy; changes in occupational structure, 
such that white-collar workers replace blue-collar workers 
as the single largest category in the labour force, and 
within the white-collar category there is an Increasing 
predominance of the professional, scientific, and technical 
grouns; and changes in the form of technology, with the 
older machine technology supplemented by the rise of the 
new 'intellectual technology'. By this last Bell means 
essentially management and problem-solving systems making 
extensive use of the computer, such as Information theory, 
game theory etc.., and which allow for rational planning, 
prediction, monitoring, and self-sustaining tecnnical 
growth in all areas of the society. Overarching all these 
changes is what Bell calls the "axial principle" - "the 
energising principle that is the logic for all the others"
- of the new society: the centrality of "theoretical
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knowledge" as the source oi‘ innovation and policy formation. 
Bell refers here to a long-term tendency in the industrial 
societies for ’theory1 to take the primacy over ’empiri
cism’. This is seen, for instance, in the rise to promi
nence of the science-based industries of this century, or 
the use of macro-economic theory in the management of the 
national economy, or computer-based simulation procedures 
in many areas of decision-making. Theoretical knowledge 
becomes the ’strategic resource’ of the post-industrial 
society. Its custodians - "the scientist, the mathematic
ians, the economists, and the engineers of the new computer 
technology" - become the key social group, replacing the 
industrialists and the entrepreneurs of the old industrial 
society. Its institutions - universities, research organ
izations, experimental stations - become the "axial
structures" of the new society, superseding the business

21firm of the industrial society.

Bell’s account differs from other versions of the post- 
industrial thesis mainly on the grounds of greater com
pleteness and certainty; otherwise there is an impressive 
degree of agreement. Even where apparently there Is the 
strongest divergence, this usually turns out to be a matter 
not so much of substantive disagreement as of relative 
optimism of* pessimism about these changes, or a somewhat 
different weighting of factors. Thus for example /ilain 
Touraine's analysis in The Post-Industrial Society, which 
may be fairly taken as representative of the more radical 
European version, parallels Bell’s closely in pointing to 
the central importance of universities and ’the knowledge 
class’ for the productive and managerial apparatus of the
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new society (sometimes referred to as "the programmed
society" to make that connexion clearer). But whereas Bell
sees in this a promise of greater social integration and
institutional harmony, Touraine, alarmed by its manipulative
potential, forsees a deepening conflict between on the one
hand professionals and students upholding the humanist
values of a liberal education, and, on the other, their
more ambitious peers manning the technocratic apparatus,

23dedicated to the goal of economic growth. ' Touraine 
however nowhere specifies what kind of structural mechanism 
might drive the educated class to divide against itself; and 
the impression remains that here, as with similar analyses 
from the radical camp concerned with the fate of traditional 
radical values (e.g. Marcuse's), the expectation of conflict 
is the hope born of a certain desperation. at any rate it 
does little to affect the basic concurrence of views on the 
structure of the post-industrial society; other divergences 
are, if anything, even slighter.

That many of the changes alleged by Bell and others are 
occurring, and are important, need net be denied. what 
needs scrutiny is the central claim that all these changes 
add uo to a movement to a new social order, with a new set 
of problems, a new social framework within which to resolve 
them, and new social forces contending. There is more at 
issue here than definitional disputes as to whetner or 
rot certain features should be termed 'post-industrial*, or 
at precisely what point a social system ceases to be wnat 
it was. The problem is one of the relative significance of 
the tendencies singled out by the post-industrial theorists.
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Are they important enough to justify talk of qualitatively 
new departures in the industrial societies, the creation, 
as Bell puts it, of a "new agenda of questions"? Do they 
imply radical discontinuities in the development of indus
trial society?

One has to say that one rarely gets a straight answer to 
these questions from the post-industrial theorists. This is 
not because they do not raise them - indeed they do so by 
the very strength of their affirmative assertions. It. has 
rather to do with the nature of the evidence they appeal to 
in support of their thesis, and their rather innocent manner 
of handling, it. They seem to feel - and Bell is exemplary 
in this - that the importance of the changes are apparent 
simply by reference to the statistics that apparently 
document the changes. Repeatedly the sociological signi
ficance of a trend is assumed from its merely quantitative 
expression in the published records. Thus both the fact and 
the significance of the transition from a manufacturing to 
a service economy is inferred from the finding that, in the 
official returns of most industrial societies, an increas
ingly large part of the work force is classified as employed 
in services. The increasing influence and power of the 
professional and technical class is assumed from the dis
proportionately rapid growth of such personnel as recorded 
in census and man-power returns. The growing centrality 
of 'theoretical knowledge1 is ’proved1 by reference to the 
higher proportions of Gross National Product devoted to 
hieher education, research and development, and the like, 
in the wealthiest and most successful industrial societies. 
And so on.
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Simply to state the propositions in this way is to question 
their significance. hut more needs to be done if we are to 
arrive at a realistic assessment of these trends. A closer 
look at some of the specific assertions of the theory will 
help towards this end, and will also allow us to suggest any 
major divergences from the projected trends.

5: The Service Economy.

Take first the service economy. Accepting the conventional 
sectoral division of the economy into primary (mainly 
agricultural), secondary (mainly manufacturing), and tertiary 
(services), there is no doubt that, in all the industrial 
societies, there has been a long-term tendency whereoy the 
majority of the working population has come to be employed 
in the tertiary, service, sector. Developments in other 
words have borne out a celebrated analysis of Colin Clark's 
in The Conditions of Economic Progress (1940), where he 
argued that there was a trajectory along which every indus
trialized nation would pass, following which, because of 
sectoral differences in productivity, and the increasing 
demand for health services, recreation, and the like, as 
national incomes rose, the greater proportion of the labour 
force would inevitably move to the service sector. as a 
category, by virtue of its heterogeneity, the service sector 
is notoriously difficult to define precisely. But there 
seems general agreement that It is best thought of as a 
residua], category, comprehending for instance trade, finance, 
transport, health, recreation, research, education, and



government. The United States seems to have been the 
first country in the world’s history to develop a service 
economy: that is, as Victor Fuchs puts it, at some point- 
in the 1950s it "became the first nation in which more 
than half of the employed population was not involved in 
the production of food, clothing, houses, automobiles, or 
other tangible goods. U i ' x The service sector there already 
accounts for more than half of the gross national product. 
And by the later 1970s more than 60 per cent of the employed 
population is expected to be in services. Other industrial 
societies are moving steadily in the same direction, and 
some are already there. The United Kingdom, for instance, 
at some point to'wards the end of the 1960s also became a 
service economy.

The evidence at this level is not seriously In dispute.
The question is, however, what follows from this move to 
a service economy? In the first place we must be careful 
not to see in this development some radically new turn, 
some unexpected discontinuity with past evolution. As 
R.M.Hartwell has stressed, "the structural change Involving 
the continuous growth of the tertiary sector has occurred 
in both the United States and England from the beginnings 
of their industrializations." Moreover the differential 
rate of expansion of manufacturing and services from the 
start made it plain that the future lay with services. Thus 
in the English case, between 1750 and 1850 manufacturing 
and services both expanded at the expense of agriculture, 
but the service sector already showed a rather quicker rate
than manufacturing both in terms of employment and produc
tivity. Between 1850 and 1900 these trends continued,
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with service employment increasing much faster than 
manufacturing but with decreasing productivity: a tendency 
that has continued up to the present time, so that, as 
revealed by the 1971 Census, a majority of the population 
is now employed in services (and the difficulties of rais
ing productivity in the service sector is an important 
contributory cause of inflation). Not unreasonably Hartwell 
concludes that "the clear indication is that in 1850 the 
economy of England was already firmly on the path to being 
’a service economy'". ^  whatever significance we wish to 
attribute to this tendency, therefore, we must initially 
stress the essential continuity with respect to servicesG>

in any movement from industrialism to post-industrialism.

Actually the English case here - as elsewhere - complicates 
what has in fact been the more normal pattern; and one 
which reveals a more interesting and unexpected evolution 
than is customarily assumed. The history of occupational 
trends in England will, at a pinch, support the conventional 
sequence, primary to secondary to tertiary sectoral pre
dominance, since there was a short period when the indus
trial employees of the secondary sector did in fact con
stitute a bare majority of the work force. Thus 'the 
industrial society' can superficially at least be equated 
with the predominance of the industrial worker, just as the 
'pre-industrial society' can be equated with the predomin
ance of the agricultural worker, and the 'post-industrial 
society' with the predominance of the service worker. This 
then becomes the basis fox* the neat evolutionary sequence, 
pre-industrial, industrial, post-industrial.
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But the English case was unique in this as in other respects., 
once more reminding us of the dangers of constructing models 
on the basis of the English experience of industrialization. 
In no other* case of industrialization did industrial workers 
come to constitute a majority of the workforce, at any time 
in the course of industrialization. The proportions employed 
in services and agriculture when combined always outweighed 
manufacturing. In most countries the industrial 'core1 of 
the economy has stabilized after a time at roughly one third 
of the work force. And this percentage has remained remark
ably steady throughout the course of this century. The 
industrial workforce has declined most sharply in the united 
Kingdom, which in any case had an abnormally high proportion 
committed to that sector. But in France, Germany, and the 
United States, the decline has oeen negligible in the course 
of this century. 3y contrast the spectacular and easily • 
the most important change has been the rapid decline of 
agricultural employment, and a correspondingly rapid increase 
in service employment. For instance, in the United States 
in 1900 the proportions of the workforce employed in 
agriculture, industry, and services respectively were 38,
33, and 2 4  per cent; in 1970 the figures were 4, 35, and 
61 per cent. "The great sectoral transformation of our 
times", as Robert Heilbroner rightly says, "has been not so 
much a shift from ’industry’ to 'service' as a shift from
agricultural to service tasks."

%

A consequence of this fact is that one oi the important 
contrasts proposed between the industrial and the post



264

industrial society stands on very shaky ground. Tne post
industrial theorists assume that part of the novelty of the 
post-industrial era is a negative characteristic: a massive 
emigration from industrial work. This allows the suppos
ition that the populations of cost-Industrial societies are 
conscious of new experiences and new needs springing from 
their* new working milieux in the service sector, and can 
contrast these with the industrial experiences of their 
parents and grandparents. In fact however there is con
stancy and continuity in the history of the industrial work 
experience of tne industrial societies. The proportion of 
the population involved in that experience was never a 
majority - but equally it has remained steady for a con
siderable amount of time (which is not to say that it cannot 
change more raoidly in the future). What has made for 
dramatic differences of work experience has been the mass 
movement from farm employment to service employment; a 
difference compounded by the fact tnat this has equally 
been a movement from the countryside to the city. Much of 
the politics and culture of the industrial societies during 
the past half century is indeed incomprehensible without an
awareness of this movement, which is still in many countries

29working itself out. " But however one chooses to analyse 
that set of changes, the emphasis clearly would have to be 
placed elsewhere than in the contrast between factory and 
office.

We should note in passing that the reasons commonly given 
by economists for the growth of services (and implicit in 
the original formulation of Fisher and Clark) also point to 
a fundamental continuity rather than discontinuity of
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evolution. These reasons include: the more rapid growth" of 
final demand for services, caused by the fact tnat as 
incomes rise the demand for goods tends to rise less rapidly 
than the demand for services; the growth of intermediate 
demand for services by goods-producing industries as a 
result of increased division of labour; and the much more 
rapid growth of output per man in industry and agriculture 
as compared with services, causing the first two sectors 
to shed labour and the third to be swollen by it. all these 
causes, and especially the last two, indicate that the 
change to services must be placed within a much longer-term 
curve of evolution than the post-industrial theorists seem 
prepared to contemplate. The dynamic of the change, it3 
location within a systematic pattern of development, is 
clearly related both temporally and structurally to the 
original nrocess of formation of 'the industrial society'. 
Not to investigate that dynamic - and Bell, for instance, 
certainly does not - is to miss or ignore the major shaping 
force of life and work in the service economy.

As an illustration of this point, which will be elaborated 
later, consider that the growth of the service economy owes 
as much to an active policy of search and intervention on 
the part of business, as it does to the more passive factors 
listed above. Beyond a certain level of goods-production, 
and following a familiar motivation, the 'progressive logic' 
of rationalization and expansion pushes the business enter
prise into the hitherto unfilled sectors of the market - 
and this means above all services. Hence the growth in the 
industries of entertainment, recreation, tourism; hence toe 
the rise or private enterprises in education, nurseries,
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hospitals and nursing homes, and ’therapeutic’ institutions 
of all kinds. This is by no means ine whole story of the 
rise of services; but the systematic link between the 
secondary and tertiary sectors of the economy is plainly 
seen in the case of the business corporation that manu
factures both television sets and packaged nolidays for 
tourists.

4: White Collar work.

The mere statement of the passage to a service economy
suffices for some post-industrial theorists as indication
of the arrival of a new society. Others, sensing that mere
is needed, have seen in the rise of services a fundamental
transformation in the nature of the individual's relation
to his work and to his fellows, a reversal of the trends '
towards alienation and depersonalization in the large
corporation of the industrial society. Victor Fuchs, the
American economist who has been one of the most prominent
analysts of 'the service revolution', puts this view forward
in a typically optimistic vein: "Employees in many service
industries are closely related to their work and often
render a highly personalized service that offers ample scope
for the development and exercise of personal skills...The
direct confrontation between consumer and worker that occurs
frequently in services creates the possibility of a more

%
completely human end satisfying work experience... With more 
and more people becoming engaged in service occupations, 
the net effect for the labour force as a whole may be in
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the direction of the personalization of work...the line
rzQbetween 'work' and 'leisure1 may oe difficult to' draw...".'' 

Bell, following Fuchs, concludes that "the fact that 
individuals now talk to other individuals, rather than 
interact with a machine, is the fundamental fact about work 
in the post-industrial society. " This view is partly
based on findings which purport to show that organizations 
in the service sector are typically small, often non-

32corporate, and frequently engaged in non-profit operations.

This idealised and hapyy view of life and work in the service 
economy regrettably must be seriously qualified. For one 
thing, it makes very careless use of the contrast of the 
small-sized, ’personalized' servies organization of the 
post industrial society versus the giant industrial corpor
ation of the industrial society. It is a myth that the 
industrial societies are or ever were dominated by the large 
c orporat ion in terms of the proportion of the work force 
employed. The dominance of the economy by the large cor
porations is a structural fact and had never turned.on the 
extent to which they absorb a majority of the workforce. 
Numerous studies and reports have demonstrated the persis-' 
ting importance of the small manufacturing firm as employer. 
In the United Kingdom over four-fifths of manufacturing 
establishments employ less than 200 workers, accounting for 
nearly one-third of all manufacturing employees; 97 per cent 
of manufacturing establishments employ less than 500 workers, 
accounting for over half of. the total manufacturing labour

<y r/force. °° The 'typical' manufacturing firm is no less small 
than the typical service organization.
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Moreover, the service sector shows the same tendency 
towards throwing up a small number of large-scale concen
trations as in manufacturing. In the United States the top 
50 banks account for a third of all banking employment; the 
top 50 insurance companies for almost half the employment 
in that field. In Britain, enterprises employing 500 
people or more absorbed 30 per cent of the non-manufacturing 
labour force in the mid-1960s; and the Censuses of Production
show a marked trend towards concentration Doth of employment 

o Aand of output. " The future of the tertiary sector in this 
respect seems likely to be remarkably similar to the 
present of the secondary sector: marked by a 1 centre*' made 
uo of a small number of very large and powerful units, and 
a 'periphery* of a very large number of small units, sig
nificant in terms of employment but relatively marginal in 
terms of output, investment, and innovation.

But the more important question turns on the nature and 
quality of work in the service sector. Here an initial 
distortion has to be guarded against in the common identi
fication of the 'service revolution' with the 'white-collar 
revolution'. The Identification then allows one to speak, 
at a somewhat idyllic distance, of all service work as 
"characterized by trim surroundings, neat dress or pres
tigious uniform, constant exposure to a 'clientele', coffee

rz p xbreaks, telephone calls", L culminating, no doubt, in 
promotion to the Board of Directors or marriage to the boss. 
Such an account reflects an apparently*inescapable tendency 
on the pa~t of writers on the service economy to take as the 
general pattern of work the conditions in the most attractive 
and prestigious parts of the service sector. The image
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of service work that is conjured uo is taken from tne 
world of the mass media and the advertising agencies, the 
luxury hotels and international airports, the small pro
fessional agencies and consultancies. In this glossy world, 
whose image is of course strenuously promoted by the very 
service o ’ganizations of which it is the idealised reflec
tion, it is difficult not to think of the typical service 
worker as the glamorous air hostess, hotel receptionist, 
or personal secretary.

.oven were this an acceptable account of the generality of 
white-collar work, which it manifestly is not, it doubles 
the distortion by suppressing the fact of the existence of 
a considerable body of manual workers in the service sector. 
It is misleading to equate, in a simple way, the move to a 
service economy with the explosive growth of white-collar 
work. The average garage mechanic or night-cleaner does 
not wear a white-collar. indeed, in a rather unexpected 
way manual work in this century has been kept up largely 
through the expansion of the service sector, while in a 
parallel development manufacturing has been expanding its 
white-collar work force while shedding its manual workers 
through continuing mechanization. moreover the conditions 
of manual work in the service sector - in areas such as 
catering, cleaning, maintenance, transportation - are often 
more unpleasant, dirty or dangerous than in the manufacturing 
sector. Where it is not actually sweated labour it is very 
often sweaty labour. Vve must remember, too, that service- 
type occupations are spread acres3 both manufacturing and
service concerns. This is obvious when we consider cleaning 
and maintenance, and other forms of manual work; but there



is also the important point that a good part of the 
expansion of white-collar service workers has come in the 
growth of the marketing, managerial, and clerical depart
ments of manufacturing concerns, as part of the process of 
continuing rationalization of the business enterprise. In
both the United States and Britain, some tiling like a third

57of all employees in manufacturing are white-collar workers. 
The location of such workers in these enterprises, which 
cannot be held to share the same lofty, non-profit, concerns 
ascribed to many service industries, must further caution 
us against accepting too rosy a picture of tne working 
conditions of service workers.

It is true that white-collar workers make up the bulk of
'service workers, and that in ail industrial societies they
are on their way to becoming the largest single category
of workers in the workforce. No other industrial society
has yet. reached the position of the United ot&tes, where in
1956 the white-collar workers surpassed blue-collar workers
for the first time, and by 1938 ’«ere assessed as forming
46.7 per cent of the total work force, compared with the
blue-collar share of 36.3 per cent. But the signs are
clearly pointing in that direction for the other industrial
societies - in the United Kingdom, for instance, white-
collar workers made up 38.3 per cent of the work force in
1966, and by the 1971 Census seem to have almost- reached

33the American figure.

For the theorists of post-industrialism, the white-collar 
revolution marks one of the fundamental, most obvious, 
discontinuities with the industrial society of the past.
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Its occurrence, for Bell, decisively refutes Marx's 
projection of "the industrial worker as the symbol of the 
proletariat. For the paradoxical fact is that as one opes 
along the trajectory of industrialization - the replacement 
of men by machines - one comes logically to the erosion of 
the industrial worker himself. in fact, by the end of the 
century the proportion of factory workers in the labour 
force may be as small as the proportion of farmers today; 
indeed the entire area of blue-collar work may have dimin
ished so greatly that the term will lose its sociological 
meaning as new categories, more appropriate to the divisions 
of the new labour force, are established. w Similarly 
George Llchtneim, contrasting the present 'post-bourgeois' 
society with the bourgeois society of the industrial era, 
argrues that "there cannot be a bourgeoisie without a pro
letariat, and if the one is fading out, so is the other, 
and for the same reason: Modern industrial society does 
not require either for its operations."

The vast and still continuing increase in the number of
white-collar -workers is certainly one of the most arresting
phenomena of the recent history of the industrial societies;
and there can be no doubt that it will affect the culture
and consciousness of those societies, although in ways that

41are by no means yet clear or agreed upon, What does seem 
clear, however, is that for the great majority of white- 
collar workers, the work environment, work activities, and 
work relationships will be -emote indeed from the humanised, 
personalised, and self-fulfilling pattern envisaged in the
post-industrial scenario. Once again, as withthe service 
sector in general, there is a tendency to glamourize wnite-



collar work by drawing selectively on some of its more
attractive but quite unrepresentative areas. As Harry
Braverman has commented, "the white-collar category tends
to get its occupational flavour from the engineers, managers,
and professors at the top of the hierarchy, v;nile its
impressive numerical masses are supplied, by the millions
of clerical workers, in much the same way as the stars of
an opera company occupy the front of the stage while the

42spear carriers provide the massive chorus". Put another
way, any assessment of the general quality of work in the
white-collar world must start from the fact that the vast
majority of white-collar workers are clerks: mostly female,

43and mostly involved in routine, unskilled duties.

A certain amount of optimism even aoout the lowly clerical 
grades is sometimes generated by recalling the conditions 
of the nineteenth century clerk, in something of his 
Dickensian form. The nineteenth century male clerk, close 
to his employer, having an overall comprehension of the 
office, affecting gentlemanly ways, could reasonably expect 
to rise through the bank, office or store, often through 
marriage to his employer’s daughter. 3ucn, alas, is not 
likely to be the fate of his generally low-skilled, gener
ally low-paid, generally female, twentieth century successor. 
Taylorism, the principles of 'scientific management', 
having conquered the factory has moved into shoo and office. 
Shop and office have been 'industrialized.': that is to say, 
they have been subjected to the same processes of increasing 
rationalization, routinization, division of labour, and 
mechanization, as had the factory in an earlier period. 
Following the logic of the 'economies of scale', units have
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increased in size and centralization, thereby increasing 
the impersonality of the enterprise and dividing, segre
gating, and fragmenting the work force. Par from working 
in cosy intimacy with her boss, the average typist, filing 
clerk, or secretary these days is likely to find herself 
one among a large 'pool' of similar female white-collar 
employees, under the beady eye of secretarial supervisor, 
and in a large office often remote from those occupied by 
managers and executives. A secretary is not very likely to 
end up marrying her boss if she hardly ever sees him.

Not only the character of the labour force but that of the 
tasks themselves has been affected by continuing rational
ization and mechanization, exactly as with level of work 
skills and craft autonomy in the case of the factory worker. 
Mechanization in the shop and office divides and fragments 
the operations previously performed by one person, and hands 
them in ever-simplifying forms to a series of minimally- 
trained employees. Tasks are routine and repetitive, often 
in association with machines that embody the skill, intelli
gence, and information previously expected of the human 
being. The routing procedures of large offices serve the 
same pacing function as the assembly line of large factories, 
giving rise to the same mechanical and drone-like quality 
of labour. Key services which are replicated in different 
parts of an organization are brought together and centralized 
eliminating further the diversity of tasks performed by 
individual employees. The flexibility of work-time possible 
in the unmechanized office is abolished almost altogether by
the introduction of automated equipment which demands con
stant and regular 'feeding* and monitoring. This also
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creates the need for more intensified supervisory pro- '
cedures, thereby introducing an even more factory-like
atmosphere into the social life of the.office. On present
trends the computerized office of the future will resemble
the automated factory in most important respects: a few
highly trained systems analysts and programmers at the top,
segregated in almost every conceivable way from the mass
of 'oroletarianized1 office workers at the bottom. These
are likely to be mostly key-runch operators, a job that
"can be learned in a matter of a week or two", and carries
almost no prospects of promotion or the opportunities to

44learn new skills.
o

We should note too the gradual disappearance of another 
aspect of white-collar work often thought to enhance its 
attractiveness when compared with most manual work: the 
possibility and the likelihood of frequent face-to-face 
contact with customers, clients, and members of the public 
in general. Here again the worker is increasingly being 
displaced by the forces of rationalization: by self-service 
counters in supermarkets and department stores, cash
dispensing machines in banks, teaching machines in schools, 
laboratory testing equipment in clinics and hospitals, 
self-service restaurants and petrol-stations. Such a 
decline in personalized service means a loss of status for 
the white-collar employee, as well as isolation from the 
more agreeable centres of consumer and customer activity. 
Both losses are compounded by a further movement: the 
increasing tendency towards geographical seo&ration between 
the executive offices in the town centres, and the more 
routine clerical offices in the off-centre, lower-rent
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districts, often near warehouses or industry. Setting-off
at different times, diverging on the way, factory and office
at the end are united in a common space and a common 

45condition.

5: Professionalizatlon.

The rise of the service economy, therefore, and the 
expansion of white-collar work, cannot by themselves be 
taken as the hallmark of a new social order. Indeed, as 
far as the conditions and quality of work are concerned, 
the evidence clearly shows that work in the service sector 
is on the whole less skilled, lower paid, less unionized, 
and less secure, than in manufacturing. It is dispro
portionately characterized by large numbers of weakly 
organized or uncommitted women workers, older workers, and

A  fpart-timers. To find in this economic sector, and these 
social groups, the principle of a new society is startling. 
The typical service worker has every reason to feel that he 
(or mostly, she) is living in a work environment which has 
been invaded and conditioned by the same structural tenden
cies as have long been at work in the industrial societies .

The recourse of the post-industrial theorists, faced with 
all this, is to put great stress on certain specialized

ttendencies within the growth of services and white-collar 
occupations. The 'tertiary sector', it is argued, must be 
more carefully dissected If the full significance of its
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growth is to be grasped. When closely examined, trends 
of such distinctiveness reveal themselves that it might 
be better to introduce new sectoral categories, the 
'quaternary' and even the 'quinary" sectors, and to mark 
these off from a more narrowly defined tertiary sector.
The tertiary sector is restricted to the area of classic 
services, common enough in the capital cities of pre- 
industrial societies: commerce, financial services, admini
strative deoartments. The quaternary (sometimes sub
divided to include a 'quinary' sector) includes most of the 
more recent service activities and occupations: in science, 
research, development, education and culture, health services 
and social welfare, leisure and recreation. and. what the 
evidence shows, say Bell and co., is that the expansion in 
the tertiary sector is a preliminary phase to the more novel 
and fundamental expansion of the quaternary sector. It is 
in the growth of the professional, technical, and scientific 
groups that the essential underlying movement to post
indus trialism must oe discerned. In the post-industrial 
society, says Bell, "the central person is the professional, 
for he alone is equipped, by his education and training, 
to provide the kinds of skill which are increasingly deman
ded." 47 haul lialmos similarly declares: "The total pro
fessional complement of society, vastly increased in number 
and influence, is now in the process of slowly re-newing 
society itself... The process of professionalisation is the 
widest single avenue along which moral change in our
Western industrial communities is being guided today, and

•4Pwill be guided during the coming decades'1.

hone of these thinkers denies that, in sheer numerical terms,



the mass of fairly low-skilled, routine, employees of 
the old tertiary sector still predominates in current 
industrial societies. But the evidence from a number ofo
societies suggests that this may well be a transitional 
phenomenon, leading eventually to the settled predominance 
of the quaternary employees. The further development of 
science and technology, expressed in greater mechanization 
and rationalization, will eliminate the need for large 
numbers of routine white-collar workers. indeed, according 
to the old law of 'the privilege of backwardness' it may be 
possible for the phase of routine white-collar expansion 
to be severely aboreviated or truncated, using the already 
existing organization and technology of 'leader' societies. 
It has been noted that the curve of the explosive expansion, 
of routine service workers in tne United States is already 
flattening out, under the impact of better use of manage
ment systems and cybernation; while in Sweden, for instance, 
commerce, finance and clerical occupations account for a 
much smaller proportion of the overall service sector 
than in the United States, and a relatively larger share
is taken by welfare, health, education, and cultural ser-
, 49vices.

In a striking calculation, Bell establishes that out of 
the 20 million male white-collar workers in the United State 
in 1970 (almost 42 per cent of the male labour force), alraos 
14 million were "managerial, professional, or technical"; 
further, that the rate of growth of prpfessional and 
technical employment has been twice that for the laoour 
force as a whole, and that a particular group, the scien
tists and engineers, has been growing at three times the
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average rate. On present trends, it is claimed, by 1980
the professional and technical employees will constitute
the second largest occupational group in the United states,
surpassed only by the clerical workers, and by the end of

50the century they will form the largest group. For Britain, 
similarly, Professor Bayers Bain notes the "extraordinary 
increase in the number of scientific and technical employ
ees" since the beginning of the century, "although the 
total number of such workers is relatively small, they are 
increasing more rapidly than any other component of the 
white-collar labour force" (e.g. scientists and engineers 
increased by 894 per cent between 1921 and 1966). A 
projection by the Cambridge economist V.H.woodward suggests 
that by 1981 the British position will be very similar to 
the American. He calculates that by then the professional 
and managerial groups will make up over one-fifth of the 
workforce. This would make them the second largest 
occupational category, following only the1 clerical, sales 
and service'workers.

Galbraith generalizes from these trends to project forward 
a new image of the overall occupational structure of the 
industrial societies in the coming decades. He notes that 
during the years from 1947 to 1965, "the number of profess
ional and technical workers, the category most character
istic of the technostructure, approximately doubled. Ho 
other group has increased so rapidly". The rise of 'the 
scientific and educational »estate' is traced directly to 
the new manpower needs of the industrial system, and
especially of its creative heart, the 'technostructure': 
the organization of the planning and technical specialists
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who constitute "the guiding intelligence - the brain - of 
the modern business enterprise". The rapid growth of the 
educated and specialist groups is transforming the shape 
of the occupational hierarchy from that of a squat pyramid, 
with a wide base of unskilled and unqualified manpower, to 
that of"a tall urn. It widens out below the top to reflect 
the need of the technostructure for administrative, co
ordinating and planning talent, for scientists and engineers 
for sales executives, salesmen, those learned in the other 
arts of persuasion, and for those who programme and comman: 
the computers. It widens further to reflect the need for 
white-collar talent, and it curves in sharply towards the 
base to reflect the more limited demand for those who are 
qualified only for muscular and repetitive tasks and who are 
readily replaced by machines."

The Growth of the professional and technical Groups is 
indeed impressive; and one can only wonder 'why it has not 
been reflected more directly in the day-to-day activities 
and ethics of the society. wight it be that tne 'profes
sional' or 'scientist' is not what we have long taken him 
to be? 'What in fact is a professional or technical employee? 
Ironically Bell himself observes, a propos the status
striving of engineers, that "they complain that the word 
engineer is now used to describe everyone from a salesman 
( a 'systems engineer' at IBivi) to a garbage collector (a 
'sanitary engineer', in the Chicago euphemism)." It is
clear that Bell does not see the relevance of this remark 
to his own procedure of argument, which is also that of 
many of the other proponents of the post-industrial thesis 
Drawing as he does on the official statistics of occupations
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censuses, Bell does not trouble to ask what real degree 
of professional expertise, technical training, or education, 
might be involved in the increasingly common practice of 
assigning ’professional’ or ’technical’ status to a very 
diverse range of occupations. He seems scarcely aware of 
the motives of status, power and economic interest that 
impel occupational groups - especially some of the newer 
ones in the service sector - to designate themselves 
professions and to seek recognition as such in the official 
classifications. As Harold »«ilensky has said, “in a 
culture permeated by the idea of professionalism but little 
touched by its substance, many occupations will be tempted 
to try everything at once or anything opportunity and 
expedience dictate £ t o  secure professional standing/'. The 
’professionalization’ of labour, management, and commerce 
is largely of this kind."

The sociological sleight of hand involved in this procedure
is the more difficult to discern because both employers
and employees, management and unions, have an interest in
the transformation of the humble artisan or routine service
worker into a technician, engineer, manager, or artist.
Re-labelling or re-grading suits the employees, naturally,
because it allows them to claim higher pay and status for
the same or even less skilled work. It suits the employers
because it is an easy viay of Keeping good labour relations,
as well as a handy exercise in public relations, satisfying
outside bodies such as governments and researchers that
mechanization is actually increasing skill and educational
levels in the workforce (and possibly, as a bonus, quali
fying the relevant industry for extra grants, tax remissions,



281

etc., for increasing the number of its educated and highly- 
trained workers).

