268 EMILE DURKHEIM

THE ELEMENTARY FORMS
OF THE RELIGIOUS LIFE

1912

CONCLUSION

At the beginning of this work we announced that the
religion whose study we were taking up contained
within it the most characteristic elements of the
religious life. The exactness of this proposition
may now be verified. Howsoever simple the system
which we have studied may be, we have found
within it all the great ideas and the principal ritual
attitudes which are at the basis of even the most
advanced religions; the division of things into sacred
and profane, the notions of the soul, of spirits, of
mythical personalities, and of a national and even
international divinity, a negative cult with ascetic
practices which are its exaggerated form, rites of
oblation and communion, imitative rites, commemo-
rative rites and expiatory rites; nothing essential
is lacking. We are thus in a position to hope that
the results at which we have arrived are not peculiar
to totemism alone, but can aid us in an understand-
ing of what religion in general is.

It may be objected that one single religion,
. whatever its field of extension may be, is too narrow
a base for such an induction. We have not dreamed
for a moment of ignoring the fact that an extended
verification may add to the authority of a theory,
but it is equally true that when a law has been
proven by one well-made experiment, this proof is
valid universally. If in one single case a scientist
succeeded in finding out the secret of the life of even

the most protoplasmic creature that can be imagined, -
the truths thus obtained would be applicable to all

living beings, even the most advanced. Then if

in our studies of these very humble societies, we
have really succeeded in discovering some of the
elements out of which the most fundamental reli-
gious notions are made up, there is no reason for
not extending the most general results of our
researches to other religions. In fact, it is inconceiv-
able that the same effect may be due now to one
cause, now to another, according to the circum-
stances, unless the two causes are at bottom only
one. A single idea cannot express one reality here
and another one there, unless the duality is only
apparent. If among certain peoples the ideas of
sacredness, the soul and God are to be explained
sociologically, it should be presumed scientifically
that, in principle, the same explanation is valid for

all the peoples among whom these same ideas are

found with the same essential characteristics.

Therefore, supposing that we have not been

deceived, certain at least of our conclusions can be
legitimately generalized. The moment has come to
disengage these. And an induction of this sort,
having at its foundation a clearly defined experiment,
is less adventurous than many summary generaliz-
ations which, while attempting to reach the essence
of religion at once, without resting upon the careful
analysis of any religion in particular, greatly risk
losing themselves in space.
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I

The theorists who have undertaken to explain
religion in rational terms have generally seen in it
before all else a system of ideas, corresponding to
some determined object. This object has been con-
ceived in a multitude of ways: nature, the infinite,
the unknowable, the ideal, etc.; but these differences
matter but little. In any case, it was the conceptions
and beliefs which were considered as the essential
elements of religion. As for the rites, from this point
of view they appear to be only an external trans-
lation, contingent and material, of these internal states
which alone pass as having any intrinsic value. This
conception is so commonly held that generally the
disputes of which religion is the theme turn about the
question whether it can conciliate itself with science
or not, that is to say, whether or not there is a place
beside our scientific knowledge for another form of
thought which would be specifically religious.

But the believers, the men who lead the religious
life and have a direct sensation of what it really is,
object to this way of regarding it, saying that it does
not correspond to their daily experience. In fact,
they feel that the real function of religion is not to
make us think, to enrich our knowledge, nor to add
to the conceptions which we owe to science others of
another origin and another character, but rather, it is
to make us act, to aid us to live. The believer who
has communicated with his god is not merely a man
who sees new truths of which the unbeliever is igno-
rant; he is a man who is stronger. He feels within
him more force, either to endure the trials of exist-
ence, or to conquer them. It is as though he were
raised above the miseries of the world, because he
is raised above his condition as a mere man; he
believes that he is saved from evil, under whatever
form he may conceive this evil. The first article in
every creed is the belief in salvation by faith. But
it is hard to see how a mere idea could have this
efficacy. An idea is in reality only a part of our-
selves; then how could it confer upon us powers
superior to those which we have of our own nature?
Howsoever rich it might be in affective virtues, it
could add nothing to our natural vitality; for it could
only release the motive powers which are within us,

neither creating them nor increasing them. From the
mere fact that we consider an object worthy of being
loved and sought after, it does not follow that we feel
ourselves stronger afterwards; it is also necessary
that this object set free energies superior to these
which we ordinarily have at our command and also
that we have some means of making these enter into
us and unite themselves to our interior lives. Now for
that, it is not enough that we think of them; it is also
indispensable that we place ourselves within their
sphere of action, and that we set ourselves where
we may best feel their influence; in a word, it is
necessary that we act, and that we repeat the acts thus
necessary every time we feel the need of renewing
their effects. From this point of view, it is readily
seen how that group of regularly repeated acts which
form the cult get their importance. In fact, whoever
has really practised a religion knows very well that it
is the cult which gives rise to these impressions
of joy, of interior peace, of serenity, of enthusiasm
which are, for the believer, an experimental proof of
his beliefs. The cult is not simply a system of signs
by which the faith is outwardly translated; it is a col-
lection of the means by which this is created and
recreated periodically. Whether it consists in mate-
rial acts or mental operations, it is always this which
is efficacious. ,

