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Abstract ' ;i

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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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
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




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 cur 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. 1In 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 dourse 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 tﬁe 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.




vii

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
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 induétrial 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 E_lg 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 scmeone with a stronger head than mine.

Krishan Kumar
Canterbury, February 1977



Chapter 1. Nz WORLDS

"The History of the Human Species as a

whole may be regarded as tne 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 f£ant, Idea of a Universal

History on a Cosmopclitan

Plan (1784).

"Poetic imagination has put the Golden Age

in the cradle of the human race, amid tne
ignorance and brutishness of primitive times;
it is rather the Iron ace which should be put
there. The Golden Age of the human race 1is
not benind 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 clsar the way."

Henri de Saint-Simon, The Reorganization

of the European

Community (1814).

12 The Jdeologues of Procress

When socilology errived in Europe early in tne nineteenth
century, it marked the culmination of a strand of think-

ing about man and society that was increasingly directed




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 tais Christian

apologia he fused the Greek and Hebraic traditions into
a philosoohy of history, a theory of development, that
looked forward to the end of secular history, and a
movement from life in the earthly to 1life in the heavenly
city. Such eschatological preoccupations continued to
affect thought and action throughout the subsequent
centuries. But the backward-looking srell of the
memory of the world of classical antiquity remained, to
bewitch thinkers into a sense that the great, golden sage
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 'soderns' over thne
'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 §oint out
a long while agol, 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




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 dn the most fundamental analysis of
present trends, But, just as in human bilology 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 ingquiry, must be the

.social Torms that were in the making, and whose future

outlines could only roughly be seen., The chronoclogical
line - past, present, and future - was barren as wéll as
deceptive. Only the perspective of the future revealed
what was important in the past, and linked it to our lives
in the pressnt. The future was the gﬁiding thread, Pascal
said it, in the Pense®s, in a spirit of irony; but what he
sald would have been taken ?s 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




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
soclety 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 - f'the
prophets of Paris', their biographef 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

Prooress of the Human ilind 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




his former master; he, too, wrote of Condorcet as 'mon

prédecesseur immediat'.

There was therefore an exceptionally strong line linking

the eighteenth century philosophes 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 |
gbout 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




the successive advances of the human mind, delivered at
the Sorbonne in 1750, constitute by general agreement the
first lmportant statement in modern times of the. ideology
of progress. Progress for him was not simply a fact,
written into the past records orf mankind; 1t was the very
principle of the human as opposed to the naturesl order,
and it was for this reason that the future promised a
happier and more perfect state. The bare statement of this
view, repeated a hundred times in the century following,4
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

Enlichtenment, The Spirit of the lLaws, 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 genius
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 1its regular motions.
Similarly, Adam Smith's model of the 'natural' economy, in

The VWiealth of Nations, was conceived in the image of a self-

)

balancing machine: ilen's propensity to truck, barter, and
exchange gave rise to actions obeying lmpersonal laws -

such as the law of supply and demand - which, if not distorted




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. 4as he put
it in the opening statement of his second lecture, the

Tableau philosophique des progres 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 1life
reproduce themselves time merely restores at each lnstant
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
o% 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 1s 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 which, like



every individual, has its infancy and its pro-cress." 5

There was a special historilcal oddity in this striking

and original separation of the natural and the human
worlds. Firstiy it went sharply against the grain of what
is generally thought to be one of the deepest tendencies

of the thought of the Enlightemnment: 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 distinctiveness

of the natural and the human or social, was insisted Jpon;
karly in the nineteenth century the world of nature and thél'
world of man were re-united, thereby continuing and inten-
sifyingz 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 -



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 vlane.

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 enthusiaesm, for the
jdeal thne French Revolution set before itself was not

1

merely a change in the French system but nothing short

n 1
of a regeneration of the whole human race. BEdmund Burke,

severely critical of its course as he was, was drawn to say
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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 rox greeted the fall of the Bastille. Goethe
declared that the vietory of the French revolutionaries at
Valmy in 1792 marked a new era in man's history. and degel
waxed ecstatic over the fact that the French Revolution had
revealed the great secret of human history, as the progress-
ive realisation of Reason: "Never since tne 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
A1l thinking beines shared in the jubilation of tnis epoch',

The very word 'revolution' was re-charged, and glven a

new significence., Since classical times the uses of the
word in political and socisl 1ife had reflected pretty
faithfully its clear etymological roct. Revolution meant
a turning-back, or a turning round, as in the motions of a
wheel. Plato and later classicel 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 Hurope astro-
nomical usage heavily influenced political applications of
the concept. The associations with the natural world were
hence reteined. When appliéd to the affairs of men,
revolution could only connote the stages of the recurrent,

cyclical patterns of govermment that were the human
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analogue of the regular, lawfully revolving motions of the

planets and stars.

Of novelty, thils conception conspicuously lacked any
knowledge. It was in this that the Irench kevolution was
so decisive., It was in the course of the French Revolution tnat
thevword 'revolution' acquired its modern meaning, its
modern associlations of novelty‘and fundamental cnange. It
was only then that 'revolution'! ceased to be a phenoﬁenon
of the natural or divine order, made by non-auzan,
elemental forces, and became part of a man-made conscious
purpose to create a new order based on reason and freedom.
No matter that this particulsr attempt failed to make®and
secure the new world. Henceforward the idea of fundamentzl
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 thet this transformation should be
brought about by violence, in the manner of the French
attempt. The lesson drawn from the course of the rrench
Revolution - particularly by those thinkers whom we are
considering - was that revolutionary viclence 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 witn

all their strength: this revolution had aitogether grander
dimensions. It was nothing less than the coming into being
of an entirely new order of society, one based on reason

and science, whose realisation would necessarily nave 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 thils
concertion. In 1793 the .iarquis de Condorcet, one of the
earliest and most enthusiastic supporters of thre Revolution,
and a fervent disciple of Turgot, was in hiding in Faris,
condemned to death by the Jacobins for his former Giron-
dist stance. In the shadow of the guillotine he composed

the Esquisse d'un tablesu historique des procres de l'esprit

hurain (Sketch for a Historical Picture of the Frogress of

the Human iind.) Condorcet has been described as '"the last

of the philosornhes", 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". 8 In it he synthesised and bodied out the ideas

of Turgot and of the other e}ghteenth 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 Escuisse was the form in which the




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 ossay on Populstion 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 EZnlightenment; de Bonald anathematized

it as the 'aApocalypse of the new Cospel',

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 realisation of that capacity. san had so far
progressed through nine stages; the tenth, of which the
French Revoluticn was the herald, lay in the future. But

in a number of ways Condorcet significantly modified the
tenor of Turgot's thoucht, and introduced elements which

were to feature centrally in the socilological schesmes of

Saint-Simon and Comte.

Condorcet radicaily secularized the philosophy of history
that he inherited from Turgot. Vhat Turgot offered was

still a theodicy - one, it is true, ccuched 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 of
human history as opvosed 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 his 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.

Prooress 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.°®°Tne
fact of proesress, and of its necessary continuation into
the future, could be demonstrated from the facts of history
witn the same éeqree of probability, and with the same lack
of any absolute certainty, that Hume had shown 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 laws similar to those wnich Newton
discovered with the aid of the calculus, is to héve 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 aslk 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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sapn to be sdvanced by Auguste Comte, the designator if
not the founder of sociology, the new science of scciety.
History, thought Condorcet, was "a science to forsee the
progression of the human species'", a science of social
prediction which cculd be a source of great power. For by
foreknowledge it was possible to "tame the future" (Comte's
"mrévoir pour pouvoir"). The careful study of history
revealed the central developmental tendencies of the
evolution of society, and by the extrarolation of tnese we
were in a nosition to see sometiing of the future stages
of that evolution. "These observations on what man has
been and what he is tcday will later lead to the means of
assurine and accelerating the new progressions which numan

nature still permits him to hope for."

"4 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 (prévsyance). For
the laws established by observation of phenoﬁena 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
sysﬁem many years in advance is absolutely the same in kind
as that of the sévage who prédicts the next sunrise., The
only difference lies in the extent of their knowledge.

Manifestly, then, it is guite in accordance witin the nature
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of the human mind that observation of the past should

unveil the future in politics, as 1t does in astronomy,
physics, chemistry, and physioloagy. The determination of
the future must even be regarded as the direct alm of
politicel science, as in the case of the other positive
sciences, Indeed, it 1is clear that knowledge of what social
system the elite of mankind is called to by the progress of
civilization - knowledée forming the true practical object
of positive science - involves a general determination of

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

The overridinz commitment to the prediction of future

states of society was one erement in Condoret's legacy to
nineteenth century sociology. <1The otner was equally
influential, in touching on an aspect of the idea of prosress
that haunted the minds and affected the actions of many a
nineteenth century thinker. If the progress of mankind was
inevitable, stretcnine 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 notning for him

to dc but acknowledee 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 prosress as mechanical as this sketch
implied. They were none of them mindless Panglossians,
accepting all the features of any given society, at any stage

as the necessary germs of the next stage. They realised that

SRS S—— S — i Snea— - R <
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there were distortions, lags, retardations, powerful
counter-pregressive forces, at all stages in the progress

of man. 'While none of these could ultimately half 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
understandine of history it became the duty of every enlight-
ened being to throw his energies into shaping and develoring
the forces of progress. Ibspecially was this true at this

point in time when, as indicated by ths French RevoLugion,
mankind was on the verce of a passage to an order of society
marked by the hichest utilization of its capacity for reason

and freedom.

And wno were in tne vanguard of the advance of reason? To
whom should one most be looking, as the prime azency of the
transition to the new order? Condorcet's answer was again
pregnant with consequences for tne wnole, 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
embodim:znt of the principles and tendencies of the Eurovpean
Enlightenment. It reoresented the distillation, as it were,
in its purest form of the rationalist philosophy with wnich
the Enlignterment had fought the superstitious and unregen-
erate forces of Church and State. Therefore the new socilety,

whoae whole informines 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 Condorcet's
schemes for the organization of scientists, and the appli-
cation of scientific techniques and soclutions to-'sccial
problems. Ve shall find essentially the same conceptions,
in a more full-blocded form, in the plans and designs for
society of Saint-Simon and Comte. All we have from Con-
dorcet is, in any case, a fragment, in the form of a

commentary on Bacon's New Atlantis. oOSriefly, 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, waicn
would be aided by all the resources of tne society. "The
love of truth assembles there the men whom the sacrifice of
ordinary vpassions has rendered wortiny 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 end its strength". Scientific reasoning and
calculation would be apvlied to all problems of values and
ethics, so that social conflicts could be resolved by the

appeal to criteris which were universally accepted.

Frank ianuel's comment points up admirably the long-rancging
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
socialhmathematics - 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." A&

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 prormoted: by individual men of genius, or
whole groups which could discern the emerging future shape
of society and devoted themselves to realising it. Crucially,
perhapvs, there was the seunse that man stood on ths edge of
one of the most momentous transformations of &ll 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 adequstely
be gaursed by the chaos that might result if the forces of

progress were not all combined in the task of bringing the
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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 hisghest 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 philosophy of the 18th century was critical

and revolutionary, that of the 19th century

will be inventive and organizational”
Saint-Simon, Motto for a projected

New rmncyclopaedia, 1310

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. karlier
writers, such as Saint-Simon, talked of 'social physiology',
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
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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

'1dgologues' of the Directory period of the French Revolution,
were apvrarently 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, embracing all the phenomena of the natural and

social worlds, and they were not all equally well developeq.
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

jsolate 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 but 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 sarx's graveside, that l
"just as Darwin discovered the law of development of organic
nature, so .larx discovered the law of development of human

history". But it is doubtful if sarx 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 of
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 & liberal aristocrat of the
eighteenth century, he fought in the French army against

the British in the American #War 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 tae
patron and associate of the brilliant circle of scientists
who flourished during the Directory. The tmpire found him
uregino Napoleon to be a new Charlemagne and to unite Zurope
on the basis of the emerging scientific and industrial order;
with little need of alteratién, 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 ELuropean 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-

jest forms of socialism,

Even this very orief 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 indusfrialism. 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 Lurorean social thouzht. Between 1300 and
1832 they coined: 'individualism', 'positivism', 'indus-
trialism', 'socialism'. They originated the phrase and
concept of 'the organization of labour'; and the contrast
between the 'bourseoisie' 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,
fmile 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

the Saint-Simonian inheritance)". 15

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 tendéd

to obscure his real interest to us in our time. Saint-Simon
speaks especially forcibly across a century and a hslf to

us because nne 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 ﬁrgent mission, a conviction that a critical moment
had been reached in the development of ruropean 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 6f 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 sociegy; in France the systematic

_introduction of industrial technology had started only in

Saint-Simon's own life-time; in the rest of &urope indus-
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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 eichteenth 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 gilants in stature, but

giants in the power of reasoning. macnines 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

peace is the only politics of nations..." 4

Saint-Simon modified Condorcet's rather mechanical con-
cention of the nrocression of humanity through ten stages.
Progress there certainly was, and he gave nothing to the

eichteenth century in the fervour of this conviction:"...
the supreme lew of proecress of the human spirit carries
along and dominastes everything; men are but its instruments
ees 1t 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 winich makes our planet

circle the sun". 1° 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) progréss 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 f{orces in a movement that spiralled ever
upwards. The 'organic' periods, such &s those of the
classical civilization of Greece and Rome, or of the feudal
societies oflmedieval kurope, 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 whese
ideas governed the prevailing political institutions. Such
organic periods were always followed by 'ecritical' 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 oetween 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 epocis,
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
vcenturies 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.

From about the twelfth century new forces were alresady

undermining this civilization; by the eighteenth century it
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was on its deathbed, sapved by a critical period that had
reached its extreme point in the destructive-creative

onslauzht of the Enlichtenment philosoohes. Now, in Saint-

Simon's own life-time, the third organic civilization was
cominz into being., Its ideology was that of science, or

positivism; its social system was industrial.

Saint-Simon recurred agsin and again, to the point almost
of obsession, to the parallel between the crisis of the
ancient world, at the time of the later iHoman cfmpire, and
the crisis which Europesn 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
philosonhical (or religious) and political principles.

"The transition which is now taking place is composed, like
the preceding one, cf two elements: one philosophical, the -
other political. The first consists in the passage from
the theoloeical 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 positiye system, whose elements now
exist isolated., The transition in its political form can

be said to date from Luther's Reformation. Although thils

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' War, the two bBnglish revolutions

of the seventeenth century, and the French Revolution." A0

It is scarcely necessary to stress how influential this
schematic outline of rmuropean history heas oeen..more
important perhaps 1is the impliéation, equally influential,
that systems of thought do not prosper until the social
conditions aonropriate to their appearance and spread have
'ripened', and that theorising, consequently, is an activity
vcldéely tled 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, laesting over the whole possible
period for that system, before a theory can be grounded on
that oreat experience. Only then can we be capable of
'distinguishing', as it were, at first glance, whicn improve-
ments are part of the natural stages of development of the
social state and which are not, and in what order." %
A 'positive' science of society, then, could not have

emerced earlier, before a 'positive' order of society had
appeared, =t least in its distinctive outline. It was 1dle
to berate past ages Tor 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 aach age its own task.
"The philosophy of the eighteenth century was critical and
revolutionary, that of the nineteentn will be inventive and

organizational" - so ran the motto of Saint-Simon's project
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of 1810 for a New kncyclopaedia. But equally this implied

that each age would not let itself be seduced by the pre-
occupations of the preceding one. 1t would acknowledge and
acclaim the ﬁromulgation of the new philosophy of the ;ge.
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 iaw 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 developments in Lurope. 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 Ffrench Revolution, in particular,
was an instructive example of the fact that progress was not i
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, was the
culminstion of two broad currents of change that had their
origins deep in the period of Zuropean feudalism. The first
was the development of science, as agaipst the system of
revealed religion, and a corresponding growth to influence

of the class of scientists as against the authority of the

priests. The sscond development was the progressive emanci-
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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 industrislists of the new workshovs

and factories. These two revolutionary developments
revoresented 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 st:=te 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

cultivation of exact sciences in western Burope began." 18

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 o0ld 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
apolication.,” 19 Saint-Simon later added the artists to
these two groups, as fulfilling necessary expressive
functions in th; new society., This three-part elite, of
scientists, industrialists, and artists, is the natural
manager of the industrial society. Political rulers in the
0ld sense will be unnecesse;y. Not only can the political
class be dispensed with, but also the military, since the

politics of industrialism are the politics of peace, both




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 opeen put to useful, productive work, o
suppressed, The producing class, which in any case 1s 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 throuch
organs which they themselves constituted, would have taken

on the necessary managerial roles of the industrial society.