Vie joke about the familiar examples: the barber turned 
'tonsorial artist,1 the plumber transformed into 'the 
heating engineer', aspiring professionals among salesmen, 
estate agents, public relations and personnel men (the 
latter often think of themselves as specialists in 'human 
relations'). But insofar as these groups scrape some kind 
of official recognition, this is the stuff which makes up 
the argument, commonly met with, that society is becoming 
thoroughly'professlonalised'. At a higher level there are 
the claims of what have oeen called the 'semi-professions', 
with reference particularly to employees in education, 
social work, and the health services. Indeed an important 
part of the post-industrial case rests on the raoid ex
pansion of these areas, with an assumed increase in the 
society, at large of the traditional attributes of the pro
fessional: specialized skills, work autonomy, and the 
service ideal.

These assumptions have to be looked at sceptically. The 
clear evidence is that the vast bulk of expansion in these 
fields has been at their lower ends, on arriost any indicator 
we care to choose - qualifications, autonomy, pay. The 
growth is dominated by school teachers, nursing staff, 
junior and relatively unqualified social workers, and 
ancillary technical staff <;f various kinds. I heir
conditions of work share little in common with that of the 
traditional professional, and indeed shade of readily into 
the sohere of routine white-collar work (with which they
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also share the common feature of a predominance of female 
workers, with corresponding loss of pay, status, autonomy). 
Above all the 'semi-professionals' cannot escape their 
attribution as dependent employees of public bureaucracies. 
These bureaucracies not only keep firm control over the 
levers of power, and general conditions of work; they also 
force upon their workers, willy-nilly, the role of police
man and regulatory supervisor, turning them into the 'other
ranks' the welfare state, manning at the lowest but most

56crucial levels the multifarious agencies of social control. 
Such groups are therefore in many cases prevented from 
taking the initiative, in terms of a new social ethic of 
social welfare and social responsibility, which their 
putative role as the professionals of the post-industrial 
society enjoins upon them. Since they also have on the 
whole the minimal level of professional qualifications, 
they cannot be said to be contributing much in the direction 
of 'the primacy of theoretical knowledge' either.

These aspirants from below form, as it were, the upward 
push in the movement creating the impression of an increas
ing professionalization of society. But at the same time, 
from the top, there is a parallel movement in the opposite 
direction. Just as other groups are striving for profes
sional conditions of work and status, the traditional 
professional groups are losing their distinctiveness in 
precisely the terms that other groups are making their 
claims. The idea that professionals are immune to the 
currents of bureaucratization and 'rationalization' that
have afflicted other kinds of workers is a curious one, 
though often held:'7 but it .is, in any case, increasingly
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remote from the life and work of many professional and 
technical groups. Laree numbers of professional workers 
have lost their traditional autonomy and become the employees 
of private or public bureaucracies, with all that that 
implies by way of a hierarchical command system, special
ization, and extensive division of labour. Furthermore, 
as with manual and routine white-collar work, mechanization, 
especially through the use of computerized systems, has led 
to the fragmentation of tasks, the diminution of skills, 
and the tying of the professional worker to the tempo and 
mode of the machine. lastly, and predictably from the fore
going tendencies, have come ’job evaluation' for profession
als, and the attempt to enforce new forms of employee
accountability. i

!
|

iriike Cooley, research officer of the British amalgamated 
Union of Engineering workers, has drawn together some vivid |
examples of the process as It has affected various pro-

!fessional and technical groups. Thus in a major exercise 
of 'scientific management' by Rolls-Royce in 1971, the 
company sou.vht to impose on the design staff at its Bristol 
plant the following conditions: "The acceptance of shift 
work in order to exploit high capita], equipment, the |
acceptance of work measurement techniquos, the division of 
work into basic elements, and the setting of time for these |
elements, such time to be compared with actual performance". 
Overall, and particularly with the introduction of computer- 
aided design, design staff have suffered a severe frag- 
mentation of tasks and narrowing of skills. "The draughts- 
man of the 1930s in Britain was the centre of design. He 
could design the component, stress it, specify the materials
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to be used, define the method of lubrication, and write 
the test specs. With the increasing complexity of tech
nology, each of these has now been fragmented into narrow 
specialised areas t The draughtsman, draws, the stressmen 
carry out the calculations, the metallurgist specifies the 
materials, the tribologist decides upon the means of 
lubrication." Nor has the elite of the design profession, 
the architect, been neglected. "For him there has been 
specifically produced a software package known (approp
riately) as HARNjiSS. The concept benind. this system is 
that the design of buildings can be systematized to such 
an extent that each building is regarded as a communication 
route. Stored within the computer system are a number of: 
pre-determined architectural elements which can be disposed 
around the communication route on a Visual Display Unit 
to produce different building configurations. Uniy these 
pre-determined elements may be used and the architect is 
reduced, to operating a sophisticated 'Lego1 set. His 
creativity is limited to choosing how the elements will be 
disposed rather than considering in a panoramic way tne 
types and forms of elements 'which might be used."

And what of the scientist, whose own activities lie behind 
so much of this process of rationalization and routinization 
Science has, in its turn, beeii 'scientized'. The F.w.
Taylor of science was Carl Duisberg, who, some ninety years 
ago, as research director at Bayer, submitted research work 
to the same division of labour as production work. Since 
then the industrialization of research has become a well- 
nigh universal trend, André Gorz describes the situation
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as follows: "As industry found that science could be a 
force of production, the production of scientific knowledge 
has been submitted to the same hierarchical division of 
labour and fragmentation of tasks as the production of any 
other commodity. The subordination of the laborator;/ 
technician or anonymous researcher to his or her boss, and 
of the latter to the head of the research department, is 
not very different, in most cases, from the subordination 
of the assembly-line worker to his foreman, and of the 
foreman to the production engineer, etc. The industrial
ization of research has been responsible for the extreme 
specialization and fragmentation of scientific work. The 
process and the scope of research have thereby become as 
opaque as the process of production, and the scientist has 
in most cases become a mere technician performing routine 
and repetitive work. This situation has opened the way 
for the increasing military uses of scientific work and the 
latter, in turn, has led to further hierarcnization and 
specialization of research jobs. Science is not only 
militarized as regards its uses and orientations; military
discipline has invaded the research centres themselves as„ 60it has the factories and administrations.

To these long-term pressures on professional workers must 
be added more recent ones which further reveal the current 
v/eaknesses and dependence of. these workers. There ha3 been, 
in all the industrial societies, endemic unemployment among 
professionals, spectacularly so in the United states as a 
result of cutbacks in spending on defence and space ex
ploration. While the latter might appear a local and 
temporary feature, it is more significant for illustrating
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the great dependence of so much of the educated workforce 
on large-scale bureaucracies over which they have virtually 
no control. The precariousness of their market position 
weakens their ability to resist a widespread and intensi
fied movement on the part of employers (including govern
ment) to impose strict accountability measure's, and to 
increase output. Since the measure of the latter is 
peculiarly difficult in the case of much professional work, 
the tendency has been for administrators to select what is 
clearly quantifiable (e.r. staff-student ratios) and to 
press for increased productivity along these dimensions, to 
the exclusion of other considerations. Professional cutout 
is thereby 'rationalized' in its classic industrial form,
i.e. made subject to quantifiable calculations of input and 
output, to the displacement of qualitative criteria. The 
result of this whole process of declining status and 
deteriorating work conditions of professionals has been 
plain to see in recent years : an unprecedented number of 
strikes among professional workers of all kinds, and a move 
towards unionization and collective bargaining.

6: The Role of Knowledge.
The rise in the number of professional and technical 
employees may, therefore, suggest far-reaching changes in 
society that are largely illusory. in particular, there 
are serious grounds for doubting that«'the knowledge classes 
in their current conditions of existence, are capable of 
exercising that controlling initiative, and supplying that
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special ethic of service and welfare, tnat the post- 
industrial thesis requires of them.

These professional groups are of course singled out for a 
special destiny primarily because they are the men of 
expertise and knowledge; and knowledge is, allegedly, the 
'axial principle' of the post-industrial society. Indeed in 
most of the accounts the new, pivotal, significance of the 
knowledge class Is not so much demonstrated through the 
actual activities and influence of that class, as inferred 
and assumed from a more fundamental tendency established 
on rather different grounds. This is the tendency identi
fied by Bell as the rise to primacy of 'theory' over 
'empiricism', and the consequent "centrality of theoretical 
knowledge" in present-day industrial societies. It is 
through the application of systematic and codified knowledge 
(both of the natural and of the social sciences) that mod
ern soc-ieties now grow and evolve; and by a natural exten
sion, it is the men of knowledge who must guide and control 
that evolution.

The growing importance of 'theoretical knowledge' is illus
trated by Bell in the changing relations of science and 
technology: an important example since, says Bell, "the 
roots of post-industrial society lie in the Inexorable 
Influence of science on productive methods1'. It is
generally agreed that the great inventions and industries 
of the nineteenth century - such as steel, steam engine, 
electric light, telephone, automobile - were the work of 
inspired and talented tinkerers, many of whom were indif-
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their inventions. Science and technology progressed along
different paths, and at different rates, the former usually

63lagging.well behind the latter. From about the end of 
the nineteenth century a closer relation betv/een the two 
began to appear, with science increasingly governing the 
nature and pace of technological innovation. The outstand
ing and most frequently quoted example is that of the 
chemical industry, where many of the inventions were based 
on 'pure science' knowledge of the properties of macro- 
molecules, which were 'manioulated' to achieve the planned 
production of new materials. This development is seen as 
characteristic of the modern, post-industrial type of 
industry. It reveals, declares Radovan Richta's Czech team,
"a law of higher priority" in the evolution of the pro
ductive forces: "The precedence of science over technology,

6 4and of technology over industry".

It is the application of this law at an intensifying rate, 
according to the post-industrial theorists, that has been 
responsible for most of the novel and characteristic 
accomplishments of the industrial societies of this century.
It is the fusion of science with industry that has been the 
motor of the vast increases of productivity, since these 
increases have largely come through technological innovation, 
and theoretical science is the matrix of technical innovation 
these days. Moreover this development, seen at its most 
striking In the realm of production, has been extended into 
every important area of the life of society. This century has 
seen the application of codified knowledge In business manage
ment, public administration, and the national economy.
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Macro-economic theory has given the state the intellectual 
tool3 to plan and manage economic growth in an orderly way, 
thereby avoiding the social strains and conflicts that had 
often in the past put a stop to growth. The new 'intell
ectual technology' based on the computer - linear pro
gramming, systems analysis, game theory, etc. - allows for 
the possibility of large-scale 'controlled experiments' in 
social life, allowing us to plot realistically 'alternative 
futures' for ourselves, and thereby greatly increasing the 
control that society has over its future. oociety, instead 
of as in the past responding as it could to environmental 
pressures over which it had little control, becomes an 
'active society', capable of initiating and controlling the

a* cr ^major directions of its future. "Industrial society", 
states dell, "is the co-ordination of machines and men for 
the production of goods. Post-industrial society is 
organized around knowledge, for the purpose of social con
trol and the directing of innovating and change."

Unquestionably, the new role ascribed to knowledge is the 
culminating and convergent point for all post-industrial 
theorists, linking thinkers of both East and west, Right 
and Left. And following from this, there is also the 
common perception of the unprecedented importance of 'the 
knowledge factory', the university. Thus Peter Drucker 
writes: "While the Grosstadt jfthe century industrial

organized around, the knowledge worker, with information as 
its foremost output as well as its foremost need. The 
colie ere campus rather than the factory chimney is likely to

was founded on the industrial worker, the megal
opolis / of post-Indus trial' society / is founded on, andon, and
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be the distinctive feature of the megalopolis, the college 
student rather than the 'proletarian' its central political 
fact.'5 67

For the theorists of the 'New Left', the new importance of 
knowledge to industrial society provides the primary ex
planation for the phenomenon of the university, rather than 
the factory, in recent years becoming the cockpit of social 
conflict. So Touraine argues that "if it is true that 
knowledge and technical progress are the motors of the new 
society, as the accumulation of capital was tne motor of 
the preceding society, does not the university then occupy 
the same place as the great capitalist enterprise formerly 
did? Thus is not the student movement, in principle at 
least, of the same importance as the labour movement of the 
past?... From the moment that knowledge Decomes an essential 
force of production, the organization of teacning and 
research also becomes a problem of general policy and the 
choices made in this area can no longer be governed by

68respect for traditions or by strictly technical demands." 
Similarly the Marxist theoretician Lrnest ¿»iandel writes 
that "what the student revolt represents on a much broader 
social and historic scale is the colossal transformation of 
the productive forces which Marx foresaw in his Grundrisse: 
the re-integration of intellectual labour into productive 
labour, men's Intellectual capacities becoming the prime 
productive force in society."^® Few of the 'New ueit' 
theorists are prerared to ditch the workers altogether, to 
argue along with Bell "that the 'labour issue' oua labour 
is no longer central", and that economic class conflict



291

based on the workplace is a dying issue, to be replaced
by 'communal conflicts' over such matters as health,

70education, the environment, and so forth. But Tourpine 
goes a considerable way in this direction in sharply reducin 
the importance of industrial conflict: "Increasingly, the 
workers' interests are particular interests. Unionism is a 
historical reality inseparable from private enterprise. 
Because this private enterprise is no longer at the heart 
of decision-making j increasingly the province of government 
aloney, unionism is no longer at the heart of the movement 
for social transformation. These remarks indicate the 
distance that separates labour unionism from the student 
movement." ^

Clearly, if this central importance of knowledge to the 
industrial societies can be established, it would alter 
substantially the themes both of industrial society and of 
sociology itself. What kind of evidence is offered to 
sustain these large claims? Much of it is familiar and, at 
one level, irreproachable. At its simplest, and often most 
fatuous, it consists in the wide-eyed telling of the story 
of the quantitative growth of science and scientists: for 
Instance, Alvin Toffler's "90 per cent of all the scientists 
who ever lived are now alive", and Derek Price's demonstra
tion of the exponential growth in the number of scientific

72journals and papers since 1750. No doubt, we are living 
in the middle of a dizzying and unprecedented explosion of 
scientific knowledge; out this kind of.evidence tells us 
nothing about the uses to which it is put, or whether indeed
it has any use at all, or has had any profound effect on the 
life of society. Equally unrevealing, as it stands, is the
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familiar account of the rapid expansion of education 
since 1945, and especially the growth in numoers in higher 
education, and of those possessing postgraduate qualifi-

n'zcations such as the Ph.D. The existence of unprecedent
edly laro-e numbers of peorle who have been through school 
and college is truly a fundamental fact about present-day 
industrial society, fraught with implications of very 
diverse kinds; but it is naive simply to equate an increase 
in formal education with an increase in the contributj.cn of 
knowledge to social life.

More impressive are the calculations which purport to show 
the steadi3_y growing role of knowledge in promoting economic 
growth. The work of two economists, Solow and Denison, has 
been particularly influential in the argument that, since 
a relatively early date in this century, the contribution 
to productivity of increased labour or (unchanged) capital 
inputs has been declining relative to that of increments 
of education and training of the workforce, or improved 
technology (applied knov/ledgc). ^  In other words, 'know
ledge-power' has taken over from 'labour-power' as the 
motor of economic growth. Most economists readily admit 
the enormous difficulties involved in trying to loperation- 
alise' knowledge-related inputs. Nevertheless there must 
be some force in the conclusion of the generally sceptical 
Robert Heilbroner that "there is little douDt that statis
tical examination of growth patterns among industrialized 
nations shows a steadily increasing importance of 'knowledge- 
related' inputs, and a corresponding decline in increases
in brute 'labour power' or sheer quantities of unchanged

75capital (e.g. trie addition of more railway tracks). "
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Lastly tnere is the evidence which for most of' the post- 
industrial theorists is held to be the most significant 
indicator of all: the increasing share of the Gross National 
Product devoted to the production and distribution of 
knowledge, particularly in the critical sphere of 'research 
and develonment' (R 2c D). It is by appeal to this sort of 
evidence that these theorists have come to speak of the 
'institutionalization* of scientific discovery and appli
cation, with the consequent assumption that industrial 
societies are now on a course of self-sustaining and con
trolled economic growth. Given also the intellectual tools 
available for monitoring and managing the society as a 
whole, the stage seems set for the realization of the 
cybernetician's dream: a social organism with a seemingly 
infinite capacity for orderly growth and development, able 
to manipulate or adjust itself to every demand of its 
internal and external environment. it is the scientific 
utopia, the 'heavenly city', of the Enlightenment philos
ophies , at last achieving earthly and historical embodi-

. 76ment.

In a celebrated exercise, Fritz wiachlup calculated that in
1958 the United States devoted 29 per cent of its GNP to
knowledge, nearly half of this on education alone, and

77about 8 per cent of it on R & D. This astonishingly
high and much-quoted figure was probably more important 
for directing interest to »the new significance of 'know
ledge production' than S3 establishing, at one fell swoop,
the claims of the post-industrial theorists. Using stricter 
criteria of what constitutes know],edge, Bell shows that in
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1965 the United States spent more than 9 per cent ol' its 
C-NP on R Sc D and education, 3.4 per cent going on R & D 
alone; and that by 1969 more than 7 per cent of GNP was 
going on education (compared with 3.4 per cent in 1949),
No other country yet matches these figures (e.g. the United 
Kingdom,second only to the United States, in 1964 spent 
2.3 per cent of GNP on R & D)j but an OKCD report pronounced 
the American figure of over 3 per cent of GNP as "a symbol 
for other countries which now regard this as a target to 
be reached". At any rate, it is the strikingly large and 
historically unprecedented amount of national wealth devoted 
to the stimulation, production and dissemination of know
ledge that for Bell is the conclusive evidence. Present- 
day industrial society is better described as "a knowledge 
society", he asserts, in the double sense that "the sources 
of innovation are increasingly derivative from research and 
develonment" and that "the weight of the society...is 
increasingly in the knowledge field".

So many tninkers, and not simply tnose associated with the 
post-industrial theory, have been impressed by statistics 
of this sort that we are clearly dealing with a phenomenon 
that is far from negligible. But again we have to ask if 
the evidence can bear the significance, the interpretation, 
that the post-industrial theorists lay on it. The simple 
figures themselves conceal some curious features. Machlup, 
for instance, Includes in his definition of knowledge such 
things as stationery, office supplies, musical instruments, 
and typewriters. The growth in the volume and use of such 
things is no doubt important, but it is not in any obvious
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way related to the increase in theoretical knowledge that
Bell emphasises. Or take the U.3. Government's figures
for R & D expenditure: sceptical students on examining them
closely have noted how, particularly in the later years,
they are inflated by the growing tendency to include
routine testing or marketing procedures within the category
of 'research'. As an example, J.hi.Blair computes that on
a realistic assessment the actual amount spent on research
in new industrial products in the U.S. in 1966 was not, as
the official figures have it, 20 billion dollars but one 

79billion. Exactly as in the ease of 'professionalization', 
the inflation of figures in the knowledge industry is 
clearly a widespread phenomenon, and for the same mixture 
of political, economic, and prestige motives.

Secondly, there is considerable doubt as to the importance 
of institutionalized science and research in stimulating 
the technical and economic developments of this century. A 
classic study of 1958 by Jewkes and nis colleagues showed 
that a majority of 70 major twentieth century inventions 
were made outside the R & D departments of large firms: by 
private inventors, small firms, and individual researchers 
in universities.80 The conclusions that Jewkes naturally 
drew from the study have been the subject of much dispute 
ever since; but more recent work has tended to support his 
verdict. Moreover it has become quite clear that 'pure'
or 'basic' research - a central component of Bell's 
'theoretical knowledge' - (orms only a tiny fraction of the 
overall R & D effort in all industrial countries. For 
instance, of the more than 3 per cent of GRP spent on R &  D 
in the United States, something like 68 per cent is spent
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on the development of existing knowledge, 22 per cent on
applied research, and only 10 per cent on basic research.
And while it is true that professionalized R ¿c D has been 
very important in the process of innovation (i.e. putting 
inventions into commercial development and production), 
even here the bulk of the effort is concentrated on the 
exploitation of existing knowledge of products and processes 
"there is firm empirical evidence that most professional 
industrial R & D is concentrated on product and process 
improvement and on new 'generations' of established pro
ducts".83

Thus there must bo serious questioning of the significance 
of 'theoretical knowledge' - not, obviously, knowledge 
as such - to technological innovation and growth: a point 
further underlined by the finding that 'unqualified' 
scientific workers continue to be of as great importance 
in invention and innovation as graduate scientists.8  ̂ It 
appears that, as in the past, market forces and political 
goals ('need-pull') are far more important in determining 
the nature and rate of technological innovation than the 
ideas and inventions scringing from pure research ('idea- 
push' ). Post-war Japan demonstrates this conclusively: 
with one of the lowest levels of R St D expenditure of all
industrial nations, it has had the highest economic growth

ft srate in the post-war period. ' Indeed a wide-ranging study 
by S.R.Williams shows that generally there is no correl-

86ation between R & D expenditure and economic growtn rates.
Rimhtly Langrish and his colleagues have commented on this
finding: "If this applies to figures for total R & b, most 
of which is accounted for by applied and development work,

¿32
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then one would expect even less correlation between basic 
research and economic growth. It is difficult to believe 
that much national economic benefit arises from the knowledge

O  ryoutput of a nation's own basic research."

Thirdly, and at a more general level, there is the com
placent assumption of the post-industrial theorists that 
more money spent on education and research, and larger 
numbers involved in them, ipso facto means a better educated,| 
more self-conscious and more 'knowledgeable' society. There 
are various reasons, some of which will be considered later, 
why all industrial societies have gone in for a massive 
expansion of formal education. ¿some of these are remote 
from educational purposes at all, and it is still an open 
question whether more and more inclusive systems of formal 
education also entail a more educated population, at any 
rate there is reason enough to heed Robert Heilbroner's 
warning that "it would be hasty to jump from the fact of 
a higher stock of embodied education to the conclusion that 
the stock of 'knowledge' of the society has increased oari 
nassu. For along with the increased training undergone by 
the labour force has come an increase in the compartment- 
alization and specialization of its skills, best exemplified 
by comparing the 'wide-ranging capabilities of the farmer 
with the much more narrowly defined work capabilities of 
the office clerk." The average citizen of present-day 
industrial society no doubt knows more of the world, in 
the sense of having more abstract knowledge of it, than 
his counter-part of an earlier age. The mass media have
seen to that. But below that abstract level the gain may 
be very much less. For instance, "within tnst very import
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ant branch of social knowledge concerned with the operation 
of the socio-economic mechanism, what seems to mark the 
education-intensive post-industrial society is a marked 
decrease in the ability o*’ the individual to perform work 
outside hi3 trained speciality - witness our helplessness 
in the face of a broken utensil, vehicle, electrical system., 
or plumbing fixture, compared with the versatility of the 
farmer (or industrial artisan), proverbially jack of all 
trades, even if master of none." J

Heilbroner's critical gloss on the concept of a 'knowledge 
society' is obviously of fundamental importance, suggesting 
a way of reading the post-industrial trends that would lead 
to a very different assessment from that of Bell and co.
In the next chapter I shall be considering various aspects 
of this possible re-reading. Here what needs to be emphas
ized is the crudeness of an analysis that can judge the 
extent of knowledge in a society by an arithmetical addition 
of books, papers, students, teachers, and money spent on 
research.

Finally the post-industrial theorists show an extraordinary 
naivety as to the whole shaping context of the world of 
'theoretical knowledge'. For instance, on Bell's own 
admission the enormous growth in R & D expenditure in the 
United States was almost entirely owing to the initiative 
and funding of the Federal Government, who in 1965 were 
providing over 54 per cent of all R & D spending. What 
is more significant, however, is that throughout the decades 
of the 1950s and 1960s more than SO per cent of all Federal 
R & D was connected with what Bell, following the bureau-
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crats, calls "the external challenge": that is to say, 
mainly war - the fighting of it, preparation for it, and 
defence against it (’atomic, space, and defence’ objectives, 
in the OECD classification of R & D expenditure). If we 
take non-Federal spending into account as well, we find 
that "the external challenge" motivated more than 60 per 
cent of all R & D expenditure in the United States - and 
this is probably a considerable underestimate, as a large 
part of privately financed industrial R & D is also connecte 
with ’defence', although it is not categorized as such. 3y 
contrast, the U.S. scent less than 10 per cent of its R & D 
budget on the OECD's category 'welfare and miscellaneous' 
(including health and 'non-directed' basic research) - an 
indifference to these aspects of social development that 
was fully matched in those other countries - the United 
Kingdom, France, Sweden, - which also devoted the largest 
part of their R & D budgets to objectives connected with

0 g"the external challenge".

Bell notes this phenomenon but astonisningly fails to draw
the obvious inference from it. An explanation for the
rapid growth of knowledge institutions and the knowledge
classes offers itself in the shape of Cold War politics.
The science-based 'welfare' state can be rapidly re-elassi-
fied as the science-based 'warfare' state, and with greater

90resoect for the actual history of the last fifty years.
Such an account would by no means deny the significance of 
the trends discussed by Bell; but it would suggest a social 
purpose and intention behind the 'post-industrial' develop
ments that would seriously question the idea of a movement 
to a new kind of social order. Political interests, ooiit-
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ical values, and political goals urge themselves upon us 
for scrutiny, with more than a suggestion that some very 
familiar strivings and fears would reveal themselves. hell 
however, having raised the spectre, passes by on the other 
side. His postulate of ’the autonomy of the political 
realm' allows him to concentrate on social structural 
changes without further considering the political purposes 
that might be the causes of those changes. For him the bare 
facts of the rise of the professional and scientific groups 
presage an entire switch in the premises of the social 
order. The ethos of the new scientific estate is profess
ionalism, not profit. Its professional concern is general 
welfare. The old industrial society, dominated by the 
business elite, followed an 'economizing' mode, concerned 
with the most rational allocation of resources consistent 
with the goal of the maximization of private profit. The 
post-industrial society, increasingly influenced by the 
scientific and professional ethos, will follow a 'sociolog-
izing' mode, concerned with non-market communal planning in

91the direction of maximum general welfare.

It is an attractive idea, but needs to be argued in the 
face of much contrary evidence. The uses to which much 
'theoretical knowledge' and many 'theoretical' persons 
have been put strongly imply an overall social purpose 
which is only too clearly a continuation of the etnos of 
’that stubborn bitch', the industrial society (whether 
market or state capitalist).' Much of the growth to which 
knowledge has contributed has only a dubious relevance to 
general welfare. There are the familiar’ examples of the
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atomic bomb, other weapons of the biological and. chemical 
kind, space exploration, and large-scale capital-intensive 
technology with its propensity to pollute the environment 
and exhaust the earth's supply of fossil fuels. Then there 
is the ingenious and expensive gadgetry of the mass consumer 
industry, with its built-in principle of 'planned obsoles
cence' and marginal technical improvements (the ceaseless 
concern of the R & D departments). Less familiar, perhaps, 
are the uses and purposes of much basic research in medicine, 
where the general welfare content might be expected to be 
higher than in otner sciences. but medical researcn seems 
equally skewed in the direction of particular groups with 
the power to pay and persuade - attending, for instance, 
far more closely to the diseases that afflict middle-aged
members of the middle classes than to the occupational health

92hazards of many working-class jobs. And finally one needs 
hardly to add that 99 per cent of the knowledge effort of. 
the industrial societies is devoted to the problems of the 
developed world, considered as a self-contained entity, a 
'post-industrial enclave'. The realization that a concern 
for welfare might .involve a consideration of the future of 
the globe as a whole, conceived as an interdependent system, 
seems yet remote from the preoccupations of the post-indus
trial scientific elites.

7: Persistence and Change.
For all the qualifications one might make, the industrial
society was a genuine novelty, marking a radical break with 
previous history. The same cannot be said of 'the post
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industrial society’, - not, at least, in the version we 
have been examining. at whatever level we consider the 
concent, we are constantly reminded of some of the main 
themes of industrialism and the industrial society. The 
’agenda of questions’ for post-industrial society seems 
remarkably like that for the industrial society. Beneath 
the post-industrial gloss, old, scarred, problems rear their 
heads: alienation and control in the workplaces of the 
service economy; scrutiny and supervision cf the operations 
of private and public bureaucracies, especially as tney 
come to be meshed in with technical and scientific expertise 
Framing all these is the problem of the dominant constrain
ing and shaping force of contemporary industrial societies: 
competitive struggles for profit and power between private 
corporations and between nation states, in an environment 
in which such rivalries have a tendency to become expan
sionist and p-lobal. Faced with such an agenda of questions 
it is difficult not to conclude that the politics of the 
post-industrial society will be essentially the politics of 
the industrial society - only, as it were, writ large, 
were ivlarx or Tocqueville, Weber or Curkheiro, to return 
today what might give them cause for despondency would not 
be the insufficiency of their original analysis, but its 
continuing relevance. The surprise might be that the 
tendencies they observed had been of such' long duration - 
coupled, in some of their cases, with a sorrowful reflection 
that they had been unduly optimistic about the capacity of 
industrial society to initiate radically new patterns of 
social development.
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why then the widely-expressed feeling that a new society is 
emerging? we have already seen something of the immediate 
pressures, and the immediate ideological context, in response 
to which the post-industrial idea was formulated.. But at a 
deener level there is also the heritage of the sociological 
tradition itself, as we have examined it in the earlier part 
of this book. In particular there is the conviction, prominent 
in all the post-industrial theorising, that industrialism 
matured and reached, its peak at a very early point in this 
century, and. that therefore many of the developments character
istic of the century, especially those of the post-1945 period, 
must plausibly be interpreted as the heralds of a new social 
order. Here is reflected not merely the radical foreshortening 
of the history of industrialism discussed earlier, but also 
the dependence on an over-literal impression of what constituted 
the substance o'* industrialism. The importance of the English 
experience of industrialization, and the influence of the 
English literary and moralist tradition fashioned in response 
to it, comes through especially strongly in this connection. 
Ultimately it is from Dickens, Carlyle, and iwrs. Gaskell - 
refracted through Marx and Engels - that the post industrial 
theorists take their picture of industrialism as an affair
basically of factories, the factory proletariat, and factory 

94towns. Since there have manifestly been changes in the 
prominence of these features, it appears necessary to find a 
new ordering principle for the newer or previously less noticed 
phenomena, such as services, automation, and the white-collar 
bureaucracies.

Par from being departures from the main tendencies of indus
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trialism, however, these developments only too clearly fall 
within them. The post-industrial theory assumes that the 
structural features of the new society mark actual discon
tinuities with the patterns of the old industrial society:
novel and to a large extent unexpected directions in the*
nature of economic activities, the quality of work, the shape 
of the occupational structure, the future of class conflict, 
and so on. The theory postulates a ’system break' in the 
transition to post-industrialism. ouch a break is largely 
illusory. .¿hat are projected as novel patterns of development 
turn out on examination to oe massive continuities within the 
basic system of the developing industrial society. essentially, 
and insofar as they are actually occurring, the trends singled 
out by the post-industrial theorists are extrapolations, 
intensifications, and clarifications of tendencies which were 
apparent from the very birth of industrialism.

Vie have already seen how the rise of the service econoray was 
implicit in the very origins of the industrial economy, we 
have noted, too, the extent to which the work and organisation 
of the white-collar service bureaucracies have been stamped 
by the continuing processes of mechanization, rationalization, 
and specialization which were the very defining characteris
tics of industrialization. What needs emphasizing in addition 
is the long-standing nature of many of the developments thought 
to be peculiarly of our century. Just as sociologists have 
tended to pre-date and anticipate many of the central features 
of industrialism, so, in a contrary direation, there were 
certain positive features of the developing industrial society 
that were also hidden by the stereotyped image of industrialism,
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As a result when these manifested themselves in a more palpable 
way at a later date they could be hailed as tne signs of a new 
society.