Our entire study rests upon this postulate that
the unanimous sentiment of the believers of all
times cannot be purely illusory. Together with a
recent apologist of the faith we admit that these reli-
gious beliefs rest upon a specific experience whose
demonstrative value is, in one sense, not one bit
inferior to that of scientific experiments, though
different from them. We, too, think that “a tree is
known by its fruits,” and that fertility is the best
proof of what the roots are worth. But from the fact
that a “religious experience,” if we choose to call it
this, does exist and that it has a certain foundation
—and, by the way, is there any experience which
has none?—it does not follow that the reality which
is its foundation conforms objectively to the idea
which believers have of it. The very fact that the
fashion in which it has been conceived has varied
infinitely in different times is enough to prove that
none of these conceptions express it adequately. If a
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scientist states it as an axiom that the sensations
of heat and light which we feel correspond to some
objective cause, he does not conclude that this is
what it appears to the senses to be. Likewise, even if
the impressions which the faithful feel are not imag-
inary, still they are in no way privileged intuitions;
there is no reason for believing that they inform us
better upon the nature of their object than do ordi-
nary sensations upon the nature of bodies and their
properties. In order to discover what this object con-
sists of, we must submit them to an examination and
elaboration analogous to that which has susbstituted
for the sensuous idea of the world another which is
scientific and conceptual.

This is precisely what we have tried to do, and
we have seen that this reality, which mythologies
have represented under so many different forms, but
which is the universal and eternal objective cause of
these sensations sui generis out of which religious
experience is made, is society. We have shown what
moral forces it develops and how it awakens this
sentiment of a refuge, of a shield and of a guardian
support which attaches the believer to his cult. It is
that which raises him outside himself; it is even that
which made him. For that which makes a man is the
totality of the intellectual property which constitutes
civilization, and civilization is the work of society.
This is explained the preponderating role of the
cult in all religions, whichever they may be. This is
because society cannot make its influence felt unless
it is in action, and it is not in action unless the indi-
viduals who compose it are assembled together and
act in common. It is by common action that it takes
consciousness of itself and realizes its position; it is
before all else an active co-operation. The collective
ideas and sentiments are even possible only owing
to these exterior movements which symbolize
them, as we have established. Then it is action which
dominates the religious life, because of the mere fact
that it is society which is its source.

In addition to all the reasons which have been
given to justify this conception, a final one may be
added here, which is the result of our whole work.
As we have progressed, we have established the
fact that the fundamental categories of thought, and
consequently of science, are of religious origin. We

have seen that the same is true for magic and conge.
quently for the different processes which have issueqd
from it. On the other hand, it has long been knowpy
that up until a relatively advanced moment of evol-
ution, moral and legal rules have been indistinguish-
able from ritual prescriptions. In summing up, then
it may be said that nearly all the great social insti:
tutions have been born in religion. Now in order that -
these principal aspects of the collective life may
have commenced by being only varied aspects of the
religious life, it is obviously necessary that the relj
gious life be the eminent form and, as it were, the -
concentrated expression of the whole collective life =
If religion has given birth to all that is essential in -
society, it is because the idea of society is the soul
of religion.
Religious forces are therefore human forces,"
moral forces. It is true that since collective senti-,
ments can become conscious of themselves only by
fixing themselves upon external objects, they have’
not been able to take form without adopting some of
their characteristics from other things: they have
thus acquired a sort of physical nature; in this way
they have come to mix themselves with the life of
the material world, and then have considered them-
selves capable of explaining what passes there.
But when they are considered only from this point
of view and in this role, only their most superficial
aspect is seen. In reality, the essential elements of
which these collective sentiments are made have
been borrowed by the understanding. It ordinarily :
seems that they should have a human character only
when they are conceived under human forms; but :
even the most impersonal and the most anonymous
are nothing else than objectified sentiments. _
It is only by regarding religion from this angle
that it is possible to see its real significance. If we
stick closely to appearances, tites often give the
effect of purely manual operations: they are anoint--
ings, washings, meals. To consecrate something, it
is put in contact with a source of religious energy, |
just as to-day a body is put in contact with a source
of heat or electricity to warm or electrize it; the two
processes employed are not essentially different.
Thus understood, religious technique seems to be
a sort of mystic mechanics. But these material
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manceuvres are only the external envelope under
which the mental operations are hidden. Finally,
there is no question of exercising a physical con-
straint upon blind and, incidentally, imaginary
forces, but rather of reaching individual conscious-
nesses of giving them a direction and of disciplining
them. It is sometimes said that inferior religions are
materialistic. Such an expression is inexact. All reli-
gions, even the crudest, are in a sense spiritualistic:
for the powers they put in play are before all spiri-
tual, and also their principal object is to act upon the
moral life. Thus it is seen that whatever has been
done in the name of religion cannot have been done
in vain: for it is necessarily the society that did it,
and it is humanity that has reaped the fruits.