But what in fact havpened? The industrialists and scientists,
far from stepving 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 professionszl
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 govermment. 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
revlaced by 'administration', the self-management of society
by the productive classes who essentially constituted the

soclety. Thus:

"The men who brought about the Revoluticn, the men

who directed it, and the men who, since 1789 and up to the



present day, have guided the nation, have committed a
great political mistake. They have soucht to improve
the governmental machine, whereas they should have sub-
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 fo manage the affairs of the nation.
They would have been forced to recognize the fact that the
scientists, artists and industrialists, and tne 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 recoenized the fact that the work of the
scientists, artists, and industrialists is that which, in
discovery and application, contributes most to national
prosverity. 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

managing the national interests..." 20

From Saint-Simon's point of view, then, the French Revol-

ution was a revolution mangué. 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 o0ld order. By an unnatural twist, against
the tendencies of the time, it had forcéd France, and the

whole of Europe, into a false, wasteful and bloody path.

The Revolution, which was fundamentally a European one,
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had still to be terminated. And "only the industrial
doctrine, when adopted, can end the revolution." Wiost of
Saint-Simon's 1life, 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 soclilety, one that could uncover the principles of
change and persistence in human scciety. 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 essentizlly
to be about the making of the new sccieuy. Socidlogy, 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 zuropean society on the
eve of the coming scientific and industrial order.21 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 mi~sht have been very
satisfied with the uses to which his legacy had been put.
There was scarcely a European intellectual, or Luropean
school of thought, that had ﬁot 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 France, Germany and Russia, was heavily indebted to it;
it even crossed the Channel and modified &nglish individ-
ualism, through its decisive influence on Thomas Carlyle
and John Stuart will, At the practical level, Saint-
Simonism became the leading ideology of industrialization
on the Continent - "the religion of the engineers®, F,A,
Hayek calls it., The temple of this religion was the éﬁglg

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 France and Eurone.22 Comte himself was
described as "a Saint-Simon who had been through the @QQ;Q

"
Polytechnique; many of Saint-Simon's friends and disciples

were students there; and many of the leading French
scientists, encineers, banksrs and financiers had their
Saint-Simonian baptism either at the ﬁcole or by close
contact with the Saint-Simonian movement that developed

from there after Saint-Simon's deata.

The Enclish editor of Saint-Simon's writings, Felix sarkham,
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".zs} It was

a prominent Saint-Simonian, Prosper Enfantin, who organized
the formation of the Paris-Lyons-mediterranean railway in

1852; it was two Saint-Simonian brothers, the Pereires, who

founded the Crédit sobilier, also in 1852, 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 utilifies. 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... 2&ven if the Credit usobilier 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 Lurope were developed,
partly by other Sa:‘Lnt--.Simonians."24 Perhaps we might add
as a final spectacular example of Saint-Simonian activity
the construction of the Suez Canal, a project thought up
by Enfantin, whose 'Société d'études pour le Canal de ouez'

provided de wuLesseps with the results of all its research.

It is an impressive 1list 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 ;ociety
managed by ané in the interests of the producers, the
'industrials of theory'! and the 'scholars of apvolication'.
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, constitutiocnalism, individualism, utilitarianism,
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laissez- faire. The practice of stztes too had been

irrational and out of keeping with the fundaméntal postu-
lates of the industrial society. Industrialism was & supra-
national system and could only find its fulfilment within
an international order. Yet the states of hurope, after the
briefest of experiments, had reverted to the worst and most
destructive tyve of competitive nationalism. The politics
of the vast, the strucgle for power, had dominated the
national and internstional erene, under the leadership of
the career politicians and militarists who had no natural
place in the body of industrial society. wmven socialisn,
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, between
workers and industrialists, it had destroyed the natural
harmony of interests that linked the members of sll 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 oetter-known nineteenth

century figures. His fascination lies in the fact that not
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only does he give us glimpses of the o0ld 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 & third: our age, the age

of the technocratic, plsnned, 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, sigrxian socialism,
and anarchism, but the more characteristically twentieth
century ideologies of syndicalism, corporatism, managerial-
ism, and State sccialism (or state capitalism) - not to
mention Europeanism and internstionalism. ©Not just sarx
and Proudhon can be held to be in some sense his disciples,

26

but wvosca, Parento, Sorel, Mussolini, Stalin, Burnhem,

To oe the parent of such diverse offspring might appear to
make Saint-Simon the wooliest thinker of the nineteentn

century, all things to all men, But in fact it really does

the opvosite. 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
vart of the Saint-Simonian legacy. Two of these in particular

seem worth drawing out: the idea that industrialism entails
socialism; and the profound hostility to politics as an

indevendent activity, beyond economic life,

Saint-Simon did not himself make the equation between

industrialism and socialism, and indeed it cannot be got

from his writines if we think exclusively of the humanist,

liberterian socialism of marx. But if we think of that

central aspect of socialism, in all 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 equatibn 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 memoers
througnh the peaceful cultivation of the arts, science and
industry. Its unique function is the production of useful
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 1is the industrisl form,
Society will be fully in harmony with itself only wren 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

favourable to society." &7

We are already half-way to socialism here, with the vision
of modern society as a vast productive enterprise, all its
members collectively engased in the fullest realisation of
the potential of the scientific industrial'society. All that
was needed to complete the move was to elevate the 'indus-

trials', the oroducing classes - scientists, artists,
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industrialists and proletariat - above the 'idlers', the
non-prbducing classes, and to offer the latter the choice
of either accepting the direction of the former oOr being
extinguished. The important principle here was to make the
producers, those directly involved in economic activities,
the sole directors and manacers 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 cet the ri~ht combination and balance of the
industrialists, the scientists, and the artists. In his
most complete scheme he envisaged three Chawbers, composed
exclusively of the producing classes, which were to con-
stitute the Parliament of the industrial society. barlier,
in his period of infatuation with the scientists, he had
proposed a 'Council of Newton' as the supreme directing
body. But the variations never affected the main principle.
As Durkheim, his most lucid follower, pointed out, the
ultimete tendency of Saint-Simon's system was "to bind

economic life to a central organ that regulates it - which

£

. P — 28
is 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, nar excellence, of collect-

ive 1life. 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 volitical 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'. %T1ne 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-3imon, having
established that henceforth the only normal manifestation

of social activity is economic activity, concludes tnat 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 scmething else that has - unless
there is something more common among men. Soclety cannot
become industriasl unless industry is socialized. This is

how industrialism logically ends in socialism." 29

From this deduction easily followed, as a corollary, the
second idea: the basic irrelevance of politics as a separate
science and a2 senarate activity. Since economic life is

co-terminous with socisl 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 1is no other.
"Politics", says Saint-Simon, "is the science of production,
that is, the Science which has for its object the order of

30 1n

things most favourable to all sorts of production'.
that case there cannot be a science of politics.as such,
neither a class of pclitical 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, wher% they
can be directed by those involved in and knowledgeable about
production., The problems of industrial society could not bde
dealt with by a sevarate 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. Jnly

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 pbecause they

have knowledge. They do not give orderé, 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
mediaticn of those who understand them, that indicate the
manner in which they should be handled. "In the old system",
says Saint-Simon, "society is governed essentially by men;

in the new it is governed only by princinles',

Basically Saint-Simon takes his model of political rule from
the management of large industrial concerns. <These, ss ﬁe
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 beinz accustomed to '"the administrative mode of
conducting affairs” by their experience of participation in
industrial 1ife. 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 surmoned, first, to live
under governmental rule., Lt is destined to pass from
governmental or military rule to administrative cor industrial
rule”, o1 Small wonder that ruropean 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

thoucht of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.SZ It is

of course a utopian conception, although to say theat 1s 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
anatoﬁy 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 Buropean social thought. It is the line link-
ing Marxist socialists, anarchists, syndicalists, corpor-
atists and manacerialist ideologies of all kind, including
the technocratic elitism of the current prophets of the
'post-industrial society!. It i:plied the subordination
of the state to society, political life to social and
especially economic life, political theory to political
economy and sociology. JIts great appeal was the possibility
of eliminetineg chance and cavriciousness in numan life, of
bringins instead order and predictability. The cgreat tool
for this was to be science, esvecially social science. The
social ascency 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 clain 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 been terminated at last.

John Stuart sill, re-encountering Saint-Simon in the form

of Comte's Systéﬁe de Politique Fositive, was driven at tne




45

last to denouncing the positivist programme as "the most
complete system of spiritual and temporal despotism that
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 ill's liberals.




Chaoter 2, THE GREAT TRANSFORWMATLON.

"Tne revolution which broke out between 1789
and 1848,..fcrms the greatest transformation
in human history since the remote times when
men invented agriculture and metallurgy,
writing, the city and the state."

aric Hobsbawn, The age of Revolution

1789-1848, (London, 196%)

"It has lengthened 1life; 1t heas mitigated pain;
it has extincuished diseases; it has increased
the Tertility of the soil; it nas given new

t nas fturnisaned new

securities to the mariner;
arms to the warrior; it has svanned great rivers
and estusaries with bridres of form unknown to
our fathers; it has csuided the thunderbolt
innocuously from hesven to esrth; it has ligated
up.the nisht with the splendour of the day; it
has extended the ranse of the hum=n vision; 1t
has multivlied the nower of the human muscles;
it has accelerated motion; it has annihilated
distance; it has facilitated intercourse,
corresnondence, all friendly offices, &all des-
patch of business; it has enabled man to descend
to the denths of the sea, to socar into the ailr,
to penetrate securely into the noxious recesses
of the earth, to traverse the land 1in cars

)

which whirl alons without horses, and the ocean

in ships which run ten knots an hour against tne

wind, These are but a part of its 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. 1Its law is progress,
A point which yesterday was invisible 1is its
goal today, and will be its sterting-post
tomorrow",

Thomas Babington Macaulay, Lksssay on Bzcon

(1837)

"The bourgeois period of history has to create

the material basis of the new world...isour-

geols industry and ccmmerce create these
meterial conditions in the same way as geolo-
gical reveolutions have created the surface of
the earth, When a great social revolution shall
have mastered the results of the bourgecis
epoch, the market of the world and the modern
powers of vroduction, end subjected their to the
common control of the most advanced peoples,
then only will human progress cesse to resemble
that hideous pagan idol, who would not drink
the nectar but from the skulls of the slain,"

Karl Marx, The Future Results of British

Rule in India. (1853)

I: The Revolution as uyth,

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 orogress of science and

then, in a more directly Baconian tradition, to the pro-
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gressive applications of science, to the process that

Saint-Simon himself caused to be known as industrialization.

As the nineteenth century developed, the scope and dimension
of the chanqé connoted by the term 'industrialization'\
swelled to gigantic vroportions. Lt came to be seen in
anocalyptic terms, as a revolution transforming every
aspect of hyman life and thought. Progress, if the concept
were to sustain itself, could now only mean industrial-
ization. 4nd 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 stapnility: fo a
new plateau, on a higher plane, where all the dynamic

contradictions of the past would be resolved.

The chances which were the first obvious and visible
evidence of this revolution were those which took place
in Encgland in the first half of the nineteenth century.
It was the French who, by analogy with thelr 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.l In the earlier years of this
century British academic historians, digging away at the
causes, premonitions and characteristics of theif 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 reflectivéness 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 the world., 4as cric tobsbawnm

rightly says, "if the sudden, qualitative, and fundamental
transformation, which happened in or about the l7dJS,.WaS

not a revolution then the word has no common-seénse meaning

-

while Carlo Cipolla, echoing Hobsbawn'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 mankingd,
chanced the face of <fngland, From then on, thne world was
no lonser 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 - excepnt pernaps the Neolithlc
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 enercy." o

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 fevolution,

from the very start the Industrisl Revolution was taken out |
|
|

of ideology, or myth. It became not just a description of |

of the realm of history proper and equipped with the mantle

certain linked structural changes in socliety, but a rallyinsz- ‘

cry, a programme for action, a justification of the inevitable\
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harshnesses that must accompany the effort to industrialize,.
It was celebrated in painting and poetry, as in the factory
paintinegs of Joseph wricht and Philip de Loutherberg, and

Turner's euphoric 'Rain, Steam, Speed'. The Saint-Simonians

nerformed the Chant des Industriels, an 'industrial

marseillaise' composed for them by Rouget de Lisle, the
aged author of the famous 'Marseiliaise' of the French
Revolution. The oest architecture of the age was industrial:

bridees, 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
seraration of work and family life - was compounded a

powerful imaze of industrialism, as a social system and a

way of life, that was part fact, part fabrication. Lin the
consequent idea of 'the industrial society' lay not a little
of the intellectual's longing for logicel purity and the

artist's loneing for aesthetic unity.

This point emerges more strongly if we consider some of

the sources of the nineteenth century's image of industrial-
ism. Wwhile 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 investigatiomn.

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 presentstion. In a real sense our notions of indus-

trialism, especially in England, are made up of an amalgam-




o1

of the novels of Dickens, urs, Gaskell, George Lkliot,
Charles f£inesley, and perhaps, at a more rarified level,

Balzac; together with the passionate moral and cultural

o

criticism of the industrial society offered by writers
5

such as Thomas Carlyle, wmatthew Arnold, and John Ruskin.

As Raymond williams says, such writers, living through the
period 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

o

sociological definition of it.

Thus for instance Dickens' use of London in Oliver Twlst,

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 attempts to comprehend the same phenomenon, &ven
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
industrial town.7 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 valueé, feelings
and beliefss “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 thoucht and feeling. uen dre grown mechanical

'in head and heart, as well as in hand... Their whole efforts,

attachments, opinions, turn on mechanism, and are of a
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mechanicel character,., mechanism has now struck its rocts
down into man's most intimate, primary sources of convic-
tion; and is thence sending up, over his whole l1life and

activity, innumerable stems - fruit-oearing and poison-

bearing..." ke

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 snd 1840s
in England there appesred 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, esveclially perhaps for the fact-
uality and sobriety of the presentation. But few people
read ther in the original, and the versions that did get
wide circulation were elther directly fictional in form or
allowed themselves a good deal of 'pcetic 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, lkirs, Gaskell's sary Barton (1843)

and North and South (1855), Dickens''Herd Times (1854),

Disraeli's Sybil, or The Two Wations (1845), Charles fings-

ley's Alton Locke (1850), George =liot's Felix Holt (1866).