So, for instance, sociologists are surprised, as they should
not be, to discover that tne white-collar revolution was
already under way by the mid-nineteenth century. This reflected
partly the growing importance of banks and credit institutions
to industrial development, and the rise of the joint-stock
cottmany with its decisive separation of ownership from control
and its extensive requirement for managerial, clerical and
administrative personnel. The growth of this 'new middle class'
was extensive enough to make a somewhat disconcerted i«iarx pay
particular attention to it in the third volume of Canital, ana
to try - with considerable success - to fit into his account
of the development of capitalism the rise of the vast 'labour
of superintenhance’ which had grown up with the new commercial

95and credit institutions. we should remember, too, that 
Pitman's shorthand had been taught to students since the 1330s, 
and the typewriter had arrived from america by 1830, so that 
by the end of the century the shorthand-typist, the most 
representative figure of the white-collar revolution, was 
already an established social type in Aurope.

Then thercj was, already in the mid-nineteenth century, the 
rapid growth of n e w  professions and the modernization of the 
old. A class structure defined primarily in terms of property 
ownership was already being complicated by the claims of 
professicnal qualifications and bureaucratic office - a position 
that in essentials remains today.^ The growth of bureaucracy,
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in its turn» was .intimately connected with the increasing 
elaboration of the machinery of planning and regulation - both 
nublic and private - a feature that had from the beginningx O o
marked the process of industrialization in all Continental 
states. And there is the clear indication of the growing 
awareness of the importance of 'theoretical knowledge' to 
nineteenth century industrial society, as seen in the rise of

0 7the German chemical industry.

Finally there is the historical continuity which has perhaps 
the deepest roots of all: the internationalization and 'global
ization' of the industrial system. One important reason why 
the post-industrial thesis has an initial plausibility is that 
it seems to reflect some of the most palpable and readily 
observable facts of contemporary life in the advanced societies 
- such as, for instance, the decline of heavy manufacturing 

industry, especially of the environmentally most polluting 
kind. It is here that the illusion may be of the most cruel, 
in the long-run at least. For the impression of post-indus
trialism can be created in the developed societies largely 
owing to the intensified internationalization of economic 
activity since the end of the last century, seen especially 
in the rise to prominence of the multi-national corporation.
The economic division of labour within the industrial society 
has nov/ largely been replaced by a division of labour on a 
global scale, expressed in a certain systematic relation 
between . the industrial societies and the industrializing or 
non-industrial regions of the%world. It is a relation, needless 
to say, in which the richer and more powerful countries derive 
most of the benefits and keep fairly tight control. Thus the 
'clean' tertiary sectors of the international economy pre
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dominate in the cities of the wealthy industrial societies 
while the 'dirty' secondary manufacturing industries, on which 
the tertiary sector depends, are sited elsewhere, in the 
societies of the Third World or the less developed industrial 
countries, such as Snain. The 'secondary' cities of Taiwan 
and Singapore permit the existence of the 'tertiary' cities of 
Europe and North America (just as, at an earlier time, the 
peasant hinterland supported the largely tertiary activities 
of the pre-industrial city). The organization of the multi
national corporation spans both; but its headquarters and most 
of its support staff are to be found in the latter. Hence 
their 'post-industrial' gloss and glamour. it is only when the 
bauxite workers of Jamaica or the tin-miners of Bolivia strike 
or threaten to take over their industry that the reality of a 
single unified world economic system becomes evident.

These, briefly, are some of the sociological continuities with 
the main pattern of industrialism. The intellectual contin
uities are plainer to see, if we recall the earlier themes of 
this book. In comparing the sketch of the post-industrial 
society with that of the industrial society outlined earlier, 
it becomes clear that the industrial and the 'post-industrial' 
society are linked, not simply by the persistence of particular 
trends In social and economic life, but by the most general 
and abstract principles governing their development. At the 
most basic analytical level there is a continuity of theme 
which was first given expression in the nineteenth century 
sociological account of industrialism. The charge of political 
conservatism sometimes flung at the heads of the post-indus
trialists is not nearly so accurate as a charge of intellectual
c o ns er v a t i sm.
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Remotely there Is Saint-Simon, who ought truly to be hailed 
as the prophet not just of industrialism out also of post
industrialism. It was he, the first thinker to grasp compre
hensively the emergence of the new industrial society, who in 
a prescient vision announced the imminent rule of the scientists 
industrialists, and artists. His account of the supersession 
of politicians and politics in favour of expert administration 
is uncannily close to Bell’s sketch of the post-industrial 
society. The society of science, based on the science of 
society, was slow in realising itself in the nineteenth cen
tury: but if Bell and his co-thinkers are right, it is well on 
the way to doing so in the twentieth. At any rate Saint-Simon 
would have good reason to be satisfied that the analysis - and 
prescription - that he offered of nineteenth century industrial 
society should make so plausible a showing for twentieth cen
tury post-industrial society.

Proximatelv and most immediately important there is Weber.
Almost every feature of Bell’s post-industrial society can be 
seen as an extension and a distillation of weber's account of 
the relentless process of ’rationalization' in western indus
trial societies. Particularly this is evident in the functional 
importance Bell ascribes to bureaucracy, especially the public 
forms, and the gradual elimination of market forces. More 
generally tnere is the assumption of the spread of scientific 
rationality, not simply in the sense that 'tecnnical reason' 
guides the approach to particular problems, but as an all- 
pervading ethos of the post-industrial society. Important, too,

is Weber's influence in focussing on the problematic relation
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between the airatour politician and the scientific expert, 
owing to the 'functional indispensability' and hence increasing 
strategic power of the latter. Most post-industrial theorists 
are loath to abandon the notion of the autonomy of the politi
cal realm, and Bell in -particular hangs on to it with all his 
might. But the whole weight of his argument goes against this,
above all his insistence on the importance of theoretical

9 bknowledge and its practitioners.

This perhaps most clearly demonstrates the intellectual
continuities: for in both the Saint-Simonian and the 'Weberian
accounts, the centrality of knowledge, especially scientific
knowledge, stands out. It is particularly interesting to
observe that Raymond Aron, a leading proponent of the idea of
'the industrial society', explicitly defines it in terms of
scientific knowledge and its applications, emphasising the
Saint-Simonian roots of the concept and thereby eliminating the
necessity for a further phase of industrialism specifically

99conceptualized around scientific knowledge. And Anthony 
Gid.dens makes the same point well when he says that ''it is a 
myth that industrial man was made by the machine; from its 
first origins industrialism is the application of calculative 
rationality to the productive order. In this sense, modern 
technology is not 'post-industrial' at all, but is the fruition 
of the principle of accelerating technical growth built into 
industrialism as such."

We should finally, in this reaital of the intellectual ante
cedents of the post-industrial idea, mention James Burnham and
the managerial and corroratist theories of the inter-war period. 
Many of these were repudiated not so much for their supposed
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Inaccuracies as that they appeared to confer some degree of 
intellectual respectability on the Facist regimes of the 1930s, 
Forty years on this seems less troublesome an issue; or perhaps 
contemnorarY theorists have simply suppressed the memory of 
these earlier theories. At any rate, acknowledged or unacknow
ledged, the ghost of Burnham hovers visibly over the post
industrial idea. His projection of the rise in all industrial 
societies of a commanding managerial and technical elite differs 
from the post-industrial theorists mainly in its greater ex
plicitness and boldness, rather than in any essential respect. 
Certainly he v/ould have felt entirely at home with 'the tech
nostructure' that is the determining force of Galbraith's new 
industrial state, or the knowledge elite of Bell's post- 
industrial society ~ not to mention the 'corporatist state'
that has, once more, been seen as the future of industrial

. 101 societies.

These intellectual predecessors are attended to not in order 
to score points off the post-industrial theorists - who in any 
case are often prepared to acknowledge them. The Issue is a 
more fundamental one, as Is shown in the very fact that the 
post-industrial theorists do not seem to realise the signifi
cance of acknowledging these intellectual mentors. They do 
not apparently see that to be drawing so heavily and so cen
trally on the classic analyses of industrialism makes it 
highly implausible that they can be describing the transition 
to a new order of society. In what can the novelty of that 
order consist, if the society continues to be dominated by the 
persistence of the central and so to speak defining process 
of classic industrialism? Yet it i3 quite evident that Bell 
and most-—erf "the post-industrial theorists are announcing what
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they see as a profound discontinuity in historical develop
ment - a radical change in the dynamic of economic and tech
nological growth, in the principle of social structure, and 
in the values and priorities of industrial societies.

Everything that we have Deen considering in tnis chapter argues 
against this view. When the post-industrial thesis is broken 
down into its specific assertions, examination dissolves it 
into the more familiar story of plus ga chanr-e, plus c'est la 
r£me chose; or, the same, only more so. We should in any case 
have been led to expect something like this from the discussion 
on the timing and tempo of industrialization in chapter 4.
For it was apparent there that by the end of the nineteenth 
century the major tendencies of industrialism still had to 
work themselves out, and that a good part of the history of 
the twentieth century was likely to be taxen up with their 
more complete realisation. To contemplate a movement to 'post- 
industrialism’ therefore entails 'killing off' the order of 
industrialism just at the point in time at which, on past 
rates, it should be reaching its culmination, rather than its 
decrepitude. Of course history is not as regular and orderly 
as this. Compressed and accelerated developments do occur, 
as much as retardations and digressions. But simply on the 
face of it, it is in the highest degree improbable that changes 
of the same revolutionary order could be transforming the 
industrial societies so soon after the fundamental ana long 
drawn-out rupture with the feudal, agrarian and peasant soc
ieties from which they emerged. The nineteenth century, it is 
generally agreed, is largely taken up with the story o ± the
struggle, supersession, and in part fusion of the pre-industrial 
and the industrial orders. But we should remember that even
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In our own century some of Its most striking episodes have 
involved what might fairly be called the clash of pre
industrial and industrial forces: as in the fall of the 
absolutist empires of Central Europe, or hitler's 'bourgeois 
revolution' in Germany. It is not, of course, impossible
that feudal echoes and post-industrial portents should, be 
present in the same set of societies at the same time; but 
such a co-existence should warn us against a too ready accep
tance of claims of radical discontinuities with industrialism, 
rather than, as seems more plausible, the working out of 
incipient or suppressed tendencies.

This is not, at the same time, an argument for simply saying: 
let us return to our harx, weber, and Durkheim. we do no 
service to those thinkers to ignore the changes that have taken 
place in the half century and more since they wrote. Indeed 
the post-industrial theorists are, in one sense, less interest
ing precisely because they remain so much the prisoners of the 
classic analyses of industrialism. They seem incapable of 
conceiving what a genuine movement beyond industrialism would 
entail. Edward Snils, commenting on what he calls "the 
generously stimulating tyranny of our classics", has aptly 
said that "one of our great difficulties is that we cannot 
imagine anything beyond variations on the theme set by the 
great figures of nineteenth and twentieth century sociology.
The fact that the conception of 'post-industrial society' Is 
an amalgam of what Saint-Simon, Comte, de Tocquevilie and weber 
furnished to our imagination ie evidence that we are confined 
to an ambiguously defined circle which is more impermeable than 
it ought to be." 103
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In the end, post-industrial theorising might seem important 
more for what it promises than for what it performs; more for 
re-opening certain questions to do with social change, than 
for supplying much help in answering them. At the very least 
post-industrial thinking marks a welcome revival of concern 
with large-scale change In the industrial societies, following 
a long period in which change as a major pre-occupation seems 
to have been banished from the theorising about industrial 
society, to be relegated to the domain of 'the developing 
world'. i-ven the Marxists, going against tiie spirit of marx, 
seemed constrained to treat all twentieth century developments 
within a framework constructed too literally out of the features 
of nineteenth century European industrialization. Post- 
industrial theorising can certainly claim as one of its 
accomplishments that it has directed us back to one of the 
central tenets of the formative period of sociology, that the 
study of being and becoming are indissolubly linked.

There is a more immediate and more relevant gain. The re
surgence of thinking about social change forces us to make 
certain necessary discriminations in examining the structures 
of contemporary industrial societies. P'or whether theories of 
post-industrialism take the form of constructing scenarios 
for the year 2000, or focus more modestly on what are held to 
be the observable and emergent properties of the new society, 
they force us to ask: are these the significant features, the 
significant tendencies, that can bear trie weight of extra
polation into the future? And if not these, are there any

others which annear to be more pregnant with future possibilit-
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iea? Whatever our final assessment of the post-industrial 
idea, one of its unquestionable merits i3 the way it makes 
us review and take stock of the whole history of industrial
ization and industrialism. It is especially valuable in 
directing our attention to the relatively unfamiliar, hidden, 
and now dramatically accelerating tendencies that form the 
'undergrowth' of classic industrialism: features - such as the 
growth of services and white-collar occupations - which we 
ought perhaps to have been more aware of but which have been 
obscured by the received stereotypes of the industrial society. 
And in opening up this ground, it allows the possibility of 
fresh interpretations of some of these- less familiar develop
ments, and some suggestion of the ways in which, taken in 
conjunction with other tendencies, they might become the 
springboard for new departures in the evolution of industrial 
societies. This is the concern of the next chapter.
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Charter 7 .  CONTINUITIES ,-JD DISCONTINUITIES IN SOCIAL

DLVLijOPwhNT .

"«.e are no*... confronted with a revulsion from oureau- 
cratic organization, with a growing perception of the 
dominant institutional forms of society as hostile 
and threatening instead of appropriate, inevitable and 
progressive. There is, in this sense of social pro
cesses over-reacninr themselves, a oarallel between 
our situation and that which was exnerienced .just after 
the ’Great Transformation’ of the Industrial and ¿'ranch 
Revolutions."

Tom Burns, "On the Rationale of the Corporate 
System", p. 130.

"It might be said that it is the iceal of the employer 
to have production without employees, and the ideal of 
the employee to have income without work. The OjUestion 
is: Can the pursuit of these two ideals, undertaken 
with the marvellous ingenuity of modern science and 
technology, lead to anything but total alienation and 
final breakdown?"

E.F.Schumacher, "Survival of the Fitter", The
Listener, 1 May 1975.

"Under Ho Circumstances should any attempt be made 
to service this module. »In the event of failure please 
return it to us for replacement."

Notice inside Roberts’ PortaDle Radio.



"a rfap of the world that does not include Utopia 
is not worth even glancing at1'.

Oscar Wilde, "The Soul of man Under Socialism,"
1391.

Summing up at the end of a British Sociological association 
conference on the development of industrial societies, T.H. 
Marshall remarked that "one cannot assume, and ou.vht not to 
exoect, that any theoretical or conceptual apparatus that fits 
the analysis of industrialization will be equally appropriate 
for the study of the further develorment of societies already 
industrialized."  ̂ No-one will of course be surprised if the 
future is one of further industrialization, the enlargement 
and intensification of the processes launched by the industrial 
revolution of the nineteenth century. That, as we have seen, 
is indeed the major assumption of tne post-industrial tneory, 
for all its claims to the contrary. The post-industrial vision 
of the future might more accurately be re-named ’hyper
industrialism', since what it essentially projects are further 
instalments of industrialism. whatever else it might contain, 
the post-industrial society clearly continues the industrial
izing drive towards greater scale, centralization, bureau
cratization, specialization, and rationalization.

Vvhat however of the alternative possibility: that the future 
of industrialism will be radically discontinuous with its past? 
What grounds are there for believing that the future of indus
trial society will not be the past 'writ large', but marked by 
a qualitative change of direction? In this chapter I want to 
examine these possibilities, not simply as the desired hones 
of certain kinds of radical thinkers, but as the likely out-

¿16
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comes of particular pressures and tendencies ’which are con-
fronting the industrial societies with a fundamental choice 
about their future.

1 ' The Service Society Revisited.

as a first step, it is an interesting and instructive exercise 
to 'play back', as it were, the social trends focussed on by 
the post-industrial theorists. The post-industrial scenario 
is basically an optimistic one, whatever the personal angst of 
its particular proponents. It sees in the extension of science, 
the application of ever more sophisticated and complex tech
nology, and the growth of services, the indications of an 
increasingly prosperous, civilized, and knowledgeable society.
It is a society capable - thanks to scientific knowledge and 
scientific management - of more or less continuous material 
growth, which in turn makes possible the realisation of a 
service society, suffused with an ethos of social responsibility 
social welfare, and the service ideal.

But how much reality and how much sleight of hand is there in 
such an interpretation? Consider the common use of a society’s 
Gross National Product (Grip) as the primary index of its 
prosperity. The sense of progress generated by a fixation on 
its growth turns out to be largely illusory. GNP is a mis
leading index not simply In terns of more sounded notions of 
progress but even within its own terms of economic welfare.
GNP measures the total volume of goods and services bought and
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sold on the market. hut this total can be swollen in curious 
ways. If, for instance, a productive activity which causes 
pollution, spoliation, or ill-health - e.g. chemical plants, 
motor cars, noisy aeroplanes - leads to ftirther economic 
activity to remedy the damage - e.g. purifying processes, 
medical services - then the resulting chain of activities 
appears as a double contribution to national wealth, since both 
kinds of activities count as additions to the total volume of 
goods and services in the national economy.

This is clearly an insane way of calculating increments of 
welfare; and while Insanity of this kind does not necessarily 
drive a society to self-destruction, pointing it up does put 
a different gloss on that hyper-industrialism or 'super- 
industrialism' (Toffler) so euphorically anticipated by con
temporary futurologists. F'or, given the pronounced growth in 
services in this century, it could mean that much of the 
increase in national wealth in the industrial societies amounted 
to no more than vast increases in pollution, environmental 
destruction, and personal suffering, with the consequent ex
penditure on fresh capital and labour to repair, maintain and 
renovate the physical, social and psychological fabric of the 
society. Building high-rise, high-density blocks of flats 
gives people homes to live in. To that extent it is a real 
contribution to welfare. But not only are such blocks of flats 
actually more expensive to build than an equivalent amount of 
housing at lower density; by virtue of their scale and lay-out 
they are extremely costly to pepair and service; and they give 
rise to endemic problems of vandalism, social control, alien
ation and social Isolation - the social costs or 'external 
diseconomies' of the economists. To make the costs of treating
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and remedying these problems an actual addition to total 
economic well-bein? is like shooting a man and then claiming 
to benefit him by treating his wounds. Ivan Illich makes 
exactly this point in connection with the illusion of medical 
progress created by growing medical expenditure. as he says, 
"medical bills measure the health of a patient in the same way 
that OHP measures the wealth of a nation. Both add on the same 
scale the market value of benefits and the defensive expen
ditures which become necessary to offset the unwanted side 
effects of their production .

V/e mirht think this an apt symbol of an exploitative and 
predatory industrialism, which ends uo creating its wealth by 
a process of self-laceration. at any rate it should caution 
us arainst a too ready acceptance of the view that increasing 
instalments of industrialism mean increasing prosperity or 
welfare. it is frequently argued that while industrialism may 
be unpleasant in many ways, it justifies itself in the end by 
producing the moods, and ever more of them. This now seems an 
elaborate deception, a mystifying mirage, and makes a poor case 
for an extension of industrialism into the future. If increases 
in economic welfare mean mainly the more and more intensive 
laundering of each other’s dirty washing, we might reasonably 
begin to f'ear for the very survival of the clothes.

The illusion of greater welfare is fostered by a further quirk 
of social accounting. The growth of services in this century 
is rishtly seen as one of the most distinctive features of 
recent economic history. But does it represent a real increase 
in service ? A.C.Pigou Ion? ago pointed to the problem by
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observing that if a widowed vicar paid his housekeeper a 
weekly wage, this was an addition to the national income; if

ghe married her, it became a subtraction.v The visibility of 
the 'service revolution' of this century has tended to conceal 
the fact that what has mainly happened has been a vast trans
fer of services from the home (and the neighbourhood), where 
being unpaid they were not counted as 'productive', to the 
market, where they have generated much employment and many 
monetary transactions. Thus work done at home, such as cooking, 
cleaning, educating, tending and caring, has moved into the
market as the restaurant industry, the laundry industry, public

4and private systems of education, healtn, and social welfare. 
Since in the latter case market transactions are usually 
involved, and since this is what GNB measures, the movement 
suggests a vast increase in the national production of goods 
and services. This obviously has meaning only within the very 
narrow, capitalist, definition of what constitutes 'prod-active' 
activity. By any other realistic definition the change from 
home to market (or state) may mean very little in the way of 
either the quantity or the quality of services. Undoubtedly 
the movement has had enormous conseauences in other directions, 
especially in the rise of female employment, and the extension 
of state activity. But again -we must ce careful to recognise 
the spurious aspects of this growth in employment and welfare, 
and to see that our societies are not necessarily the richer, 
or more comfortable, or more civilized for it.

It is of course not just the market but the state tn&t has 
taken over most cf the service functions of the home and 
neighbourhood. In all industrial societies, even those formally



suspicious of 'the welfare state ', this fact has become so 
prominent in the decades since the Second world ¡iar ° that we 
must see in it a further clue to the interpretation o f' the 
trends towards a service society.

Conventionally many reasons are given for the growth in the 
distinctively modern ’quaternary’ service sector, in the health, 
educational, and welfare services. Tnere is the liberal strand 
of human!tarianism coming f'rom the eighteenth century hnlisht- 
enment. Prom the same source comes the utilitarian concern 
with efficiency, and its environmentalist philosophy with the 
demand for a healthier, better-housed, and better-educated 
population. Undoubtedly, too, there has oeen involved in the 
growth of services a display of ’conspicuous consumption' on the 
part of the wealthy societies of the world, to others less- 
fortunate. But perhaps the most persistent and ultimately the 
most important factor has been the need for other agencies to- 
take over the comprehensive role of the family. with increasing 
industrialization, tnere has come the break-up of long-standing 
residential communities, the separation of kin, and a growing 
disposition for all adult members of the family to go out to 
work. The scope and functions of the family have narrowed 
sharply by comparison with its pre-industrial past. The need 
now was for some other set of institutions to perform the 
function, not only of formal education and training, but of all 
the other tasks of socialization and social control which had 
been central to the family. Someone else had to watch over the 
young with both parents out at work, to keep them off the streets 
of the large cities, and to put them somewhere where they could 
be conveniently and safely managed, and prepared for the roles

321



and occupations which in some cases they might see fit to 
reject. Increasingly the state steeped in to carry out these 
tasks.

3L2

In all this, the expanding educational system was of pivotal 
significance; and a brief look at its development brings out 
clearly the breadth of social function that it has been expected 
to fulfil. From the very start it is made clear that the scope 
of the system is to go well beyond the narrow confines of 
education an'"1 instruction, to encompass a whole range of social
izing, moralizing, and regulating tasks previously performed by 
the family, community, and, of course, the Church. as early as 
1770 william Temple proposed that children from the age of four 
should be removed from the home for a large part of the day, 
dividing their time between work-shop and school. The reason 
he gave for advocating this course has an engaging frankness 
about it: "There is considerable use in their being, somehow or 
other, constantly employed at least twelve hours a day, whether 
they earn their living or not; for by these means, we hope that 
the rising generation wrill be so habituated to constant employ
ment that it would at length prove agreeable and entertaining 
to them..." Exactly one hundred years later, referring to 
the Education act of 1370 that had made elementary education 
compulsory, Her Majesty's Inspector for Schools in London put 
a similar point with equal frankness: "If it were not for her 
500 elementary schools London would be overrun by a horde of 
young savages".  ̂ as nanoes says about the act, whatever the 
ostensible aims of compulsory elementary education, its essential 
function...was not to instruct. Rather it was to discipline a
growing mass of disaffected proletarians and integrate them
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into British society. Its object v.as to civilize the barbar- 
ians." The Ragged School Union made this explicit in 1884: 
"The proletariat, may strangle us unless we teach it the same 
virtues that have elevated the other classes of society".'' 
Something of the same concern perhaps underlies Robert Love's 
famous remark of 1370, following his strenuous deposition to 
the 1867 Reform Bill, that "v»e must educate our masters".
Since it was obvious that the masses would never actually rule, 
they had to be 'educated' into making the appropriate choice 
o f  ueople and issues at the ballot-box, thereby ensuring that 
they would not develoo fanciful ideas of their own.

The battle between schools, truancy officers, police, and the 
'street arabs' and 'bare-footed ragamuffins' who refused to be 
schooled continued for some time after the passing of the Act. 
It had. largely been won by the schools by the end of the centur 
But the battle was clearly not simply about education. The 
educational consequences of the 1870 Act are nearly always 
exaggerated. most English people could read and write, most

10indeed went to school, well before the Act made it comoulsory.
The social consequences however w e r e  enormous. ns Samuel says,
"it was the School Board Attendance Officer, rather than the
Factory Acts, which brought an end to child labour... A family
producing unit which had survived the competition of factory
industry did not survive the compulsory education under the 

11School Board". ' It is common to rejoice in these changes but,
as Samuel stresses, "it should be clear if one chooses to do so
that one is discussing the progress not of education but of

\

moral engineering and of social policing."  ̂ By the end of the 
century parents, children, and society at large had accepted 
formal schooling not simply as the best or most practical, but



as the exclusive means of education. All progressive thinking 
suoported this view. The stage vías set for the massive ex
pansion of the education system that has been witnessed in this 
century in every industrial society.

In 1965, for the first time ever in oritain, education overtook 
defence in its share of public expenditure. It became, for a 
time, the single largest spender of public money. Its share of 
public spending doubled between 1920 and 1940 and almost tripled' 
between 1940 and 1970. By the late 1960s social security 
expenditure had overtaken education as the foremost claimant 
on public funds, but education has remained in second place.
In 1973-4 it accounted for 13.2 per cent of total public ex
penditure (as compared with 17.6 for social security). It
claims between 6-7 per cent of Gross National Product; this is
expected to rise to 8 per cent by the 19b0s. It continues to 
extend its hold at both ends of the age-range from childhood to 
adulthood. The percentage of 17-year olds in full time educat
ion doubled from 2 per cent to 4 per cent between 1902 and
1938; by 1962 it was 15 per cent, by 1972 it was 21 per cent;
it is expected to rise to 35 per cent by 1985. Since 1970 
almost 15 per cent of the age group has gone on to seme form of 
full-time higher education; estimates of future trends have 
varied more than normally widely, but most anticipate between 
25-30 per cent of the age group to be undergoing higher edu
cation by the mid-1980s. At the lower end, in the age group 
2-4, there has been an increase in the proportion schooled from
less than 10 per cent in 1961 to over 20 per cent by 1975; and

13the official projection is for over 30 per cent by 1935.
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This pattern can readily be generalized for all other indus
trial societies. us usual, the United states has moved faster 
and further. The share of (the much larger) GaP taken by- 
education more than doubled between 1949 to 1969, from 3.4 per 
cent to 7.5 ner cent. The U.S. also schools a much greater 
proportion or the relevant age groups. By the early 1960s over 
75 per cent of 17-vear olds were graduating from high school; 
by the end of the 1960s more than 50 per cent - a ’historic 
norm' - of 18-19 year olds were entering higher education. As 
the historian T.G.Cochran has said, "the United states of 1970 
represented, for the first time in history, a nation in which a 
majority of its younger citizens had from 14 to 19 years of 
formal education". Even at the most elevated end of the 
educational system the figures are startling: in 1966 over 6 
per cent of 25 year olds received master's and professional 
degrees, and 0.6 per cent received Fb.D.'s.J.S.Coleman pointedly 
remarks that "the fraction of the age group earning Ph.D.'s 
in 1966 is a little less than the fraction of the age group 
earning high school diplomas a hundred years earlier",^

But educational expansion in this century is clearly much more 
than a matter of increasing student numbers. That is in some 
ways the tip of the iceberg, the visible expression of a vast 
industry, one of the largest in all contemporary industrial 
societies. -as the American Council of Economic Advisers some
what indelicately out it in 1967,"outlays for education have 
been rising by 10̂ - per cent a year for the last decade, making 
It one of the major U.S. growth industries." Not only Is
education in the United States second only to defence as a
spender of public money, it absorbs an increasing proportion 
of the civilian 'work force. In 1965 public educational
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employment accounted for about 5.5 per cent of all civilian 
employment in the U.3. The rate of growth is even more 
impressive. In the 15 years from 1950 to 1965, total employ
ment in the U. 3. increased by about 21 per cent; public 
educational employment however grew by 150 per cent, the in
crease in the latter accounting for about one out of every six

1 *7new jobs crested in the 0.3. economy during that period.
Teachers of course made up a good part of that growth: in the
1970 U.3. Census they appeared as the single largest group in
the category ’professional and technical persons', comprising
indeed a quarter of all such persons."1'J Out a significant part
of the expansion is also due to the development of a rgrime of
ancillary administrative and welfare functions within the
educational system. In addition to the growth of the non-
academic administrators, there has been growth in careers
guidance, student counselling, and teacher-linked social work
of various kinds. 1 *  to rll these direct employees of the
educational system we now/ add the clients - the students - we
arrive at the remarkable and widely quoted figure of 30 per
cent of the population of the United states engaged full-time
as students, teachers, or administrators, in the educational 

19system.

The educational establishment in Britain is not quite so 
spectacularly large, but is nonetheless impressive. In 1974 
there v/ere nearly a million and a half educational employees 
(teaching and non-teaching staff), which means that they con
stitute 6 per cent of the total workforce,of the country, and 
more than 50 per cent of all local authority employment. More
over, as in the United States, the growth of non-teaching staff 
is as dramatic as the growth in the number of teachers them

526
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selves. In the British educational system teachers and non
teachers are almost exactly equal in number: over 700,000 of

. 20 each.

What is this vast educational complex for? The conventional 
answer, while making some vague gesture in the direction cf 
’education for citizenship', usually comes down to the need for 
a more highly trained and better informed population to main
tain and improve economic performance. In a worldwide com
petitive economic environment, it is argued, with an increas
ingly complex and sophisticated technology, it is the nation 
with the best quality - that is, best educated - 'human 
capital' that will thrive. The launching of the Russian 
Sputnik in 1957 and the attendant successes of the Soviet 
scientific establishment were seen as the direct result of 
superior Soviet education. It stimulated a frenzy of educat
ional expansion in the United States, especially at the higher 
end of the system. A number of elegant and powerful economic 
analyses, associated particularly with the names of Denison, 
Schultz, and Solow, lent their considerable weight to an 
aroused public opinion, and created almost a professional 
orthodoxy around the view that, as Schultz put it, "improve
ments in the quality of human resources £"isj one of the major

pTsources of economic growth". A central assumption of the 
argument, more or less unquestioned, was the equation of more 
years of formal education with a more educated, more skilled, 
more Informed pooulation.

No doubt the growth of the educational system may be sufficient
ly explained by the fact that many politicians and adminis
trators believe these arguments, whether or not they turn out
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to have any substance. But one suspects that this is not 
quite the case, and that many policy makers have other grounds 
for promoting educational growth. The outline of Lnglish 
developments has already suggested this; in addition there is 
nov/ a good deal of evidence that casts doubt on the orthodox 
view, and which can hardly have come as a surprise to public 
officials, or private employers.

There are firstly the isolated findings which, taken together, 
suggest that whatever other functions the schools are serving, 
the provision of academic skills is one they perform very in
efficiently. Basic skills in literacy and numeracy seem 
actually to be falling in the populations of the industrial 
societies. In Britain, a survey of 16-year old school-leavers 
In Liverpool revealed an average reading age of 9. Another 
survey, of employment agencies specifically concerned with 
school-leavers, found widespread complaints from the agencies
of school-leavers barely literate and scarcely able to fill in

2 2application forms correctly. The University Grants Committee, 
in its 1974-5 Report, pointed to the disturbing number of 
students who were entering universities without the basic skills 
and information needed to pursue their courses, and suggested 
that universities may have to lengthen their courses to teach 
basic academic skills. The Committee’s chairman, Sir Frederick 
Dainton, commenting particularly on the decline in mathematical 
ability, declared that "universities are increasingly going to 
have to go into remedial work in these fields". The evidence 
- which was supported by simivlar findings from the United 

States - was no more encouraging In the field of languages, 
the arts, and the social sciences. Perhaps the most spectacular



and expensive demonstration of the schools' inability to
educate efficiently has been the failure of 'Operation Head-
start' in the United States, an ambitious scheme designed to
use the schools to compensate for the deprived family back-

24grounds of many young children.