But, it is said, what society is it that has thus made
the basis of religion? Is it the real society, such as it is
and acts before our very eyes, with the legal and moral
organization which it has laboriously fashioned dur-
ing the course of history? This is full of defects and
imperfections. In it, evil goes beside the good, injustice
often reigns supreme, and the truth is often obscured
by error. How could anything so crudely organized
inspire the sentiments of love, the ardent enthusiasm
and the spirit of abnegation which all religions claim
of their followers? These perfect beings which are
gods could not have taken their traits from so
mediocre, and sometimes even so base a reality.

But, on the other hand, does someone think of a
perfect society, where justice and truth would be
sovereign, and from which evil in all its forms would
be banished for ever? No one would deny that this is
in close relations with the religious sentiment; for,
they would say, it is towards the realization of this
that all religions strive. But that society is not an
empirical fact, definite and observable; it is a fancy,
a dream with which men have lightened their suffer-
ings, but in which they have never really lived. It
is merely an idea which comes to express our more
or less obscure aspirations towards the good, the
beautiful and the ideal. Now these aspirations have
their roots in us; they come from the very depths of
our being; then there is nothing outside of us which
¢an account for them. Moreover, they are already
religious in themselves; thus it would seem that the

ideal society presupposes religion, far from being
able to explain it.

But, in the first place, things are arbitrarily sim-
plified when religion is seen only on its idealistic
side: in its way, it is realistic. There is no physical or
moral ugliness, there are no vices or evils which do
not have a special divinity. There are gods of theft
and trickery, of lust and war, of sickness and of
death. Christianity itself, howsoever high the idea
which it has made of the divinity may be, has been
obliged to give the spirit of evil a place in its mytho-
logy. Satan is an essential piece of the Christian
system; even if he is an impure being, he is not a
profane one. The anti-god is a god, inferior and
subordinated, it is true, but nevertheless endowed
with extended powers; he is even the object of rites,
at least of negative ones. Thus religion, far from
ignoring the real society and making abstraction of
it, 1s in its image; it reflects all its aspects, even the
most vulgar and the most repulsive. All is to be
found there, and if in the majority of cases we see the
good victorious over evil, life over death, the powers
of light over the powers of darkness, it is because
reality is not otherwise. If the relation between these
two contrary forces were reversed, life would be
impossible; but, as a matter of fact, it maintains itself
and even tends to develop.

But if, in the midst of these mythologies and the-
ologies we see reality clearly appearing, it is none
the less true that it is found there only in an enlarged,
transformed and idealized form. In this respect, the
most primitive religions do not differ from the most
recent and the most refined. For example, we have
seen how the Arunta place at the beginning of time a
mythical society whose organization exactly repro-
duces that which still exists to-day; it includes the
same clans and phratries, it is under the same matri-
monial rules and it practises the same rites. But the
personages who compose it are ideal beings, gifted
with powers and virtues to which common mortals
cannot pretend. Their nature is not only higher, but it
is different, since it is at once animal and human.
The evil powers there undergo a similar metamor-
phosis: evil itself is, as it were, made sublime and
idealized. The question now raises itself of whence
this idealization comes.
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Some reply that men have a natural faculty for
idealizing, that is to say, of substituting for the real
world another different one, to which they transport
themselves by thought. But that is merely changing
the terms of the problem; it is not resolving it or even
advancing it. This systematic idealization is an
essential characteristic of religions. Explaining them
by an innate power of idealization is simply replac-
ing one word by another which is the equivalent
of the first; it is as if they said that men have made
religions because they have a religious nature.
Animals know only one world, the one which they
perceive by experience, internal as well as external.
Men alone have the faculty of conceiving the ideal,
of adding something to the real. Now where does
this singular privilege come from? Before making it
an initial fact or a mysterious virtue which escapes
science, we must be sure that it does not depend
upon empirically determinable conditions.