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 vrocess of industrialization, even only of the suffer-
ings it produced. As %illiams says such authors, in
obseriing and informing themselves of the conditions of
early industrializsation, transmuted their materials in such
a way as to turn themselves into "generalizing rhetoricians

of 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 Luropean scale, was

kngels' The Condition of the working Class in #ngland,

first published in German in 1845, Althougn bkngland was

not to receive a translation until 1lss7, the book was immed-
jately hailed on the Continent as a classic, influencing
decisively the generation of early socialists as well as
social thinkers of other political persuasions. Fritz
Mehring, warx's celebrated biographer, called it "one of

the foundation stones of socialism." uarx himself referred
to it extensively in Capital, and Lenin later wrote that

"{t 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 proletsriat; and indeed, neither before 1845, nor
after, has a single book appeared that presented an equally
striking and true picture of the misery of the working cla%g"
It wes 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




in the nature of "a brilliant pclitical tract", persuasive
by very reason of its high selectivity, compression, and
passionate one-sidedness.t! although drawing heavily on
the official reports and other Eknglish investigations,
Inrels' use was so selective as often to be severely dis-
torting., <vidence from dates as widely scattered as 1801
and 1841 were quoted as illustrative of the same point.12
sinor movements within the working class, isolated crimes
against property reported in the daily newsrapers, were all
built up into a quite misleading picture of the development
of a "socisl war" of revolutionary proportions. Thais,
paradoxically, was set down side-by-side with an account
that so emrhasized the brutalized and degraded condition

of the working classes that it was inconveivable tnat they

could play the role of revolutionary libersators written in

for them in Engels' epic drama.

Again, egiven Engels' purpose, there cannot be grest reason
to complain. The vbook indeed remains a vivid, superbly
written and in many ways remarkably accurate account of tne
social conditions of early industrialism in England. But
to meke 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 essgntial component of
any accentasble picture of the social impact of the industrial

revolution. What needs stressing is the fund of ideas and

associations that they deposited 1n the social consciousness,

e eg——
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such that when social theorists came to construct an

abstract, general model of the transition to industrialism
they drew almost naturelly and, as it were, unthinkingly

on these deevly-lodged images and sentiments. wuite simply,
there really were no other accounts that had penetrated so
deerly the surface of the new industrial society in the
meking., 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 1is strikingly clear in the case of Saint-Simon). This

is hardly surorising: it is a normal feature of social chance.
what makes its inmplications more troublesome, however, is

thet the sociolocists who were constructine their models were
themselves still livine in the midst of the revolution, and
had an urgent need to make sense of it, to master it. The
povwerful imaces surnlied by earlier writers, from other
societizs, became a convenient short-hand for typifying

their situation, and abbreviating the actual movement of
history. In the course of doing tnat it was easy to forget,
or fail to explore, the particular visions and particular

préoccupations 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
larcely 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 transfofming 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 purnose - though it was clearly so in the case,
say, of Saint-Siman and Karl Marx, Lven where it was
consclous, 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 the developing industrial
system, and were not a matter of particulsr 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 stvle and manner of presentation, it is obvious
that they are in the business not just of scientific
explanation but of exhortation. — For whatever reasons

of personal, class or national circumstances, they are

concerned to uree unon us a particular interpretaticn of
the industrializineg vrocess, 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 uax weber. Often,
too, the source of that interpretation seems to Lie as much
in artistic intuition, and in perticular glimpses and
insights, as in the scientific accumulation and examination
of evidence. No one can avoid that impression when reading,
sav, Max lWieber on the rise of the 'Protestant ethic' in

Eurove, Georg Sirmel on 'the metropolis and mental life',

O SOPOL Rp.
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Marx on the alicnating 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 particuler vision of the newly-
emerging order, a vision wnich has vividly 1lit up
particular features of the landscape while relegating

others to the shadows.

To put it 1like this is not of course necessarily to
question the truthfulness of their accounts, or to surgest
that there were covert motives leading to deliEerate dis-
tortion., we know enough, from the work of Karl Poppér

and others, about the form and history of scientific
proeress to acknowledge the supreme importance of intuition,
imaginetion, and sveculative hypcthesis. =snd indeed it is
the very quality of vision, of a powerful and satisfying
one-sidedness, that makes the writings of warx, weber,
Durkheim and other nineteenth century sociologists such
macnificent accounts of the social process of industrial-
jzation, 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 anc¢ type of industrial
society 'as such'. Even more must we be suspicious of

the widesrread practice lester of bundling together all
these particulasr versions of the industrial society into

& composite stereotyne of modern society: as if a good
painting could be produced by pasting gnto one canvas &

Braque, a matisse, and a Picesso. The attempt to identlfy

the principal structural characteristics of the society
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emerging in tngland in the course of the industrial
revolution was one thing, and a commendable one, It

was also immensely valusble to see the extent to which
these features were replicated as the industrial revolution
spread and was imitated, first by the rest of curope, then
by the rest of the world, 3ut it was bound to be dancerous
to start off, as many twentieth century sociologists did,
with a preconceived model of 'modern industrial society',
put together out of the bits and pileces of nineteenth
century burorean development; and to judge the prozress

to 'modernity' of other societies in its terms. Still

more was it so when in'practical political terms the attempt

was made to force those societies to conform to the model.

II: Socioloey and the Industrial Society

The 'founding fathers' of sociology all lived, wrote and
theorised under the overwhelmine impression that a "terrible
beauty" .was born, A new society, the industrial society,'
was in the maekine, fraught equally with hope and despair.
e can egroup them to some extent in terms of their per-
centions of the central problems of the new society:
Saint-Simon, Comte, Spencer and Durkheim concerned with
the dangers arising from the disintegration of the old
order, and the need to ®ring about a speedy re-integration
along new principles of social organization and social
morality; usarx 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 #ill 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 exnlanation 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
was probably the first generation of human beings ever to
have experienced within the span of tneir own lifetime i
socially induced change of a totally transformative nature 1
- change which could not be identified, explained &and

accomrodated as a limited historical variation within the
n 14

encompassing order of the past.

Following the lead given by Saint-Simon and certain other
writer's,l5 the early sociologists accepted the view that
the crisis was a general one. It affected all aspects of
kuropean society, economic, political, and cultural. The
rench Revolution, dramatic and explosive as it had been,
was seen as dut one expression of an overall transforming
tendency affecting all European societies. 1t belonged
therefore, as it willingly acknowledged, not just to France
but to furope and indeed the whole world. The lndustrial
Revolution of the EZnelish was another, more profound
expression of the same movement: slower in its operations
but ultimztely far more subversive of traditional instit-
utions and ways of life, A crucial step was taken, and a
eritical distinction lost, in the later sociclogical
asreement to subsume these and other related changes under
the general rubric of 'industrialization'. Industrial-
ization became the generic.term encompassing all the major

chanses in the movement to 'the industrial society'; and

the industrial society came to be identified as the

e
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distinctive tyoe of modern society, incorporating

therefore common features which went well beyond those

of a simply economic and technological character,
Industrialization meant, certainly, the transformcation of
the productive forces of society througn the apvlication

of a machine technoloey 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 chances in family 1life, politics, and culture.
Later still the term 'modernization' was applied to this

set of chances; and while compared to this helpless | ‘
admission of conceptual defeat the notion of 'industrial- ‘
ization' is a positive model of precision, to taik of a ‘
movement to ‘modernity‘ at least keeps us in wind of tae |
very wide ranse of clanges which tne nineteenth century

sociolorists sousht to order and comprehend.

Given this preoccupation with so varied an assemodlage of
chaneges - reaching out from the work done in the fields
to the most ethereal products of philosopny and art - it
was almost inevitable that thinkers should become somewhat
confused as to what were causes, what concomitants, whst
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 tecnnological

d (]

inventions, or even the adootion 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 as
to make the search for caﬁses seem in the end both hopeless
and irrelevant. what mattered was to grasp the whole
complex of functionally inter-related changes invelved 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 sore thinkers, such as Karl marx, who
asserted confidently that they had found the secret of
social chance, "Are men free to choose this or that form
of society? By no means, assure a part.cular state of
development in the productive faculties of man and you will
get a corresponding form of comuerce and consumption.
Assume particular degrees of development of production,
commerce and consumption and you will have a corresponding
form of 'social constitution, a corresronding organization
of the farmily, of orders or of classes, in a word, a
corresnonding civil society. Assume a particular civil
society and you will get a varticular political system,
which is only the official expression of civil society.” 16
But such confidence in the role of the productive ferces

as "the basis of all man's history" dissolved consideraoly
on further re}lection. where, Tor instance, was one to

put science? As a particular methodology as well as a set
of substantive ideas it clearly belonced tc 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



society was enormous - so much so that in recent years

the development of theoretical science has been seen by
many as the orimary productive resource of industrial
societies, There was no obvious way out of the dilemma,
and later warxists came to concede so much autonomy to

the different 'realms' of society that it was difficult

to make out where 'social existence' (i.e. the material
life) ended and 'consciousness' began., Causation remained

locked in an impermeable circle.

Far more typical than tnis bold attempt is the causal
confusion of the following passaze.Written in the early
1960s, it comes from a highly influential work of
synthesis on the theory of the industrial society:

Industrialism and Industrizl #slan, by Clark nerr and his

associates: "althousgh industrialization follows widely
differing patterns in different countries, some character-
istics of the industrializafion 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, the 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 nofion of causal pricrity;

and the chief property of the 'logic of industrialization',

if logic there is, appears to ve its circularity.

Such difficulties are entirely understandable. HNineteenth

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 obsérvation and study. The aqtual doings of
varticular 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' staces in the progress of mankind. This

view led to two important characteristics of both the
eighteenth end the nineteentih century theorlies. ©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 'natureal' 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 'matural history' made for the rejection of all
'accidentals', all loose or contradictory features in the
delineation of the 'ideal' states through which mankind
progressed, Both these characteristics nad 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 meanner,
was ignored, in the interests of logical clarity. The
concern was with the integrating princdple of the type,
the ordered inter-relating patterns that gave life to the

whole and maintained it in being. Lt was in following a

procedure of tnis kind that the nineteentn century sociol-
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ogists could discover beneath the varied surfaces of
contemporary Luropean societies the type of 'the

industrial society'.

The eighteenth century philosophes 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. &Zven 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 anneared 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 remaincder of history, variously
conceived, distory, by its very pro.ulsion 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 ace, 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 ignquage 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. Lt is the problem

of the time to classify things and men. The world has
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jumbled its catalogue." 18

The characteristic nineteentn century resolution of the
question, 'how many stages of social evolution?' was to
bundle &all previously defined past stases into one, and
to contrast it with another, the contemporary stage. ‘ln
a striking series of polarities the movement from the
previous to the present order of society was conceptual-
ised as a succ=ssion of two logically and sociologically
contrasting states or types of society. Thus ilerbert
Srencer, echoing Saint-3imon not merely in the terms but
in the content of the opposition, traced the movement
from 'militant' to 'industrial' society; Ferdinand Tonnies

saw it as a movement from 'community' (Gemeinschaft)to

'association' (Gesellschaft); Sir Henry maine, from a

socisl order based on 'status! to one based on 'contract',
For g%ile Durkheim, the moverent was seen essentially in
terms of the contresting vrinciples of social integration,
the earlier based on 'mechanical solidarity', the present
on ‘'organic solidarity'. iax iieber saw the distinction
chiefly in the differing bases of authority, both political
anéd intellectusgl, in the change from 'traditional' to
'legal-rational' political forms and modes of thought.
Later the American anthropologist Robert Redfield adcded a
further influential volar contrast, in the movement from
the 'folk' to‘the 'urban' society; and yet anotner dimen-

sion of the transformation was stressed by Howard Becker

in the contrast between 'sacred! and 'secular' societies .19

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 uarx,
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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 'theologicel!
and 'metaphysical' stages and was now entering the finél
scientific or 'positive' stage. uwarx in litersl terms
sctually saw six stages: 'primitive', 'slave', 'feudal’
'capitalist', 'socialist', anq 'communist'! society. But

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-societj
of the second stare ('slave'/'feudal'/'capitalist'); to
restore, at a much higher level, the moral condition of

the first 'primitive' stare.

John Peel makes the illuminating suggestion that whether

a nineteenth century sociologist adopted a two- or a three-
stage scheme depencded very much on his ideological posture
in relation to nis own times., wiberals like opencer, 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 &nd therefore
even more unlike the past. OCritics of nineteenth century
society, as in their different ways both Comte and wmarx
were, by contrast saw the present age as transiﬁional to

& third finaiistage, which reverted to the first in certain
important respects. =0 Linking the perspective of the
social critics was the profoundly imovortant re-discovery,
and rehabilitation, of the European middle Ages, as one

of the great 'organic' periods of the past.21 The virtues

of the cormunal, patriarchal society of the past seemed




67

only too evident to those who were appalled by the

ecoism, the competitive anarchy, the impersonal relation-
sﬁips of the 'cash nexus' of their own industrial society.
Comte's vision of the future was in fact a thinly-veiled
medievalism - so thin thst contewmporaries such &s J.S,
Mill and T.H,Huxlev 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. iarx
was never taken in by the medievalist idylls of the nine-
teenth century reactionaries, such as Bonald and de saistre.
But he, too, in the future comrnunist society envisaged a
set of relationships and attitudes to the world whose
expression hitherto was most clesrly to be found in feudal
and, even more, tribal society: a communalism of things
and people, an absence of the division of labour, an

gesthetic 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 exacroerate the uniformity of the sociological account of
the 'great transformation'. But it is striking the extent
to which the early scciologists 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 fﬁfure stages, In the case of Comte this was
not very difficult, since the era of nineteenth century
industrialism was zalready 'positive! in principle, and all
that was necessary was a certain amount of moral and social
tidying-up. Thines were not so easy for larx: the movement

from capitalism to communism did represent a queslitative
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change. 4And yet it 1s notorious how vague marx was

about the future communist society, and how casual in
outlining the mechanics of the transition to that stage.

At the same time he had nothing but the barest generallties
to offer on pre-feudal societies. There 1s nothing in his
writings to match in scope or in power the account of the
transition from feudalism to oapitalism thet ne gives us

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 caritalist society. He is the sociologist

of bourgeois industrial society.

For &ll practical ourposes it 1s not misleading, therefore,
to recard the enterprise of nineteentnh century sociology

as the anatomy of the distinctive type of modern industrial
societv. The descriptive and expnlanatory concepts varied,
of course, usually following the various moral evalustions
of the new society. The growing division of labour, for
instance, which could be regarded by one man as the pesak

of scientific rationality, could be analysed by another,
and damned, zs '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 ito‘novelty and transforming influence. Then,
too, they were keenly aware that the cnances which they
theorized about were as yet restricted to a small part

of Europe and the North American contirfent; 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. wany

of them did of course do just that; and if not them, then
their followers, sc that lete in his life lsarx ﬁas driven
to admonish a zsalous Russian writer "who feels he
absolutely must metamorphose my historical sketch of the
genesis of capitalism in western rurope into an anistorico-
philosonhic theory of the general path every peonle is
fated to tread, whatever the historical circumstances in

n 22 By against this could be

which 1t finds itself...
set the studies of «Weber on the association between
Frotestantism and capitalism, eirpnasizing the distinctive

and indeed unique psttern of Rurovean development.

what increasinely and in retrospect did seem common to their

thought was a concern specifically with industrial , set

acainst non-industrial, society. The passace of time cast

back this generslizing licht on tneir reflections. as bhorth
Atlantic industrialization proceeded, joined now by Russia
and Janaﬁ, the culf 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 they were all
industrial so‘c_j.e't;ies.g5 The nineteenth century socilologists
had, in some desree at least, conceived different patterns
and different directions for the modern world. Twentieth
century sociolosicsts, howevef, 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

goals and ideologies., And yet the resulting societies

had strikingly uniform features in many important resvects.
The conviction grew that there was a 'logic' to the process
of industrialization, bringing about common basic structural
characteristics 1n all societies that underwent it. Hence
the main task of sociology must be to understand and explzin
that process. 4as i&rnest 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, out that he is an
industriel animal. It is not his moral or intellectual

or social or aesthetic...ettributes 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 i1s the prime concern of sociology."