The most important finding however concerns the relationship 
between education and job performance. Here, if anywhere, is 
supposed to be the pay-off for those long and costly years in 
schools and universities; here is where the hard-headed 
economist and the starry-eyed educationalist can at least reach 
a minimum point of agreement on the value of education. But 
there is little support for the orthodox view in the most 
thoroughgoing report on the issue, Ivan Berg's Bducation and

ptzJobs - which he sub-titles The Great Training Robbery.  ̂Berg's 
report, covering the work of manual as well as professional and 
technical- workers, systematically demolishes the case that 
improved job performance results from higher educational 
attainments. He summarizes his findings, which include his own 
research, thus: "A search of the considerable literature on 
productivity, absenteeism and turnover yielded little concrete 
evidence of a positive relationship between workers' educational 
achievements and their performance records in many work settings

pet..." By contrast, the American Federal Aviation Adminis
tration, for example, employing people in a variety of demanding, 
managerial and technical occupations, and having to make do 
with its own training programmes, seemed not to suffer in any 
way from having a majority of its higher grade employees with 
no academic training beyond high school (i.e., secondary school) 
Berg concludes generally that "to argue that well-educated 
people v/ill automatically boost efficiency, improve organiz
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ations, and so on may be to misunderstand in a fundamental 
way the nature of American education, which functions to an
important, indeed depressing, extent as a licensing agency"." 
Higher educational qualifications will undoubtedly enable their 
holder to get better jobs than those not so qualified; but this 
seems as much a matter of faith, or prejudice, on the part of 
employers, as of demonstrated capability.

Actually there is a growing amount of evidence that this faith 
has by now been severely shaken, and that employers are per
fectly well aware of what they are doing. They have become - 
or perhaps more accurately, remained - sceptical of the per
formance value of education, but have found it difficult to 
resist the gain in ’public relations' and in their general 
'image' that has come from employing the more highly qualified 
applicants. In a situation of mass education the level of 
educational qualifications becomes a handy screening device.
It is a calculation in which there appears to be a familiar 
mixture of cynicism and social prejudice. Thus an American 
study of job vacancies in Monroe County, New York State, found 
that the educational requirements for given kinds of jobs 
varied with the different stages of the academic year, being 
relatively high at the end of semesters and lower at other 
points in the year. In other words, higher qualifications for 
the same jobs were required when there could be expected to be 
a fresh supply of more highly qualified candidates, than at 
other times in the year when the labour market was not so 
generously endowed. Not unreasonably the study concluded that 
"employers may have tailored their requirements to match the 
qualifications of the new supply of labour." 23

2 7
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Further evidence as to the real degree of employers' scepti
cism about the contribution of education to job performance 
is found in the striking fact that in the United States the 
educational level of both the employed and the unemployed 
population is now roughly equal. Previously the unemployed 
were nearly always also the less educated, reflecting the faith 
both of society in general and the employer in particular in 
the higher educational requirements of modern industrial and 
bureaucratic occupations. Gradually the message has sunk in 
that employees with a longer period of formal education might 
from the employers' point of view be more of a liability than 
an asset; and the hiring policies of many firms seem toc have 
undergone a corresponding change. A report of the U.S.Bureau 
of Labor Statistics summed up the situation as follows: "In the 
past, jobholders had more education than did jobseekers - in 
1959, for example, the median education of the employed was
12.0 years, while that of the unemployed was only 9.9 years. 
Since then, the average education of unemployed workers has 
risen so that by 1971 the difference between the median 
education of employed and unemployed workers, 12,4 and 12.2

ti 29years respectively, is no longer statistically significant".

If occupational requirements are not the main reason for 
educational expansion, and if this fact is increasingly being 
acknowledged, what other functions might the system be serving? 
One that is steadily becoming manifest is its critical role in 
relation to employment, or rather, unemployment. If education 
Is not much of a preparation for employment, it seems to be a 
good deal better at helping people to avoid it. The educational 
system affects employment in two ways. On the one hand, as we 
have seen, It is itself one of the largest direct employers of
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labour - not just of teachers, but of administrators, 
technicians, clerks and secretaries, catering workers, cleaners, 
porters, drivers, maintenance and construction workers, garden
ers and groundsmen. (This leaves out of course the massive 
Indirect employment effects created by the existence of the 
school system - in services provided for the students and 
employees in the locality, in publishing and printing, and so 
on). But equally important is the educational system’s fun
ction in absorbing, as students, in increasing quantities and 
for increasing lengths of time, large numbers of potentially 
productive young workers who would otherwise be competing for 
jobs in the market. In other words, the educational system has 
become an important agency in controlling unemployment and 
absorbing surplus manpower. In a statement pointedly reminding 
the Government of this fact, Raff Dahrendorf, the Director of 
the London School of Economics, remarks: "I wonder whether 
those who are considering cuts in educational expenditure should! 
not make a-careful comparison of the marginal (and the social) 
cost of the next 100,000 unemployed with that of the next

rzr\100,000 students." At the very least, a3 one commentator
has said, it is less Insulting to the recipients to pay for 
their continued studies in schools and universities than to 
dele out unemployment pay.

It is a role that has become of great significance with the 
end of the post-war boom and the period of full employment. 
Writing of the situation in the United States, Harry Braverman 
declares that "the postponement of school leaving to an avei’&ge 
age of eighteen has become indispensable for keeping unemploy
ment within reasonable bounds." '6 l John and Margaret Rowntree 
have made some interesting calculations that underline this



point. Arguing that the function of much employment in the 
armed,forces is of the same surplus-absorbing kind, they show 
that in the United States in the mid 1960s "about 50 per cent 
of all young men between the ages of 18 and 25 were either in 
school or in the armed forces"; and that to return to the 1950 
enrolment-enlistment proportions of young people employed in 
the military or engaged in school - that is, to let the addit
ional youths out on the labour market - would have increased

52the 1965 unemployment figures b j  three and a half times.

This is not an entirely new phenomenon, although it is novel 
in its extent. During the Depression many American states 
passed legislation restricting the participation of youth in 
the labour force, thus hoping to reduce unemployment by elimin
ating a section of the population from the job market. A 
direct consequence of this, which wa3 both anticipated and 
intended, was a prolongation of schooling for many young people 
As Berg puts it, "in a bizarre manifestation of Parkinson’s 
Law, education expanded to fill the time of many youths whose 
social roles had been re-de3igned by the several state legis- 
letures".“  After the Second World 'War - which satisfactorily 
dealt with the problem of the unemployed - there was once mors 
the fear that the return of the demobilized men would create 
mass unemployment. A part response was the veterans’ education 
al subsidy ('the GI Bill') which allowed for a sharp increase 
in educational enrolment as well as direct subsidies to edu
cational institutions. But it is only with the recent mass 
expansion of higher education'in all the industrial societies, 
in a situation where there is great pressure on industry to 
mechanize and rationalize, that the connexion between the 
educational and the labour market systems has become palpable.



In California, for instance, it has been observed that enrolment
in higher educational institutions varies directly with the
fluctuations of the labour market; while in Britain a tendency
for student numbers to slacken off in the early 1970s seems to
have been checked and reversed by increasing difficulties in

34finding employment.

Keeping young people off the labour market then appears to be 
one latent function and dynamic of the educational system. 
Keeping them off the streets, and attached to their allotted 
tasks, seems to be another, perhaps in the end more important. 
The recognition of this function occurs at some point, usually 
near the beginning, in the evolution of the educational systems 
of practically every industrial society. we have already seen 
this in the English case. It is not of course simply a matter 
of literally keeping young people off the streets: although we 
should not underestimate this very direct function in the 
earlier period when the feai* of city mobs was still a potent 
memory, not indeed in much more recent times when periods of 
high unemployment have aroused anxieties about groups of un
employed youth roaming the streets. iviore significant however 
is the need felt to inculcate discipline and obedience, to 
prepare young people for the occupational and social roles that 
they will be expected to fill, and to ensure that their aspir
ations do not get out of hand. Both tasks - of physical and 
moral surveillance and supervision - had previously been carried 
out by the family, closely supported by the church and the
elites of the local community, and confirmed by early employ-«
ment in domestic service or the apprenticeship system of the 
guilds. As these agencies declined in influence or were di
verted to other purposes, the schools were developed as the
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central instruments of social control.

The early schools were quite evidently direct replications 
and extensions of the family and church. The learning of 
knowledge and cognitive skills was firmly subordinated to 
instruction in moral prescriptions and character development. 
Catechism and learning by rote were the standard devices. While 
the schools were mainly elementary and concerned with the saving 
of souls of the great urban unwashed, no great sophistication 
was thought necessary in the form of social control. Later 
evolution to mass secondary education, and the inclusion of 
young people of other classes, complicated the picture. There 
was the need now not simply to socialise the young into general 
modes of conformity, but to select out the able and to accommo
date the rejected to their future positions in society. The 
latter concern, from the point of view of social control, was 
overwhelmingly the more important, and the schools were adapted 
accordingly. It was in this context that there developed the 
elaborate schemes of curriculum reform, new forms of teaching 
and classroom organization, and courses preparing the less 
able children ’for life' (the more able, of course, were pre
pared for university). A.H.Halsey has described the change in 
the education of the unselected as one "from gentling the masses 
to taming the individual".

It is a change reflected not simply in curriculum and classroom, 
but in the wide variety of ancillary agencies and institutions 
that have increasingly come to» be linked to the school, and 
which suggest the most likel;y pattern of future social control. 
Student counselling, for instance, has long been known in 
American schools; and studies indicate that it functions not
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simply as a moral welfare or careers guidance service but as
a significant determinant of pupils' sense of their current
identities and abilities, and hence of their future occupational 

3 6roles. In Britain a newly professionalized Youth Service is 
now formally treated as part of the education system. Careers 
guidance services, counsellors and teacher-social workers are 
creating institutionalized links with social welfare, probation, 
child care and child guidance services, ensuring, as one re
searcher has said, that "individual cases of deviance are 
detected and treated at an early age". The entire net of the
modern welfare state seems intent on cocooning the school pupil 
so that there is the least possibility of any serious failure 
of socialization and social control.

A recent statement of the position in the United States seems 
not too melodramatic or inaccurate an account, and not so far 
removed from the situation in the other industrial societies:
"In the interest of working parents... and in the interest of 
social stability and the orderly management of an increasingly 
rootless urban population, the schools have developed into 
immense teen-sitting organizations, their functions having less 
and less to do with imparting to the young those things that 
society thinks they must learn...It is difficult to imagine 
United States society without its immense 'educational' struc
ture, and in fact, as has been seen In recent years, the closing1 
of even a single segment of the schools for a period of weeks 
is enough to create a social crisis in the city in which this 
happens. The schools, as caretakers of children and young 
people, are indispensable for family functioning, community 
stability, and social order in general ... In a word, there is 
no longer any place for the young in this society other than
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school. Serving to fill a vacuum, schools have themselves 
become that vacuum, increasingly emptied of content and reduced 
to little more than their own form1'.

education is the exemplary case. In considering the original 
cause of its growth, the form of its expansion, and the funct
ions it has been called upon to perform, we can see the under
lying dynamic of the growth of the service sector as a whole, 
and of many of the other 'post-industrial' trends. These 
reveal themselves as novelties not so much of substance as of 
form. It is impossible to give quantitative indices for the 
earlier period, when the provision of education, welfai’e, and 
much household service, were informal, 'hidden', services con
tained in the general performance of family and community tasks. 
It is therefore easy to claim spectacular increases in these 
services when they enter the public realm of market and state 
expenditure and employment, and their growth can be graphically 
demonstrated in the rising curves of welfare provision and 
numbers of service employees. But really all that this allows 
us to say is that there has been a change in the form in which 
services are offered, from the family to the market or the 
state, and probably an Increase, in scale and comprehensiveness 
- b7f how much is anybody's guess. Certainly it is a much more 

difficult matter to argue that there has been a qualitative 
change - either in the ordinary sense of a better quality of 
service, or in the more specialized sense that the institution
alized provision of service marks a fundamental change in the 
line of social development. In any case, as we shall see in 
the next section, there is much evidence accumulating that the 
intensive and extensive growth of institutionalized services 
may have reached a critical point, where furtner expansion
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will be highly problematic.

2J The Relevance of Utopianism.

It is of course one thing to question the novelty of what is 
allegedly most modern and progressive, and to qualify the 
optimism that so often accompanies the assertions. It is quite 
another to argue that things both can be and may be different 
in the industrial societies of the future. It is this possi
bility that I want to consider now.

The radical thinker Ivan Ulich has advanced the interesting
idea that the history of industrialism be considered as marked

39by two watersheds. 1n the first phase, leading to the first
watershed, science is applied to a range of traditional problem 
- scarcity, disease, etc. - which it resolves with unpreceden
ted efficiency, bringing about the widespread provision of 
goods and services previously available only to the very few, 
the rich or powerful. In the second phase, leading to the 
second Y/atershed, the manifest success of the first phase 
becomes the basis for a further expansion and increased legi
timation which actually reverses the progressive tendencies of 
the earlier phase. Growth and expansion now continues largely 
for the benefit of the elites who initiated and supervised the 
first phase, and who are now in command of the society - "self 
certifying professional elites", Illich designates them. (In 
the terminology of Arnold Toynbee's philosophy of history, we 
might say that the 'creative elites' become the 'dominant 
elites'). The population at large finds that its commitment
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to the system brings in diminishing returns.

A number of the major institutions of industrial society are
now seen by Iilich as having moved over their second watershed.
"Schools are losing their claims to be effective tools to
provide education; cars have ceased to be effective tools for
mass transportation; the assembly line has ceased to be an
acceptable mode of production." 40 The answer is seen in the
development of a contrary mode which Illich calls 'convivial*
production, and which is based on the design and use of simple
tools, renewable resources, personal skills, small-scale
operations, and the 1 de-professionalized' provision of services

41such as health, education, and transportation.

This may seem familiar utopian stuff. Vvhat gives it a con
creteness and a foothold in contemporary reality are various 
indications that industrialism is in a state of genuine crisis, 
and that consequently certain varieties of utopian thought, 
new or traditional, might now have a relevance previously 
denied them by the powerful currents of a developing and tri
umphant industrialism. Something of this kind is in any case 
suggested by the revival of utopian social theory that began 
in the 1960s in the industrial societies of the West. Prom 
the hindsight of the somewhat leaner decade of the 1970s, some 
of that utopianism can no doubt seem little more than the 
fanciful posturing of a generation which, for the first time 
in history, had had no experience in their societies of brute 
material want, and for whom the politics pf consumption eclip
sed that of production. Ideological allegiances, moreover, 
were no guide to sobriety here. As we have seen, the 'post
industrial' idea can itself be regarded as a 'utopianism of the
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Right' - of the modern technocratic Right - with its assumption 
of a society that had moved beyond the politics and problems 
of material scarcity. More characteristically, the Left too 
produced some unconvincing utopianism, especially that variety 
which thought that 'alienation' could be overcome by with
drawing into 'liberated' enclaves within the cities, or by 
emigrating to the remoter rural spots, there to practice the 
free life on an idealized pre-industrial pattern of natural 
farm produce and a simple technology. What they often forgot, 
as Peter Harper points out, is that "many devices which are 
approved as being simple and small-scale at the point of use 
require massive scale at the point of manufacture11, and that 
many of the basic components making up the 'simple technology' 
of windmills, water turbines, solar panels, and the like, still
had to be produced by factory workers in distinctly alienating

42industrial environments.

But it is too glib to see the whole of the utopian response in 
this light, as the ideological reflex of a glossy, consumer- 
oriented decade. The problems identified and the values 
celebrated outlive the particular moment that may have driven 
them into public consciousness. Environmental deterioration, 
over-crowding, the depletion of resources, the costs of large- 
scale organization and rapid economic growth, all remain issues 
which must concern the industrial societies over the coming 
decades. Of continuing relevance too is the rediscovery of 
'the quality of life' as a criterion of value that takes into 
account imprecise but significant factors not adequately tapped 
by the economic and social indicators of the industrial and 
welfare bureaucracies, Nor can the elites of the society afford 
to ignore the renewed concern with human scale ('small is



beautiful'), human control, and personal satisfaction as
irreducible requirements of any system of industrial and

43political organization.

These are admittedly all concerns which typically reflected the 
preoccupations of a generation confronted for the first time 
ever with a society of high mass consumption. There is a 
danger therefore in seeing them as 'luxury' concerns, the kinds 
of things that a wealthy population can afford to be worried 
about; and to be somewhat impatient of them at a time when more 
traditional problems of wealth production are once more to the 
fore, and when relatively slow rates of economic growth and 
anxiety about scarce raw materials and energy resources have 
uncomfortably reminded the industrial societies that the prob
lems of production have by no means been solved. But it would 
be a fatal error to suppose that the utopian critique matters 
less now. Indeed paradoxically it has become more important. 
Industrialism is currently being faced with certain fundamental 
dilemmas and choices about its future development, and only by 
attending to the sorts of issues raised in that critique does 
there seem much hope of finding an acceptable way forward.

It is not too portentous to put the matter1 as follows. There 
has been a fundamental contradiction in the manner of develop
ment of the major industrial societies over the past two 
centuries. In a pattern familiar from the history of past 
civilizations, the dynamic tendencies almost universally 
acknowledged as progressive have carried an undertow of regres
sive features, which finally break the surface and threaten to 
hurl the tide of progress back to the dissolving deep. In the 
earlier stages of development, two forward steps produce, in. a

34l
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dialectical motion, one step back; in the later stages, 
the dialectic loses its progressive character and each further 
step forward is punished by two in the contrary direction. This 
reversal of fortune is not of course due to any basic change in 
the form or direction of development; on the contrary it is the 
consequence of the indefinite expansion and intensification of 
those tendencies, which may increasingly be seen to have out
lived their usefulness.

As we saw in Chapter Three, industrialization entailed the 
drive towards ever greater scale, centralization, mechanization, 
specialization, and bureaucratization - in a word, 'rational
ization'. The triumphs of industrialism were premissed on the 
degree to which these tendencies prevailed. But precisely to 
that very degree there was correspondingly involved a progres
sive decline in the skills, competence, autonomy, and respon
sibility of the bulk of the population in the industrial societ
ies. Knowledge and skills have gone into machines and the 
professionalized service institutions; authority and autonomy 
into the hierarchical and bureaucratic structures of large- 
scale organization. The Individual worker, in conjunction with 
the sophisticated technology and complex organization of indus
trialism, can produce fabulous wealth; by himself, with his own 
tools and skills, he can barely keep himself alive. As Marx 
put it in the classic analysis of his 1844 Manuscripts, in the 
social order of (capitalist) industrialism "the more the worker 
produces, the more he diminishes himself."

This appears so obvious a consequence of the 'logic of indus
trialism' that it is remarkable to find a widespread assertion 
of quite the contrary view. As we saw in the last chapter, much
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census data records an actual rise in the levels of skill and 
training in the population at large. The 'unskilled manual 
worker', in particular, in all industrial societies is a 
vanishing phenomenon. Partly this is accounted for by the 
separation of men from machines altogether, and their conversion 
into service employees with a supposedly richer working life.
But partly also it is due to one of the commoner ideological 
features of industrial society, whereby social processes are 
disguised by formal acts of reclassification and re-labelling. 
Thus censuses in all industrial countries show a massive in
crease in this century of 'semi-skilled' over 'unskilled' 
workers. But this, it turns out, has nothing to do with an 
investigation of actual levels of skill or competence in the 
workforce. The increase of skill is made possible by the 
simple device of classifying as 'semi-skilled' all workers 
merely associated, in whatever capacity and with whatever 
actual skill, with machines: though they may be no more than 
watchers, tenders, or feeders of these machines, requiring 
levels of skill that can be acquired in a matter of hours or 
days. Given the continuing mechanization of factory, store, 
and office, an 'upgrading' of the workforce follows automatical
ly.

But, as Harry Braverman says, "it is only in the world of
census statistics, and not in terms of direct assessment, that
an. assembly line worker is presumed to have greater skill than
a fisherman or oysterman, the forklift operator greater skill
than the gardener or groundskeeper, the machine feeder greater
skill than the longshoreman, the parking lot attendant greater

„45skill than the lumberman or raftsman". Kve have observed 
already the same sleight of hand at work in theories of the
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increasing 'professionalization' of society, and of a more 
'knowledgeable' population in general. The common feature 
throughout is an assertion or assumption of greater skill, 
training, or education, coupled with a striking indifference 
to what actually takes place in the course of training, or 
precisely what skills are involved in allegedly 'skilled' or 
'professional' occupations. On inspection, the training 
frequently turns out to be a formality, the skill nugatory.

This wholesale 'de-skilling' of the population would probably 
have found its retribution in any case at some point in the 
future. What has brought that somewhat sooner than might have 
been expected is the wider context within which the process of 
de-skilling took place. The industrialization of the West was 
from the start a global process - a fact clearly enough recog
nized by the nineteenth century sociologists but insufficiently 
reflected on so far as the long-term implications went. Western 
societies industrialized by incorporating ever increasing 
fractions of the world into their own rationalized economic 
system. The world was parcelled up into specialized and 
differentiated regions, strategic 'resource areas' for the 
benefit of the industrial countries. So long as these areas 
remained passive and politically weak, the Industrial societies 
could pursue the logic of the rationalizing mode with scant 
regard to the long-term consequences. Hence in particular the 
progressive shifts towards increasingly 'high', capital- 
intensive, large-scale technology. All orthodox economic theory 
supported and urged on this development, which indeed in an 
apparently stable world context made good economic sense. The 
resulting problem of the loss of human control and comprehension 
in the workplace w&3 noted, but generally regarded either as



the regrettable price of economic progress, or as a temporary, 
transitional phase towards a society of full automation, 
abundance, and leisure. Less noticed and certainly hardly 
discussed was the dependence of this pattern of technological 
development on continuing supplies of cheap energy and cheap 
raw materials. The idea of the finitude of the fossil fuels, 
of their ultimate exhaustibility, was remote indeed from the 
minds of all but a handful of ecologically-minded anarchists.

The high-point of this type of development can in retrospect 
be seen to fall in the boom period which followed the Second 
World War. It is clear now the extent to which the virtually 
continuous economic growth in the industrial countries was 
subsidized, and probably made possible, by abundant supplies 
of a pecularly cheap and accessible energy resource: oil, 
especially from the Middle East. Geoffrey Barraclough has 
emohasized how novel a phenomenon is this dependence of indus
trial society on oil and oil products. Basicall;/' it is a post- 
1945 development. In 1925 oil contributed only 14 per cent to 
America's energy needs, for instance, and much less elsewhere. 
Even in 1950 solid fuels accounted for approximately two-thirds 
of energy consumption in America. It was only after that that 
the spectacular change took place, reversing the ratio so that 
by 1970 petroleum and natural gas supplied more than 60 per 
cent of the much greater total. One consequence was a dramatic- 
change in the balance of home-based and imported fuels. Between 
1960 and 1970 the dependence on fuel imports of the European
Community grew from 30 per cent to over 60 per cent, and that

. 46of the United Kingdom, from 25 per cent to 44 per cent.
The easy availability of oil affected all other major develop
ments in the economy. The coal industry was run dovm. BuoposedI;

34&
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obsolete forms of passenger and freight transport such as the 
railways were severely cut back; the car was king. The utilities 
switched massively to oil. Technological innovation ’was either 
slowed down or skewed as the industrial societies basked in the 
great oil lake.

That high point can now also be seen as a turning point (it may 
yet turn out to be a terminal point). In the winter of 1973 the 
oil producing countries quadrupled the price of oil. In the 
ensuing consternation it was often made to appear that the 
problems of the industrial societies were the direct outcome of 
these short-term political manoeuvrings by the Arab oil cartel. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. as barraclough says, 
"what we are experiencing is not a short-term emergency but a 
last desperate attempt by industrial society... to climb out of 
a crisis of its own making".' The action of the Arabs was 
historically significant not so much for its immediate impact 
on the economies of the industrial societies, as for its drama
tic highlighting of the long-term nature of the crisis.
Ultimately the crisis was created by a mode of development that 
had come to depend on energy sources which have long been known 
to be limited and of a relatively fixed term, and whose cheap
ness was premissed on the continuing political weakness of the 
non-industrial world. The Arabs’ action announced that thi3 
•political passivity was now at an end; and it was of course a 
declaration aimed not simply at the industrial world, but at all 
the societies of the ’Third World' whoso supplies of raw materi
als had kept the industrial system going. The French Prime 
Minister Giscard d ’hstaing spoke truly when he said of the crisis
that "what we are witnessing is the revenge on hurope for the

48  . . . ,nineteenth century"; and he was referring to the nemesis
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brought on not simply by colonial exploitation, but by a 
particularly savage and one-sided exploitation of nature itself.

The industrial societies are being forced into a re-adjustment 
for which they are psychologically and structurally extremely 
unpreoared. Henceforward they have to expect some tough ’trade 
union’ bargaining, Individually and. collectively, from the 
Third World. They have to contemplate a future - at least in 
the medium term ~ of much higher prices for the raw materials 
and energy resources to which they have geared their tech
nologies. This will mean that they will probably be less 
wealthy. It also means that in order to stop standards of 
living dropping too far, they will need to be very careful and 
imaginative in the husbanding of the resources that they have, 
or can still afford to buy. More fundamentally, and in the 
longer-term, it involves the search for other, renewable, 
sources of energy, and the designing of technologies appropriate 
to them.

It is in this general historical context that the loss of 
general skills and competence is seen at its most damaging. The 
industrial system of plentiful consumer goods and expensive 
professionalized services is under severe strain. It can no 
longer support itself, in its traditional form, at reasonable 
cost. So far as the social services are concerned, the evidence 
is beginning to accumulate that the even point may have been 
reached in many industrial societies, and that the volume of 
expenditure necessary to maintain the welfare services is 
leading to an actual and absolute drop in the material standard 
of living. In Britain, for instance, between 1963 and 1974 
deductions from paypackets in the form of Income tax and. social
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security contributions increased so much that the average
living standard, in terms of what actually can be bought in
the shops, rose only 1.6 per cent per annum, and since 1973
has begun to fall,, The male worker on average earnings now
suffers deductions of nearly 30 per cent from his pay-packet,

49the payment for the 'social wage1.' Much of the militant trade 
union action of the last decade has indeed been defensive - the 
attempt not so much constantly to increase the standard of liv
ing as to increase money wages to off-set higher prices and 
higher taxation.

Moreover while it could be argued for much of the time that the
higher 'social wage’ was adequate compensation for smaller net
monetary wages, this argument is beginning to wear increasingly
thin. Compared to most other European societies, British
workers give up a greater proportion of their paypackets to
support welfare services, yet there is no evidence that health,
education, or social security services are any better in Britain

50than in those other societies. The suspicion must be, there
fore, that what is operating here is Illich’s ’second threshold’, 
or the law of diminishing returns, or, more straightforwardly, 
Parkinson’s Law of the indefinite multiplication of staff and 
bureaucratic tasks. Beyond a certain stage welfare expenditure 
has a tendency to increase irrespective of the extent or 
quality of service offered; and this is now, in conjunction with 
other economic difficulties, imposing great strain on the 
economy of the welfare state.

The most important of the industrial society’s resources - as of 
any kind of society - are its human ones: whether of human skills 
imascinaticm, effort, commitment or sacrifice. It is these



resources however that have been most impoverished and stunted 
in the course of industrial development. In the current 
situation, and for a good time to come, what is needed is a 
ponulation that, as private individuals and groups, should 
once more be able to rely upon itself for the repairing and 
maintenance of much of the physical structure of the society; 
for the invention of tools and appliances that are modest and 
flexible in the use of resources, and relatively easy to 
service without complicated and specialized equipment; even, 
perhaps, for the growing of a certain proportion of its own 
food. Above all there is the need that people should come to 
depend much more upon themselves, their families, and their 
community, for the provision of many services to do with general 
health and welfare, at present supplied by professionalized 
private and public bodies. But the industrial bureaucracies 
have expropriated the individual craftsman of his skill. The 
service bureaucracies have dispossessed the population both of 
the knowledge and of the confidence to attend to many of their 
health and welfare problems.

We have already considered some examples of 'de-skilling' in the 
case of professional workers. What has to be emphasized is how 
deep this tendency ha3 gone, how pervasive at all levels of 
working and non-work life, and how crippling a legacy it has 
now become. It was not so very long ago that the average male, 
without special training or equipment, could service his own 
car, or make minor repairs to his radio or television set. But 
technological 'progross' makes this less and less easy. Special
ization and miniaturization of components, made especially
possible v/lth the invention of the transistor, mean that 'the 
works' are increasingly sealed in and Inaccessible to general-

349
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purpose tools or general mechanical knowledge. To service a 
car with confidence now requires elaborate ranges of specialized 
tools and gauges, plus large-scale equipment for testing and 
monitoring the performance of parts. Threatening notices on 
the back of television sets warn the customer under no circum
stance to tamper with the works at the back, but to summon the 
technician for all faults. The result is an endless, frustrat
ing, and costly series of visits for minor faults which 
previously could have been remedied without danger by most 
householders. Nor is the diminished competence of the private 
consumer counterbalanced by an increase of skill on the part 
of the technician who arrives to do the 'repairs'. All the 
skill that he needs Is the ability to follow a colour-coded 
chart which allows him to remove and replace some overall 
component, the structure and functioning of which he can be 
and usually is totally ignorant. The damaged components are 
then repaired in a centralized and well-equipped workshop by a 
few highly-trained electronicists. In other words, the dividing 
line between conception and. execution of tasks, between brain 
and hand, continues its relentless way up the technical hier
archy, de-skilling the many and elevating the few. Eliminated 
practically altogether is the non-specialist consumer.

What has been said about cars and television sets applies 
equally of course to a wide range of consumer goods - toasters, 
heating irons, vacuum cleaners, and the like. Here too as in 
•the other examples we also encounter the marked phenomenon of 
professional self-interest (or hubris) which leads the garage 
or the appliance manufacturer to urge private individuals to
'leave technical matters to the technicians', always to bring 
their cars to the garage for service, or always to send their
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appliances back to the manufacturer for repair. Ultimately 
what may be of greatest significance is not so much the disuse 
of actual skills and knowledge in the peculation at large as 
the wholesale demoralization and apathy caused by the process. 
The habit of dependence, once it has taken hold, is seductive 
and long-lasting. The pride in workmanship, the old ins
tinct of self-help and self-maintenance, long repressed and 
undermined by the ideology of professionalism, do not easily 
respond when the situation once more calls upon them.

Nowhere is this lack of confidence of more consequence than 
in the field of medicine and welfare. Time was when mothers 
happily had their babies at home, attended by the local midwife. 
Families kept medicine chests to deal with minor injuries and 
ailments; a certain rough store of medical knowledge, part 
folklore, part science, was drawn on to diagnose and remedy 
these without the need of calling in medical specialists.
Advice, often from older relatives, was sought and taken in the 
rearing and educating of children, but there was not the anxious 
dependence on the doctor, schoolteacher, or child care special
ist. much of the care of the elderly and the mentally disturbed 
took place within the family or local community.