The explanation of religion which we have pro-
posed has precisely this advantage, that it gives an
answer to this question. For our definition of the sacred
is that it is something added to and above the real: now
the ideal answers to this same definition; we cannot
explain one without explaining the other. In fact, we
have seen that if collective life awakens religious
thought on reaching a certain degree of intensity, it is
because it brings about a state of effervescence which
changes the conditions of psychic activity. Vital ener-
gies are over-excited, passions more active, sensations
stronger; there are even some which are produced only
at this moment. A man does not recognize himself;
he feels himself transformed and consequently he
transforms the environment which surrounds him. In
order to account for the very particular impressions
which he receives, he attributes to the things with
which he is in most direct contact properties which
they have not, exceptional powers and virtues which
the objects of every-day experience do not possess.
In a word, above the real world where his profane
life passes he has placed another which, in one
sense, does not exist except in thought, but to which
he attributes a higher sort of dignity than to the first.
Thus, from a double point of view it is an ideal world.

The formation of the ideal world is therefore
not an irreducible fact which escapes science; it

~depends upon conditions which observation cqy

touch; it is a natural product of social life. For a sog;.
ety to become conscious of itself and maintain at the
necessary degree of intensity the sentiments which j¢
thus attains, it must assemble and concentrate itself,
Now this concentration brings about an exaltation of *
the mental life which takes form in a group of ideg] .
conceptions where is portrayed the new life thyg
awakened; they correspond to this new set of psy. : ;
chical forces which is added to those which we haye
at our disposition for the daily tasks of existence, A
society can neither create itself nor recreate itself
without at the same time creating an ideal. This cre- -
ation is not a sort of work of supererogation for it, by
which it would complete itself, being already
formed; it is the act by which it is periodically made
and remade. Therefore when some oppose the ideal
society to the real society, like two antagonists
which would lead us in opposite directions, they
materialize and oppose abstractions. The ideal soci-
ety is not outside of the real society; it is a part of it,
Far from being divided between them as between
two poles which mutually repel each other, we
cannot hold to one without holding to the other.
For a society is not made up merely of the mass of
individuals who compose it, the ground which they
occupy, the things which they use and the move-
ments which they perform, but above all is the idea
which it forms of itself. It is undoubtedly true that
it hesitates over the manner in which it ought to
conceive itself; it feels itself drawn in divergent
directions. But these conflicts which break forth are
not between the ideal and reality, but between two
different ideals, that of yesterday and that of to-day,
that which has the authority of tradition and that which
has the hope of the future. There is surely a place for
investigating whence these ideals evolve; but what-
ever solution may be given to this problem, it still
remains that all passes in the world of the ideal.
Thus the collective ideal which religion expresses
is far from being due to a vague innate power of the
individual, but it is rather at the school of collective
life that the individual has learned to idealize. It is in
assimilating the ideals elaborated by society that he
has become capable of conceiving the ideal. It is
society which, by leading him within its sphere of




action, has made him acquire the need of raising
himself above the world of experience and has at the
same time furnished him with the means of conceiv-
ing another. For society has constructed this new
world in constructing itself, since it is society which
this expresses. Thus both with the individual and
in the group, the faculty of idealizing has nothing
mysterious about it. It is not a sort of luxury which a
man could get along without, but a condition of his
very existence. He could not be a social being, that
is to say, he could not be a man, if he had not
acquired it. It is true that in incarnating themselves in
individuals, collective ideals tend to individualize
themselves, Each understands them after his own
fashion and marks them with his own stamp; he sup-
presses certain elements and adds others. Thus the
personal ideal disengages itself from the social ideal
in proportion as the individual personality develops
itself and becomes an autonomous source of action.
But if we wish to understand this aptitude, so
singular in appearance, of living outside of reality, it
is enough to connect it with the social conditions
upon which it depends.