And he coes 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 ceneral ones in later currency, such 'as
'simple! and\;comolex‘, 'primitive' and 'civilized!',
'‘undeveloned' and 'developed'. They were all simply swept
tomether 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 anﬁ 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 on 'industrial
sociology' lay buried and congealed the passionate accounts
of Marx and Znegels on the conditions of the proletariat;
weber's icy and characteristically ambivalent dissection

of bureaucracy and bureaucratization; Durikheim'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 1 now turn.
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Chapter 3, THE REVOLUTION DEFINsD: THo IwaGE OF
INDUSYR i AL LD,

"From this foul drain the greatest stream

of human industrv flows out to fertilise

the whole world. From this filthy sewer

pure gold flows. Here humanity attains

its most complete development and 1ts most
brutish; here civilization works its miracles,

and civilised man is turned back almost into

a savace,"
Alexis de Tocqueville, on wsanchester,

Journeys to Lnecland and Ireland (1335),

"4s a straznger passes through the masses of
human teings which have Seen accumulated
round the mills fof the industrial usortn of
England}, he cannot contenplate these crowded
hives without fleelings of anxiety and
epnrehension amounting almost to dismay. The
population is hourly increasing in breadth
and strength, It is an agsregate of masses,
our conception of which clothe themsélves in
terms which express something portentous

end fearful."

william Cooke Taylor, Notes of a

Tour in the iManufacturing Districts

of Lancashire (1842)

)

This chapter is devoted to setting out, in some detail,

the elements of the contemporary socciological 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
originelly 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 1is 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 1 shall assess the

model of industrielism here presented.

Everyone agrees that while at the centre of industrial-
ization lies a series of economic changzes, registered in
economic indices, the process always involves a far wider
set of social chanzes. These can o0e seen variously as
the social context, concomitants, and consequences of the
economic chances; althougzh as I have said the standard
accounts are slippery 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 snecific long-term predictions about the course of
social chanre, These sre obviously enough, in their
origins, extravolations from tendencies visible - or
anvarently so - in nineteenth century Zuronean 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 k,A,
Wwricley puts it, with a wide range of corroborating
statements, industrialization "is said to occur in a
given country when real incomes per nhead begin to rise

+ In an analogy

steadily =nd without apparent limit".
popularized by walt Rostow, the economy 'takes-off!',
becomes airborne: all the relevant statistical indices
of the economy take a sudden, sharp, almost vertical
turn unwavds.g Associated with this phenomenon are
certain core components of the industrial system: major
and continuing chances in materiel technology, so thnat
work 1is predominantly done by machines rather than by
hand, and human labour vower is suppnlerented or replaced
by inanimazte 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

entreprensur,

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. usoreover, it needs to be remembered
that societies - as for instance Denmark and New Zealand -
can industrialize through the commercialization and
mechanizatlon 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

mey remain an important sector of an industrial economy,




75

because of mechanization the general tendency is for

the nroportion 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 provortion of its work-

force employed in agriculture - less than 5jp

But whatever the different emphases in the 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 cenerally agreed list of the non-economic (social,
political and cultural) concomitants and effects of indus-
triaelization. The following account is drawn mainly from
the writines of the nineteenth century soclologists,
supplemented where necessary by other writers of the time
and since. It makes no attempt 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 scme of the leading character-
istics of industrial society would not be thought unduly
eccentric.

1: Urbanism as a ‘vay of Life.

"phe industrial society is an urban society'.
0ddly 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
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accounts of the emergence of industrial society. uarx,
for instance, did not make the city an important unit in
his anelysis of industrialism. Wwhat mattered for him was
the concentfation of workers in large-scale productive |
enternrises, the new factories, and the new social
relations that this gave rise to, ie assumed as a matter
of course that these factories would be located in towns

- towns such as kianchester, of which his friend kEngels

had given so grarhic an account in The Condition of the

working Class in wongland; and in a4 general way sarx 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 vrolitical forms this took, and he
was larecely unconcerned with the spatisl and ecological
features of 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, & fact
which has led to the situation that there hardly exists

a Marxist theory of the city at the present time.6

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
Europe. Theoretical comment may have appeared superfluous.
Take 3ritain, the country of the first,Industrial Revol-
ution. During the first half of the nineteenth century
Britain becsme 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 sabout
750,000). By the first census of 1301 there were eignt
(£dinburgh and Glasgow, wanchester, Liverpool, Birmingham
and Leeds havinc been added to the other two). a4t 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 vpoprulation resided in such towns, and for the first
time the census reported an acgregate 'urban' population
which exceeded the 'rural'! population in size, by one
percent, Britain, the first industrisl nation in the
history of the world, had also pecome the first urban
nation, and the conviction that there was & necessary
connexion between these two facts proved irresistible. 4s
industrislization gatnered speed in the second half of

the ninsteenth century, so 4id urbanization. By the year
of wueen 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 Austrealia, a scecilal
case, no other country in the world yet had more than 30
ver cent of its vopulation urbanized. Britain alone in
1900 could have been described as a fully urbanized society.
The end-point of this astonishingly rapid and explosive
develooment can conveniently be dated to the 1911 census,
which classified some 80 per cent of the population as
urban. In just over a centyry Britain had moved from a
condition in which one-fifth of its population was urbanized

7
to 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
pattérn of inglish urbanization. wmost of this urbanization
had to wait until the twentieth century, even in tnose
countries, such as France, Germany, and the United States,
whose economies had 'taken-off' into industrialization

just beyond the mid-point of the nineteentn century. But

the indications were already palpably there by lQUO.d In

any case what seemed to matter was not simply the fact of
porulsations massed in cities, stertling as this phenomenon
was., This worried administrators and welfare workers; but
more anaelytically-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 creat commercial, cultursl,
or political importence. But it had existed encapsuleasted
within, ususlly parasitic upon, the body of the society as
a whole, which in iarge segments could display attitudes
and activities barely touched by urpan lifeé. Now 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 politicel framework of tire whole society.
Excent as quaint retreats for tourists, there was no room
for non-urban 'pockets' of social activities. The city

had become society itself. The force and appeal of Dickens
and Balzac to their contemporaries wss precisely that they
orojected the imare of the city - London, Paris - as the

representation of the new social system &s a whole, its
9

dilemmas, costs, asnd opprortunities.
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It was this aspect of the matter that most interested the
nineteenth century sociologists. 4s mentioned earlier,
they were loatn to give the city, as & socio-spatial unit,
any distincfive and independent determining power. But
without exception they sew the modern city as the natural
arena within which the central tendencies of the ace

would reveal themselves, The city would show in a hignly
compressed, visible, and demonstrable form the fundamental
relationships ané 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 sociologicul method of handling

the fact of urbanization was to see 1t as the intensified
expression of whatever structural tendency the particular
writer had identified as the dominant one of the age. So,
the iarxists ssw in modern uroan life the expression of one
of the central aspects of that alienation brougnt about by
capitalist development: the alienation of man from his
fellows. This 1s what particularly struck bkngels 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 grest 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 1limits in London. Here indeed human society has

been split into its component atoms.”
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Similsrly Ferdinand Tonnies, pursuing his contrast between

the earlier communal, family-based, 'natural' Gemeinschaft

society, and the emerging individualized, contractuzl,

'mechanical' society of the Gesellchaft, not surprisingly

saw the modern citv as "tynical of Gesellschaft in general

«e. In the earlier veriod, 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 _Gesellschaft becomes in the nation or a group of

nations, the more this entire 'ccuntry' or the entire
'world' begins to resemble one larce city... The city
consists of free persons who stand in contact with each
other, exchanre with each other and cooperate without any

‘Gemeinschaft or will thereto developing among tnem except

as such might develoo sporadically or as a leftover from
former conditions. On the contrary, these numerous external
contacts, contracts, and contractual relations only cover

. . ‘a3 n
up as many inner hostilities and antagonistic interests."
Something of this contrast persists in the famous essay

The betropolis and uvental LifeL12 by Georg Simmel, 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, iouils wirth's

"Urbanism as a Way of Life",13 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 wes responsible for the elements of rationality,

calculation, and hard-headedness that characteristically
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informed social relations in the city., But at the same
time he was at pains to emphasize the, as it were, suil
peneris features of the modern metropolis: the massing and
concentration of the vopulation, the qualitatively different
rhythms of 1life and mental images that made the urban:

T

dweller a different species from the countryman., "Tae

psychological basis of the metropolitan type of individ-

uality consists in the intensification of nervous stim-
ulation which results from the swift and uninterrupted
chanse of outer and inner stimuli ... With each crossing
of the street, with the tempo and multiplicity of economic,
occupational and social 1ife, the city sets up a deep
contrast with srvall town and rural life with reference to

the sensory foundations of psychic life."

As a resnonse to this speeded-up tempo, as a defensive
mechanism snd means of copine with the 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. Sirmel
sees the connexion between this calculative response and
the predominance of a money economy, but stresses the
independent force of the special features of metropclitan
life itself: ""The conditions of metropolitan life are at
once cause and effect of this trait. The relatlionships
and affairs of the tyrical metropolitan usually are so
varied and comovlex that without the strictest punctuality
in promises and services the whole structure would break
down into an inextricable chaos, 4Above 2ll, tnls nscessity

is brought zbout by the aggregation of so many people witn
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such differentated interests, who must integrate their
relations and activities into a highly complex organism...
The technique of metropolitsn life is unimaginable without
the most puhctual integration of all activities &nd 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.”

From these features of metropolitan life Simmel deduces
other characteristics of metropolitan man, The intgpse
stimulation of the nervous system produces as a protective
reaction the typically urban blasélattitude: "in this
phenomenon the nerves find in the refusal to react to their
stimulation the last possipility of accomrodating to the
contents and forms of metropolitan life." From this same
need to protect himself from being overwnelmed by the

number and variety of contacts and stimuli springs the
equally characteristic urban attitude of reserve. Sirmel
notes that this not only affords the city-dweller an
insulating layer within which he can freely develop his

own individusality; it also accounts for the unique isolation
to which urban msn is subject. "The reciprocal reserve

and indifference and the intellectual life conditions of
larse 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 becausg the bodlly prox-
imity and narrowness of space makes the mental distance

only the morec visible. It is obviously only the obverse

of this freedom if, under certain circumstances, one
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nowirere feels as lonely and lost as in the metropolitan
crowd, Ior here as elsewhere it is by no means necessary
that the freedom of man be reflected in his emotional life
as comfort." ¥inally from the intense specialization and
division of labour encountered in the metropolis, with its
threat to the development of varied individuel personal-
ities, comes, by reactive contrast, an almost excessive
emphasis on 'personality', expressed often in superficizal
but bizarre forms., It is from this desperate need to

anpear 'different' in an environment tnat is constantly

erodinz all fundamentasl human differences, that there earises
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 wirth's later and equaslly influential essay

Urbanism as s lWay.of Life, of 1938. \wirth in addition

drew upon other asvects of the Zuropean sociological
tradition, especiazlly the contributions of weber and Durk-
heim, to round out Simmel's analysis by the addition of
certain other, more familiar, features of urbanism. The
increasing density broucsht about by the growth of cities,
he arcued, itself produces differentiation and specializ-
ation of the pepulation, since only in this way can the
area support increassed numbers. Furthermore the diverse
functions performed by the city forces a separation of
place of work from place off residence and, in general, the
different parts of the city acquire specialized functions,

with soclolozicaliy distinct populations. "The city

consequently tends to resemble a mosalc of social worlds
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in which the transitlon from one to another is abrupt.
The juxteposition 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 socisl and spatial mobility. The urban
dweller ceases to maintain an undivided allegiance to any
one socisgl group, "but acquires membership in widely
divercent croups, each of which functions only with refer-
ence to a sincle segment of his personality." uwembersaip
of groups is fluid, turnover ranid. Given such social and
ophysical mobility, wider kinship ties lose tneir hold and
sienificance, and the neizshbourhood ceases to be a meaning-
ful unit of social 1life. The scene therefore is set for a
condition of Durkheimian anomie. The social settings that
formerly bound the individual most firmiy to the soclal
order - esnecially the family and the community - no longer
serve to restrain his appetites or to order his means of
satisfying them. The consequence 1s the fundamental social
instability of the urban milieu, an increase, compared with
the rurel setting, of "personal disorganization, mental

breakdown, suicide, delinquency, crime, corruption, and

disorder."

Wirth's essay is aptly nsomed. In it the city 1s 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, wirth is really talking about the city as

the setting for the new tendencies brought about by
industrialiéation and its associated changes. Too many
chan~es are attributed to the process of urpbanization
itself to ve plausible, 3ut his contripbution 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 hieghly expressive image of the new social
order, .in which their own fears and hopes were deeply

embedded,

The sociological account of urbanization - the obvious
enouzh 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 tyoe of city, they presented the
anatomy of a social formation that was sharply divided from
any of its previous manifestations. any 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 thougnt

which saw the city as the seat par_excgllence of civilization,

the repository of the civilized gsraces and all the progress-
jve elements of social 1life, remained vigorous and capsable

of holding off most challenges., with the rise of the
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industriel 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 incressed with the growth of

the twentieth century 'megalopolis'.

The sociological account was far from single-minded on
this. Indeed it was marked by a fundamental ambivalence
which was perhaps a fair reflection of the mcod of all
thinking people in the societies undergoing industrial- i
ization., On the one hand the city appeared as a monstrous
growth, a psrmanent threat to the values of civilization

to which ironically enough it had given its very name. For
all their objectivity, the contributions of Tdénnies, Simmel,
and wirth pointed essentially in that direction. On the
other hand the conviction remained that were man ever to

be fully 'humanized', to realise the potentielities of his
species to the fullest extent, only the city could be the
arena of this humanization. Sucn basicelly 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 isgencrally after them and in
iéitation.v Temperaments are so mcbile 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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almost equal to the one the customs of ancestors formerly
enjoyed. #inds naturally are there oriented to the future.
Consequently, life is there transformed with e#traordinary
rapidity: beliefs, tastes, passions are in perpetual
evolution, No ground is more favourable tc evolutions of

all sorts." 14

23 'The Demorravhic Transition!