Clearly in all this there were many Instances of suffering and 
neglect, caused by ignorance or indifference. But then it must 
be remembered that the remedying of this would also often have 
been easier, In the more public, visible, and extended structure 
of kin and community. The changed position today neither means 
that welfare is necessarily better taken care of, nor that 
failures of the system are more readily noticed or dealt 'with. 
Now mothers are made to feel guilty and neglectful if they



wish to have their babies at home; and the occupation oi mid
wife is a virtually disappearing one. The result is enormous 
pressure on hospital beds, with long periods of waiting for

o

pregnant women and almost dangerously short periods of stay in 
hospital for the birth of the child. Similarly the medical 
profession has managed to indoctrinate most parents with a deep 
distrust of homely remedies, and, a corresponding inclination to 
seek out the doctor for every pain and ache, most of which the 
doctor can do absolutely nothing about. The medicine chest, 
with its array of bandages, potions, and pills, vanishes from

a
the home. The result is a factory-like situation in the general 
practitioner's surgery, with the numerous patients the victims 
of brusque and casual treatment, and the harassed G.P.'s in 
their turn looking enviously (though mistakenly)at the hospital 
doctors, wore seriously there is the pattern of escalating 
dependence on medical services which has oeen termed 'iatro
genesis' - doctor-induced illness - and which comes from the 
overwillingness to prescribe drugs, as well as a mystifying 
professional jargon and complex of medical rituals which further 
threaten the patient and keep him supine, thus prolonging the 
illness.51 Again, when family and community care of the aged 
and the mentally ill is replaced by institutionalized care in 
homes and hospitals, we get the familiar and disturbing pattern 
of segregation of these groups from the rest of society. This 
compounds the difficulties of the mentally ill, leading to 
institutionalized dependence and a more or less permanent 
adaptation to the ’sick role'; while for the elderly it removes 
the dignity and health-enhancing activity^ of playing a pro
ductive role in the life of the society, especially in relation 
to the rearing of the young.
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<<e have already noted the enormous expense of the institution
alized system of social services - currently in Britain running 
at about 20 per cent of the Gross National Product, if we
include only the public health, education, and social security

52and welfare services. What needs to be raised as the more 
important isstie is the wisdom of extending a system which may 
turn out to be too costly not only in financial terms but in 
terms of social and moral effect: that is to say, in precisely 
the terms by which the system justifies its great expense. Two 
recently publicized cases in Bngland raises this issue in an 
acute form. In 1973 there occurred the death of a young girl, 
Maria Colwell, as a result of parental neglect and maltreatment. 
Two and a half years later a sixteen month old baby Steven Meurs 
died in similar circumstances. The situation of both children 
had been well known to a variety of social workers and social 
work agencies. Accusation and counter-accusation flew across 
the indignant nation in the ensuing debate about the state of 
the social -services. To the charges of individual incompetence 
and bureaucratic inefficiency the social workers pleaded severe 
understaffing and intolerable case-loads. The changes currently 
taking place in social work practice were a further fruitful 
source of dispute about the responsibility for these tragic 
deaths. The government had acted on the Beebohm Committee's 
Report of 1968 recommencing greater integration of the social 
services and the replacement of the specialist worker by the 
generic social worker. Those who supported the report argued 
that these two cases showed that the reforms had not yet gone 
far enough, and that integration needed to be speeded up to 
prevent other needy individuals slipping through the welfare 
net. Their opponents retorted that on the contrary the cases 
proved that the reforms had gone only too far, and that the
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gain in professional status achieved by promoting the better- 
qualified generalist had been more than off-set by the loss of 
critical specialized skills in such areas as child care.

All these disputes are beside the point. The real issue is the 
institutionalization of caring, and the extent to which cases 
such as ¡¿aria Colwell's or Steven :>ieurs' are remediable features 
of the system or symptoms of its inherent limits. In very 
principle it. would seen that such cases are bound to crop up 
repeatedly. The goal of drawing the mesh of the welfare net 
so tight that almost no one can slip through is a Fabian's 
pipe-dream, and any thoughtful person's nightmare. it is in 
the nature of large-scale bureaucratic institutions to make and 
compound these errors. As The Times said in its editorial on 
the ¡¿eurs' case, !,a bureaucracy, however liberal its organiz
ation and humane its intentions, cannot reproduce the sensi
tivity and the flexibility of the individual's response to 
social distress". ^  When care was the informal personalized 
concern of families and the local community, there could be 
grave deficiencies in the quality of service, but it was very 
difficult for cases actually to be overlooked and Ignored. Both 
'clients' and 'social workers' were part of the same community, 
living twenty-four hours a day in close proximity with one 
another. Helping those in need was part of the daily round of 
life, incorporated in all the other daily activities, not a 
separate professionalized activity. The professionalized 
social worker t however personally concerned in the case, 
generally has his or her own life to lead, usually in a part of 
the region remote from the homes of the majority of the clients.
However much time she puts in she is bound to mi3s crucial 
aspects of the case, either in the behaviour of the client or
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in other people's responses to him. Moreover it is vain to
hope that the situation will be made any better by increasing
the number of social workers or the number of agencies involved 

54in the case. The problem is one of professionalized and 
bureaucratized social service as such. Each new worker, each 
nev/ agency, multiplies the problems of the last. Eventually as 
the number of workers and agencies piles up one reaches the 
familiar situation where the bulk of workers are involved in 
clearing up the personal and administrative problems created by 
each other's involvement in the case.

3: Dilemmas and Alternatives.

The general problem has been stated so far to be one v/here the 
situation of the industrial societies calls for reserves of 
personal skill, personal independence, and a personalized ethic 
of social welfare, and where such reserves are lacking because 
of the tendency of industrialism to subvert them. Industrial 
society finds it difficult to convert to the 'convivial' mode 
because of its very success in supplanting earlier and alternat
ive patterns in favour of its own rationalizing and bureau
cratizing mode. The question that can further be posed is what 
signs of reaction there might be to this situation. What forms 
of consciousness or action exist that might indicate both an 
awareness of the current dilemma, and some preparedness to 
attempt a resolution, in howevej’ incomplete and inconclusive a 
fashion?

i

Let us consider first some of the responses to what is perhaps
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the central institutional feature of industrialism: the large- 
scale, hierarchical, centralised and bureaucratized organization 
The development of this agency has always been seen - pessimis
tically or approvingly - as the inevitable and indeed character
istic expression of the currents of industrialism. ««ebor, we 
tv ill remember, saw bureaucratic organization as "always from a 
formal point of view the most rational type. For the needs of
inass administration today it is completely indispensable. The

55choice is only that between bureaucracy and dilettantism", 
Echoing him seventy years later Michel Crozier also stresses 
the indispensability of the large organisation to modern life: 
"The large corporation ... seems to be a uniquely powerful 
instrument for carrying on economic activity. This organizat
ional construct has gradually c-crae to embody collective ration
ality for all industrial and post-industrial societies. What-
ever its shortcomings, its basic pattern of functioning cannot

ii 56be ouestioned within the present socio-economic framework,

To these general arguments about the rationality of the large-
scale organization have been added more specific economic claims
about 'the economies of scale', involving the specialization of
men and machines, the spreading of costs, capital economies of

57various kinds, and the ability to plan on a long-term basis.
As with many of the other tendencies of industrialism, the post- 
1945 period saw a galloping acceleration of organizational size 
and complexity, in pursuit of the twin goals of economy and 
efficiency. The intellectual rationale of the movement was 
contained in the widely-accepted theory of managerialism. Every 
function was managerial: town planning was 'urgan management',
headmastering was 'school management1, crucially economics and 
politics were about managing the economy and society. The 1960s
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in Britain saw the triumph of managerialism in government arid 
industry. A whole series of government commissions and reports 
- the Plowden Report on public expenditure (1961), tne Robbins 

Report on higher education (1963), the Pulton Report on the 
Civil Service (1968), the Seebohm Report on local authority 
social services (1963), the Maud Report on local government 
(1969), the 3aines Report on local government management 
structure (1972) - all urged a greater degree of 'rationali
zation', that is, integration and centralization, on their 
respective areas of investigation. A e y concerns were 'the 
integration of functions', large-scale and long-term planning,
greater central control over all relevant areas, and greater

58attention to managerial functions. In industry the same 
tendencies were observable at work in the 'merger-mania' of the 
late 1960s, spurred on by the government's own Industrial 
Reorganization Corporation. Between 1961-68 mergers reduced 
the number of manufacturing companies in oritain Dy one-third.
In 1960 100 companies owned 2 2  per cent of industrial assets;

59by 1973 56 per cent of British industry was owned by 87 firmsf

The failure of British industry to improve its performance, 
indeed its tendency to drop further behind its other industrial 
competitors, despite all this 'rationalization', might in itself 
cause one to reflect on the inadequacies of the faith in the 
large-scale hierarchical organization, whether private or public. 
In any case much other evidence exists to cast doubt on tradit
ional arguments about the economies of scale, and the like. 
Increasingly organizations are showing their 'other face' of 
dis-economies and dys-functions. Beyond a certain size and a 
certain degree of centralization of institutions, the advantages 
gained up to that point seem to be outweighed by the losses
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incurred as a result of the endemic problems of large-scale 
organization.

Fart of the reason why this has not been so evident, at least
until quite recently, is that we have accepted at face value
the official accounts of the reasons for managerialism and
merger!sm. These are all, we are told, to do with greater
efficiency and economy. When these processes then do not
produce the results expected of them, the blame can be put not
on the ’rationalized' organization itself but on extraneous
forces - the 'gnomes of Zurich', the Arab oil sheiks, etc. But
a closer investigation of the reasons for the growth in size
and centralization point to goals which have little to do with
efficiency or economy, at least in the usual sense of those
terms. Newbould's study of the industrial mergers of the 1960s
concluded that, while the declared aim was industrial efficiency
the real object was to create, maintain, or re-inforce market

60dominance,. and to shut out competitors. No doubt some may 
argue that the pursuit of a monopoly situation leads ultimately 
to greater efficiency, and greater benefit to the community; 
but it has to be said that on past evidence monopolies benefit 
mainly monopolists, and then only in the short-term, as rising 
waste and inefficiency strangles the enterprise.

Nowbould's findings are strengthened by more general consider
ations of the internal life of large-scale organizations. All 
relevant studies stress the extent to which that life is 
dominated b y  internal political criteria, rather than, as 
conventionally held, the economic ones of efficiency and maxi
mization of output (of goods or services). Hobbes, not Marshall 
would seem to be the better guide to understanding the modern
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corporation. At every level in the hierarchy there appears a 
competitive struggle for power and control, with consequent 
disregard for the ideal rational functioning of the organization 
as a whole. Tom Burns has drawn attention to one particularly 
serious 'dysfunction* occurring in present conditions, lie points 
out that senior management today feels peculiarly threatened, and 
vulnerable in the face of rapid technical changes and new 
computerized management techniques. Senior managers sense that 
they can be outflanked by the superior technical knowledge and 
greater adaptability of the more recently trained junior mana
gers. In seeking to assert their greater power and prestige, 
senior managers therefore have recourse to other less contro
vertible aspects of their position, such as control over the 
machinery of promotion and career development, and over the 
flow of information within the organization. This last is of 
crucial importance. "Communication control becomes both the 
basis and the overt expression of power within the corporate 
system... By even tighter control over the flow of information, 
[̂ senior managers^ can reinforce the divisions inherent in the 
increasingly specialized nature of the Information used, and 
ensure that decision-making processes at lower levels which 
might conceivably be analytical conflicts are In fact political, 
and so have to be referred up to the point at which the people 
at the top become the 'experts' who alone are able to treat

S 7bargaining and political conflict as if they were analytical."

What is described of course is a situation in which no-one, at 
any level of the hierarchy, has sufficient Information or 
capability to make rational decisions. Those at the top can 
act, but don't know; those at the bottom know (to a limited
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degree) but can’t act. Burns elaborates this further as 
follows. At progressively lower levels of the organization, 
the quality of information becomes more specific, more adequate, 
more appropriate, and more valid. At the same time, by the 
hierarchical and specialized nature of the organization, this 
information is limited in kind and degree, requiring the co
ordination of other pieces of information and expertise in the 
organization for decision-making. This coordination is achieved 
at the higher levels of the hierarchy, which to that extent 
possess the more adequate range of information. But that 
information, as it moves up, is processed in such a way as to 
make it seriously inadequate on several dimensions. All lower-o
level deliberations, as Burns notes, in the progressive move to 
the top have to undergo "a perpetual translation of information 
bearing on choice and decision into an homologous language 
(money). All decisions emerge as decisions concerning monetary 
expenditure for current and future activities." This trans
lation means a fundamental 'homogenization' of knowledge, which 
renders it dangerously unspecific. Moreover, given the hier
archic nature of the system, the information has to be reduced 
as it travels up; and the "increasing limitation of channel 
capacity" as decisions move upwards requires a further process 
of filtering. Hence decisions have to be reached "on the basis 
of homogenized, limited, filtered, and distorted knowledge 
provided from within the hierarchic order below to the decision
makers"; "uncertainty increases at each rising level of the 
decision-making hierarchy'; and "it follows that the whole
decision-making system operates on the baŝ is of increasingly

0 3distorted as well as minimal information."

This has no doubt been true of all large-scale organizations at
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any time in history. But it becomes particularly weakening in
a situation where bureaucratic conflicts take the form they do
because of the loss of technical competence on the. part of those
at the top, and th9 consequent removal of the arena of conflict
to the sphere of internal politics and careerism. Senior
managers, through a perfectly rational impulse of self-interest,
are forced to rely more and more on mechanisms of control -
careers and communication - which both enhance the preoccupation
of all employees with careerism, and undermines the ability of
the organization as a whole to discharge its manifest tasks.
There is a sense, therefore, as Burns s a y s ,  "in which the very
increase in the rate of overall technological change produces
its own tendency towards organizational ossification, and
hastens the obsolescence which so many writers have suggested
Is characteristic of big corporations." And he notes the
historical irony in this: "It is as if bureaucracy, the chosen
instrument of Zweckrationalitat, action determined by rational
choice and the rational use of resources, in the context of the
market society and the rationale of possessive individualism,
Yiere being sabotaged, or eroded, or stifled by the very charac-

64teristic of rational self-interest which brought it into being."

That this ’rationality' - economistic and calculative - embodied 
in large-scale organization could produce an equal degree of 
irrationality, as a necessary consequence of its principle of 
action, was something already foreseen and feared by Weber. But 
he considered this to be something the modern world would have 
to live with; and in his more optimistic moments thought that

t

the disadvantages 'were snail when compared with the immense 
gain in power and efficacy conferred by modern bureaucracy.
Were he to return today he might not be so sure that the price
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is worth paying. Internally and externally to the organization, 
the pile-up of dis-amenities in terms of economic and social 
costs, environmental destruction, personal frustration, and 
individual powerlessness and alienation, all seem to suggest 
that the balance sheet needs to be inspected more critically.

Externally the effects of large-scale organization - and Its 
natural handmaid large-scale technology - have most spectacu
larly shown up as the 'hidden costs' or 'external diseconomies' 
of continuous economic growth. Ultimately the most serious of 
these diseconomies, as we have already noted, is the one-sided 
dependence on and exploitation of limited fossil fuels <as the 
basic energy source. "The modern industrial system, with all 
its intellectual sophistication, consumes the very basis on

A Awhich it has been erected". A diseconomy that, on present 
trends, will lead to industrial breakdown and probably social 
chaos is, apart from being absurdly misnamed, an off-setting 
cost against which any alleged 'economy' is virtually unthink
able. As The Ecologist put it starkly at the very outset of its 
Blueprint for Survival: "The principal defect of the industrial 
way of life with its ethos of expansion Is that it is not

, , , ,  it 66sustainable.

All calculations as to the date by which, on present rates of 
usage, the fossil fuels will run out are of course contentious, 
as well somewhat unreal. But very real is the nature and 
direction of the trend. This shows, firstly, the enormous 
dependence of the industrial system on fos,sil fuels as compared 
with renewable sources of energy, (such as water, wind, sun).
The latter currently contribute less than 4 per cent to the
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world total of energy use; ana to increase this contribution 
to 80-90 per cent involves a reorganization and transformation 
of the industrial system of truly revolutionary proportions.
So far there are negligible signs that the industrial societies 
are prepared to contemplate such a reorganization. vie continue, 
as Scnumacher says, to treat the most basic capital of the 
industrial system as income. The simple fact is that "fossil 
fuels are not made by men; they cannot be recycled. Once they 
are gone they are gone forever." The other asrect of this
trend is the great acceleration in recent years in the exploi
tation and use of the fossil fuels. "In comparison with what 
is going on now and what has been going on, progressively, 
during the last quarter of a century, all the industrial 
activities of mankind un to, and including, world war II are as 
nothing. The next four or five years are likely to see more 
industrial production, taking the world as a whole, than all 
of mankind accomplished up to 1945." ^  Taken together these 
two features of current energy use allov; us to say with a good 
deal of certainty that fossil fuels will be exhausted within a 
realistically foreseeable future. The age of hydrocarbons is 
drawing to a close, and we are doing remarkably little about 
adapting ourselves to any alternative system of energy use. For 
Instance, in Britain the Government proposes spending 320 times
as much money in 1976-77 on research and development into coal

. 69and nuclear energy as on solar energy researen.

The exhaustion of fossil fuels is only the most spectaculai’ of 
several disasters than can folAow from the logic of the 
‘economies of scale'. All too often that 'logic1 turns out to 
be a Panglossian version of the misguided philosophy of putting 
all your eggs in one basket. Thus one has the sp>ectacle in
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recent years of large industrial complexes, employing thousands 
of people, becoming almost entirely dependent on a single 
product - a large supersonic aeroplane, a high-powered engine, 
a range of motor cars. When the social environment changes, 
as it has a habit of doing, and people seem no longer to be 
quite so keen on fast planes or multiple car ownership, whole 
sectors of the economy are convulsed. Desperate international 
consultations take place, huge subsidies are poured out, and 
patently uneconomic products, such as Concorde, turned out to 
avoid the social consequences of putting an end to what are 
clearly wasteful ventures. The centralizing and agglomerating 
tendency of industrial evolution indeed runs directly counter 
to the lesson taught by Darwin's account of the evolutionary 
process as a whole: that the condition of survival and progress 
is diversity; and if the price of this is a certain degree of 
waste and inefficiency, this seems preferable to certain ex
tinction.

Curiously, the proponents of large-scale organization and 
technology often .-justify its 'incidental' social costs by ar
guing that it has enormously increased and widened choice, and 
hence led to much greater diversity in the lives of the indus
trial populations. On examination this usually turns out to 
involve a peculiarly narrow concept of choice. .as ndward 
Mishan observes, the apologists of growth "have failed to observe 
that as the carnet of 'increased choice' is being unrolled before, 
us by the foot, it Is simultaneously being rolled up behind us 
by the yard".70 Increased choice in certain tilings there cert
ainly has been. We can now clean our teeth v/ith an electric 
toothbrush, as well as with a wide range of the more conventional 
hand-powered brushes. The range of cars, cosmetics, hi-fi
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other household gadgets, continues to expand. We can take our 
holidays almost anywhere on the face of the earth, and probably 
soon above and beneath it. But on the other hand "for many 
decades now private firms have, without giving it a thought, 
polluted the air we breathe, poisoned lakes and rivers with 
their effluence, and produced gadgets that have destroyed the 
quiet of millions of families..." In the area of choice that 
selects quietness over noise, smallness over largeness, slow
ness over speed, local over metropolitan, public over private 
means of transportation, individualized over standardized 
products, skilled craft work over mechanized mass production, 
rural over urban pursuits, home-based over mass forms of 
entertainment, clean air and water over polluted skies and seas 
- in these areas it is clear that the range of choice has been 

diminishing very sharply. No doubt a precise balance sheet 
showing gains and losses in choice and diversity would be very 
hard to draw up. Nevertheless it would be as well to be aware 
that while we concentrate on the marvellous variety of consumer 
objects produced by the ingenuity of modern technology, we tend 
to forget the real loss of choice in substantial regions of our 
work, leisure, and family lives.

It is conventional to balance these ’external diseconomies' 
against the alleged great economies achieved internally by the 
large industrial organization, and the presumed increase in 
efficiency and capability. we have already found good cause 
to be sceptical of this claim. Kven on the narrow issue of 
economic efficiency, students of large organizations have 
concluded generally that the gains in one area are usually off
set by losses in another, so that - except for this one - no



firm generalisations can be made concerning the economies of 
72scale. ~ Writing in the 19503, for instance, S.R.Dennison 

found in his review of British industry that "over a wide range 
of industry the productive efficiency of small units was at 
least equal to, and in some cases surpassed that of the indus
trial giants." 7  **

Indeed not much more than common sense is required to see 
where the sources of internal diseconomies may lie in the large 
organization. Communication is frequently delayed or distorted, 
leading to duplication and the pursuit of contradictory aims by 
different departments. Decisions are taken at levels and in 
areas remote from those of their intended application. ¿rrors 
of a relatively minor kind, magnified on such a scale, become 
major disasters. À project once started - Concorde again comes 
to mind - can involve a commitment of men and money in such 
proportions that escalating costs and a subsequent realization 
of the uneconomic nature of the project is not enough to halt 
it. On this scale paradoxically it becomes too costly to pack 
up. (Macbeth recognized the dilemma: ’I am in blood/Btepp'd 
in so far that, should I wade no more/ Returning were as tedious 
as go o ’er1). At every level and in a hundred different ways, 
the rationality of ’scientific management’ has its hidden costs 
to the organization. The large department store decides to 
replace its individual sales assistants at separate counters 
by centralized pay desks, thereby cutting down on staff. This 
means that not only does the standard of service drop percep
tibly - customers cannot find things, or things of the right 
size or quantity, get frustrated and give up, hence fewer sales. 
The store also finds that it is beginning to lose significant 
amounts in thefts, at the now unsupervised counters, at a medium
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sized Marks and Spencer store in Canterbury, for instance, the 
management has calculated that it loses £20 an hour in thefts, 
or about £200 a day. No doubt the management covers its losses 
well enough in higher prices for those customers who do pay; 
but as a 'rational1 form of business administration this seems 
a decidedly curious way of doing things.

In the end perhaps the most severe and intractable 'diseconomy' 
confronting the large organization is the constant difficulty 
of keeping the commitment of its own employees. This is not by 
any means a new problem, of course, although there are signs 
in recent years that it is becoming more serious, and in 
particular, that it is spreading to groups previously regarded 
as the most loyal and committed of the organization's employees 
As far as the lower levels of the workforce are concerned - the 
traditional industrial workers and their newer counterparts, 
the routine clerical and service workers - the drudgery and 
monotony of their work in the large mechanized factory, office, 
or store has always provoked resentment and indifference, 
whether taking the form of a resigned fatalism or a more bitter 
and explosive hostility. "why does he work?" wrote Angels 
impassionedly of the industrial worker in his Condition of the 
Working Class in England in 1844. "Prom love of work? Prom a 
natural impulse? Not at all. He works for money, for a thing 
which has nothing whatsoever to do with the work itself. He 
works because he must. If only because his hours of labour 
are so long and so dismally monotonous, the worker must surely 
detest his job after the first few weeks, assuming that he 
possesses a spark of humanity. The division of labour has 
multiplied the brutalising effects of forced labour. In most 
branches of industry the worker's activity is reduced to some
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paltry, purely mechanical manipulation, repeated minute after 
minute, unchanged year after year. v Marx in the very same 
year was reflecting on the consequences of what sociologists 
were later to call this 'instrumental' attitude to work. "The 
worker feels himself at home only during his leisure time, 
whereas at work he feels homeless. His work is not the satis
faction of a need, but only a means for satisfying other needs. 
Its alien character is clearly shown by the fact that as soon
as there is no physical or other compulsion it is avoided like 

11 75the plaeue. And later observers nave with a wealth of
..anconcrete detail confirmed this picture o f j alienated and bored

workforce. "The guys yell 'hurrah' whenever the line breaks
down... You can hear it all over the plant". "You don't
achieve anything here. A robot could do it. The line here is
made for morons. It doesn't need any thought. They tell you
that. ' *<e don't pay you for thinking', they say. everyone comes
to realise that they're not doing a worthwhile job. They're
just on the line. For the money". To these comments of
British and American car workers on the assembly line we can
add the reaction of the clerical worker of the factory-office
who feels his work to be so pointless as well as monotonous
that he can think of effacing himself altogether from the work
process: "if the system were better, clerical work would not

77be necessary..."

But the consolations of leisure, as Marx seems to suggest? 
Unfortunately these have not been forthcoming in either the 
quantity or quality hoped for. For apart, from the fact that 
there Is a good deal of evidence that boring and repetitive 
work produces boring and repetitive leisure, thus rather under
mining the notion of a fair bargain of forced labour for
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creative leisure, ' there is also the clear evidence that -work 
time has not declined by anything as much as was confidently 
predicted by almost all ninety®nth century thinkers. The 
official or 'standard1 working week has fallen considerably, 
it is true. From being about 60 hours or more a week in the 
1840s (in England - rather more in the United States and on the 
European continent) it has dropped to 40 hours today in most of

7Qthe industrial countries. hut the actual number of hours 
worked still remains high, and appears to have changed remark
ably little over the past forty yearns. In Britain the average 
number of hours worked in the late 1930s was between 45-47 a 
week; in the late 1970s it is still between 45-7.^  Moreover 
this average conceals significant variations. In one survey
of 1971 over a quarter of a million workers in Britain were

81found to be working more than 70 hours a week. In the United 
States the number of people working more than 48 hour3 a week 
rose from 13 per cent of the workforce in 1948 to 20 per cent 
in 1965; while the number of people who are 'moonlighting'

on(holding more than one job) has doubled since 1950.

The most significant trend however is in the longer hours worked 
by the professional e n d  managerial groups. A 60-70 hour week 
was not uncommon among the British managers studied by the

Q  'ZPahls. Willmott and Young found that the average working
week of a group of managers and professionals in the London
area was 48 hours (57 including travelling time), and that among

84these several were working more than 60 hours a week. In the
United States Heckscher and de Grasia found managers working a

8562-hour week (including business travel); and more than half 
of Vilensky's middle class group of professionals and executives 
in Detroit were putting in 45 hours or more a week, with a

*78
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Q gsizeable minority working at least 60 hours a week. The 
importance of these findings derive from the great growth, in 
all industrial societies, of the professional and managerial 
groups - projected to be the second largest occupational 
category in the workforce in both Britain and the United States

o7by the 1980s. Whatever the intrinsic quality of the work 
these people will be doing - and our previous chapter suggested 
that it was not likely to be very rewarding - it seems at least 
clear that the 'leisured society* is an ever-receding goal, and 
that in terms of sheer time work will continue to be a central 
part of most people's lives in the coming decades.

e

kot that this persisting eagerness to work has much to do with 
the old curse laid upon adam, at least not as that has tradit
ionally been interpreted. It is not, in other words, a matter 
of necessity in the strict sense. What the pattern shows is 
that leisure has been bartered for more income. The good life 
defined in terms of material possessions beckons seductively, 
but always at one further step removed, so that extra hours of 
work have to be put in to pet the money to procure the accou
trements of the good life. As a result commonly it is not the 
male breadwinner but his children and non-working wife who 
appear to be the main beneficiaries of this toil. But even 
his earnings, with large stretches of overtime and perhaps a 
second job, increasingly seems not to be enough. v»ives go out 
to work in growing numbers - between 40-50 per cent in Britain 
and the United States - to add to the household earnings. Thus 
paradoxically but not surprisingly, as the demands of the good 
life grow, more people are spending more time at work and have 
correspondingly les3 time to spend onenjoying the good life.
The old utilitarian bargain, the 'pain' of work exchanged for
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the ’pleasure* of leisure, really does turn out to be fraudu
lent. The gratification of the pleasures have to be indefin
itely deferred in the endless and painful pursuit 'of them.

<Ve know that there were those such as marx who argued that the
industrial workers would not forever tolerate such conditions
of work and leisure. Their v e r y  shared tribulations would
produce a common revolutionary consciousness which would lead
them to overthrow the economic system that condemned them to
so degraded an existence. This has not happened so far in the
industrial countries, and there are good grounds for doubting

89that it will happen in the future. But there are many 
gradations of dissatisfaction, and the expression of it. Through 
out the period since the industrial revolution workers have 
expressed their resentment against the industrial system in a 
number of ways: from simple maenine-breaking, through strikes 
and sabotage, to rapid labour turnover, absenteeism, slow-downs, 
and diverse forms of non-cooperation through collective informal 
control over the pace and organization of work. Owners and 
managers have always accepted this as the additional 'nidden' 
cost of the enormous wealth produced by the rationalized 
technology and work organization of the industrial system, while 
regretting these costs they have generally considered them 
negligible by comparison with the gains, and in any case have 
usually passed them on to their customers in the form of higher 
prices for goods and services. But here too there are limits. 
The question that once more arises is whether this situation 
has now changed significantly.t From various quarters there 
appear the siras that worker resentment is increasing, and that 
management can no longer afford to regard this 'internal dis
economy' in so complacent a light.
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Consider these indications. In Britain 'voluntary absenteeism' 
is estimated to have caused the loss of between 200 and 300 
million working days per year, which is at least thirty times 
more than have been lost by strikes. In the mining industry 
absenteeism is the major managerial problem: up to 20 per cent 
of the workforce may be absent on a given day. In Italy, 1 in 
7 workers doesn't turn uo for work on a given day; in the car 
industry the figure is higher. In the Swedish car industry 
three in ten workers are absent daily in many sections, absent
eeism in the United States is also at its highest in the car 
Industry: for the industry as a whole the absentee rate doubled 
in the second half of the 1960s. at the General motors 1 plants,
5 per cent of workers are absent without explanation every day; 
on some days, notably Fridays and Mondays, the figure moves up 
to 10 per cent. At Chrysler's, a daily average absentee rate 
of 6 per cent was reported in 1971. Turnover rates have also 
been of serious concern in most industrial countries. In Sweden 
car factories a third of the labour force turns over each year 
- 50 per cent at Volvo's. At Chrysler's in Detroit, the 

turnover rate in 1971 was almost 30 per cent; at Ford's, it was
25 per cent in 1970. Overall in the American car industry the

90turnover rate doubled in the second half of the 1960s.

The changing pattern of strikes, especially since 1945, gives 
further evidence of an increasing rest3.essness about the quality 
of working life and the nature of the job itself. what is 
revealed is a move away from a concern with wages per se to 
concern with wider aspects of the work environment. Analysing 
the trends in strikes in Britain between 1911 and 1947, Knowles
concluded that 'strikes on 'basic' questions £wages and hours of 
work"/ have declined in relative importance, and strikes on
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'frictional' issues/_work organization, rules, discipline, 
etc.J have correspondingly increased... It Is significant that 
wage-increase strikes in particular have shown a very marked 
decline." McCarthy, continuing the analysis up to 1957, confir
med this view: "It is clear... that this trend has continued." 
Turner interprets the trend as follows: "In the twenty years 
of high employment from 1940 the proportion of strikes about 
'wage questions other than demands for increases', and (partic
ularly) about 'working arrangements, rules and discipline' rose 
remarkably*, from one-third of all stoppages to three-quarters.... 
One could say that these disputes all involve attempts to 
submit managerial discretion and authority to agreed- or, failirii 
that, customary - rules: alternatively, that they reflect an
iraolicit pressure for more democracy and individual rights in
. . , it 91industry.