Therefore it is necessary to avoid seeing in this
theory of religion a simple restatement of historical
materialism: that would be misunderstanding our
thought to an extreme degree. In showing that
religion is something essentially social, we do not
mean to say that it confines itself to translating into
another language the material forms of society
and its immediate vital necessities. It is true that we
take it as evident that social life depends upon its
material foundation and bears its mark, just as the
mental life of an individual depends upon his
nervous system and in fact his whole organism. But
collective consciousness is something more than a
mere epiphenomenon of its morphological basis, just
as individual consciousness is something more than
a simple efflorescence of the nervous system. In
order that the former may appear, a synthesis sui
generis of particular consciousnesses is required.
Now this synthesis has the effect of disengaging a
whole world of sentiments, ideas and images which,
once born, obey laws all their own. They attract each
other, repel each other, unite, divide themselves,
and multiply, though these combinations are not
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commanded and necessitated by the condition of the
underlying reality. The life thus brought into being
€ven enjoys so great an independence that it some-
times indulges in manifestations with no purpose or
utility of any sort, for the mere pleasure of affirming
itself. We have shown that this is often precisely the
case with ritual activity and mythological thought.

But if religion is the product of social causes, how
can we explain the individual cult and the univer-
salistic character of certain religions? If it is born
in foro externo, how has it been able to pass into the
inner conscience of the individual and penetrate
there ever more and more profoundly? If it is the
work of definite and individualized societies, how
has it been able to detach itself from them, even to
the point of being conceived as something common
to all humanity?

In the course of our studies, we have met with
the germs of individual religion and of religious
cosmopolitanism, and we have seen how they were
formed; thus we possess the more general elements
of the reply which is to be given to this double
question.

We have shown how the religious force which
animates the clan particularizes itself, by incarnating
itself in particular consciousnesses. Thus secondary
sacred beings are formed; each individual has his
own, made in his own image, associated to his own
intimate life, bound up with his own destiny; it is the
soul, the individual totem, the protecting ancestor,
etc. These beings are the object of rites which the
individual can celebrate by himself, outside of any
group; this is the first form of the individual cult. To
be sure, it is only a very rudimentary cult; but since
the personality of the individual is still only slightly
marked, and but little value is attributed to it, the cult
which expresses it could hardly be expected to
be very highly developed as yet. But as individuals
have differentiated themselves more and more and
the value of an individual has increased, the corre-
sponding cult has taken a relatively greater place in
the totality of the religious life and at the same time
it is more fully closed to outside influences.

Thus the existence of individual cults implies
nothing which contradicts or embarrasses the
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sociological interpretation of religion; for the reli-
gious forces to which it addresses itself are only the
individualized forms of collective forces. Therefore,
even when religion seems to be entirely within the
individual conscience, it is still in society that it finds
the living source from which it is nourished. We are
now able to appreciate the value of the radical indi-
vidualism which would make religion something
purely individual: it misunderstands the fundamental
conditions of the religious life. If up to the present it
has remained in the stage of theoretical aspirations
which have never been realized, it is because it is
unrealizable. A philosophy may well be elaborated
in the silence of the interior imagination, but not
so a faith. For before all else, a faith is warmth, life,
enthusiasm, the exaltation of the whole mental life,
the raising of the individual above himself. Now
how could he add to the energies which he possesses
without going outside himself? How could he sur-
pass himself merely by his own forces? The only
source of life at which we can morally reanimate
ourselves is that formed by the society of our fellow
beings; the only moral forces with which we can
sustain and increase our own are those which we get
from others. Let us even admit that there really are
beings more or less analogous to those which the
mythologies represent. In order that they may exer-
cise over souls the useful direction which is their
reason for existence, it is necessary that men believe
in them. Now these beliefs are active only when they
are partaken by many. A man cannot retain them any
length of time by a purely personal effort; it is not
thus that they are born or that they are acquired; it
is even doubtful if they can be kept under these
“conditions. In fact, a man who has a veritable faith
feels an invincible need of spreading it: therefore he
leaves his isolation, approaches others and seeks to
convince them, and it is the ardour of the convictions
which he arouses that strengthens his own. It would
quickly weaken if it remained alone.

It is the same with religious universalism as
with this individualism. Far from being an exclusive
attribute of certain very great religions, we have
found it, not at the base, it is true, but at the summit
of the Australian system. Bunjil, Daramulun or Baiame
are not simple tribal gods; each of them is recognized

by a number of different tribes. In a sense, their cult
is international. This conception is therefore very

near to that found in the most recent theologies. So E

certain writers have felt it their duty to deny its
authenticity, howsoever incontestable this may be.