Industrialization means population growth. uike
urbanization, this feature of industrializing nineteentn
century surope was tco obvious to appear to require much
theoretical elaboreation. &4 population explosion seemed

to be a clear concomitant of industrialization - althnough,
again, whether population growth itself forced on economic
development, or was a consequence of that development, was
and remains a matter of dispute, J3ut, whatever time scale
we take .-for purposes of comparison, the facts themselves
are hardly in dispute. On the level cf world demograpnic
history, the late eichteenth century marks a clear water-
shed. Rousghly up to that time the rate of growth of world
population was low, for reasons usually described as
Malthusian. In Heckscher's phrase, 'hature audited her
accounts with a red pencil". Then, from about 1750 onwards,
there was a population revolution. Between 1650 and 1&50
the annual rate of increase of the world's population
doubled, and doubled agein by the 1920s. From the 1940s
t? the 1960s there was another great acceleration: world

pooulation rrew from about 2.5 thousand milliions 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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the world in 12300,

More to the point, it was in northwestern =urope, the
region of the industrial revolution, that the demogravhic
revolution began, Hence the unavoidable inference that

the two revolutions were intrinsically connected. Once

more the facts spesk plainly. ' In the fifty years following
1750 there was a doubling of the growth rate, taking the
population of Lurope from some 120 miliion to between
180-190 million. During the nineteentin century there was

a further acceleration. The poprulation of RZurope was 266
million in 1850, 401 million in 1900, and 468 million in
1913, Expressed in percentaces, 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 1%00, Again 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 1500,
Britain had doubled her population by 1850 (20.9 million),
and doubled it again by 1910 (40.c million) - thus moving
from a situation in which, in 1800, Britain accounted for
5.8% of the total population of Europe, to one in wnich

-

" ; 5
she accounted for sbout 10% of the total por;ulatlon.'L

During the eariy part of the twentieth century, porulation
growthvin the industrialized parts of the world slackened
off, and came almost to a halt. In some industrial
countries, such as France, it looked as if the population
‘Would actually cease to be self-replacing. Observation

of this fact, and reflcction on the population history of
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striking and plausible thesis of the 'demographic trans-
ition', or the S-curve theory of the relation between
industrialization and population growth.l6 The populations
of non-industrial societies are relatively stable, it was
arcued, 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 knowled=ze
and in vublic health, with a consequent drastic reduction

of the death rate. The bi~th-rete hovwever remains for the

time high and uncontrolled. The result is a rapid increese
in vopulation (the vertically-climbing segment of the o-
shaped curve), After a time tne birth rate comes into line
with the deatn rate; it too is lowered. The constraints of
rban living, the desire to exploit the expanded oppnortun-
jties for cainine weelth and schieving social status offered
by the new industrial society, all put a premium upon small |
families. The urban-industrial povulations go in for
various strategies of birth-control. The curve representing |
population growth flattens out, and demograrhic 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 zurcpean
tradition to pecome industrialized. with such diff'erences
of history and culture, the, impact of industrialization

. as an independent causal influence on population history

seemed observable in a pure form. snd Japan's democravhic

evolution from the 1870s onwards apvears in truth almost
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a text-book copy of that undergone by northwestern Europe
half a century earlier. =ningsley Davis demonstrated that
if Japasn's vital-rete curves were superposed on those of
Scandinavia half a century earlier, a remarkaoly similear
althouch more rarid development could be seen. Japan's
death rate fell sharply as industrialization took hold
after the First world war; its population grew quickly.
Davis says that "the rate of natural increase during the
period from 1300 to 1940 was almost exactly the szme as
Scandinavia's between 1¢50 and 1920, averaging 1l2.1 per
1000 population compared with Scandinavia's 12.3." uLike-
wise, after a shorter period than in the rurcvean case,
Janan's birth-rate began to fall, apvsarently for much the
same reasons as weighed with the urban-industrial popuiatioans
of Zurove. Indeed after the Second Wworld war the decline
in births exceeded in speed anything comparable in the
Eurovean experience, amounting to 50, from 1943 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-
jon barely self-replacing. Thus the Japanese case, 1in the
compressed and speeded-up form that typified late developers,
seemed to bear out in the most satisfying way the assoc-
jation between industrialization and 'the demographic

w

transition'.
In more recent discussion, reflecting certain aspects of
post-Second World wWar experience, the assoclation has 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 perhapns the assumed 'fit!
between small families and urban-industrial society was
merely temporary and accidental, at a higher level of
industrializétion, with the era of 'mass consumption',
lar~e families once more seemed to be coming back into

fashion, snearneaded as usual by the middle clsasses.

The other troubline fact was observable in the developing
societies of the 'Third \world', Here the death rate was
dramatically reduced in the post-war period, larcely &as a
result of the adoption of western medical knowledge and
techniques. This was all in accordance with the the?ry.
But even thouch industrialization was begining to cet a |
grip on substantial sections of ssia and Latin america, there
seemed little sion of the expected reduction or the birth ‘
rate. The result was some of thz most gigantic and rapid
increases of population known in the nistory of manxind,
with the {althusian 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-1250 '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 exnected over the coming decades.18 Admittedly
éomething of a check to the birth-rate may have been
produced by the adverse economic climafe of the decade,
although this certainly cannct be the whole answer, as the

trend was observable earlier than the date by which the

sense of a 'crisis! can be said to have seized the




imaginations of the populations of the industrial societies.
Longer-term facters, such as the changing position of

women and their changine aspirations, would probably anyway
have brought about the postponement of child-bearing and
smaller Tamilies 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
arcue, &s we shall pe doing later, tnat this is intrinsic

to the industrielizing mode.

As far as the Third sworld is concerned, the judgements of
the 1950s now seem premature. One of the reasons wny
population growth was so slow to stabilize was precisely
the slowness of industrialization itself in those societies,
The existence of a powerful deve.oped sector of the globe,
with its own ambitions end interests, has proved an
impediment to serious industrialization which may yet turn
out to be insupersble. koreover, wnere the pressure of

the developed world could to some extent be held 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 procramme 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

demogranhic transition continues to stand as one of the

4.

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 vnolitical pnroblems posed by the unprecedented
increase in numbers, Fear of the "dark, impenetrable,
subterranean'" masses of the industrial population bpecomes
19
potent, All this was to be exvected. But, since it was
generally the opresence of these vast numbers as members of
the new industrial towns, or as potential radicals or
revelutionaries, that was the subject of attention, it
seems best tc consider this feature unter tne more

particularized headings.

33 The Decline of Community.

".Jodern society acknowledges no neighbour", wrote Disraeli
in 3ybil. 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 muropean 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 asg Ferdinand
Tonnies, this decline became the ordering principle for the
entire complex-of chanées brought about by industrialization.

In the movement from the soclety 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. ‘ihe

heart of Gemeinschaftsociety lay in the small, face-to-faee

comrunity, 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
remainine 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." <0 wembers, of

Gemeinschaft bodies follow collective sentiment, rather

than calculating egotistical reason., They are zoverned by
custom, folkways, and religion. The social relations that
these give rise to are pest expressed in the family, tae
villzece, and the town, or the corporative organization of
guilds, colleges, churches and religious communities.
Intimacy of sceale is critical: large increments of numbers
or of physical distances would destroy tine texture of
frequent daily contacts, in different places and for

different purposes, that are the hallmark of Gemeinschaft

life.

iliodern Gesellschaft society is the opposite of all this.

Torn from the body of the organic community, the individual
is thrown into larre-scale assoclations te wilclhi however

he has no right of membership, and to which he is never
expected to give more than a part of himself. Soclal

relations are govermnmed by the principles of rationality
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and calculation - esvecially the principle of economic
rationality. Their tynical expression is the contract,
arrived at by a process of rationsl compromise among
individuals each pursuing his own interest, and san-
ctioned by a framework of positive law. The moZel of

Gesellscnaft organization is the modern business enter-

prise, towards which all other collectivities aspire.

The arena of social action likewise increases in scalse.
It is now the large city, the centralized nation-state,
the world merket, Larcger nunbers of people are more
densely gathered toeether; nsut the occupation of a comiron
habitat enzenders no sense of belonzging to a common
social entity; owinos to the individual, contractual, and
instrumental nature of the relationships. To:nies put

as follows the essentizl distinction oetween Gemeinschaft

and Gesellschaft forms: "The theory of the Gesellschaft

deals with the ertificial construction of &an aggregate of

human beinegs which superficially resembles tne Gemeinscnaft

in so far as the individueals live and duwell togetner peace-

~

fully. However, in thne Gemeinschaft they rcmain 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 Cemeinschaft, we find no actions that can be

derived from an a vriori and necessarily existing unitys;

no actions, therefore, whicn manifest the will and spirit

of the unity even if performed by the individual; no actlons
which, in so far as they arg performed by the individual,
take place onvbehalf 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.," <l

Tonnies was perhaps exceptional in identifyingz the

decline of cowmunity 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 indevendent causal
processes in their own right, themselves responsible for
the erosion of communal 1life. But for almost every writer
this asvect of industrialization was uniquely charged
with feelins, 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
g2lmost identicel with, the loss of family, and the shock
carried a corresponding trauma. The movement seemed
irreversible, the loss slmost irrecoverable, although

some looked forwzrd to the renewal and rediscovery of
community in a future order that had overcome the atomizing
tendencies of industrislism. For Durkheim, the loss of
traditional comrunal ties was the immediate cause of tnae
present pathological state of anomie,in which the individual,
lacking the regulation of religion and custom to restrain
vhis 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 éome hope that the individual mizht once more
be securely bocund into a form of the collective life,

Marx, like Durkheim, was pitiless in the face of nostalgic
attempts to restore the comﬁunal associations of medieval

Europe. He praised the 1industrial 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 religlous fervour, of chivalrous

enthusiasm,'of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy

I»0
noez 3ut at the same

waters of egotistical calculation,
time he could pay nls respects to the many-sided activities
of the medieval artisen in his guild, and compare it
favouranly with the impoverished life of the modern factory
worker, soreover, for sarx a crucial aspect of man's
alienation under cavitalism is his alienation irom othner
men, that is, a sense of belonzing tc a comrunity. In
jlarx's vision of the future co~munist society, connunity

re-appears, now made a genuine possibility through the

abolition of private property and economic oppression.

vMost nineteenth century thinkers, and their twentieth
century successors, were less sanguine. Community was
vanisning, the only hope was to hold on to, and defend,
those forms of it with some semblance of 1life left - above
all the family, perhaps also a revitalized Catholic caurch.
But however feeble the hope of stemning 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 “efensive standard of
conservative social theory, in the writings of such men as
Bonald and de Maistre, and as such had -reat influence on
‘the early sociolo;fgists.z‘3 In £ngland it insvired 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 sdmund Burke, tarougn
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Coleridrme, Carlyle, Ruskin, morris, down to D,H,Lawrence

o

and ¥,B.Leavis in this centu_r'y.64 again the stance was
mainly defensive, sometimes downricht reactionary; but what
Lawrence called "the instinct of coumunity’ became the
cutting-edee o0f a superb, subtle critique of what these
writers saw as the mechanicgl, disintecrated, amorphous

order of industrialism,

It would in any cese have been perverse to expect the
continuation of cormmunity in any thing like the traditional
forms. Througnout the industrializing world, forces were
at work which were draining the 1life away from the old
pre-industrisl communal forms, leaving them in many cases
as impotent and lifeless fossils. The factory encroached
on the productive side of the housenold economy, leaving
the home a mere unit of consumption, incapable of sustainirng
the family out of its own activities, Schools took over
much of .the educative functions of the village church,

thus dividing the effort, and deoriving 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-governine guilds, trade corporations
and other forms of whet Rousseau had denounced as "partial
associations" within the society, were either swept away
or submitted to the firm regulation of the state. 4above
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 micht be, there seemed little room

in them for the close, personal,many-stranded texture of

communal life,
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4: Snecialization and the Division of wabour.

All known societies practise some form of the division of
1aboﬁr, if only between the sexes or the generations. It
clearly is not a peculiar feature of industrial society.

Wwe 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
hichly developed the division of lszbour can be in societies
thet are in no way industrialized. Contemporaries in the
industrializing sZurovne of the nineteenth century were
however inclined to think that something new had arrived
with industrialism. They may have been prerared to

concede that a rudimentary division of labour existed in
other kinds of soclety. But so struck were they by th
enormous comnlexity 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 chance to have been of a quslitative
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-
centratinq 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 labocur that they comrented on was the

division of lsbour 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,

‘cifies and ports became specialized around coal, iron,
textiles, or railway construction; new occupations,
esnecially of the professional and technical sort, were
adied to the old in great profusion. The process was
analogsous to the crowth 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
arcued 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 thet - that
was selzed upon by many nineteentn century theorists seeking
to understand the growing division of lsbour. In varticulsr
it was the orcanizing principle of two of the most influen-

tial accounts, those given by Herbert Srencer and fmile

Durkheim,

Both Spencer and Durkheim made it plain that the increasing
division of lsbour was a process of great antiquity and
long duration. Indeed for both it had been an inherent,
procressive, feature of the crowth of society from its

very origins, Buf both also thought that there came a
voint - 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-
ionsAnow offered, the second by the insufficiency of any
one of them to sustain individual or coliective life,

It was a social order appropriately seen by Durkheim a
restine on "organic solidarity", and contrasted with the
"mechanical solidarity" of less developed societies with a
low division of lsbour, where order was maintained by
powerful collective sentiments and harsh punishments. in
the order based on organic solidarity there was no need,
and no place, for repressive or authoriterian rule.
Sentiments of solidarity were created by the natural and
necessary dependence of the parts on each other and on the

wnole.25 4

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 Duriheim was the spectacular growth of new roles
and tasks - rather than the splitting and fragmentation of
both 0ld and new tasks. It was the latter that was the
novel accomplishment of industrialism. It was this, the
detailed division of labour, rather than simply the division
of labour in society at larce, that sadam Smith in a famous

passage in The .ealth of Nations had described and advocated.

In his example of the maenufacture 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
séving time and opening the way to further mechanization.
Pins could Be made by one man; the skills were by no means
too diverse to be mastered by the individual artisan. But
by sevarating out each specific opersation involved and
assisning each to a separate,.detail, worker, "the important
business of making a pin is, in this manner, divided into
eabout eighteen distinct operations, which, in some manu-
factories, are all performed by distinct hands". 4s a

result, eacn worker could be reckoned as producing upwards

of 4,800 pins & day where he would have produced only one

on his own,

It was this aspect of the division of labour that uarx took
as central to the process of capitalist industrialization.
The division of labour 1in society he acknowledged to be an
0ld 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 morea than
taat independent producers bought and exchanged commodities
among, themselves, subject to no other suthority 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 througih.the combined labour
power of the detail workers, whom he alone brings together

and co-ordinates in the factory., "sanufacturing division

of labour implies the concentration of the me&ans of prcduct-




103

ion in the hands of the canitalist; the social division

of labour imnlies the dispersion of the means of production
among many mutually independent producers of coﬁmodities."
marx pointed to the paradox that "the very same bourgeois
mentality which extols the manufacturing div.sion of labour,
the life-long annexation of tne worker to a partial
operation, and the unconditionsl 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 1is
characteristic thast the inspired arologists of the factory
system can find nothing worse toc say of any provosal for
the ceneral orcasnization of social labour, than that it
would transform the whole of society into a factory."
Contrasting tihis situation with tne low manufacturing
division of labour in traditional authoritarian societies,
which often had an extensive social division of labour, he
even thourht he had found a ceneral law: '"we may say...as
& 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 sincle individual., Thus, authority in the workshop and
authority in society, as far as the division of labour is

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

‘
Ruskin followed the sarxisn 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 divislon of labour; only we have given it a false
name. It is not, truly specking, the labour that is

n 28 phe logical extension of this

divided, but the men...
industrial form of the division of labour came at the end
of the nineteenth century with Frederick winslow Taylor

and the princinles of "scientific manacement". Here, in
the “ecisive 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 thnat had staerted in the artisan's initial loss of
the instruments of indevendent production, and his enforced

enrolment as a detall worker in the factories of the early

nineteenth century.