A spectacular American examole of this trend comes from a much-
publicized strike in 1972 at General Motors' plant at Lordstown,
Ohio. The management's proud boast was that this was the most
advanced plant of its kind in the world, the fastest and most
automated production line, turning out 100 Vegas an hour, 20
hours a day. Workers had 36 seconds to complete work on each
car and get ready for the next. The workers' response was a
four-month battle with the management over the pace of the
assembly line. Absenteeism settled at 6 per cent. There was
sabotage: showrooms full of torn wires, ripped seat covers,
broken gear levers, and dented panels. The struggle culminated
in a bitter three-week strike, in which ttws workers moved from
their demand to ease the pace of the assembly line to a demand
for a re-organization of the very method of assembly line

9?production; that is, they wanted cars made differently.
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Absenteeism, turnover, restrictions of output, and the like, 
are the familiar and much studied signs of discontent. Less 
studied and commented upon, but in some ways more significant, 
is industrial sabotage, that "dark, invincible, terrible 
Damocles sword that haasia over the head of the master class", 
as a French enthusiast put it early in this century. It can 
occasionally play a part in a rational strategy of confrontation 
but more frequently it seems simply the most basic gesture of 
distancing and defiance, in a hated situation about which the 
worker feels he can do nothing. From management’s point of 
view it should count as the evidence tnat is most worrying.
Its ’irrationality' contains its greatest threat. Precisely 
because the worker does not expect to change anything, he is 
prepared to resort to sabotage as the easiest and potentially 
most damaging form of action in the long unending war of 
attrition with management.

Here are some examples gathered by two English researchers.
"They had to throw away half a mile of Blackpool rock last year,
for, instead of the customary motif running through its length,
it carried the terse injunction 'Fuck Off'...In the Christmas
rush in a Knigbtsbridge store, the machine which shuttled change
backwards and forwards suddenly ground to a halt. a frustrated
salesman had demobilized it by ramming a cream bun down its
gullet.. In our researches we have been told by woolworth's
sales girls how they clank half a dozen buttons on the till
simultaneously to win a few minutes' rest from 'ringing up'.
Railwaymen have descrioed how» they block lines with trucks to
delay shunting operations a few hours. Materials are hidden in
factories, conveyor belts jammed with sticks, cogs stopped with

93wire and ropes, lorries 'accidentally' backed into ditcnes."
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"They make the decisions, we couldn’t care less", said a
steel-worker, describing how he and his mates allowed steel
slabs that were perceived by them to be too cold for rolling
nevertheless to go through the roller, according to the routine
of the plant, "when the slab comes up I've seen them break rolls
valued at £800-901..." ^  And an example from the American car
factory. On the one hand the car workers admired their product
as the culturally approved symbol of freedom. On the other
hand, because of the conditions of work under which they make
it, "it is hated and despised - so much so that if your new c a r

smell bad it may be cue to a banana peel crammed down its gullet
and sealed up thereafter, so much so that if your dealer can't
locate the rattle in your new car you might ask him to open uo
the welds on one of those tail fins and vacuum out the nuts and

95bolts thrown in by workers sabotaging their own product.

we have been concentrating, as is traditional, on the dissatis
faction of the manufacturing worker. But some of the examples 
above indicate how similar are the feelings of workers in the 
mechanized and bureaucratized offices and shops, as indeed we 
should expect from the tendencies in white-collar work discussed 
in the last chanter. Perhaps it will suffice to note the 
comment in the report Work in America, prepared in 1973 for the 
U.S. Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare:"...the Survey 
of Working Conditions found much of the greatest work dissatis
faction in the country among the young, well-educated workers 
who were in low-paying, dull, routine, and fractionated clerical 
positions. Other signs of discontent among this group include 
turnover rates as high as 30 per cent annually and a 46 per cent 
increase in white-collar union membership between 1958 and 1968 
...These changing attitudes.. .rnay be affecting the productivity
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of these workers: a survey conducted by a group of manaserrent 
consultants of a cross section of office employees found that 
they were producing at only 55 ner cent of their potential £si'C 
Among the reasons cited for this was boredom with repetitive

i

jobs 96

It is quite impossible for managers, workers, or social 
scientists to establish with any degree of precision the costs 
to the organization of these various actions and reactions 
among employees. Pew would in any case consider tnese to be so 
high as to- make the system insupportable; moreover, it is very 
difficult to know whether the organization has more of»these 
hidden costs to absorb now than in the past. But that they are 
costly, and maybe mightily so, seems undoubted: think of the 
cost of constantly re-training even relatively unskilled workers 
in a situation where the annual turnover is over 30 per cent.
At any rate there are some significant indications that manage
ment at least now considers these costs too uncomfortable a 
burden to bear, and have been looking for ways to reduce them. 
They have apparently taken to heart the findings of the social 
scientists on the boredom and frustration of much contemporary 
work. In recent years both public and private management have 
been publicly and sometimes avidly espousing schemes of work 
re-organization which go under the banner of Vi0’0 enrichment*. 
The French Government has created a post of Minister of Job 
Enrichment. The British government's Department of employment 
published a report on job enrichment entitled On the quality of 
Working Life, and set up a steering party» in 1973, with members 
from both the employers' and trade union organizations, to see
how the ideas contained in the report could bo put into practice 
Most far-reaching of all were the schemes actually implemented
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in their factories by Saab and Volvo in Sweden; Philips at
Eindhoven in Holland; Fiat and Olivetti in Italy. Hess
ambitious but equally illustrative of the same tendency were
the experimental re-design of jobs at ICI in England, and a
number of firms in the United States, such as IBM, American

97Telephone and Telear arm, Texas Instruments.

The aim in mo3t schemes of job enrichment is to give each 
worker, or small groups of 'workers, responsibility for a clearly 
identifiable sub-assernbly, whole product, or task. This larger 
piece of work involves more difficult, hence more involving, 
tasks, as well as a greater variety of simpler ones. The work 
cycle is lengthened and made more 'challenging*. The worker 
has greater flexibility in organizing his own work. He is 
often made responsible for the quality of his output, which 
means that he can be given 'feedback' on his performance and 
try to improve it.

As an example, here is Mary weir's account of the schemes which 
Volvo introduced at many of their old-established plants in the 
early 1970s. "In response to a high rate of turnover and 
increasing difficulty in recruiting new employees, Volvo embar
ked on an ambitious programme to increase their employees' 
motivation and job satisfaction, by giving them greater respon
sibility, and involving them in decisions affecting their work, 
as well as improving the physical surroundings. An important 
part of improving the jobs at Volvo was the creation of small 
work groups which are responsible for the assembly of a complete, 
section of the vehicle, such as the truck cab or the brakes and 
wheels. The size of each work group varies between three and 
twelve members, depending on the particular tasks involved.
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The group’s tasks are allocated a few days in advance and tho 
group members are responsible for organizing production* 
dividing the work between themselves and controlling the overall 
work pattern. The group elects a leader who becomes the spokes
man for the group, to liaise with the foreman. A monthly meet
ing is held, consisting of the spokesman, some other members of 
the grouo, the production engineer and the foreman, to discuss 
questions about work patterns, equipment and tools as well as 
problems which have arisen, and general Information. Job rotation 
has been introduced in many areas so that an individual may do 
several different work tasks, from assembly work up to inspect
ion, and this introduces some variety into the jobs; a training 
programme has been introduced to give people the necessary 
additional skills. Some job enlargement schemes have also been 
used in Volvo, where the number of tasks completed by each 
operator is increased, to lengthen the cycle time of the task 
performed."

More radical still was Volvo’s construction of an entirely new 
plant at Kalmar in 1374 which carried the work group concept 
further, and abolished the traditional assembly line altogether. 
Robert Taylor, who visited the plant after two years of oper
ation, felt that "what Volvo is doing means a frontal attack on 
the doctrine of scientific management that has dominated capital
ist methods of production since the early part of this century:'
He described the work organization as follows. "Volvo has 
es:caped from the inflexible flow-line method of assembly by 
introducing trolleys on rubber wheels run on batteries...which 
carries each car individually round the plant being assembled. 
Kach trolley (six by t?/o metres in size) is controlled by a 
central computer sending messages along the floor, which Is kept
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entirely free of any fixed installations. The trolleys operate 
on both floors of Kalmar plant. Above, the body is put together 
below, the chassis, engine, and gearbox are assembled. They are 
married near the end of the process. At Kalmar, Volvo has 
broken down assembly work into twenty different functions. Tney 
are performed by teams of 15 to 20 workers doing- each one. ’They 
ore the size of a football team plus reserves’, a manager told 
me. The workers work along the outer walls of the plant, which 
is shared into four hectagons. As they assemble they can look 
out through long, high windows at the surrounding (nondescript) 
countryside. The trolleys move around quietly from one team to 
another. Their flexibility enables workers either to stand on 
them to assemble cars as it moves along, or - wrhat is now more 
popular - to dock each trolley in a siding while the team as a 
whole works on the car in a 20-25 minute stint before passing 
it on to the next team round tne corner." (Compare the 36-second 
work span of General motors’ juordstown plant). .... "Bach team 
has its own entrance to the riant as well as its own locker 
room, sauna, toilet, shower and coffee room with fitted carpets 
and a fridge. Noise levels are very low in the plant at around 
65 decibels, so workers can talk together as they work or lis
ten to cramophonc records which they can bring from home, kach 
team can pace the work so that it can enjoy an extra five min
utes or so every hour in a coffee break....The teams are not 
organized in any hierarchy, though each of them does have an 
instructor to helo the uninitiated. Production technicians and 
foremen are responsible for two to three team areas apiece.
But there are no more than a handful of managers among the

93440-strong labour force...1

Management have on the whole good reason to feel that many of



380

these schemes have fulfilled their objectives. Volvo’s turn
over rate at Kalmar is 16 per cent, compared with 50 per cent 
in many plants before changes were introduced. Absenteeism 
is down. Saab too, following the introduction of group 
assembly, cut absenteeism and drastically lowered the turnover 
rate. In the British mining industry, absenteeism was more 
than halved when the National Coal Board introduced group 
working at one colliery. Productivity increased by nearly 20 
per cent, nt Texas instruments in the United otates, the 
quarterly turnover of cleaning attendants fell from 10j per 
cent to under 10 per cent, as a result of ’job enrichment'. 
Productivity - ’the cleaning achievement' - was raised from 65 
per cent to 85 per cent. American Telephone and Telegraph cut 
employee turnover in ten of their companies by 27 per cent, and 
eliminated a substantial number of jobs, mainly through job 
enlargement and the granting of greater employee autonomy. In 
many of these cases, moreover, the costs of the projects, 
including additional caoital investment, and expenditure on 
directing, staffing, and monitoring them, were more than covered 
in net savings to the company concerned. N.A.B,Wilson thus
summarized his review of the evidence for the Department of 
Employment's On the quality of Vv or king nlfe:'1.. the examples 
already available demonstrate convincingly that It is usually 
possible to increase job satisfaction for most (though seldom 
all) members of a workforce, increase their learning, versa
tility and potential, greatly reduce aDsences (and in certain 
cases, formal grievances), while increasing (or at least 
conserving) the productivity and feasibility of the enterprise.

the needs of a comnetitive economy while at the same time 
affording a range of jobs which are at the least comparatively

Modern work systems, can be devised to meet
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satisfying and progressive for most of the people available 
to do them,'1

This in one sense is precisely what left-wing critics of job 
enrichment fear. For them, the whole movement is subversive, 
and calculatedly so, of worker militancy. It is replete with 
the dangers of ’false consciousness’. They rightly point out 
that the changes leave the essential levers of planning and 
control in managerial hands. The purposes of the plant, what is 
produced, the terms of sale, all remain managerial prerogatives. 
Workers are cormec into a sense of participation and partner- 
shin, and may forget that the basic conflict of interests 
between men and managers is unchanged. The goal of the organ
ization is still the same: maximization of profit, or output, 
and nothing that fundamentally Interferes with this goal can be 
■permitted, however desirable in terms of industrial relations.
On this view, then, job enrichment is no more than the latest
phase of the ’soft sell’, ’human relations' approach to the

102problems of the large-scale organization. As hraverman puts 
It, the reforms "represent a style of management rather than a 
genuine change in the position of the worker. They are charac
terized by a studied pretence of worker ’participation', a 
gracious liberality in allowing the worker to adjust a machine, 
replace a light bulb, move from" one fractional job to another, 
and to have the illusion of making decisions by choosing among
fixed and limited alternatives designed by a management which

1 0 3deliberately leaves insignificant matters open to choice."

Certainly the 'enrichment' provided by these schemes seem3
paltry when set besides Marx’s vision of a humanized and diver
sified totality of work and leisure, wnen "I might do one thing
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today and another tomorrow, hunt in the morning, fish in the 
afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, ci*iticize after dinner, 
.lust as I have a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, 
shepherd or critic. Nor do I offer them as instances of
resolutions of the problems of worker commitment in large 
organizations. Their significance is otherwise, at. least so 
far as the present discussion is* concerned. It lies in their 
beiner symptomatic, at the highest levels of tne industrial systen 
of the realisation of the costly and wasteful nature of the large 
organization. The remedies offered may be minor, and largely 
illusory; but out of their symbolic admission, their concession 
that current conditions of work are unfit for human beings, may 
come the pressure for a more radical re-structuring of technology 
and work organization.

Management may be able to stave off serious disaffection among 
’the workers' by schemes such a3 the above. it will find it 
much harder to deal with the discontent that has, perhaps more 
alarmingly, revealed itself among its own ranks. This, again, 
is not an entirely new thing. The chartered accountant who 
gives up his career to become a light-house keeper; the bank 
manager who retires early to cultivate a few acres of farmland; 
the civil servant who becomes a country milk delivery man: these 
are all familiar examples of one traditional Gauguinesque 
response to the pressures of middle class occupations, the ele
ment that forms the emotional staple of much of Somerset Maug
ham's stories about middle class life. So it is not the quality 
of response that is novel. It is the indications - admittedly 
fragmentary and impressionistic for the moot part - that now 
many more middle class managers, executives, and professionals 
are finding the frustrations of their working life unbearable,
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and are expressing this in a variety of ways hostile to the 
large organization.

We have already had reason, in the last chapter, to note the 
main causes of this increased resentment. middle class occu
pations have been subjected to the same processes of rational
ization, fragmentation, specialization, mechanization, and 
bureaucratization as have lower-level occupations. Many 
occupations which traditionally enjoyed the professional’s 
autonomy - lawyers, doctors, architects - find themselves 
increasingly in large bureaucratized organizations where they 
become in effect managerial, but where the freedom to manoeuvre 
is severely curtailed. Computerized managerial systems and the 
new information technology can routinize tasks once done in 
conference and committee by men skilled in human relations and 
the workings of the organizational machinery. They can allow 
the ton to control the middle, as scientific management in the 
nast allov/.ed supervisors to control the workers. The men who 
applied Taylor to the workers are now themselves Taylorized. 
Moreover, the organization's involvement with its environment 
has widened and complicated in ways which nearly all work agains 
the authority of middle level managers and professionals. The 
industrial manager of the nationalized or internationalized 
corporation finds himself 8t the centre of a field of forces 
which includes the manual unions, his own Board of Directors, 
the State, overseas owners or shareholders, and consumer and 
environmentalist groups. He finds himself bypassed in many 
negotiations between the trad© unions and top management, and 
between the corporation and the State. at the same time, 
managers and professionals are finding that they have to work 
longer hours to cope with the increased bureaucratic work-load



laid upon them. They take home briefcases stuffed with paper 
that they have not had time to viork over at the office. Family 
and leisure time correspondingly suffer.

Already in the late 1950s David Riesrnan was noting "a loss of 
appetite for work... among the more highly-educated and the 
well-to-do." He put this down to changes in the nature of 
professional and organizational life which made these tradition
ally highly committed workers no longer expect the same interest 
or involvement in their work: "they have given up the notion 
that the work itself can be exciting.1,100 Since then there have 
been signs of a persisting alienation and a significant degree 
of rejection of the middle class career. Many university 
graduates in both the United States and Europe have shown a 
marked disinclination to commit themselves to the traditional 
career patterns of their parents, and more than a decade after 
graduation are still recorded by their University Careers Office 
as 'holding themselves ready for employment' - i.e., as un
employed (which does not of course mean that they may not be 
working very productively on their own account as itinerant or 
intermittent casual workers). British managers have been shown 
to be increasingly drawn to the spheres of private family and 
leisure life, and to be reluctant to extend their working hours 
as seems necessary. They do not use their leisure time to 
further their careers, and seem prepared to take increased 
leisure and early retirement in preference to higher income and 
promotion.106 As one industrial manager put it: "I know if I 
earned more I wouldn't work harder. I'd go and live in the 
country".107 Middle class employees, going against the trad
itional stereotype of an ambitious, careerist, mobile group, 
seem now less prepared to change jobs or to move house for
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career reasons.

In a more striking movement, a number of professionals in 
recent years have 'dropped-out' altogether, at least in the 
sense of having deviated from their conventional career patterns 
and withdrawn from their career organisations. 'this has applied 
to doctors, architects, lawyers, teachers, social workers, and 
media workers. Some have simply withdrawn, as casual ’free
lancers', aspiring novelists, social security clients, or 
cultivators of small allotments in the country. Others, more 
interestingly, have gone into or set up alternative, parallel, 
agencies and practices, using their skills and experiences in a 
manner which they consider more truly in accordance with the 
principles of their professional vocation. One recent student 
of these movements has commented that "most professions now 
have a radical or revolutionary movement within them whose aim 
is to radicalize or revolutionize the profession to which it 
belongs." 109 In Britain for example these tendencies have 
expressed themselves in the setting up of neighbourhood law 
centres, to give free legal advice and support to poor and 
uneducated people, and which are staffed full-time or part-time 
by ex-career barristers and solicitors; in the movement of 
scientific professionals into various ecological and environ
mentalist groups, such as Friends of the iiarth, or the radical
ized British Society for Social Responsibility in Science; and 
in the radical Case Con movement within the social work pro
fession, (not to mention the many practices engaged in by social 
workers which are implicitly or explicitly in defiance of their

, , , s 110statutory employers).

Once more, it would be wrong to see these movements among

108
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middle class workers as much more than merely reactive, or 
symptomatic. They suggest, in many v;ays and with different 
voices, a preparedness for change, but they do not themselves 
add up to a mass movement capable of bringing about fundamental 
social change. Nevertheless there is no mistaking here as with 
the less skilled workers the mood of discontent, even if tne 
overt expression of it is as yet restricted to an active minor
ity. And what gives this reaction a possibly greater signifi
cance than that of other workers is that these middle class 
professionals and managers are the very workers who have been 
hailed, by Bell and others, as the 'new class' of the cost- 
industrial society. It is their expertise, ethic, loyalty and 
commitment that is seen as crucial to the functioning of the 
service bureaucracies of the new society. If they come to 
proclaim, in substantial numbers, 'ohne mich', it is hard to 
see how this highly complex, technical and oureaucratized. 
society could continue to perform without crippling deficiencies

The mood that has found its main practical expression in a 
reaction against the life of large-scale organizations has 
chimed in with another, even more generalized and even more 
difficult to pin down and delineate. This is the disillusion 
with the fruits of continuous economic growth, with its natural 
agent, large-scale technology, and, at the most abstract level, 
with the very mode of cognition of industrial society, science 
Itself. There seems, in other words, to be a reaction against 
industrialism at its most pervasive and compelling level of 
operation, that of ideology. 'The evidence for this probably 
does not convince the really hard-headed, social scientist who 
wants it in bulk quantities, preferably in precise numbers and 
propoi’tions, But for those who are prepared to experience their
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society through a variety of senses and sources, there can 
scar'cely be much doubt that over the last decade and a half 
technological civilization has seen its ideological under
pinning seriously weakened. Science, both as practical accom
plishment (technology) and as a form of understanding of the 
world has found itself under a t t a c k . A t  the crudest level 
there has been the Luddite response, with its cry 'Abolish the 
machines J Back to the land! To each his five acres and a cov/J 
At the most sophisticated analytical level has come a question- 
inn: of the mode of scientific understanding as privileged and 
superior to all others, and a suggestion that its narrowness of 
comprehension is ultimately the fatal cause of the growing 
problems of industrial civilization. Certainly it would be
impossible to say that such an awareness or sentiment has 
spread widely through the population at large. It has, not 
surprisingly, affected mainly the middle class, and particular!] 
the intellectuals and professionals. But these are after all 
the ideologues of industrial society. A basic change in the 
orientation even of a minority of them can on past experience 
be highly significant of a more general re-direction of society

As it happens there i_s a certain amount of evidence of the 
conventional kind for the view that the ideology of science has 
weakened its hold on the industrial societies. In a world-wide 
survey on ’images of the year 2000’ held by the various popul
ations, a team headed by Johan Galtung found a marked "science 
pessimism" in the technologically most advanced societies (and 
a corresponding degree of optimism among t̂he less developed). 
Thepopulations of the advanced societies, having experienced 
a strong dose of science and technology, seem decidedly un
convinced that their problems can be solved by the ’techno
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logical fix’, that is, by more of the same. The researchers
linked this negative attitude to science to s wider pessimism
about the future which they found in the industrial societies,
and which they termed (not entirely seriously) "development
fatigue". As they put it.:"... the people living in the most
developed countries where technology and economy are concerned
do not seem to feel that they are at the threshold, at the
beginning of a new, great era. On the contrary, they rather
seem to reflect a feeling of being at the end of something, of

113moving into a corner, without seeing any clear escape."

At a more modest level, there is the evidence of the persisting
©

flight from science and technology subjects in the schools and
universities of the industrial societies. In Britain not only
is it true that the science and technology faculties are half-
empty, but it seems that even science graduates are somewhat
loath to practise their skills once learned, and are to be
found in considerable numbers re-training to become public

114administrators or social workers.

But in some ways the most convincing, as well as the most 
gratifying, evidence is of a purely symbolic kind. It comes in 
the recognition, the recantation almost, by some of the most 
fervent advocates of industrialism that they need to qualify 
in a serious way their earlier accounts. The future of 
industrialism, they now admit, may well be discontinuous with 
its past. It is no longer possible to envisage tne future 
simply as the past writ large. Daniel Bell, for instance, has 
become increasingly pre-occupied with what he calls the 1anti- 
nomian’ and hedonistic currents in the culture of late Indus
trialism: anti-rational and subjectivist tendencies in both the
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popular and ‘high1 culture which cut across the rationalising 
and bureaucratizing mode of the economy and social structure, 
and which threaten the efficient functioning and perhaps the 
very survival of the post-industrial society, tven more
interesting is the ’Postscript’ which is now added by the 
authors of Industrialism and Industrial ^an,that classic 
summation of the triumphant industrialism of the late 1950s. 
They now feel the need to give a central place to a tendency 
which they had earlier, under the term 'the new bohemianism', 
relegated to the marginal realm of play. Bince Industrialism 
and Industrial ..¡an is, in a sense, where we first carne in, it 
makes a fitting conclusion to this section to quote thfir new 
observations at some length:

"A decade ago we called attention to the 'new bohemian
ism' as one of the major factors potentially affecting 
the 'road ahead' to pluralistic industrialism. In the 
intervening decade, the 'cultural revolution', with its 
'counter-culture', has spread rapidly. Related to it has 
been the attack on the 'consumptionist society' with its 
emnhasis on material goods, and on the 'one-dimensional 
man' ruled by technology and those who manage technology. 
Bohemian attitudes have spread and deepened significantly. 
We thought we saw bohemianism as a largely of f-ti-ie-job 
phenomenon. Not it seems to be penetrating some jobs 
in society, particularly white-collar jobs, causing a more 
casual attitude towards performance. Furthermore, some 
persons refuse employment altogether, in favour of a way of 
life separated, as far as possible from the discipline of 
Industrialism...The old distrust of technology and of 
revulsion against the machine has taken on a new emphasis
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as the new Luddites reject the industrial system the way 
the old Luddites rejected the individual machine...

Underneath this humanist reaction... lies a central problem 
in industrialism: society requires more discipline to go 
along with the greater interdependence that the new tech“ 
nology brings, but the more highly educated labour Torce 
wants more freedom for spontaneous individual action 
within the work environment, as well as outside it. Thus 
technological society might carry the 'seeds of its own 
destruction* - not in class versus class, but in the 
discipline that the technology requires versus the spon
taneity of the labour force that it helps to create. Some
of the requirements of the new society run into conflict

ü i Gwith the new man it 3pawns."

In this chapter and the last, we have considered two possible 
lines of development for the future of the industrial societies. 
The first basically extends the pattern of the past, the second 
disturbs it. It is an unprofitable exercise to attempt, to 
predict the outcome of the clash of these two tendencies. The 
future remains unknown and unknowable, otherwise it isn't the 
future. But it might be helpful to state the two possibilities 
more starkly.

Industrialism may - as I believe - be driving itself, and the 
societies subject to it, into an impasse. The fossils of 
numerous civilizations bear eloquenttestimony against any view 
which holds this to be an improbable direction for society to 
take. Indeed if we were to take our guidance from history we
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would have every reason to expect the massive and settled 
routines of classic industrialism to negate the more recent, 
more frasrmentary, opposing currents. In the short run, at 
least, they clearly have the predominant economic, political, 
and cultural power; and in history as in politics it is usually 
the short run that counts.

against this, one could argue that at least the alternatives 
have been posed; and they have oeen posed in a contemporary 
situation which daily and in a nundred manifest ways points uo 
the relevance both of the critique of industrialism and of the 
alternatives proposed. Critics of industrialism tnere nave 
always been since its very origins at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century. hut however passionate the criticism, it 
has always had the problem that, to the majority of the pop
ulation, the benefits of industrialism seemed to outweigh the 
costs. det against the material scarcity of the past, above alii, 
the industrial mode promised to lift societies above a material 
level virtually unchanged since the norm was established by the 
neolithic revolution over six thousand years ago.

It is this situation which has now changed. at the objective 
level, industrialism has run into the ground. For two centuries 
it has developed it3 institutions and technology on the basis 
of more or less unchanging expectations as to both the material 
resources and the political configuration of the world. Both 
these premises are now clearly revealed as shaky, and a most 
precarious basis on which to confront the future. The need now, 
as a matter of sheer survival, is to restructure those institu
tions and technologies to meet the new situation; though this 
simple way of putting it has to suppress the recognition of the
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truly formidable problems involved in this re-adjustment.

Some hope that this can be achieved in time comes from the 
subjective expression of dissatisfaction and dissent. For the 
first time in the history of industrialism a significant number 
of people of all classes are beginning, to show signs that, on 
balance, they do not feel that the benefits of industrialism 
now outweigh the costs. Both as workers in the industrial and 
clerical bureaucracies, and as the consumers, clients, claim
ants and victims of those same bureaucracies, they are in tneir 
daily lives experiencing a sense of deep frustration witn the 
routines to which they are subjected. In diverse ways,, 
especially over the past fifteen years, they have given vent 
to some of that frustration, and have attempted to reconstruct 
and to take control of small, localized, aspects of their life. 
This is hardly revolutionary, either in intention or in effect. 
But as large-sale institutions continue to become more frus
trating, costly, inefficient and brutal; as services deterior
ate, and taxation and public spending grows to meet tne ever 
increasing need of 'patching up' the material and moral 
environment; so we might hope and expect these small seeds to
grow.
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Chapter S. FkCORLSS AND INDUSTRIALISM,

"Progress is crab-like."
Jean-Paul Sartre.

1 : Past, Present, and Future: The Dialectic of Progress.

With the idea of progress we started, and with some reflections 
on its vicissitudes we should end.

There seems little doubt that the curve of its development, as 
we have glanced at it over the two centuries of its history, 
has been one of declining conviction. The appeal was strongest 
at the beginning, in the period of the eighteenth century 
Lnlio-htenment. Reason then was the agency of progress, and the 
application of reason seemed capable of solving everything that 
was humanly solvable. with the industrial revolution, which in 
at least one of its guises was an expression of this rational
ising impulse, progress was linked to the diffusion of the more 
complex idea and system of industrialism. Belief in progress 
remained confident, as is clear in the accounts of baint-oimon 
and his many disciples. But already the first-fruits of 
industrialism, and the spontaneous cry of outrage which they 
evoked, had produced a vigorous counter-reaction against the 
ideology of pron-ress, and especially its dominant agency, 
industrialism. In this movement were raised the powerful voices 
of Burke and Cobbett, Coleridge and Chateaubriand.

The triumphant march of industrialism during the rest of the 

nineteenth century largely stilled these protesting tones, ¿ven
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Marx, vjho produced the most monumental moral indictment of the 
system, dismissed opposition to it as puerile and nostalgic.<A>
instead he looked ahead to its more developed phases to bring 
about the resolution of the terrible contradictions that were 
producing such inhumanity and unhappiness. Less subtle and 
more pooular were the euphoric celebrations of the system by 
Macaulay and Spencer. Their advocacy, and that of a host of 
lesser writers, ensured that for most of the century progress 
and industrialism were synonymous.

a. fundamental and sustained questioning of this equation first 
occurred at the end of the nineteenth century, in the period 
immediately before the First world War. There was an unresolved 
ambivalence in the treatment of industrialism in the sophisti
cated accounts of weber, Durkheim, Tonnies and Simmel - drawing 
as often as not for their moral as well as analytical force on 
the early nineteenth century critics of industrialism. The 
attacks of artists and philosophers, noticeable from the mid
century, became increasingly savage, amounting sometimes to a 
wholesale rejection of industrialism. Industrialism was seen 
as destructive not just of valued institutions, out of the 
very possibility of art and culture. anti-rational, anti
industrial ideologies of racism, aestheticism, and mysticism 
proliferated.

The mood of pessimism persisted into the interwar period, but 
was increasingly qualified by a renewed confidence in the power 
of scientific knowledge and technical expertise to solve the 
problems of industrial society. Sven the destructiveness of 
the Second Vïorl war failed to shake this basic conviction, with
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the seemingly continuous economic boom of the post-war period, 
and the world-wide eagerness to embrace industrialism, indus
trialism and progress were in the 1950s re-united at a level 
almost as high as a century before. The idea of a 'post
industrial1 society of abundance and leisure began to be 
elaborated, and to be accepted.

»

First to be strioped away in the 1960s was the illusion that 
progress through industrialism took place on.all fronts. The 
seamy underside o^ pollution and environmental destruction was 
increasingly displayed to the societies 'which had advanced 
furthest. Then in the late '60s and early '70s came the

c-
realisation that even material prosperity was not secure. The 
galloping demands of large-scale organization and capital- 
intensive technology, as more and more of the world industrial
ized, brought the threat of the exhaustion of the basic energy 
resources on which the whole industrial system depended. a 
critical vulnerability to the pressures of the non-industrial 
world was revealed. For the first time ever in the history 
of industrialism a terminal point of development could be 
clearly perceived. The remaining years of the century seemed 
likely to be marked by a decisive slowing down of economic 
growth, involving a succession of economic recessions, high 
levels of unemployment, and a general deterioration in the 
standards and conditions of living. In the second naif of the 
1970s, it is impossible to find among any of the populations 
of the industrial societies a confident belief that further 
progress can mean further industrial development.

This might seem a sad end to the Saint-Siroonian dream. «»here 
shall we find ideas which can provide the necessary and organic
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social bond? In the idea of industry; only there shall we 
find our safety and the end of the revolution".^ Thus did 
Saint-dimon hope that the new system of industrialism might 
harness and develop all the energies that had been burgeoning 
in ¿uropean societies since the late middle ages. And it seems 
fair to say that something of this hope was realized. Despite 
some severe internal conflicts, and some even more severe 
external ones, industrialism succeeded in raising the material 
standard of living o^ the population as a whole to historically 
unprecedented heights. The consequence of this was that ulti
mately there was virtually no group interested in looking 
beyond the confines of the system that had produced such materia 
abundance. A degree of social integration was achieved that, 
once more, seems historically unique. Revolution, which had 
haunted the minds of most ¿uropean statesmen for the first half 
of the nineteenth century, had ceased its haunting by the end. 
For all nraetical purposes it disappeared from the agenda of 
European societies. In the twentieth century there has hardly 
been a moment when revolution seemed possible, or even desired
by any significant section of the population of the industrial

psocieties.