And we have been able to show how this has beep
formed. '

Neighboring tribes of a similar civilization cannot
fail to be in constant relations with each other,
All sorts of circumstances give an occasion for it:
besides commerce, which is still rudimentary, there
are marriages; these international marriages are very
common in Australia. In the course of these meet-
ings, men naturally become conscious of the moral
relationship which united them. They have the same
social organization, the same division into phratries,
clans and matrimonial classes; they practise the same
rites of initiation, or wholly similar ones. Mutual
loans and treaties result in reinforcing these spon-
taneous resemblances. The gods to which these
manifestly identical institutions were attached could
hardly have remained distinct in their minds.
Everything tended to bring them together and conse-
quently, even supposing that each tribe elaborated
the notion independently, they must necessarily have
tended to confound themselves with each other.
Also, it is probable that it was in inter-tribal assem-
blies that they were first conceived. For they are
chiefly the gods of initiation, and in the initiation
ceremonies, the different tribes are usually repre-
sented. So if sacred beings are formed which are
connected with no geographically determined soci-
ety, that is not because they have an extra-social ori-
gin. It is because there are other groups above these
geographically determined ones, whose contours are
less clearly marked: they have no fixed frontiers, but
include all sorts of more or less neighbouring and
related tribes. The particular social life thus created
tends to spread itself over an area with no definite
limits. Naturally the mythological personages who
correspond to it have the same character; their
sphere of influence is not limited; they go beyond
the particular tribes and their territory. They are the
great international gods.

Now there is nothing in this situation which is
peculiar to Australian societies. There is no people
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and no state which is not a part of another society,
more or less unlimited, which embraces all the
peoples and all the States with which the first comes
in contact, either directly or indirectly; there is no
national life which is not dominated by a collective
life of an international nature. In proportion as
we advance in history, these international groups
acquire a greater importance and extent. Thus we see
how, in certain cases, this universalistic tendency
has been able to develop itself to the point of affect-
ing not only the higher ideas of the religious system,
but even the principles upon which it rests.

II

Thus there is something eternal in religion which
is destined to survive all the particular symbols in
which religious thought has successively enveloped
itself. There can be no society which does not feel
the need of upholding and reaffirming at regular
intervals the collective sentiments and the collective
ideas which make its unity and its personality. Now
this moral remaking cannot be achieved except by
the means of reunions, assemblies and meetings
where the individuals, being closely united to one
another, reaffirm in common their common senti-
ments; hence come ceremonies which do not differ
from regular religious ceremonies, either in their
object, the results which they produce, or the pro-
cesses employed to attain these results. What essen-
tial difference is there between an assembly of
Christians celebrating the principal dates of the life
of Christ, or of Jews remembering the exodus from
Egypt or the promulgation of the decalogue, and a
reunion of citizens commemorating the promul-
gation of a new moral or legal system or some great
event in the national life?

If we find a little difficulty to-day in imagining
what these feasts and ceremonies of the future could
consist in, it is because we are going through a stage
of transition and moral mediocrity. The great things
of the past which filled our fathers with enthusiasm
do not excite the same ardour in us, either because
they have come into common usage to such an extent
that we are unconscious of them, or else because
they no longer answer to our actual aspirations; but

as yet there is nothing to replace them. We can no
longer impassionate ourselves for the principles in
the name of which Christianity recommended to
masters that they treat their slaves humanely, and,
on the other hand, the idea which it has formed of
human equality and fraternity seems to us to-day to
leave too large a place for unjust inequalities. Its pity
for the outcast seems to us too Platonic; we desire
another which would be more practicable; but as yet
we cannot clearly see what it should be nor how it
could be realized in facts. In a word, the old gods are
growing old or already dead, and others are not yet
born. This is what rendered vain the attempt of
Comte with the old historic souvenirs artificially
revived: it is life itself, and not a dead past which
can produce a living cult. But this state of incertitude
and confused agitation cannot last for ever. A day
will come when our societies will know again those
hours of creative effervescence, in the course of
which new ideas arise and new formule are found
which serve for a while as a guide to humanity; and
when these hours shall have been passed through
once, men will spontaneously feel the need of reliv-
ing them from time to time in thought, that is to say,
of keeping alive their memory by means of celebra-
tions which regularly reproduce their fruits. We have
already seen how the French Revolution established
a whole cycle of holidays to keep the principles with
which it was inspired in a state of perpetual youth.
If this institution quickly fell away, it was because
the revolutionary faith lasted but a moment, and
deceptions and discouragements rapidly succeeded
the first moments of enthusiasm. But though the
work may have miscarried, it enables us to imagine
what might have happened in other conditions; and
everything leads us to believe that it will be taken
up again sooner or later. There are no gospels which
are immortal, but neither is there any reason for
believing that humanity is incapable of inventing
new ones. As to the question of what symbols this
new faith will express itself with, whether they will
resemble those of the past or not, and whether or not
they will be more adequate for the reality which they
seek to translate, that is something which surpasses
the human faculty of foresight and which does not
appertain to the principal question.
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But feasts and rites, in a word, the cult, are not
the whole religion. This is not merely a system of
practices, but also a system of ideas whose object is
to explain the world; we have seen that even the
humblest have their cosmology. Whatever con-
nection there may be between these two elements of
the religious life, they are still quite different. The
one is turned towards action, which it demands and
regulates; the other is turned towards thought, which
it enriches and organizes. Then they do not depend
upon the same conditions, and consequently it may
be asked if the second answers to necessities as
universal and as permanent as the first.