9

Durkheim was not unalive to this side of the division of
labour, He accented the churge that, in the industrial
society of his day, the individual was often '"no longer
anything but an inert piece of macninery, only an externai
force set going whic! always moves in the seme direction

and in the same way." 29 But whereas for .arx this was a
normal, indeed inevitable, conseguence 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 parté in the division of labour for
which their natural capécities fitted them. True solidarity

would only 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 exsctly express natural
inequalities", and that in turn depended on "absolute
equaiity in the external conditions of the conflict." °0
Some migat have thought this alrost as utopian a hope and

a solution as uJarx's expectation of a resolution tarough

a future socialist revolution. But Durikheim, like warx,
believed that the terper of the times was with hi~, and

that the tendencies were all in the direction of greater
social justice, and hence a more 'spontaneous' division of
labour., w#eanwhile 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
onposed to it old-fashioned notions of the universal man:
"Wwe can say that, in hi~her societies, our duty is not to
spread our activity over a larce surface, out to concentrate
and speciglize it. we must contract our norizon, choose a
definite task, and immerse ourselves in it completely,
instead of trying to make ourselves & sort of creative
masterpiece, quite complete, which contains its worth in

ijtself and not in the services that it renders." =

It was a judpgement with which many of the most thoughtful
observers of the nineteenth century agreed. Others may

have shared usarx'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 thne

division of labour to extremes inconceivapble in earlier
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societies,

5 Centralization, bqualization, 'Democratization'.

It was no simple historical coincidence tnat the IFrench and
the Industrial Revolutions occurred about the sszme 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
Luropean society for some time. But there was something
historically contineent in the way in which, in the.after—
math of those revolutions, thelr characteristics were fused
°
into what increasingly apveared an intrinsic whole. The
French Rievolution produced the doctrine ol modern egalit-
arian democracy. Now, there was - and is - nothing inherent
in industrialism that associates it necessarily with any
particular voliticel form, Societies have industrialized
under a wide variety of political regimes, ranging from
the democratic-constitutional to the elitist-suthoritarian.
But, owing vartly to the coincidence of the two revolutions,
partly to the manner in which the earliest societies
industrialized, there arose a conviction in the ccurse of

the nineteenth century that there was an intrinsic connexim

between democracy and industrialism,

But not any particular species of democracy. This was the

essential point. There were indeed some thinkers, mainly
in kngland, who argued that industriallsm 'naturally!
demanded a system of formal democracy, and would ultimetely
prove unworkable without it. sost Luropean socialists,

too - revealing socialism's inheritance of Irench revolut-
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lonary thought and British political economy - assumed
that capitalist industrialization would require formal
'bourgeols democracy' to complement it. But more commonly
'democracy' was interpreted in a far looser sense.
"Democratization" was in fact used by many &s 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', e should
perhans say today that what was being referred to was
basically the phenomenon of populism - and the distortion
was not in any case so egreat, in that the variety of

democracy that flourished during the rfrench fevolution was

generally more populist than egalitarian.

Hence the arsument was rather different than first gppears.
It ran, not so much that industrialization entailed demo-
cratic forms of government, as thet industrialization had.
to be accompanied by the involvement, in some manner, of the
mass of the population in the political 1life of the society.
While this assertion made for no definite, positive
associations of economy and polity, it certainly did for
negative ones., Thus indusirialization was incompatible

with political systems, such as despotic empires of the
Ottoman or Romanov kind, which refused to acknowledge the
principvle 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 Empireswhich, while being elitist

and dictatorial in practice, enshrined the fact of universal

suffrace and the vrinciple of popular sovereignty in their

constitutions.




Thus stated, it can be seen that the association of
industrialization and 'democracy' (or, which is practically
the same thing, the association of industrialization and
nationalism) vointed to a larger movement than was, for
instance, involved in the extension of the franchise or

the triumphs of' liberal constitutionalism,., Une way of
summarizing thet movement is to speak of 'the nationaliz-
ation of society'. This phrase not only - and quite
eccurately - indicates the central sssociation of the

32

emerging industrial order with the developing nation state.
It also suggests the movement of centralization that was
taking place in ell European societies, breaking down the
insulation between the different varts (resions and classes)
of society, and tending to a levelling effect in which all
individuals became uniformly subject to a centralized state.
The obverce of this process was the need to re-integrate
the individuals so “etached from their traditional moorings

- and the most obvious device was tnrough soms form of

legitimating populist ideology, whether democratic, liberal,

or uslarxist.

The movement towards centralization and the ideology of
populism in their turn squared with the requirements of
industrialism. Industrialization from the start, even in
Enclend, needed resulation and planning on a scale that
could only be performed by a centralized state. (It was
perhaps fortunate thet England had since the time of the
Tudors been politically a highly centralized society -
certainly &s compared with the Continental states). i.ore-

over, it reauired 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 tne massing of the population
into a centralized nation-state under a populaist ideology,
that we must un’erstand the loosely-termed association of

industrialism an? democrecy.

Jost 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 theilr
different ways they singled out as transforming the society
of tneir day. Durkheim saw the development of central
governm=nt as the normal and predictable feature of
societies characterized by a vast extension of the division
of labour. EHe regretted the view of contemporary liberals
who were inclined "to regard the present dimensions of the
governmental organ as a symptom of social 111ness", o
For ilarx, 'nmationalization' and centralization were the
inevitsble consecuences of the rise of the industrial
bourgeoisie: "The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing
away with the scattered state of the vpopulation, 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. Incdepen-

dent, or but locosely connected provinces, with separate
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interests, laws, governmcnts and systems of taxation,

became lumped together into one nation, with one govern-

ment, one code of laws, one national class-interest, one
%4

r 3
~o

froﬁtier and one customs-tariff", For Durkheim,
centralization posed in an acute form the problem of
relating the individual to some new social entity witn
which he could feel solidarity. The occupationsl coimunity
was one of his tentative answers. For warx, the bour-
geoisie's centralizing tendency was 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 wnicn they 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 'Ymass
society', was characteristically the hallmark of the liberal
theorists of the time. Chief among these are will, 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 thorouch and most arresting analysis of this process
was given in two works by alexis de Tocqueville, his

. » " . > WL T 3 3
Democracy in america and The ancien Régime and tue French

Revolution. In the opening .pages of the former he announces:

"In perusing the paces 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 1is durabple,
it constantly eludes all human interference, and all events

as well as all men contribute to its prooress.” &

'tisgualization'. as a long-term historical tendency, always
meant for Tocqueville much more than the rise of certain
aspirations anil ideas, more even than the diminution of
economic and politicel insquality - although of course it
encompassed these things. Its force, and its threat, is
better conveyed by the word 'levelling', 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 then a uniform mass, common alike in their
thournts and attitudes as in their dependence on an ever
more powerful centralized State, In the later work on tné
rench Revolution he attempted to demonstrate how that event
was the deposit of the relentless drive towards equality.
Its major achievement was to unify and centralize I'rance,
and so complete the process started by the French monarchy
centuries earlier., But that centralizing movement was only
possible because of the avpeal to the abstract, universal
principle of the equality of all men, tnereby making
invidious, and defenceless, all distinctions based on class,
rank, religion, or region., The upshot was the ending of all
regional, religious, or occqupational autonomy, and the
concentration of all the expropropriated powers in the
centralized, democratic state, the sole orcanizatlon that

56
had the authority of the whole people behind 1t,
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In John Stuart .11l Tocqueville found his most thoushtful
and eloquent disciple., Fowerful thoush Tocgqueville's own
writing is, there is no passage in his work that summed up
so concisely, and so influentially, the levelling tendencies

of the age, as this passasge from will's essay On Liberty:

The circumstances which surround classes and individ-
usls, and shapve their characters, are dally 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 saie.
Comparatively speaking, they now read the same things,
listen to tne same things, see the same things, go to
the same vlaces, have their hopes and fears directed
to the same objects, have the same rights and liberties,
and the same means of assertinq them. Great as are
the differences of position that remaln, they are
néthing to those which have ceesed. 4and the
assimilation is still proceeding. &ll the political
chan~es of the ase promote it, since they all tend
to raise the low and to lower the nign. &very
extension of education pronotes 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 1it,
by brinecing the inhabitants of different places into
personal contact, and keeping up a rapid flow of

\
changes of residence petween 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 hichest, to seneral competition, whereby
the desire of rising becomes no longer the character
of a particular class, but of all ciasses. A more
powerful agency tnan even all tnese, in bringing
about a generel similarity among mankind, is the
compnlete establishment, in this and other free

countries, of the ascendancy of public opinion in the

State. as the various social eminences which enabled

persons entrenched on them to disregard the opinions
of the multitude, gradusally 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
voliticians; there ceases to be any social support
for non-conformity - any substantive power in society,
which, itself oprosed to the &scendancy cf numbers,
is interested in taking under its protection opinions
and tendencies at variance with those of the public".
It is plain that for both Tocqueville and «ill the movement
towards equalization predates the industrial revolution by
a long time and continues in being irrespective of the
industrializing movement., At the seme time in the passage
quoted above #ill makes it clear that the connexioﬁ
between centralization, uniformity, and industrialization
is not an arbitrary one, and thet irn the historical
circumstances of the time the connexions were bound to
become ever more indissolﬁble. Jacob 3urckhardt had no
doubts on the matter: '"woney-making, the main force of

present-day culture, postulates the universal vtate, if
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only for the sake of communications..,. Most interest-
‘ing, because 1t looks a somewhat unexpected discovery in
his own mind, is Tocqueville's finding at the very end of

the second volume of Democracy in America that:

"there exists amongst the modern nations of Lurope
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, thouch it has not
been sufficiently attended to: L mean the growth of
manufactures, which is fostered by the progress of
social equality. wmanufactures 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 a.so happen that
these employments sacrifice the healtn, and even the
life, of those who gain by them, or of those who live
by therr. Thus the manufecturing 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... 4s a nation becomes

more engaged in manufactures, the want of roads, canals,

harbours, and other works of a semi-public nature,

which fscilitate 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-
takines; by which means they daily hold in closer
dependence the population which they govern." i
In such ways were democracy, centralization, and industrisal-
ism linked. 4And we should remember that this passare was
written in 1840, at a time when both democracy and indus-
trialism had scercely <ot under way, and when a widely-held
expectation, common Tor the rest of the century, was that
industrial society would reduce the functions oi the State

so greatly that it could practically vanisn away. <

6: Secularisation, Rationslisation, Bureaucratisation.,

"4las! Alas! Religion is vanishing... we no longer have
either hope or expectation, not even two little pieces of
black wood in a cross before which to wring our hands...

Everything that was is no more., All that will be is not

yetf'4l Alfred de susset's rathor mewkish utterence can

(&N

be found repeated a hundred times and more during the
course of the ninetecnth century. Of one thing most
pecple felt certain: the irdustrial 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 nerative aspect of this view the evidence appeared
incontrovertible. Industrial man was not a worshipping man

- not, at any rate, of the familiar gods. "among the masses
there prevails almost universelly a total indifference to

s s 1 . . y \ $ % 3 @ 3 .
religion'", cormented wneels in The Condition of the workine

Class in Ineland in 1844. "In cities and large-towns'", wrote

Horace wmann, the author of the 1851 Heligious Census of
Sritain, "it is observable how absolutely insignificant a
portion of the consregations is composed of artisans."
Dutiful attenders of Sunday schools in their youth, he noted,
on grovwing up they "soon become as utter strangers to

: 42
religious ordinances as the people of a heathen country.”
The Census revealed, to tne horror of the Victorian iZstab-
lishment, that less than 25 per ceni of the total populations
of most of the lasrce cities &nd industrial towns attended
divine service on Sundays. The rural districts cid not
fare much vetter, averazing out at a rate of attendance of
just over 28 per cent of the rural povulations. usethodism
was indeed the last organized religion to seize the popular

mind; and after 1850 it went into a steep decline.

sloreover, 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. bkngels again, in a later essay
of 1892, notéd the change in attitude since the earlier
part of the century. "...The introduction and spread of
salad-o0il (before 1851 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

eas much as the Church of ongland, is yet very nearly on a
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par, as far as respectability goes, with Baptism, and

43 :
o AS the

decidely ranks above the Salvation army,.
historian snsor 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 relisious

observance shrank steadily. ol

A census of 1902-3 in London showed only two in eleven

persons worshinring., The London masses were proverbially

heathen; relicgion undoubtedly did better in the country as
a whole., DBut by the 1960s and 1970s in Britain average

Sunday attendance was between 10 and 15 per cent (swollen
by Roman Catholics); less then 2 per cent of the age group

12-20 were being confirmed in the Church of =wngland, and

N

per cent of the population could oe

oy

only bstween & and
persuaded to attend Communion at master or Cnristmas. The
Government's Central Statistical Office gave the data on
religion.under the heading of 'Leisure', alongside camping

Nt s e . 4D
and television viewing,

No-one of ccurse maintained that simp.e 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 whereby religious practices, institutions, &and tnink—
ing came to lose their holdover society as a wnole.
Typically in industrial society religion becomes a marginal
and a minority pre-occupation, like & hobby. There rcmains

2 decent resvect for churclly supervision of the most
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important rites de vassage, birth, marriage, deatn. Cuourch

baptisms, weddings, and burials continue to be popular. But
Bryan Wilson riphtly says of this that "the church still
plays its pért in the lives of the many more as a service
facility than as an evangelistic ageuncy, more as the
provi“er of occasional and re-assuring ritual than as the
disseminator of vital knowledge or the exemplar of moral
wisdom." In matters as important as these the desire is
still felt for scme touch of the sacred, i only as a form
of hoveful insurance., "The church apvears increasin-ly as
some department of a welfare state, which might be corpor-
ately supported without personal commitment...to beoused
as and when the individual requires the performance of its
services,.. It functions as a service agency providing
appropriate ceremonial for prestice and status-ennancement

at crucial staves of the life-cycle." L2

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 tunat, at
the very moment when LEnclend was entering on its swiftest
phase of industrialization, thsre should occur what one
historian has called "the greatest revival of religious
faith since the middle ages." 47 The Church of kngland was
temporarily uplifted by the piety and intellectual rigour

of the O0xford sovement; sects and denominations proliferated
outside; Evancelicalism was part of the reigning ideology

of the day. .

But the paradox is easily resolved. The parallel can

almost be drawn with the beheviour of species in natursal



evolution, when voised on the edge of extinction: in their
decadent phase they give oif & glorious explosion of
energy, throwing up the most gorgeous and eccentric forms.
So with organized religlon., The Victorian revival was the
prelude to virtual extinction. The emancipation, made
possible by industrialism, from the old socicty and the

0ld religlion, led both to an intensification and a purifi-
cation of religious life, and - not necessarily in tne sams
peorle - away from it altogether. Harold Perkin aptly
remarks that "the existence of numerous competing sects,
whicnh was more characteristic of sSritain tnan any other
European country, provided a sequence of stepping stones

by which the emancipated individual could meke 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." %, contemporary neatiy made the connexion
between free-thinking and "ree trade: "The same srvirit

which has oroduced 'free trade' in articles of commerce

advocates likewise a free trade in religion." The eighteenth

century Unitarianism of Priestly and nis friends e&asily led
in the nineteenth century to sceptical Utilitarianism and
later, to agnostic Positivism, wmethodism 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 1838 that theirs was an age "destitute of faith and yet
terrified st scepticism". Hence the frantic religlosity.
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




society and the religious faitns of every other kind of

society.