But social integration, or ’consensus’, has not really turned 
out to be the problem in the end. The chief concern has become 
the future of the industrial mode as such. Here the Saint- 
Simonian inheritance is of doubtful value. Indeed one might 
say that that very tradition constitutes the core of the prob
lem. For although Saint-Simoq could not be expected to see all 
the consequences of his system, the centralizing and ration
alizing features of industrialism - the cause of the present 
discontents - are contained onl;f too clearly in the many sketche
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he gave of the model industrial society, ho the revolutionary 
prophet of the early nineteenth century, of the heroic age of 
industrialism, now becomes the graven idol of the decadent 
epoch. He is the revered deity of 'the religion of the 
engineers' (whether they know it or not), of the managers, 
technocrats, and bureaucrats who hope to replace the 'govern
ment of men' by the 'administration of things' largely through 
the conversion of men into things.

But while the substance of the Saint-oimonian legacy may not 
be of much help in tne 'hyper-industrial' phase of industrial 
civilization, something of the general form of nis thinking 
sue^ests some more relevant considerations. One of the most 
original and arresting, aspects of Saint-Simon' s thought was 
its re lection o^ the dominant philosophical individualism and 
atomism of the time. (the continuing influence of the ideo
logies of Utilitarianism and laissez-faire durinr the course 
of the nineteenth century only shows how 'advanced' was Saint- 
Simon's thought in this resnect). In searching for the prin
ciple of the new industrial order, Saint-oimon looked back over 
the individualistic currents of his own time to the structure 
of sentiment and social organization - and even of thought - 
of the European middle ages. He was not alone in this. A 
number of other thinkers of the time, mainly conservatives 
such as Burke, Bonald, and de wiaistre, were counterposing to 
what they regarded as the anarchic tendencies of the day the 
ordered, custom-based communal institutions of feudal Europe. 
Saint-Simon's distinctiveness lay in that, unlike them, he was 
not using the middle ages in a battle of the past against the 
present, but in a struggle for a new future state against a
disorderly present. The congruence which, on an idealized
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family ties, economic activities, and religious beliefs, seemed, 
perfectly fitted as the model for a new society struggling to be 
born, in which the main threat to survival seemed the incompati
bility between the dominant individualistic outlook and the 
highly socialized nature of the new eccnomic organization. The 
future industrial order, as oaint-BImon conceived it, then 
turned out to be a synthesis of an older order which had in 
most respects been superseded, together with what he regarded 
as the most dynamic elements of the society of his time.

Progress in this account appears as a crab-like movement: one 
step back, two steps forward, (although, as with crabs, there 
is no guarantee that the forward steps will not be annulled by 
rapid movements in a backward direction) . .̂uite apart from 
considerations of any particular concrete situation, there is 
a general plausibility about this conception. This is shown 
partly by its popularity: while clearly visible in Saint-Simon, 
it achieved much greater influence as the 'dialectical pro
gression' of Hegel and i«arx. Basically it recognizes that 
novel and creative developments almost never arise from the 
further exploitation of existing practices. So it is in nature, 
and so it is in society. The attitudes and institutions that 
dominate a society at any particular time are the result of a 
successful adaptation, in conditions of more or less severe 
competition, to the current internal and external environment. 
But the current or contemporary equals the merely temporary.
The environment inevitably changes, if only as a result of the 
effects of the continuing adaptation of the successful pattern. 
When this happens, the currently dominant mode is the least 
capable of adapting to the new situation, having perfected
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itself, and exhausted itself, in adapting to the old. In
this situation it often happens that practices which have
been ignored, or which have been left 'on the shelf', or which
have flourished in the interstices of the dominant institutional
order, come as it were from behind to provide the impetus to a
new and more successful initiative. So, for instance, the
ancient organization of the city-states in Italy were able
to come forv/ard to provide the dynamic for the regeneration of
European society, following the collapse of the overcentralized

3and overbureaucratized Roman Empire.

The industrial societies, I have been arguing, also seem to 
have reached a noint of overadaptedness to an environment which 
is swiftly changing. The dominant ideology and institutions 
of the industrial mode can only offer more of the same, which 
in these circumstances is like administering larger doses of 
poison to an already sick organism. how it might seem somewhat 
arbitrary to resort to a Saint-Simonian procedure in consider
ing the present crisis; and so it would be if we were to be 
too slavish. But there does seem to be a real and valuable 
sense in which the way out of the present dilemma of the 
industrial societies may be to pick up aspects of their pre
industrial past and fuse them with some of the most advanced 
elements of the present. At any rate, from a number of differ
ent quarters there are indications of various kinds that it is 
not unreasonable to be looking in this direction.

Some confirmation that the search itself is not merely fanciful 
comes from a widely-expressed conviction that the present era 
is at an end - whether or not the past might represent a new 
beginning. For some indeed this ending shows itself particular
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ly in the Irrelevance of the past to the resolution of the
present predicament. It is not, Ernest Gellner says, "that all

4 „of the past is abrogated, but that none of it is authoritative . 
Others have taken this further. Adopting the sometimes mind
less slogan 'the future is on the agenda', certain thinkers 
in the recent futurological movement have expressed the view 
that not only is the past no longer any guide to modern
societies but that they must increasingly allow themselves to

5be directed by their conceptions or 'images' of the future.
The varieties of post-industrial theory belong here, although 
as we have seen the novelties they point to are conspicuous 
chiefly by their slightness. Others still, rather differently 
and with more plausibility, have emphasized the changed con
text of action of men and nations in the twentieth as opposed 
to the nineteenth centuries, and have argued for the fact of a 
fundamental break in the historical continuity of the two.
We are, says Geoffrey Barraclough, living in the age of 'con
temporary history', which differs from the Europe-centred era 
of 'modern history' with respect to such crucial matters as the 
place of Europe in the world context, the emergence of the 
United States and the Soviet Union as 'super-powers', the 
breakdown of old Imperialisms and the rise of the coloured

0peoples to nationhood, and the coming of thermonuclear power.

These views alert us to the possibility of discontinuities but 
say very little about the character of future directions. A 
second perspective comes a little nearer to the point at issue. 
This takes the form of the suggestion that our familiarity 
with industrialism has blinded us to the character of its most 
important phase, and so of its nature in general, ve need to 
recognize, these writers urge, that what we generally regard
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as the era of ’classic industrialism’ - the hundred years or 
so which followed the English industrial revolution - was in 
many ways an exceptional, almost aberrant period. This should 
make us aware that there is something qualitatively different 
about the industrialism of the second half of the twentieth 
century, and direct us to conduct our analyses accordingly.
One of the earliest and most interesting suggestions of this 
kind was made by Joseph Schumpeter in the 1940s. He asks us to 
consider the era of capitalist industrialism - essentially the 
nineteenth century European experience of industrialism - as a 
residual phase of transition between feudalism and socialism.
He does not mean this in warx's sense, that capitalism is aft
social order which succeeds feudalism and precedes socialism. 
For Schumpeter does not see 'classic industrialism' as ever 
having been a full social order at all. He literally wants to 
summest that capitalist industrialism is a hybrid, a temporary 
period during which the forces and structures of European 
feudalism were gradually being overcome. But "in breaking down 
the pre-capitalist framework of society, capitalism broke not 
only barriers that impeded its progress but also flying butt
resses that prevented its collapse". J Vi/hen the process was 
more or less completed, not only had feudalism gone, but capit
alism also. Seen in this light, capitalism appears as "the 
last stage of the decomposition" of feudalism:.. wnat is left at 
the end of this process is an administered, centralized, and 
planned society which Schumpeter called socialism, and which ne 
regarded as a different species from the nineteenth century 
hybrid which preceded, it.

This view of the exotic nature of the formative period of 
industrialism has come to seem increasingly attractive, as new
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features alien to that period appear, or older ones re-appear. 
So for instance George Steiner notes a widespread current 
alertness to and anxiety about violence and disorder. But, he 
observes, "when we lament safeties, courtesies, legalities now 
eroded, what we are in fact referring to is the belle enooue 
of middle class hegemony, notably in Western Europe, from about 
the 1830s to the Second World War." He cautions us against 
drawing topical comparisons on the basis of this "nagging sense 
of paradise lost". For "far from being the Historical rule, 
the stabilities, the general absence of violence, the law- 
abidingness, the sanctity of property and contract, the 
spaciousness of work and play which we associate, erroneously 
or not, with the epoch from Waterloo to the economic and social 
crises of the 1930s, were an exception, a rare and fragile 
entente between ruler and ruled...So far as western history 
goes, the long peace of the nineteenth century begins to look 
like a very special providence."6

Then there is ^rnest Gellner - again - reminding us that when
v/e engage in contemporary debates about tne 'free market'
versus the planned (i.e. politicized) economy, we are posing an
opposition that is historically and sociologically unreal, and
which is based on an illusion fostered by a too schematic view

9of nineteenth century European history. lor it is wrong to 
see these two principles as equals, sociological 'universals'. 
The sociological norm across time and place is overwhelmingly 
'politics in command'. It Is the 'free market' principle that 
is the anomaly; and the fact that this Is not immediately 
apparent is due to a historical accident which placed the 'Tree 
market' at the centre of the original process of European 
industrialization. In the era of 'classical capitalism'
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(arcues Geilner) there took place a separation of the economic 
and political realms that was "highly eccentric, historically 
and sociologically speaking", and which gave rise to the un
precedented and erroneous belief in a 'natural' economy based 
on the operations of the untrammelled market. It was a sep
aration that took place in circumstances which were historically 
highly specific, depending mainly on the existence of a state 
which for various reasons had neither the inclination nor the 
need to interfere with the economy. "bo the miracle occurred 
- a society in which, for once, wealth was mightier than the 

s w o r d . T h e s e  historical circumstances have now changed;
I

the customary norm has re-asserted itself; politics once more 
dominates economics. whatever we wish to do about this sit
uation, it is clearly wise to recognise that it is the normal 
one.

The perspective of these three writers is revealing in two ways. 
It makes firstly the necessary point that, however we assess 
the present condition of the industrial societies, we would be 
ill-advised to cast our reflections in the categories approp
riate to the developing industrial society of the nineteenth 
century. Secondly It. emphasizes the openness of the options 
available to the industrial societies at the present time. It j 
warns us arrainst relying on the schematizatIon of history that 
so often serves sociology as a short-hand for historical know
ledge, end which leads us to expect social orders or epochs 
to succeed each other in orderly progression - as 'feudalism', 
'capitalism', 'socialism', and so forth. If there 'was indeed 
something peculiar and exceptional about nineteenth century 
industrial society, then we should not expect to discern any 
future state of that society by a simple extrapolation of
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evolutionary super-session. The relationship between the past 
and the future of industrial society is likely to be far more 
disjunctive than is implied in either of these modes of pro
cedure .

Gellner's argument goes so far as to suggest tnat it may well 
be the pre-industrial past of European societies that will turn 
out to be the better guide to the future. He hardly sees this 
as a hopeful sign; but the interesting thing is that he regards 
this sort of historical recurrence as a distinct possibility. 
Others-have also at various times been driven to draw parallels 
between some of the more striking twentieth century developments 
and certain characteristic features of pre-industrial ¿urope.
It is important to stress tnat by no means all of these para
llels are comfortable. and before we try to rescue the more 
desirable aspects of that past, it might be as well to begin 
with the less welcome returning visitors.

The most important of these is already hailed by Gellner. It
shows itself in the development of a 'corporatist' economy and
society which recalls no other period more strongly than that
of the mercantilist era of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries - the age, so far as England is concerned, of the
Tudors and Stuarts. In mercantilist theory and to a good
extent in practice, the State legitimized, chartered, and
protected corporations - often conferring monopoly privileges
upon them - in return for cooperation in political ventures,

%
and a certain degree of 'social responsibility' in relation 
mainly to consumers. So, in the present, commentators are 
observing the growing institutionalization of a system of
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politico-economic organization which some have been disposed 
to label 'neo-mercantilist' or 'neo-guild', as well as more 
simply 'corporatist1. Its main features are remarkably similar 
to the mercantilist system. It is characterized by the absence 
of the 'free play' of market forces. Firms and organizations, 
including trade union organizations, are 'co-opted' or 'incor
porated' into a unified system supervised on behalf of the 
community by the State. The State takes over much of the 
responsibility for finance and investment. xt guarantees 
survival through loans, subsidies, written-off deots, and a 
generally protectionist strategy, on nationalist grounds. In 
return for this security and share in national decision-making, 
the state demands of employers that they develop an ethic of 
'social responsibility', both in the sense that they become 
sensitive to consumer and environmentalist demands, and that 
they respond to the needs of their employees to be consulted 
about the firm's activities, and to be satisfied in their work. 
Equally in .return for rights of consultation and participation 
at national level, the State requires of the trade unions that 
they cooperate in current governmental policy and, crucially, 
see to it that their members do so as well. ^

It is interesting to recall that it was precisely this aspect
of pre-industrial social organization that attracted Saint-

✓Simon and his great disciple, ¿mile Durkheim. In looking to an 
end to the social anarchy that prevailed In the early industrial 
period, both hoped, that some sort of guild-like system of cor
porations would provide that involvement and attachment to 
society that seemed to be lacking in the principles and practice 
of the existing liberal laissez-faire system. Both were con
temptuous of political and economic competition alike, seeing
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it as wasteful and destructive to self and society. The 
ultimate political model for both was a parliament based on 
’functional' representation, an 'industrial parliament’ in
which the main constutents would be ’associations of producers’.

12Here too trends seem to be going their way.

The irony is that this very feature of the past that Saint- 
Simon and Durkheim brought in to save the industrial system 
in the long run manifests itself as part of the crisis of that 
system. In a sense they can hardly be blamed for not antici
pating this, and anyway it is fair to say that for various 
reasons they would probably botn heartily dislike the emerging 
corporatist system. The fact is that the guild system, even in 
its late mercantilist form, remained embedded in a society that 
contained a multitude of countervailing forces against the 
centralizing and autocratic principles implicit in it. For all 
practical purposes, otiven the prevailing levels of technology 
and communications, it was a pluralist, decentralized, mini
mally-governed society. The State controlled from the centre 
so far as it covild, but that was not very far. Only with the 
democratic and industrial revolutions of the nineteenth century 
could state power so extend as to make corporatism a potentially 
totalitarian system. Few nineteenth century thinkers - the 
exceptions of Tocquevilie and Weber come to mind - had the 
remotest conception of the qualitative change that might be 
involved in the degree of bureaucratization and centralization 
which this century has experienced, largely as the result of 
the two World Wars. To that extent Saint-Simon and Durkheim 
cannot be blamed for the fate of their system.

These mitigating remarks probably apply less to certain other
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related developments in which the twentieth century echoes 
the sixteenth, and about which Saint-Simon at least was inex
cusably casual. These have to do with the more overtly polit
ical and constitutional changes that have taken place since the 
end of the last century. in 1929 the then nord Chief Justice 
of England, nord Hewart, traced the decline of parliament and 
the courts in face of the «arrowing power of the executive branch 
of the State. He put this down partly to the unification of 
the executive and the legislature brought about by the growth 
of the mass political parties with their extra-parliamentary 
organization; and partly to the spread of ’administrative law’, 
overriding Common Lav;, as a result of the extension of bureau
cratic rule. He called his book The new hesnotism; and saw the 
closest parallels to his own times in the age of the Star- 
Chamber and 'Tudor despotism'. ^ The comparison is well merited 
excepting only the common tendency to overestimate the power 
of earlier ’despotic’ monarchs. For Ling, read Prime «iinister 
or President; for royal prerogative, read the ministerial and 
bureaucratic discretion contained in statutory instruments and 
Orders, not to mention the powers of prime minister or president 
in ’states of emergency’ which they themselves are judged the 
most fitting to declare. Indeed no royal Henry (Tudor) or 
Charles (Stuart) possessed anything like the executive power of 
royal Harold (Wilson) or Edward (Heath).

In a third area, that of social movements, there seems an 
interesting case of historical reversion. Pre-industrial social 
movements in Europe typically*related to the sphere oi consump
tion, not of production. The commonest form of such a movement 
was the bread riot in town and country, sparked off by abnor-

An important feature was the frequent andrrially high prices.



intense involvement of women - for* obvious reasons. Little 
effort was directed at changing or even seriously affecting 
the system of production and distribution that might be res
ponsible for the periodic fluctuations in the price of food.
The industrial revolution opened an era of intense conflict 
at the work place, where even if the system was unchallenged 
it was in the heart of the sphere of production that issues 
were raised and fought out. The hours worked, the level of 
wages, the conditions of work became tne staple of these con
flicts.

These issues continue to generate conflict, of course, just as 
price rises in the nineteenth century still often occasioned 
movements of protest. But in the last twenty five years the 
conflicts in the realm of production have been significantly 
accompanied and in some degree replaced by renewed conflicts in 
the sphere of consumption - once more, significantly involving 
women as major actors. This development has closely mirrored 
the change of emphasis in the economy from the production of 
capital goods to consumer goods, and from the production of 
goods to the production of services. Both enhance consumerism 
as a way of life, and act to direct the consciousness and 
interest of the population away from problems cf production to 
problems of consumption. So we have had the rise of the con
sumer movement itself, and of movements generally remote from 
the world of work and centred on the spheres of leisure, 
consumption, welfare, and family life. it has proved in many 
respects more possible to stimulate into action students in 
their schools and universities, housewives in their homes and 
neighbourhoods, clients, consumers, and claimants in relation 
to transport, recreation and welfare services, than workers
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in their factories and offices. The pendulum has not swung 
right back, and there are reasons for thinking that conflicts 
over production may intensify in the future. But the wides
pread revival of concern with issues of private, domestic, 
and community life, where all members of the family or commun
ity have asserted a collective interest, is yot one more in
stance of a bridge between the pre-industrial and the post
industrial worlds.

It is also in a sense a bridge between the less desirable and 
the more desirable features of the dialectical movement we have 
been describing. The first two developments may be considered 
- as Gellner's and Steiner's remarks suggest - almost as 

reversions to a historic norm. hxcept when occasionally lucky 
or inspired, the civilized'world seems resigned to authori
tarian and centralized control, whether of the old-fashioned 
autocratic kind or the more modern totalitarian variety. In 
that sense, these developments may be said to have cosmic 
sanction. But there are certain other developments, perhaps 
still best described as future possibilities ( 1 futurioles1 
has been Bertrand de Jouvenel's term) which have not that 
natural momentum, and which indeed will probably require strong 
conscious political direction if they are to oe more than 
merely marginal. These too arise from some significant tenden
cies and pressures in developed industrial societies; and they 
similarly contain an element of reversion, having in many ways 
stronger affinities with the basic pattern of pre-industrial 
than of industrial societies. But whereas the trends already 
considered on the whole graft easily onto the body of indus
trial society, and at a higher level can even oe seen as basic 
continuities,^^ these reversions would amount to a substantial
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change of direction and may not be comfortably accommodated' 
to existing patterns.

2 :  The Past in the Future.
©A small historical footnote may serve as an introduction to 

these further speculations. as far oack as 1917 an English 
Guild Socialist arthur Penty coined the term 'post-industrial' 
to describe a future state of society which in essential 
respects reversed the dominant tendencies of the existing 
industrial society. In the place of an increasingly large- 
scale bureaucratized society, Penty - a follower of william 
Morris and John Ruskin - called for a move to a 'post-indus
trial' society based on de-centralized units, and a re-fusion 
of work, leisure, and family life around the small artisanal
workshop. Daniel Bell, who quotes Penty's book in his own

15work on the post-industrial society, clearly finds the whole 
idea very quaint and absurdly utopian. Utopian it may be, in 
the sense of hoping for a total reversion of the tendencies of 
the time. But if Marx is right in cautioning us that "it is 
not enough that thought tend towards reality, reality itself 
must tend towards thought", then there exist sufficient indi
cations in reality at the present time to think that Penty's 
vision is not wholly absurd. A post-industrial society in 
which the influence of William Morris, Guild Socialist, balances 
that of William Morris, motor-car magnate ithe later Lord 
Nuffield), seams not only highly desirable but a distinct
possibility.
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We can start with the family. In different ways a number of 
trends have converged to restore to the family something of the 
function and even the form of the pre-industrial family. Young 
and Willmott in their study of contemporary family life in the 
London Metropolitan region, draw attention to some interesting 
parallels between what they call the otage I, pre-industrial,

16family, and the Stage III, present-day, ‘symmetrical’ family.
The most important of these, in their eyes, is the restoration 
of the family to the centre of the individual's attention and 
interest, and as the focus of his main commitment. This was 
hardly possible in the period of the Stage ii family - roughly 
the hundred years following the industrial revolution - when the 
abrupt separation of workplace and home, and the extensive 
demands of the worklife on the man, fragmented and impoverished 
family life and reduced it to little more than a vestigial 
apoendacre of the factory system. Low, with fewer cnildren, 
shorter working hours, the conveniences of the 'miniaturized1 
technology■ of domestic appliances and the private car, wives 
can go out to work, husbands can spend more time at home, and 
tasks are increasingly shared. something of the pre-industrial 
unity of joint and conplementary roles, in work and at home, 
is re-created in the 'symmetrical' family.

The family, far from losing its importance as many of its 
traditional tasks - production, education, and so forth - are 
taken over by specialized institutions, actually gains in 
significance as the only remaining institution capable of 
giving a sense of identity and belonging in a world of shifting 
impersonal ties and contractual relationships. -as against the 
tendencies towards specificity, instrumentality, impersonality, 
and ephemerality in the roles people play in the wider society,
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the family stresses diffuse obligations, a wider conception
of tasks beyond the purely calculative, emotional and expressiv
relationships, and lasting loyalty and commitment. as Young
and .»illmott put it, in accounting for the re-surgence of the
family, "its advantages offset some of the disadvantages of the
sort of society that technology has created. reople who are
not much valued by their employers, and are paid a wage that
shows it, can still be valued at home, their bad and good
qualities combining to make up a whole personality, in the
round; not a machinist or a park-keeper, a solicitor or a
sociologist, but a person. v«hether or not leisure activities
are a compensation tu people who do not fulfil themselves in
their work, the family certainly is. as a multi-purpose
institution ialthough not to anything like the same extent
the all-purpose one of ¿>tago 1/ it can provide some sense
of wholeness and permanence to set against the more restricted
and transitory roles imposed by one specialized institutions
which have flourished outside the none. m e  upshot is that,
as the disadvantages of the new industrial and impersonal
society have become more pronounced, so has the family become
more prized for its pov.ej.- to counteract them." 17 They even go
so far as to suggest tnat "as far as religion goes, the family
itself may have become more than any other social institution
an object, of devotion, the beneficiary of a kind of western
GonfUdianiatn which reveres the descendants more than tne
ancestors, but like Confucianism also manages wxthouc a god, le
alone a purely male god. The smaller has become fitre sacred,
the larger less. if once it was the transfer of obligations
from family to wider community that was stressed, more recently

„ IBthe trend has been in the opposite direction.



This worship, it is clear, is not a matter of sentimentality 
but of the performance of essential functions. The paradox 
is that as the family has come to be stripped of many of its 
traditional tasks - a process widely regarded as progressive 
by most thinkers of the nineteenth century and since - it has 
had new ones heaped upon it. The family has come to be 
surrounded by a host of other institutions, advising, giving, 
cajoling, remedying, threatening. But far from having taken 
the pressure off the family these have in fact increased it in 
many difficult ways. with so many necessary points of contact 
with their environment - schools, welfare agencies, doctors, 
hospitals, tax offices, and so on - families have to be small 
archives of information and expertise to cope successfully with 
the welter of institutional demands made upon them. and these 
demands come alongside a parallel process which has been making 
it more difficult for family members to live near each other, 
to help and support each other, and at the sume time abolishing 
or diminishing the significance of the informal sources of 
information and advice once available in neighbourhood and 
community. No wonder that, faced with these pressures, indiv
iduals have felt driven to rely more than ever before on the 
natural sense of obligation and commitment to help of family 
members.

Young and iv'illmott recognize certain counter-trends that 
challenge the renewed importance of the family. of these, the 
most serious seems to be the disproportionate amount of time 
spent on or at work by managers and professionals. This means 
less time and energy, and also less interest, for family 
matters. Given the expected growth in the number of managerial 
and professional workers, given also the fact that women are 
increasingly likely to be found among them, the suggestion may

413



414

well arise that the family in the future may once more be 
eclipsed by work concerns, this time perhaps for both spouses«.

One rejoinder to this has already been offered. if it is simp 
a ratter of increasing time, and not satisfaction, in work, the 
professional workforce may simply vote with its feet and refuse 
the work commitment demanded of it. In these circumstances the 
family is likely to remain even more important as a refuge and 
a r'oint. of identification. But there are in any case other 
possibilities compatible with increased work involvement which 
maintain the family’s centrality. r-any of these have to do 
with variations on and divergences from the prevailing norms 
in the arrangement of work and leisure time. women in part- 
time work, for instance, have often said now well such a patter 
has enabled them to combine the demands of the hone with out
side commitments. Similarly though to a somewhat lesser extent 
men woriiir shifts have sometimes found that not only is there 
less stress involved in such things as travelling, but that 
they have more opportunities for sharing activities with their 
wives and children. Since both these patterns of work are on 
the increase, * we might expect them to offset to some extent 
the intensified demands of the workplace.

Even more interesting possibilities are revealed in the many 
experiments now talcing place with flexible working hours and 
other variations on the standard units of work-time. In 
principle, although not yet very much in practice, tht3se sugges 
a questioning of traditional assumptions not just about the 
working day, week, or year, but of the whole of working life, 
and of the relation between work-time and free-time in general. 
Already in all the industrial societies many firms have intro
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duced schemes of flexible working hours, a compressed working
week (the 4-day, 40 hour week being currently most favoured),

20and, most widely, staggered working hours. Significantly,
in one study of the effects of flexible working hours, employees
reported the most important benefit to be the ability to "strike
a better balance between work and private life." ^  and once
one goes beyond traditional patterns of working hours to this
extent, more ambitious schemes of dividing up work and leisure
time suggest themselves. Young and willmott found among their
respondents a greater enthusiasm for leisure when there was the
possibility of compressing the working year, with longer annual
holidays, and even the working life, with sometning like

22’sabbaticals' being offered. J It was not, in other words, a 
matter simply of demanding less hours of work - this was not 
often thought -possible or even desirable - but of a much greater 
flexibility in the individual organization of work and leisure.

"Man has refashioned the use of space. He has left the use of
time unchanged." 25 All these methods of varying the working
routine of men and women challenge the tyranny of the clock,
that temporally-phased mass work discipline which from the very
start was rightly regarded as the crucial underpinning of the
industrial system, and which at the same time did most to under-

24mine the family system. They make it at least plausible to 
contemplate keening family commitment and activities going 
without a sacrifice of working life. But most far-reaching of 
all would be changes in work organization and technology which 
would move towards the re-creation of a home - or locality - 
based economy. This would rescue a centra], aspect of the 
essential economic basis of the pre-industrial family system. 
Perhaps an inescapable air of fantasy must surround proposals



««as*

of this kind. But once an;ain certain tendencies and possi
bilities in existing knowledge and organization point towards 
the real feasibility of such an aim.

Thus, speaking of the effects of automation on industry,
Lanccdon Goodman rightly comments that "automation can be a 
force either for concentration or dispersion. There is a ten
dency today for automation to develop along with larger and 
larger production units, but this may only oe a phase through 
which the present technological advance is passing...automation, 
beina a large employer of plant and a relatively small employer 
of labour, allows plants to be taken away from large centres 
of population." If this tendency were permitted to develop, he 
envisages a truly radical change of direction: "Rural factories, 
clean, small, concentrated units will be dotted about the 
countryside. The effects of this may be far-reaching. The 
Industrial Revolution caused a separation of large numbers of 
people from the land an^ concentrated them in the towns. The 
result has been a certain standardization of personality, 
ignorance of nature, and lack of imaginative power. now we may 
soon see some factory-workers moving back into the country and 
becoming part of a rural community. ^

Computers in particular hold out the strongest potential for 
the de-centralization and domestication of work, especially 
white-collar work. In this they are even more promising than 
the telephone, whose de-centralizing possibilities have still 
barely been touched. working with a computer essentially 
Involves a communication channel, connecting the computer 
terminal with the computer itself. There is consequently no 
need for a worker in a computerized office to do anything^

416
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physically In some central location. Ke can obtain the in
formation or instructions he needs from the computer store on 
the wire - the existing telephone transmission system will do 
- and send his own contribution back by the same channel. In 

practice then he can perfectly well work at home for at any 
rate a great proportion of the time. "The lost Office", suggest 
Young and willmott, "could be more and more the modern version 
of the putter-out" of the pre-factory system. It is admittedly 
a somewhat breathtaking step to move from this to the assertion 
of Martin and Norman, the authors of The Computerized Society, 
that "we may see a return to cottage industry, with the srin- 
ning wheel replaced b y  the computer terminal". ' Technology 
operates In no such self-determining vacuum. But it seems 
quite fair to argue, as they do, that the computer is the most 
oowerful instrument of disuersal and devolution since the in
vention of chear printing. kotentially every aspect of edu
cation, work, politics, domestic tasks, and leisure can be 
affected by-it. Contemplâting such a situation, emoracing the 
home and work tasks of both men and women, Young and Willrnott 
comment: "If the four jobs could be done more fully in one place 
a new version of the domestic system could spring up as a more 
leisurely or at least a more intimate form of industry than its 
large-scale counterpart, with family intruding on work more 
than work on family. "

While work could become more domestic, in a parallel movement 
there Is the possibility of domestic service itself once more 
becoming acceptable and attractive work. This could have the 
effect of further freeing both parents for the pursuit of tneir 
work careers, whether within or without the home; and at the 
same time attracting to the home as ’family' members people
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from outside, much as the craftsman's household of the 17th
century contained many such people as domestics or apprentices
'living-in' as members of the family. hs G.H.Haddington has
pointed out, "it is one of the paradoxes of history that the
trend of employment away from productive secondary industry
into tertiary service work has been accompanied by a reduction

M 29in the status of domestic service. hut there are signs
that the paradox is being resolved. Already in the pre-nursery 
schools we have examples of skilled and acceptable domestic 
service - if not actually carried out in the home. The exis
tence of highly mechanized domestic appliances and simplified 
power tools makes it possible to envisage the development of a 
whole range of domestic professions, taking in everything from 
cooking, cleaning, decorating and repairing, to many aspects 
of child-rearing, education, and recreation. The growth of 
such domestic workers, especially among young people, has 
already been noted in Sweden and the dnited States.

The prospect, held out is of individuals or groups performing 
such services becoming 'attached' - not necessarily living- 
in - to particular houses, or a small group of them in a part
icular community, and becoming personally acquainted with 
family members as well perhaps participating in a wider range 
of family or community activities. Something of this pattern 
is already observable, in a minor way, in the phenomenon of the 
student or 'au pair' girl who lives with the family, offering 
some domestic service in return for lodging, and who suosequerhH 
ly for all practical purposes actually joins and oeccmes a 
member of the family on a long-term basis.*"' v“e need also to 
note that the stima of personal dependence, which has made 

in this century choose less well-paid and in manymany women
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ways less agreeable work in shops and factories in preference 
to domestic service, seems now to many younger people less of 
a burden as well as less of a threat. To many, domestic ser
vice of this kind may seem more fulfilling and rewarding than 
life at the middle levels of the large-scale bureaucracies - 
not to mention on the dole.