When specific characteristics are attributed to
religious thought, and when it is believed that its
function is to express, by means peculiar to itself, an

aspect of reality which evades ordinary knowledge

as well as science, one naturally refuses to admit
that religion can ever abandon its speculative role.
But our analysis of the facts does not seem to have
shown this specific quality of religion. The religion
which we have just studied is one of those whose
symbols are the most disconcerting for the reason.
There all appears mysterious. These beings which
belong to the most heterogeneous groups at the same
time, who multiply without ceasing to be one, who
divide without diminishing, all seem, at first view, to
belong to an entirely different world from the one
where we live; some have even gone so far as to say
that the mind which constructed them ignored the
laws of logic completely. Perhaps the contrast
between reason and faith has never been more thor-
ough. Then if there has ever been a moment in
history when their heterogeneousness should have
“stood out clearly, it is here. But contrary to all
appearances, as we have pointed out, the realities to
which religious speculation is then applied are the
same as those which later serve as the subject of
reflection for philosophers: they are nature, man,
society. The mystery which appears to surround
them is wholly superficial and disappears before a
more painstaking observation: it is enough merely to
set aside the veil with which mythological imagin-
ation has covered them for them to appear such as
they really are. Religion sets itself to translate these
realities into an intelligible language which does not

differ in nature from that employed by science; the,’
attempt is made by both to connect things with each,
other, to establish internal relations between ther, .
to classify them and to systematize them. We have:
even seen that the essential ideas of scientific logjc
are of religious origin. It is true that in order to utjl-
ize them, science gives them a new elaboration; it -
purges them of all accidental elements; in a genera] -
way, it brings a spirit of criticism into all its doings,
which religion ignores; it surrounds itself with pre-
cautions to “escape precipitation and bias,” and to
hold aside the passions, prejudices and all subjective
influences. But these perfectionings of method are
not enough to differentiate it from religion. In this
regard, both pursue the same end; scientific thought
is only a more perfect form of religious thought.
Thus it seems natural that the second should pro-
gressively retire before the first, as this becomes
better fitted to perform the task. ;

And there is no doubt that this regression has
taken place in the course of history. Having left reli-
gion, science tends to substitute itself for this latter
in all that which concerns the cognitive and intellec-
tual functions. Christianity has already definitely
consecrated this substitution in the order of material
things. Seeing in matter that which is profane before
all else, it readily left the knowledge of this to
another discipline, tradidit mundum hominum dis-
putationi, “He gave the world over to the disputes of
men”’; it is thus that the natural sciences have been
able to establish themselves and make their auth-
ority recognized without very great difficulty. But it
could not give up the world of souls so easily; for it
is before all over souls that the god of the Christians
aspires to reign. That is why the idea of submitting
the psychic life to science produced the effect of a
sort of profanation for a long time; even to-day it is
repugnant to many minds. However, experimental
and comparative psychology is founded and to-day
we must reckon with it. But the world of the reli-
gious and moral life is still forbidden. The great
majority of men continue to believe that here there is
an order of things which the mind cannot penetrate
except by very special ways. Hence comes the active
resistance which is met with every time that some-
one tries to treat religious and moral phenomena
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scientifically. But in spite of these oppositions, these
attempts are constantly repeated and this persistence
even allows us to foresee that this final barrier will
finally give way and that science will establish
herself as mistress even in this reserved region.