This last point leads directly on to the second, more
serious objection. To the historical argument was &added
a psychological and sociclogical one. GiHesponding to tne
threat of the annihilstion of religion the nineteenth
century discovered the universality of religion, in the

individual mind and in society at largse, "There is,"

wrote Durkheim in his Elementeary Forms of Heligious Life,

"something eternal in relicion which is destined to survive
all the particular symbols in which religious thought has
successively enveloved itself. There can be no scciety
which does not feel the need of upholding and re-alfirming
at regular intervals the collective sentiments and the
collective ideas which maske its unity and its personality
...WNnat essential Jdifference is there between an assembly
of Christians celebrating the principal dates of the life~
of Christ, or of Jews remembering the exodus from agypt
or the promulgation of the decalogue, and a reunion of

citizens commemorating the promulgation of a new moral or

49
legal system or some great event in the national life?" ~7

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 socurce of
its unifying symbols and rituals. while in the earlier
part of the century some usgd this insight to proclaim the
eternal necessity of Christianity, later, more radical,
exponents of the view were too conscilous of the loss of

Christianity's hold orn the populations of ths industrial
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societies to rest/ so untenable & prosition. 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
onwerds it became a commonplace to point te the Irench
Revolution's substitution of the Goddess of Reason for the
God of Christianity. Then there was Saint-Simcn's "iew
Christianity", 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.id.,Huxley as "Catholicism minus
Christianity". But then, too, Huxley's own scientific
humanism had all the hall-mariks of traditional evancelical
religion, especially when urged on oy his own passionste,
missionary, advocacy. Once this stev nad been taken it was
easy to discern the essentially religious character of the
vast majority of the new ideologies of the century -
nationalism, republicenism, socialism, even the ideolosy
of science itself. sl Later on, and going back to the
roots of the whole thing, Carl Becker elegantly mapped out

the "heavenly city" of the eignteenth century philosorhes,

as they erected the Temple of Reason on the ruins of the
temples of traditional Cnristianity, end transferred the

S
golden 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



quality in our attitudes to beliefs and persons; or as é
sociological thing, in the scnse of soclety's need for a
comprehensive frame of reference which makes sense of

its members'! relations with each other &snd 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 ané are not in fact about the same thing anyway.
The 'secularist', if onec may use this short-hand term, is
not necessarily maxing statements about the 'esscntial'
nature of religion, whereas the 'religionist' clearly is.
Some secularists no doubt think this is wnat they are
doing, in which case they rapidly ané richtly 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 seculerist to accept tne arguments of a Durkheimian

reli

i

rionist 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., Seculerism may very well be saild
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 beliefs. In
what further sense these msy also be said to share certain
properties in common with traditional religions belongs to

<

enothsr discussion.

So, for instance, Alasdair liacIntyre defines secularization

as "the transition from beliefs and activities and institut-
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ions presupvosing odeliefs of a traditional Christien kind

to belief's and activities and institutions of an atneistic
1] 52

kind. 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

"as an autonomous,

non-churchly institutions and of scicnce

s " 55 N 3
thoroughly secular perspective on the world, Neither
MacIntyre nor Berger wish, nor need, to deny that atheistic
or scientific belicfs may share certain features with

traditional religious beliefs, wnat they wish to insist

unon ere the differences, especially in terms of practical

import.

In theory ons might wish to argue that the differences are
no greater than, say, those between Cnristianity and
Buddhism. Fortunately this 1is of acsdemic concern only,.

For what of course gives these differences their momentous
signifiéance are their indissoluble links with the economic
and social order 'of industrialism, end the historical fact
of the world-wide triumph of industrialism. FPeopls may or
may not have been willing to accent science in the abstract,
as an interesting alternative ideology or ‘'world-view',

They were not given the choice, ‘herever industrialization
took hold, its ultimate tendency was to secularize life,

to dé-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



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 Qanquished
every social order which it has encountered, and that
therefore secularism has triumphed over other religions
to an extent and in a manner nesver accomplisned by any

previous religion.

Tocqueville causght the birth of this process in his account
of the rrench nRevolution, where he saw tne revolutionaries'!
rationalism become "a kind of new religion in itself - &
religion, imperfect it is true, without a God, witanout a
worship, without a future 1life, but which nevertheless,
like Islam, poured forth its soldiers, its apostles, and

"
its martyrs over the face of the earth.54 The secularism
that was carried by the revolutionary armies weas carried
even “urther and more powerfully by the iron ships and
cheap manufactured goods of the new industrial society.
It is this unprecendented phenomenon of total victory which
makes the rise of sscularism different in kind from the rise
of other religions, and which mekes it perverse to deny the
real break in continuity of beliefs entailed by industrial
ization. Wwhatever 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 thougnt which for all

practical purposes has ruled out tne explanations of all

other systems of thought. .

Secularizaetion was, in its turn, a manifestation of an

even deever-lyincs tendency in industrial society: the arive



towards the rationalization of all spheres of life, klax

Wweber, who made the analysis of this process csntral to
his soclology of modern scciety, made it clear that, as
with~democratization, it was a tendency that long pre-
dated the rise of industrial society. 4as an attitude and
a nractice, iseber in fact saw it as a secular distillation
of certain features of Protestant Christianity, and therec-
fore dateé its origins in sixteenth century Bburope.
sioreover, cgiven the ract thet perhaps the most significant

ts transformiation of attit-

=

aspvect of rationalization was
udes towards economic life, it had &s rnwucn clgis to pbe the
cause of industrialism as its effect. DNevertheless, by the
end of the nineteenth century the origins of rationalization
were less important than its contemporary expression,

Having helped to give birth to industrialism, 1t became
fused witr it and wes later carried by it. To become
industrialized was to become raticnaslized, a process
affectineg every area of soclety, the most public and the
most private, the state and the econcmy as well as the

relations of marriage, family, and personal friendsnip.

Weber's rationalization 1is a complex concept, emquying a
complex and not altogether coherent historical process, EHe
himself was fond of emphasizing the negative aspects of 1it,
gs in his frequent quotatiocn of Schiller's phrase, "the
disenchantment of the world": "The fate of our times is
characterised by rationalization and intellectualization
and, above all, by 'the disenchantment of the world'“.55
Here rationalization referred to the process whereby the
world was rid of magic and mysticism, and ol the vopulations

of pods, demons, and s»irits thet had governed its activities
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in so many systems of belief, This development had matured
only in the socicties of the Christian religion. Indeed
Church, priest and vprorhet had hurried it on, in thelr
relentless drive towards the bureaucratization of church
affairs, their scholastic systematizations of theclogy,
tneir creations of increasingly monistic cosmologics. In
this sense lWeber along with several others was led to see

Christianity as an inherently seculerizing and rationalizing

relicion, »roducine almost inevitably out of itself its own
demise, To this 'disenchantment eerly science of course
contributed; but then it must be remembered that for many
centuries some of the most brilliant natural scientists
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 ié the embédiﬁent of tne 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
prime exemplar of the rational calculating mode was .to be
found in the economic reslm, in the system of modern
European capitalism, with its rationally organized labour
market of formally free workers, and rational entrepre-
neurial activities based on exsact calcplations of profit
and loss. The economic substance of the concept is given

wei~ht, perhaps too much so, in Julien rfreund's definition

of rationalizetion as "the organization of life tnrough a




division and co-ordination of activities on the bvasis

of an exact study of men's relations with each other,

with their tools and their environment, for the ‘purpose
o6

of achieving greater efficiency and productivity."

More generally \ebzsr applied the concept to a studied and
increasing mastery over the environment, both natural and
social, in which the essential tools were those of
observation, exreriment, measurement, and calculation. The
tendency could be observed in all areas of modern culture:
in thes elaboration of a rational systen 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 musicel notation, and of rational principles of

. o
musical structure in modern counterpoint and harmony.

Weber was careful to point out that rationalization did not
by any means necessarily imply that the vopulations of

those societies undercoing 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 wno takes a
street-car or an elevator, suggested iweber, 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




rationalization does not, tacrefore, indicate an increased
and ceneral knowledge of the conditions under which one
lives, It means something else, namely, the knowledge or
beliéf that if one but wished one could learn it at any
time. Bence, it meens that there are no mysterious in-
calculable forces that come into play, »put ratier that one
can, in princivle, master all things by calculation. This
means that the world is disenchanted., OUne need no lcnger
have recourse to magicsgl means in order to master or
implore the spirits, as did the savage, for whom such
mysterious nowers existed. Technical means and calculstions
perform the service, This above all is what intellectual-

ization means," 56

Rationalization, then, nere yielded one of its ambivalences.
A deeper and more scrious ambivalence was reveaslced in
ieber's distinction between "formal" and '"substantive”
rationality. The former refers to the degree to which
action is governed by retionally calculsole principles, the
fitting of the most appropriate and efficlent means to a
desired end. The latter refers to the degree to which goals
and values have been definitely formulated and scrted out
according to a rational procedure of ranking, ascription of
priorities, realization of contradictory aims and strategies
for getting round this, end so fortin ("from the standpoint
of determinate ethical postulates", was how lWieber expressed
it, slthoush he believed thst 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 apencies of formal rationalily - strictly, the means -



had a tendency to invade and undermine the quest for the

attainment of substantive rationality.

The ailemma, and the common dénouement, cén be illustrated
from the fate of classical liberal industrial society.

In theory, liberal industrial society was concerned only
with the rationalization of means. &IEnds were seen as
diverse and infinite, a matter of individual, private,
desires. Hence all the characteristic concents of liveral
eccnomic theory - "maximization', 'optimization', 'leasb
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 scciety, of work, of
farily 1life, for the realization of the most efficient
means, the most rational way of maximizing output and
reducine inrut - 8ll this inevitably affectcd and influenced
the individual's choices, preierences, and desires. The
mobilization of society for the greater and cheaper pro-
duction of goods had as one of its conseguences the pro-
duction also of a 'consumer mentality', constraining its
inhabitants to a passive and unproductive consumption of
goods. It head, too, its effect on the whole way in which
ffun' and 'léisure' 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 mesans, which, more than
ever before, were supposed to [ree the individual for the
pursuit of more, and more diverse, ends, ended up by en-

slavine him to its supposedly neutral technigues and

technclogy.
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Wieber's own nichtmare about the 'irrationality' of
rationalizaticn was born of the contemplation of the most
fateful and formidable agency of formal rationality:

bureaucracy. In much of his writing, indeed, bureaucrat-

izetion and rationalization are almost synonymous, so struck
was he by the growth of the phenomencn, and so distinctively
a Western development did it seem. "No country and no age
has ever experienced, in the same sense as the modern
Occident, the absclute and complete derendence of its whole

existence, of the political, technical, and economic

conditions of its lif'e, on a specially trained organizstiohn
of officials., The most important functions of the eyeryday
life of society have come to be in the hands of technically ,
commercially, and above all legally trained government

- And just as the general process cof ration-

officials.”
alization, while not initially created by industrialism,
was civen its greatest impetus by it and later carried by
it, so the more specialized devosit of that process,
bureaucracy, accompanied the development of industrialism
and became functionally indispensczble to it. <The trained
official, said sweber, "is the pillar of both the modern

61

State and of the economic life of the West." Bureaucracy

had a principled hostilitv to all 'irrational' considerations
of person or place, religion or kinship. It adhered

strictly to ratioﬂally 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 tendengy 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 bureaucrsticslly co-ordinated private-capltalist
organizations steadily srows, and the very thought of
the possibility of eliminating them becomes ever more
utopian." So, too, "any rational sociaiism will have

. . —_ : 62
to take over znd augment" bureaucratic administration.

But eber's conception of the indispensebility of bureau-
cracy to modern industrisl society 1s accompanied by the
perception of its threat to certaln 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

Iinstituted, «eber singled out here particularly the threats

/)]
@

to individuvel creativity, personal gutonomy, &nd democracy
- all deeply-held values of modern vwestern society. The
rationalization of econémic life, througn the development
of modern capitalism, and the unique prominence of economic
ends in modern socisty, had already posed acute problems
for the general health of the society and the possibilities
of ell-round indivicdual development. The further, intensive,
bureaucratization of society also tended to undermine the
ﬁursuit 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 noteble rule,

democracy has produced....The most decisive thing here -



indeed 1t is rather exclusively so - is the levellins of

the governed in opvosition tc the ruling and bureaucrati-
cally articulated group, which in it¢s turn may occupy a
quite autocratic position, both in fact and in form." ©°
And reflecting, in the long-term, on the bureaucratization
of ever-larger sectors of social 1life, weber was driven to
offer a grim vision:
"Together with the machine, the bureaucratic
organization is engaged in building the houses of
bondace of the future, in which perhaps men will one
day be like peasants in the ancient igyptian otate,
acquiescent and powerless, while a purely tecimically
good, that is rational, official administration and
provision bscomes the sole, final value, which 4
sovereignly decides the direction of their aifairs",.
.. "T'his passion for bureaucracy is enough to drive j
one to despair, It is as if in politics... we were
deliberately to become men who need 'order' and t
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. 7That 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 a portion of mankind

free from this parcelling-out of the soul, from this
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supreme mastery of the bureaucratic way of life.,"




It is perhaps unfair to end this sketch of the image of
industrialism on so melancholy a note. Not only does it
not, in weber's own cuse, 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. Lt has becowe
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 becen echoed and armplified on
a wider scale in the more recent years of noisy, crampned,
living and environmental deterioration., The tendency then
is to carry that feeling back into the nineteenth century,to
read the nineteenth century social theorists primarily as
critics and denunciators of industrialism, and to ransack
their writlnes for corroborative statements conveyinz the
appropriate sentiments of gloom, nostalgia, angst and angér.
This 1s a seriously distorting orocedure., The heroic ageaof
sociology was also the heroic asge 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
industrisl bourgeoisie, even wnile he was denouncing that
class for its exploitative rule and deploring the dehuman-
izing effects of industrialism. uloreover 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 contidence 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, tine inheritor of
that tradition, who is steadfast in his conviction that the
ereat increase in the division of labour in modern indus-
trial society has been mainly & libereting 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
ieber, 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 1s no atteupt
to fudge the accounts, no desire to innibit tane clear
expression of the grezt benefits of & rationalized vorld.
Of course the doubts, anxieties, and outright hostility
were slso 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 Romenticism and the revived medievalism of the nineteenth
entury. The writings of these dritics hed considerable
influence on the more systematic sociologies of industrislism
In England from the time of Burke onwards there was a strong
vein of social criticism expressing deep disenchantment
with urban-industrial society, asnd regretting the loss of
the values and mores of rural-agrarian soclety; altnoush

in the best of this writing & sense of the possibilities
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of industrialism triumphed over sentimental nostelgia.
Continental hostility to industrialism (ususlliy &nd
correctly associated with political liberalism) took a
deeper, more overtly ideolocical form - in the writings

of militant French Royalist Catholics such as Chateaubriand,
de smaistre, and Bonald, and of German iomantic historians

and sociolomzists such as Haller, Savigny, Tonnies and Gierke.
These influences had their stroncest impact on German

social theory aznd is reflected in the grester ambivalence

in the assessment of industrialism of the German sociol-
ogists. But even in Germany such antli-industrial sentiments
had to contend with the rationalism and confident pro-
gressivism of warxism, which prevented German soclology

from lapsing into a futile conservatism,

For nineteenth century sociology, industrialism was,
clearly, Janus-headed, Perhaps the most conclse expression
of these ambivalent sentiments is to ve found in Tocqueville'g
celebrated comment on :ianchester following a visit there
in 1835, It is quoted at the head of thnis chapter., In it
is summsd un the mixture of tremendous hoves 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 sociologicsal ‘response to, and definition of,
the emergin~ industrial society. Others, with ditferent
interests and purposes frowm mine, will have wanted to select

other themes. But I make no avology for any restrictions




contained in my selection. The view suggested there, of-
the chanpses enteiled by industrialization, involves so
sweeping a transformation of the structure, culture, values
and beliefs of a society that it is most unlikely that
other chances cannot be accommodated under their general
rubric. Indeed one of the analytical problems is that

each single thneme or characteristic usually represented

for a particular thinker a moré or less total character-
ization of the new soclety. So it is, for instance, with

Tonnies and the decline of the Gemeinschaft; Durkheim and

the increased division of labour; iWeber and rationalization.
It is clear thst from their accounts of these phenomena

.
-that almost any one of them could be made to encompass all
of the six features that L have chosen toc list separately.
The justification for doing it this way is that it makes
clearer to z reader today just wnst were the ingredients
that have gone into the common and widely-diffused contem-
porary imege 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 insizshts and inferences about the nature
of industrial society were lifted from the general body
of thought of the early sociologists, and fused into =
'model! of industrialism. The consequences of this are
evident »oth in scholarly thought &nd in common opinion.