9

A further building-up of the resources of the household - of 
people and projects - could come with a more literal extension 
of the family. most industrial societies have looked with 
regret and despair on their inability to engage and to make use 
of the experience and energy of their old people - 'ol$', that 
is, at the retiring age of 60 or 65, witn something like 10-15 
years of life remaining. Most of these people are condemned to 
a futile and mind-destroying existence in lonely isolated rooms 
or old people's homes. At the same time young married couples 
become housebound and 'privatized' with the arrival of young 
children, a process especially hard on the wife who may be 
attempting to pursue her own career. There seems no reason 
why these two groups should not be mutually supporting, and to 
their mutual benefit. Houses and estates could be so built 
as to make it possible for older relatives to re-join their 
married children and their families at some stage after retire
ment. This need not necessarily mean living together in the 
very same house - perhaps an extension of it, perhaps a nearby 
dwelling. Older working class families often show this ex
tended family pattern. The newer working and middle classes 
have tended to develop more isolated nucl«ear families; but the 
changing aspirations of women as well as harder economic cir
cumstances may make them come to regret such an organization 
and to take steps to do something about it. There i3, after
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all, no shortage of services which elderly kin could offer 
in return for residential or other kinds of support. R..&.
Pahl thus foresees a situation where "the advantage of having 
elderly, but spry, kin in the immediate locality may discourage 
geographical mobility within the middle class and may encourage 
the extension of existing owner-occupied houses to include a 
grandparents' annexe." x So that here too, as with the in
clusion of professional domestic workers, we could see in the 
very structure of the family establishment a partial return to 
the 'extended' household - not necessarily extended family - 
of the pre-industrial system.

It is not difficult, especially In a country like Britain, to 
get emotional assent to proposals of this kind. The call for a 
return to a locality-based system integrating work, leisure, 
and family life (with its inevitable political concomitant of 
decentralized government), strikes warm chords in a society, 
which has always celebrated the small against the large, the 
concrete against the general, locality and diversity against

'Z. pcentrality and uniformity. The motto 'small is beautiful'
I have found to gain enthusiastic acceptance from groups as 
diverse as university students, headmasters, business executives 
senior military officers, civil servants, trade unionists, and 
housewives. Distinguished visitors to this country have in 
recent years been led to protest at the national mood of breast
beating, and to argue that the features of traditional British 
society which are widely seen here as oostructive and stagnant 
are In fact its strength in tlie coming years. In a letter to 
The Times in October 1976 Professor Robert Bocolow, the American 
physicist, expressed this view spiritedly: "It seems likely to 
this visitor that the world's developed countries will be
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emulating Britain within a decade or less. The limits of 
nature’s resources and the limits to our own cleverness in 
protecting ourselves from our own mischief put severe constraint 
on the level of activity any developed society will freely 
choose. as these limits are faced more and more squarely, the 
developed countries will acknowledge the vigour attained by a 
mature society that cherishes the past, cares for its physical 
surroundings, socializes in pubs, and changes houses reluct
antly.... There is much widdom embodied in your people’s silent 
scepticism about participating in the current round of indus
trialization. ..when the next round of industrialization - which 
will emphasize durability, quality, and community-level systems 
- arrives, you will more quickly recognize how well matched 

its demands are to your national strengths."

This is pleasant and flattering to the national pride. But is 
it also complacent and misleading? is it possible, not only.to 
maintain the characteristics traditional British society 
that have stood out against the dominant currents of indus
trialism, but to reinforce and augment them? Does, for instance,1 
the hope of a return to smaller units of production based on a 
skill-intensive technology run so directly counter to the main 
pressures of the existing industrial system that it must appear 
forlorn and futile? There are, and have been in the past, 
powerful voices proclaiming the technical impossibility of 
reverting to non-hierarchical, small-scale production - without, 
that is, sacrificing all the benefits of industrialism. Thus 
Friedrich Fngels in 1894: "If'man, by dint of nis knowledge 
and inventive genius, has subdued the forces of nature, the 
latter avenrre themselves upon him by subjecting him, in so 
far as he employs them, to a veritable despotism independent
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of all social organization. Wanting to abolish authority in 
large-scale industry is tantamount to wanting to abolish indus
try itself, to destroy the power loom in order to return to 
the spinning w h e e l . R o b e r t  Keilbroner points to another 
and related kind of difficulty when he says that "the machine 
has stamped the modern mind with notions of efficiency that go 
very deep, and that will not, 1 think, lose their force unless 
future societies shed not only capitalist but industrial assumo-
. . „55tions.

No-one will doubt the force of these remarks, or think that
the deflection or re-direction of industrial routines will be

6

anything but extremely difficult. But settled habits of thought 
make it more difficult than it really need be. The problem is 
as much one of being aware of alternative possibilities as of 
seeinr the difficulties of realizing them in practice. Con
ventional accounts of crucial episodes in the past, especially, 
need to be re-examined, since so much of ’common sense* is 
faulty or biased historical memory. So it is important for the 
general argument that, in tnis particular example, we can at 
least say quite clearly that the evidence does not bear out 
Bngels and those many others who have insisted on the need for 
large-scale hierarchical organization. The argument from 
technical necessity turns out to be based on very slender 
foundations when the origins of the factory system are re
examined. No-one recognized this better than Bngels’ friend 
and collaborator Karl **arx, when he wrote: "The accumulation
and concentration of instruments and workers preceded the«
development of the division of labour inside the workshop. 
Manufacture consisted much more in the bringing together of 
many workers and many crafts in one place, in one room under
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the command of one capital, than in the analysis of labour and
06the adaptation of a special worker to a very simple task." 

Essentially the same point, of the non-technical reasons for 
the early factory system, comes out in Marx's observation that 
"in England, strikes have regularly given rise to the invention 
and application of new machines. machines were, it rnay be 
said, the weapon employed by the capitalists to quell the 
revolt of specialized labour."

In making these points, which he did explicitly to combat the 
views of those who saw the new factory system as a necessity 
to accommodate a new industrial technology, Marx drew heavily 
on Andrew Ore's Philosophy of Manufactures (1835). Marx em
phasized what Ore brought out very plainly:that the factory 
system, with its centralization of men and machines, and its 
principle of hierarchy of organization, preceded the invention 
of most of the new machinery, as well as the extensive division 
of labour that developed only under the suggestion of the new 
mechanical inventions. So what was the primary achievement of 
the factory system? what was the original impulse benind it?
Ure pointed to this in commenting on the real acnievement of 
Richard Arkwright. This lay not so much in that commonly 
attributed to him, the invention of the water frame in spin
ning - Lewis Paul and several others had made a similar inven
tion many years before. It lay In the fact that, perhaps for 
the first time ever, Arkwright managed to achieve mass work 
discipline by bringing all operations together in tne factory. 
"The main difficulty [faced by Arkwright^ ", Ure says, "did 
not, to my apprehension, lie so much in the invention of a 
proper self-acting mechanism for drawing out and twisting 
cotton into a continuous thread, as in ... training human beings



424

to renounce their desultory habits of work, and to identify 
themselves with the unvarying regularity of the complex autom
aton. To devise and administer a successful code of factory
discipline, suited to the necessities of factory diligence, was

i5 Bthe Hurculean enterprise, the noble achievement of *trkwright. "

I
Later research bears out this interpretation of the factory I
system. Steven Marglin ooints out, for instance, that "factory 
spinning took hold in the woollen industry as well as in cotton". 
Its success In the wool trade could only have been for reasons 
of organization, because "the technology of wool-spinning for 
many years after the factory made its appearance was the same

Iin factory as in cottage; in both the 'spinning jenny' was the
,, rz.Ç)basic machine well into the nineteenth century. ^  ¿similarly 

in weaving: "jbong before the power loom became practicable, 
handloom weavers were brought together into workshops to weave j 
by the same techniques that were employed in cottage industry 
...There is no evidence that the handloom in the capitalist's

40factory was any different from the one in the weaver's house"" 
From these and similar examples he concludes that "the key tc 
the success of the factory, as well a3 its inspiration, was the 
substitution of capitalists ' for workers' control of the pro
duction process; discipline and supervision could and did 
reduce costs without beinn; technologically superior."

Of course, as Marx also recognized, once the factory system 
was established for these kinds of reasons, technological 
innovation and work organization eventually and inevitably ,
followed its contours and demands. Helped in hnglsnd by a 
•patent system which favoured inventions for factory rather than 
small-scale domestic use, the stream of inventions which
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previously favoured domestic as much, as factory production was 
increasingly diverted exclusively towards factory application, 
in time this made the factory superior to the domestic unit, 
but only because the latter was neglected as a field of inven
tiveness and innovation. As Marglin says:"it is important to 
emphasize that the discipline and supervision afforded by the 
factory system had nothing to do. with efficiency, at least as 
this term is used by economists. Disciplining the v/ork force 
meant a larger output in return for a greater incut of labour, 
not more output for the same inout...Tne factory system was not 
technologically superior to the putting-out system; at least 
not until technological change was channeled exclusively into 
this mould".

The lesson is easy enough to draw. xf, in so important an 
area, the conventional arguments about efficiency and technical 
necessity turn out to be so suspect, why not in many other 
areas? as a parallel to the process discussed nere, the con
temporary example of alternative sources of energy for indus
trial application immediately springs to mind, here too people 
argue about the difficulty and expensiveness of switching to 
wind, water, or solar energy. But a good part of the difficulty 
consists in our unwillingness to see them as proper alternatives 
at all, and, above all, in our reluctance to devote a reasonable 
amount of money and talent to investigating their possibilities. 
As with the early factory system, power and money dictates the 
continuation of routines already established, for whatever 
original reason. t

"Nothing that has not yet been done, can be done, except by
means that have not yet been tried". So said Francis Bacon.

44
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The future remains open, infinitely variable even though 
infinitely limited by persistencies from the past. (infinite 
collections contain one another, as Hussell showed,!. It so 
hapoens that all we can know are such persistencies from the 
past. The future itself, strictly speaking, remains unknown 
and unknowable. when we attempt to predict the future, on the 
basis of current trends, w© are attempting to dominate the 
future by the past. A prediction that turns out to be true 
represents the triumph of continuity over change.

The practice of this procedure of thought is inevitable, and 
indeed generally there is nothing wrong with it. a future 
that does not involve continuities from the past is literally 
inconveivable and so there is nothing to be said or tnought 
about it. But we can and should try to ensure that the domin
ation o^ the past over the future is limited, not absolute.
The future needs space for novelty, for inventiveness. The 
problems it inherits from the past cannot properly be solved 
by remedies conceived and executed in the principal terms of 
that past. Technological 'fixing' can clear up some of the 
problems created by technology, but it invariably creates others 
which cannot be so cleared up. So with all proolems. They 
come trailing the conventional wisdom of the very time and 
circumstances that gave rise to them, and which therefore con
stitutes precisely part of the problem. Inventing the future, 
allowing it its own freedom to find new solutions, cannot 
involve perpetuating the hold of the dead hand of the past.

\

The problem with so much 'futurology' in the past decade has 
been just this attempt to close off the future. The future is 
conceived as a bigger, better, more efficient version of the
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present. Logically there is no reason why this should not 
turn out to be correct. In practice it will aln:ost certainly 
be disastrous to confront the future with this vision and this 
expectation. The nature of the problems facing developed in
dustrial societies - and so now of tne wnole world - demand 
responses that have not been part of their central tradition of 
thought and practice. Partly we shall need to rescue practices 
and ideas which have been overwhelmed by industrialism, or 
which have persisted as marginal or subterranean currents, we 
will also need, no doubt, to invent new ones altogether, or at 
least a new synthesis of past and present practices. but we 
cannot allow, nor need we, the future to be the past write 
larre. If the passage from the industrial to the post-indus
trial society ever occurs it must live up to the promise of 
its name. The d o et-industrial society must contain a principle 
and a direction very different from that of the industrial, 
just as the latter distinguished itself radically from its pre
industrial forms. To express this as a hope and a requirement 
is very much in the spirit of the Saint-Simonian tradition, as 
the great theorist of that earlier momentous transition, Saint- 
Simon would surely have blessed this enterprise, even though 
it meant the eclipse of his own system.

iI
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the p e r i o d  o f  G e s e l l s c h a f t  th ey  become d i s c o n n e c t e d ,  
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In t h i s  sense the  whole c o n t i n u a l  development may be
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Marx is very conscious that, with industrialism, a
historical threshold has been crossed. There is no
sense in which the class society of the bourgeois enoch
is anything like the pre-industrial society of estates,
ranks, and orders. industrialism has reduced class to
the most naked and explicit criterion of economic
interest - and it has done sc in the full glare of a
national, centralized society, in which individuals are
massed together, always conscious cf each other's lives,
always conscious of respective gains and losses. Not
only Is this true of relations between tne classes,
between bourgeoisie and proletariat. It is also true of
the relations between individuals of the same class,
who in the social order of industrialism are normally,
and for most of the time, in an intense competitive
relationshin with each other. Marx makes this clear
when he says that "The separate individuals form a
class only insofar as they have to carry on a common
battle against another class; otherwise they are on
hostile terms with each other as competitors. 11 (The
German Ide.o lo gy, Ft. I: Fuerbach). elsewhere, ( Capital
Voi, 5.) he speaks of the "infinite distinctions of
interest and position which tne social division of
labour created amonrr workers as among capitalists and
landowners" (my italics). The inference here must
be that it is only as class conflict reaches a certain
point, and forces individuals into a realization of
their common class interest, that any real sense of
communal consciousness develops in industrial society
at all; and that point may very well not be reacned
until very late in the development of industrial 
society (for a non - Marxist, it may not of



course be reached at all. )

bow this Is very remote Indeed from the genuinely 
communal groupings of pre-industrial society, one 
of whose premises was a necessary insulation between 
social groups, so that consciousness of each other's 
doings and aspirations were limited. Marx by contrast 
is much closer to Mill and Tocqueville than wisbet 
supposes - his bourgeois industrial society is one 
in which all the old religious, geographical and 
even occupational barriers have come down, and "has 
left remaining no other nexus oetween man and man than 
callous 'cash payment'" (manifesto of the Communist 
Party). This was the terrible simplification brought 
about by industrialization.
Alfred de .¿usset, quoted Lewis Goser, Men of Ideas 
(New York, The Free Press, 1965) p.101. 
w,uot~ d J.F. C.Harrison, The Marly Victorians 1652-51 
(London, Panther 3ooks, 1975), p.151. For details 
of the Census of lBol, see G. ¿vitson blank, The 
Making of Victorian England (London, Methuen, 1962) 
pp. 14B-9.
F. Engels, "Special Introduction" (1B92) to the
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in Marx-Engels, Selected works in 2 Vols. (Moscow, 
Foreign Languages Publishing House, n.d.) Voi 2, p.99. 
R.C.K. Ensor, England IB70-1914 (Oxford, Oxford 
University Press, 193,6), P. 326. For the religious 
censuses of this period, nearing out this point, see 
ibid., pp.303-9. Lee also Henry Felling, "Popular 
Attitudes to Religion" in his Popular Politics and
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45. For the contemporary data, see Geoffrey Gorer, 
Sxoiorlntr nn~llsh Character (.bondon, The Cresset 
Press, 1955), pp.237-77; bryan .«ilson, Religion in 
Secular Society (Harmondsworth, Penguin 3ooks 1969) 
no.21-39; and Social Trends, annually from 1970 
(nondon, H . M. S. 0 . )

46. «ilson, Religion .in Secular bociety, pp. 34-5, 58.
47. Harold Perkin, The making of nnglish bociety 1780-

1880 (London, Routledge and negan Paul, 1969.) p.203.
48. Perkin, The making of i sxi oqc 161y 9 "p • <¿0*3 *
49. Durkheim, The elementary Forms of the religious nife 

(trans. J. .*. Swain) (nondon, alien and Unwin, 1915. 
First published in French 1912) p.427.

50. For some powerful contemporary accounts of the 
-religious character of the French Revolution, see the 
extracts in i£. Kumar (ed.) Revolution: The Theory 
and Practice of a Furorean Idea (London, weidenfeld 
and Nicolson, 1971), pp.111-15. Lngels hi. self
drev; the parallel between Christianity and Socialism 
as social movements in his 1895 Preface to Marx's 
The Class Struggles 1n France 1848-50.

51. Cari Becker, The, heavenly City of the eighteenth 
Century Philosophers (new Haven, Yale University 
Press, 1932).

52. a1asdair MacIntyre,'Secularization and moral Change 
(London, Oxford University Press, 1967), pp.7-8,

53. Peter L. Berber, The Social Reality of nelIrion
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(London, Faber and Faber, 1969) p.107. For a 
further discussion, see Peter G. Forster "¿Seculari
zation In the English Context: Some Conceptual and 
Empirical Problems" Sociological Review Vol. 20 
(••¿ay 1972) op 155-63.
Tocqueville, in Kumar (edjRevolution, p. 115,
••¿ax Weber, "Science as a Vocation", in H. Gerth and 
C. ¿right mills, From Max weber: Assays in Sociology 
(¿•onion, Routledge and Keran Paul, 1943), p.155. 
Julien Freund, The Sociology of max .¿eber (London , 
alien bane,The Penguin Press, 196o), p.ld. 
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Protestant hthic and the Spirit of Capitalism 
(trans. T. Parsons) (aondon, Unwin books, 1930.
First published in 1904-5 in German).
Weber, "Science as a Vocation", p.I39.
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here is close to Herbert ¿¿.arcuse's critique of weber, 
"Industrialization and Capitalism in the work of Max 
Weber", New hcT"t Heviev;, 30, (March-April 1965), p.3- 
17.
weber, The Protestant nthic, p.16.
Weber, ibid.. p.16.
'Weber, "Bureaucracy", in Gerth and Sills, From Sax 
Weber, p . 229 . 
weber, ibid. p. 226. ■
Weber, auoted Marcuse, "Industrialization and 
Capitalism...", p. 15; and in Nisbet, The Sociological 
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65. For the idea of modernity as a 'package', see
Peter L. Oerter, Brigitte Berger, and xiansfried 
Kellner, The Homeless Mind (Harmondsworth, Penguin 
Books, 1974).

notes to Chanter 4:____The Revolutlon Dissected: Image and
Reality.

1. Robert Risbet, The Sociological Tradition, p.317
2. Of a large literature it is perhaps sufficient to 

cite a. Aornhauser, The Politics of mass Society 
(Glencoe, The Free Press, 1959) who refers exten
sively to contemporary theories of mass society.

3. For representative examples of such a list of 
'concomitants of industrialization', see Joseph .n. 
Kahl, "Some Social Concomitants of industrialization 
and Urbanization", in ».illiam a. Faunce (ed,),
Readings in Industrial Sociology (new York, Appleton- 
Century-Crofts, 1967), pp. 28-67; H. nilensky and
C. R.Bebeaux, Industrial Society and Social welfare 
(2nd ed., new Yorx, The Free Press, 1965), chs.3-5.
An influential study of the family that draws 
especially on this tradition is N. Smelser, Social 
Change in the Industrial Revolution (London, Routledge 
and Regan Paul, 1959). Durkheim himself was impressed 
not only by the specialization of functions outside 
the family but within it as well: "The history of the 
family, from its very origins, is only an uninter
rupted movement of dissociation in the course of 
which diverse functions, at first undivided and 
confounded one with another, ha\re been little by



apportionedlittle senarated, constituted apart, 
among the relatives according to age, sex, relations 
of dependence, in a way to make each of them a special 
functionary of domestic society." T he Division of 
Labour in Society, p.123.

4. For examples of general accounts focussing on these 
characteristic problems, see E. Lampard, "The ¡Social 
Impact o^ the Industrial devolution'1, in i.ielvin 
Kranzber* and Caroll .<« Pursell (eds.), Technology 
in .estern Civilization (¿-.adison, Wisconsin, 1957), 
pp.302-321; Wolfram Fischer, "social Tensions at 
Early Stages of Industrialization", Comparative Studies 
in Society and history, Vol.9, (1956-7), pp.64-83; 
N.Smelser, "mechanisms of Change and Adjustment to 
Change", in Bert F. lioselitz and filbert n. ifloore 
(eds.), industrialization and society (The hague, 
lh.j-.3C0-¿.louton, 1966), pp . 32-54.

5. iMisbet, The Sociological Tradition, pp.42-4
6. See, e.g., Faunce and Form, "The nature of Industrial 

Society", in william A. Faunce and William L. Form
(eds.), Comparative Perspectives on Industrial Society 
(Boston, Little, Brown and Company, 1969), pp.1-13.

7. For a clear and helpful explanation of Parsons' 
pattern variables, and their relation to the typolo
gies of Tonnies, Weber, and others, see tiie 'Intro
duction' by Charles Loomis and John wichinney to 
Loomis' translation of Tonnies' Community and Society 
(New York, Harper and. How, 1963«), pp.l-2y.

8. See, e.g., Talcott Parsons, "Some Principal Character
istics of Industrial Societies", in Cyril E. Black
(ed.), The Transformation of Russian Society (Cam
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bridge, -ass., Harvard University Press, i960;, pp. 
15-42; and cf. also E.A.wrigley, "The Process of 
Modernizetion and the Industrial devolution in 
England", The Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 
Vol.lll, Ho. 2, (Autumn 1972), pp. 225-59, v<ho uses 
Parsons’ nattern variables as the basis of his 
concent, of modernization, but argues interestingly 
that this is only contingently related to industrial
ization.

9. For some valuable critical reflections on nineteenth 
century sociology’s use (or abuse) of history, see 
Philip Abrams, "The Sense of the Past and the Origins 
of Sociology", Past and Present, i\io. 55 (May 1972), 
pp.13-32; and Ian Weinberg, "The Problem of the 
Convergence cf Industrial Societies : a Critical 
Look at the State of a Theory", Comparative Studies 
in Society and History, Vol.ll, no.1 , (Jan.1969),
pp,1-15.

10. For an effective critical review of such literature, 
see H. Bernstein, "Modernization Theory and the 
Sociological Study of Development", Journal of 
Development Studies, Vol.7, bo.2. (1971), op. 141-160.

11. There are now some excellent critiques of this aspect 
of nineteenth century sociology. See Karl Popper,
The Poverty of xlistoricism (London, Routledge and 
Kegan Paul, 1957); Kenneth Bock, "Evolution, Function, 
and Change", American Sociological deview, Vol.28, 
Nc.2. (1963), pp. 229-37: El Gellner, Thought and 
Change (London, weidenfeld and hicolson, 1964), ch.l;
R. Nisbet, Social Change and History: .Aspects of the
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h'estern Theory of* Development (London, Oxford 
University Press, 1969).

12. It should hardly need pointing out these days,.(but 
unfortunately still does) how little this conception 
was related to, and ho a little owing to the Darwinian 
concept of evolution, which it preceded not just by 
decades but by centuries. See especially Aenneth 
Bock, "Darwin and Social Theory", Philosophy of 
Science, Vol.22. ho.2, (1955), pp. 123-54; and J'.D. 
burrow, .evolution and Society l Cambridge, at the 
University Press, 1366).

15. This, of course, precisely was Darwin's problem,
and why he offered tne 'causal mechanics' of natural 
selection. It is a measure of just how different 
are the interests, pre-occupations, and explanatory 
devices of Darwinian evolution compared with the 
common forms of nineteenth century evolutionism 
(which T.d.Huxley rightly described as "the oldest 
of all philosophies").

14. Quoted P. abrams, "The Sense of the Past and the 
Origins of Sociology", p.28.

15. For some influential examples of this approach in 
contemporary theories of modernization, see w .h . 
Rostov;, The Stages of ¿conom.i.c Growth (Uambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 1960); Almond's 'intro
duction' to G.Almond and J.S.Coleman (eds.), The 
Politics of the Developing: .areas (Princeton, Princeton 
University Press, 1960); D. Lerfier, The las si nr of 
Traditional Society (New York, Tne Free Press, 1958).
For criticisms of this approach, see note 10, above.

16. Cf. Reinhard Bend lx: "It was indeed a unique con-
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stellation of circumstances which gave new emphasis 
to the old view that social change is internal to 
the society changing, that social chan re' originates 
in the division of labour, and that, consequently, 
government or the state are products of the social 
structure. It may be suggested that this intellectual 
perspective unduly generalizes from a very limited 
phase of the English experience." Bendix, '"tradition 
and modernity Reconsidered", Comparative studies in 
history and Society, Vol. a1, (19SG-7), p.5‘B5. The
special nature of the English case of industrializatio 
is also emphasized in the excellent discussion by 
H.J.Habakkuk, "The Historical experience on the Basic 
Conditions of Economic Progress", in S.w.hisenstadt 
(ed . ), Cononrative P erspectives on oocial Change 
(ooston, Juittle Brown and Company, 1965), pp. 29-45.
See also H. Freudenberger and F. Redlich, "The 
Industrial Development of nurope : Reality , Symbols 
Images", hyklos, Vol. aVII (1964) pp.37S-401. The 
authors show the misleading influences drawn oy such 
theorists as wiarx and Sombart concerning tne stages 
of industrial development, from their excessive 
attention to the experience of the English textile 
industry.

Perhaps the nearest thing to the British experience 
was the case of North American industrialization in 
the late nineteenth century. But even here the form 
of industrialization, and especially the response to 
it, was complicated by the presence of groups of very 
diverse ethnic origin (not to mention, of course, the
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legacy of black slavery), as well as the phenomenon 
of the moving frontier.

17. David Landes, The Unbound Prometheus:Tecnnicsl Chanre 
and Indus trial Develonwsnt in •western Europe from 1750 
to the 1 resent (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 
1959), p. IP.9.

18. Landes, ibid. p. 139
19. See b.W.Rostow, The Stares of economic Growth, passim.
20. rtlexander Gerschenkron, "The Typology of Industrial 

Development as a Tool of Analysis", in his Continuity 
in History and Other ¿.3 says (Cambridge, ¿>:ass., The 
Belknap Press, 1958), p.83.

21. For a stimulating discussion of the various 'routes 
to modernity', see especially Barrington Moore, Jr., 
The Social Origins of Dietatorsnlo and -Democracy 
(London, alien Mane The Penguin Press, 1967;. Lee 
also nlain Touraine, "an introduction to the otudy of 
Social classes in a Dependent Society", Paper presen
ted to the annual meeting of the British Sociological 
Association, University of Lent at Canterbury, uviarch 
1975.

22. Gerschenkron, "Reflections on the Concept of 'Pre
requisites' of modern Industrialization", in his 
PiC.ononic Backwardness in historical Perspective 
(Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1962), 
p. 44.

23. The structured differences in the mode of industrial
ization caused oy varying degrees of 'backwardness' 
are illuminatingly discussed in Gerschenkron, "a-con- 
omic Backwardness in Historical Perspective",pp5-30 
of the book of the same name (see note 22). a famous
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earlier generalization of this type, still very 
fruitful, was Trotsky's 'Law of Combined and Uneven 
Development', in the first part of his history of the 
Russian Devolution (l959).

24. Such a periodization has been especially influential 
through the writings of the Hungarian Marxist 
theoretician Georg Lukács. See, e.g., his Studies in 
European heal ism (hev; York, Grosset and Dunlap, 1964).

25. Landes, The Unbound .Prometheus, p.124.
26. ibid., p .65.
27. ibid. p .118. For the long persistence, and co-exist

ence, of the putting-out system, see also Maurice 
Dobb, Studies in the Development of Capitalism (rev. 
ed., London, Houtledge and began Paul, 1965), pp.263-5,

28. brie Hobsb&wm, "Custom, wages, and .»ork Load", in his 
labouring .ien: studies in the nistory oi nabour (nondonj 
.eidenfeld and nicolson, 1964), pp.344-70.

29. Dobb, Studies in the Development of Capitalism, p.266. 
See also Landes, on. cit.. np. 305-7.

30. For i.iarx's account of the growing subordination of 
the countryside to the towns, see especially The 
German Ideology (New York, International Publishers 
1947), pp. 43-58. There is a careful discussion, 
along Marxist lines, in J. Merrington, "Town and 
Country in the Transition to Capitalism", New nsft 
Review', No. 93 ( Sept.-Oct. 1975 ), pp. 71-92.

31. It is worth oointing out here, however, that this 
increase in the numbers living ¿n towns was not at 
the expense of the countryside. Far from draining
the population from the countryside to towns, the 
'industrialization' of agriculture actually increased
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Labour supply in the Industrial Hevolution", acononlc 
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Joan ... Scott and Louise A. Tilly, "women’s work and 
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44. Lenin, The State and devolution (noscow, Foreign 
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47. marx and angels, "manifesto of the Communist Party", ! 

in Selected .»orks in 2 Vols. (Moscow, Foreign 
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50. i/iarx and angels, The Holy Family (Moscow, Foreign 
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similar account in Tne Poverty of Philosophy (new 
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51. For .arx's constant expectation of a revolutionary 
crisis in the 1350s, see David ^cnellan, Earl .narx:
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56. Dobb , Studies in the Development of Capitalism p. 2S5.
57. j/iarx, "Critical notes on 'The nino; of Prussia and 

Social deform' " (1644) in n.D.aaston and xi.h.Guddat 
(eds.), ■■ritin^s of trie Youi»1' ■ ■•.rx on .rhllosoohy and 
Society (hew York, Anchor Books, 1967), p . 35o.

58. nubasz, "viarx's Conception of the revolutionary
x roiatariat", p o 269.

59. This was uound to De the case particularly witn tnose
theories, such as in Comte, o;r.encer, and Durkheim,
where the modern, scientific and industrial, character 
of nineteenth century European society was seen 
simply as the first expression of' a movement that 
was worldwide, and which must eventually embrace all 
societies. m  the ct.se of the increasing division of 
labour, Durkheim, drawing on the evolutionary biolory 
of his time, thought this to be a general law both 
o** the natural and the social worlds, and a fortiori 
the future of all societies: "The division of labour 
in society appears to be no more than a particular 
form of this general process; and societies, in 
conforming to that law, seem to be yielding to a 
movement that was born before them, ano that similarly 
governs the entire world". The Division of Labour in 
Society, p .41.

60. There are really two forms of the convergence thesis* 
a strong and a weak; and they are often con; used.
The first holds that all societies everywhere are 
destined to become industrial -that there Is a world 

process of convergence onto a uniform industrial type.



461

The second simply soys that once the process of 
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Public interest, No.l, Fall 1965, p. 119.

2. See H. Aahn and A. ¿i/iener, The Year 2oOO, (wew York, 
The macmillan Co., 1967); ri. Jungk and J. Galtung 
(eds.), mankind 2000 (^ondon, .¡¡.lien and unwin, 1969);
N, Calder (ed.j, The world in 1984, 2 Vols., 
(Harmondsworth, Penguin books, 1964); »«i. Vassiliev 
and S. Gouschev (eds.), Life in the Twenty-First 
Century (Harmondsworth, Penguin nooks, 1931): a. 
Toffler, Future Shock (New xork, Handom House, 1970); 
vVendell Bell and James A. hau (eds.), The Sociology
of the Future (New York, Harper and How, 1972); Ciba 
Foundation Symposium, The Future as an academic 
Discipline (Amsterdam, Llsevier, 1975). The number 
of institutes, organizations, and individuals currently 
engaged in systematic analysis of future trends runs 
into thousands, although most of these are concerned 
with fairly short term technological forecasting.
POr comprehensive listings, see the annotated 
bibliography by Bettina Huber in bell and Mau (eds.),



472

on. c i t,, 339-454; the PEP survey of future studies, 
.And Now the Future, e d i t e d by Charles d e rioght on,

W. Page, and G. Streatfeild (London, PEP, 1971)» 
and A. Cantsch, Technological Forecasting in Pers- 
nective (Paris, OECD, 1967). For a general discussion 
of sone of the literature, see the review article by
K. Lunar, "The 'Sociology of the future' 11, Sociology, 
Vo1.7, No.2, 1973, op. 277-80. 
bell, "The Stud;/ of the Puture", p. 122.
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and the Post-Industrial worlds: On Development and 
Futurology", in E. de Kadt and G. williams (eds.)
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the oast". A.M. Carr-baunders and ¿.«.'.vilson, "The 
¿mergence of the Professions", pncyclooaedia of the Social 
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48. Halmos, The Personal Service Society, p. 46. And see also, 
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25-37; and h. Chomsky, "The ..elfare/<«arfare intellect
uals", New Society, 3 July 1969.

91. Bell, Coming of Post-Industrial Society, pp. 263-98.
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