I have wished tc show how .ials may have come about.

A second smbiguity is morc serious. wany of the character-
<

isticse listed here evidently pre-date the onset of indus-

trialization in Europe. This is true perhaps above all of

Weber's theme, rationalizaticn., Their status as an entall-



ment of 1ndustrislization may therefore seem absurd. This

of course would be true if one were considering the unique
case of Europeen - rather, indeed, British - iﬁdustrial-
ization, and thet alone., This 1s not my purpose. 1 am
merely concerned with the general inferences about the
process of industrialization once it had been seen to

occur, and some of its lonc-term tendencies became visible.
From this point of view the causes of the Industrial
Revolution in Lurope sre not important. Wwhat metters is
thet, whatever the institutional and intellectual causes,
they naturally peceme e:bodied 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, gll the social, politiceal,
and ideologicel aspects of incdustrialism, 4as far as all w
othier socleties but the first were concerned, industrialism
was received as a 'package' of institutions, practices

and values, which it was as difficult to disentangle
analytically s it was practically. 65  4s individual items
they may have been able to resist any one of themj; but
insofar as they embarked on the economic transformation
involved in industrialization, they seemed constrealned to
adopt 21l 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 -
prbcess of industrielization, which was to say, to arrive

at something like the stete of society envisaged in the

sociolopists!' imaze of industrialisn.

et e - e e e - - e -




135

Chapter 4, THE RAVOLUTION DISSECT~D: IMaGe AND RuALITY.

"Generally speaking, for the economical
development of the bourgeoisie, mngland is
here taken as the tynical country; for its
political develovment, France,

kngels, footnote to the locs bnglish

edition of The Communist wanitesto.

"Universal distory moves in & succession to
which the nations are subsidiary’,.
Lord Acton, lettsr to contributors to

the Cambridee wodern History (1297).

The nineteenth century image of industrialism hes gorezst
force. I hone in the pnrecedine ssctions to have incdicated
my own agreement with much o what it has to tell us about
the vrocess of industrialization and tne nature of
industrial society. It has a devth and comprehensiveness
of eznalysis unsqualled in any other period of lestern
social thought, and conseguently allows us to understand
industrial socisty, modern society, to & 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, tne moving principles, of the new socliety.
And it was in many ways remarksably accurste in its pro-
jection of the main tendencies of that soclety. 4as Robert
Nisbet says, in the modern world "we are urban, demdcratic,
L)

industrial, bureaucratic, rationalized, large scale, formal,

gecular, and technological',



Later sociolcgy acknowledged its debt to the earlier
formulations by takine them over wnolesale. So struck
vere sociologists by the prower and accuracy of tne
nineteenth century anatomy of industrial society that they
anparently saw little reason to make any ssrious modifi-
cations. Only, with an eye on the academy and the student,
rather than on socicty and the citizen, taneir formulations
were insvitably drizr and more scholastic than tnose of

their nineteenth centurv precdecessors.

In the re-shaping two main directions emergzed. Unée was to
distill, as it were, certalin more concrete impiicatlons
from the larger principles enunciated by the egrlier
theorists, and to structure tne investization of industrial
society alon~ those mo~e varticularized lines. Thus from
111l and Tocqueville's account of equalization and demo-
cratization camz the i1dea of the industrial society as a
mobile "mass society"”, restless and uprooted, and a
concen£ration on the properties of the tuentieth century
'mass' as comnared with the nineteenth century ‘public'.z
Particularly fertile, too, was the Spencer-Durkheim
conception of modern society as the high-point of the
process of differentiation and specialization. 7¥rom this
could ve aerived, at the concrete institutionsal level,
certain major innovations of indusirial society: the
separation of 'home' from 'work', and of 'work' from
tleisure'; the decline of extended family ties, &nd the
emergence of the elementary or ‘nuclear' family as the
moét appropriate to the cghditions of industrial life;

the loss of family functions, such that the family was

forced to give up its role in the productive process
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and was reduced to being & unit of comnsumption only,
while its socializing functions were first shared and then
increasingly teken over by schocls, youth cultures, the
mess media, and welfare departments.3 weber's account of
rationalization' was the stimulus to the view that
industrialization must lead to tne general diffusion of
systems of formal education, and tc a great gfontn of
professional, scientific, and technical expertise, it
would also leasd to a class system based on achleved
occunation rather than birth or patronage, and a merito-
cratic system of ranking and rewarding. Or, following
Marx and Durkheim on alienation and anomie, the emp?asis
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 trat had to be 'manazed! in disciplining
the industrial pooulation to the new rhythms and routines
of machines and factory employment, more generally, there
was the problem of integrating into the new soclal order
the spatially, occupationally, and socially mobile and

uprooted populations set in motion by the forces of

industrialism. =

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 gbstraction, the tendencies gingled out by the
accounts

nineteenth century sociologists. In these

industrislization apvesared, for instance, as a three-rold




141

vrocess of 'individualization' (i.e. emancipation from
corporative and communal groups), 'abstraction' (i.e.
secularization and rationalization), and 'generalizstion'
(i.e. nationalization of interests and 1oyalties);5 or as
'specializeticen', 'differentiation' and 'integration',

6 n \ i i
ihere were many

witn or without 'social discontent'.
other such schemes, Perhaps the most ambitious, certainly
one of the most influential, was that of the American
sociolopist Tealcott Parsons. In origin it was not
explicitly or specifically intended to be applicd to the
process of industrialization. wsxtending “eber'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
varisbles'!, that is, variable yet ordered ways of govern-
ing ('patterning') action. Gencrally he found thuat the
pairs could be reduced to {our in number, escn pertalning
to the.resolution of certain universal ‘'dilemmas' of action,
and each indicating contrasting choices in the actor's
orientation to others and to his enviromment. These four
were: affectivity versus affective neutrality; particular-
ism versus universalism; ascription versus achievement;
diffuseness versus svecificity. 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 Gemeinschaft

versus 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-industrisl' and
'inrdustrial'., Rapidly therefore in their work, and often
too in Parsons' own, the pattern variables became the
basls for the analysis of the transition to industrial
soclety, and of the institutional bases of that society.8
It was no more than a frank recognition of the ninetesenth
century origin of the scheme. oHut 1t was unfortunate that
this should be one of the major avenues along which the
nineteentn century analysis cf industrialism should pe
carried. The method of distillation of the first line at
least had the advantace of directing sttention to specific
institutional and ideological changes, and so sent the
student back to the actual historical experience of |
particular societies, for confirmation or refutation. aith ‘
the pattern varisbles and similar analytical constructs
thls procedure became unnecessary. JIndustrialization was
simply assumed to be the movement from the left-handed

unit of each pair of the pattern variables to tne rignt-
handed unit, from particularism to universalism, ascription
to achievement, affectivity tc affective-neutrality, and
diffuseness tb'épedifiéity.. The types of action, abstracted
from the historical context that gave them their original
meaning, could thus be employed to obviste the need to

resort to any history at all,

No nineteenth csntury account ever reached such sterile
heiqhts} kven in those thinkers - such as Spencer and

Durkheim - most hostile to the spirit and matter of history,

the writine retained sufficient connexion with actusal
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societies at actual times to make their accounts stimulst-
ing and suggestive, 4and in some of the contributions -
such as sarx's in the first volume of Capital, and weber's

Protestant kthic and the Spirit of Capitalism - the

encazement 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 snd the particular,
and on the whole the practitioners cof the nineteenth

century maintained the tension creatively.

But the dangers were there: implicit in their svproach

and to some extent in their very enterprise to seize and
conceptualize the flow of large-scale historical change.g
In lesser hands the method could readily become a barren
formula, easily learned in academic courses in soclology
and as easily impnosed on the real world of chanve, 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, 5 I have so far emphasized the positive and
creative side of the model of industrialism that the
nineteenth century sociologists bequeathed to thneir
twentieth century successors. It is time now to seay
something of the weaknesses and pitfalls that were also

part of that inheritance.

I : Hodes of Industrialization and Social Change.

In three ways the classic model of industrialism left a

distorting leracy. It was misleading with respect to the
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mode of social chanee; the timing and speed of change;

and the directions of change.

iluch of all three turned on the first: the adoption of

a particularly wide-ranging and corprehensive conception of
change as Ezg}ptionery.ll I heve already, in Chapter Two,
discussed the extent to which the early sociologists con- |
ceived their task as the description and explanation of

the grest transformation - industrialization - taking olace
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 chanse and the directions of change, |

In theory there were several ways of handling this. Povular
ones in the vast had been varieties of Augustine's provi-
dentialism, or the device of the social contract. In
practice the climate of the times eliminated tnese 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 passionA
to discover the origins of things, and the principles that
had led to their growth and development. Again, in
principle such growth could have been seen as random and
accidental, exhibiting no order or pattern, Such a view
was distasteful to a century that aim?d at the discovery

of the most fundsmental laws of structure and cnange,

being and becominz, in both tne natural and the social

worlds. fThe conviction was well-nigh universal that
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growth was orderly, whether one contemplated the evolution
off the universe as a whole or the growth of the minutest
individual organism, Given, too, the remoteneés of the
historical past uncovered by ninetecnth century geology,
it seemed plausible to conceive that growth as slow,
gradual, and continuous, eschewing all notions of mirac-
ulous leavs, sudden mutations, and providential inter-

' was an o0ld dictum of

ventions. "Nature makes no leaps'
the naturalists; and it was a view espoused in relation
equally to individusl end social development, 1o an
earlier tradition tnet had drawn tne analogy between the
organs and functions of the individual organism, and the
organs and functions of ‘'the body politic', was edded the
historical end developmental perspective of nineteenth
century science, 'The result, so iar as soclology was
concerned, was a view of soclial chance as organic change,
an orderly process of devclopment or evolution tarough

growth, differentiation, and maturation.

In this conception, changec 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 'hnigher', more developed and more complicated
state of the system. The problem of the 'causal mechanics'
that moves the system from one stace to the next is
resolved by subsumning it under the logic of the evolution-
ary seguence as a whole, Here the analogy with the growt:
process of the individual crganlsm was of decisive

importance. The stages of development in the life-cycle




of any individual organism can oe known and predicted
with & good deal of accuracy, given a general knowledge

of the charecter of the species to which it belongs. In
this sense, at whatever stace of developmoent we contemplate
the organism we can re-construct its past and predict its
future. The principle of propulsion taxing the organism
from one stape to the next is of no special interest here
since it can be assumed as a constant. WNo knowledge of it
is required for understanding the present state nor for
predicting the future. 1t becomes & problem only when
there is a malfunctioning of the organism, when, in other

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

Transferred to society, the method therefore allowed the
early sociclogists to be remarkably casusl zbout the
mechanisms of chancse in their schemes of social evolution,
marx alone paid detailed attention to the problem, in
analysing the contraditions in a given mode of production
as the dynamic of changes of system. DBut even for him
there wes an inevitability to the process of evolution
that pointed to the underlying organic model of chang

- a feature emphaslzed by his frequent use of organic
.metabhors'in describing chance. Given the logic of the
whole historical sequence, the contradictions within the
vdifferent 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 soclologists, concern with this aspect

of chance was minimal, Often no more wes ilmplied than

that 'progressive tendency' in mankind that the eighteenth
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century nhilosophes of prosress had relied on. Spencer

offered the general principle of "the instability of the

homoreneous" as the primum mobile of social chance (and

indeed of all chenge). Thereafter it could simply be
assumed as the constant agency moving human society throucn
the various stages from a condition of maximum romogeneity
to one of maximum heteroceneity (Spencer here drawing for
the details upon the German embryologist von Baer's

account of embryonic development as a movement from the
homoseneous to the heteroceneous). %o account for the ereat
development of the division of labour in modern times,
Durkheim sueccested as cause a progressive increase ‘in
"material and moral density", a vaguely sketched process

of incressing spatial concentration of populations and
increasing social relations and excnences between their
members, But Durkheim dwells liitle on this, and it is
clear thet his mein interest 1is to trace tne effegcts cf tne
increased division of labour on the 1life of modern society.
For the rest, the movement from 'mechanical' to Yorganic'
solidarity corresponds in most ways to the sort of
evolution Spencer described, @nd with the same organic

drives of differentiation and specialization,

As with the mechanics of change, so with its sfuff,
history. Both were ironed-out and subdued by the imposit-
jon of the logic of the evolutionary sequence. Once the
theorist had characterized the species - Soclety - by

the particular principle which he thotignt expressed its
nature, it only remained for him to segment history in
accordence with that principle. But not real history,

not the actusl chronological seguence of events. listory
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became 'natural history'. Wwhat mattered was not to

examine the past to demonstrate the actual existence of
social forms implied in the particular theoretical
perspectivé - the extended family as compaured with the
present nuclear form, comnunity as ccmpared witn associat-
ion, and the others. The past had to function as tne
theatre displaying the procressive logic of the principle.
It had to be made to show the principle embodied in its
earlier, 'vast' forms, proceeding by a logical or 'maturzl®,
ratner than a historical, process to its contemporary,

more developed, forms.

Thus.if the particular evolutionary principle singled out
was the procress from 'savagery' to 'civilization', the
past (Lncluding the 'contemporary past! seen in the less
developed socicties) was ransacked for scraps of illus-

tration that would give tne principle a properly nistorical

b

for~, even if it lacked any real historical content. The
method was baldly stated by the anthrovologist J.F.
mcLennan :"...In the science of history olLd means not old
in chronology but in structure. That is most ancient
which lies nearest the begcinning of human progress ccon-
sidered as cheIOpmeﬁt."’l4"Such a view was bound to
mean a.casualness, almost an indifference, towards the
historical past. And it was a particulzr irony that the
evolutionary method should have got much of its inspiration
from the patient and painstaking historical scholorship

of nineteentn century historisns. tHistory was invoked as
an indispensable part of the evoluticnary perspective. But
it was invoked in s manner that made it easy at best to

abbreviate it, at worst to ignore it.




The weaknesses of this evolutionary conception of changé
come out strikingly when it is applied to the specific
episcde that preoccupied the early sociologists: indus-
trialization., To put it simply, on this view becoming
industrialized poses no real problems., LIt 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 proeress intc two polsr types, 'then' and 'now!',
'pre-industrial' and 'industrial'. The odd thing is thst,
despite this concentration on the one, overwhelming,
enisode 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 1s the working out in their society of the
principle that for them most significantly chara<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>