That is what the conflict between science and
religion really amounts to. It is said that science
denies religion in principle. But religion exists; it is
a system of given facts; in a word, it is a reality. How
could science deny this reality? Also, in so far as
religion is action, and in so far as it is a means of
making men live, science could not take its place, for
even if this expresses life, it does not create it; it may
well seek to explain the faith, but by that very act it
presupposes it. Thus there is no conflict except upon
one limited point. Of the two functions which religion
originally fulfilled, there is one, and only one, which
tends to escape it more and more: that is its specula-
tive function. That which science refuses to grant to
religion is not its right to exist, but its right to dog-
matize upon the nature of things and the special
competence which it claims for itself for knowing
man and the world. As a matter of fact, it does not
know itself, It does not even know what it is made
of, nor to what need it answers. It is itself a subject
for science, so far is it from being able to make the
law for science! And from another point of view,
since there is no proper subject for religious specu-
lation outside that reality to which scientific
reflection is applied, it is evident that this former
cannot play the same rdle in the future that it has
played in the past.

However, it seems destined to transform itself
rather than to disappear.

We have said that there is something eternal in
religion: it is the cult and the faith. Men cannot cel-
ebrate ceremonies for which they see no reason, nor
can they accept a faith which they in no way under-
stand. To spread itself or merely to maintain itself,
it must be justified, that is to say, a theory must be
made of it. A theory of this sort must undoubtedly be
founded upon the different sciences, from the
moment when these exist; first of all, upon the social
sciences, for religious faith has its origin in society;
then upon psychology, for society is a sythesis
of human consciousnesses; and finally upon the

sciences of nature, for man and society are a part
of the universe and can be abstracted from it only
artificially. But howsoever important these facts
taken from the constituted sciences may be, they are
not enough; for faith is before all else an impetus to
action, while science, no matter how far it may be
pushed, always remains at a distance from this.
Science is fragmentary and incomplete; it advances
but slowly and is never finished:; but life cannot wait.
The theories which are destined to make men live
and act are therefore obliged to pass science and
complete it prematurely. They are possible only
when the practical exigencies and the vital neces-
sities which we feel without distinctly conceiving
them push thought in advance, beyond that which
science permits us to affirm. Thus religions, even the
most rational and laicized, cannot and never will be
able to dispense with a particular form of speculation
which, though having the same subjects as science
itself, cannot be really scientific: the obscure intu-
itions of sensation and sentiment too often take the
place of logical reasons. On one side, this specu-
lation resembles that which we meet with in the
religions of the past; but on another, it is different.
While claiming and exercising the right of going
beyond science, it must commence by knowing this
and by inspiring itself with it. Ever since the auth-
ority of science was established, it must be reckoned
with; one can go farther than it under the pressure of
necessity, but he must take his direction from it. He
can affirm nothing that it denies, deny nothing that
it affirms, and establish nothing that is not directly
or indirectly founded upon principles taken from it.
From now on, the faith no longer exercises the same
hegemony as formerly over the system of ideas that
we may continue to call religion. A rival power rises
up before it which, being born of it, ever after sub-
mits it to its criticism and control. And everything
makes us foresee that this control will constantly
become more extended and efficient, while no limit
can be assigned to its future influence.

II1

But if the fundamental notions of science are of a
religious origin, how has religion been able to bring
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them forth? At first sight, one does not see what
relations there can be between religion and logic. Or,
since the reality which religious thought expresses is
society, the question can be stated in the following
terms, which make the entire difficulty appear even
better: what has been able to make social life so
important a source for the logical life? It seems as
though nothing could have predestined it to this role,
for it certainly was not to satisfy their speculative
needs that men associated themselves together.

Perhaps we shall be found over bold in attempt-
ing so complex a question here. To treat it as it
should be treated, the sociological conditions of
knowledge should be known much better than they
actually are; we are only beginning to catch glimpses
of some of them. However, the question is so grave,
and so directly implied in all that has preceded, that
we must make an effort not to leave it without an
answer. Perhaps it is not impossible, even at present,
to state some general principles which may at least
aid in the solution.

Logical thought is made up of concepts. Seeking
how society can have played a r6le in the genesis of
logical thought thus reduces itself to seeking how it
can have taken a part in the formation of concepts.

If, as is ordinarily the case, we see in the concept
only a general idea, the problem appears insoluble.
By his own power, the individual can compare his
conceptions and images, disengage that which they
have in common, and thus, in a word, generalize.
Then it is hard to see why this generalization should
be possible only in and through society. But, in the
first place, it is inadmissible that logical thought is
characterized only by the greater extension of the
conceptions of which it is made up. If particular
ideas have nothing logical about them, why should it
be different with general ones? The general exists
only in the particular; it is the particular simplified and
impoverished. Then the first could have no virtues
or privileges which the second has not. Inversely, if
conceptual thought can be applied to the class,
species or variety, howsoever restricted these may
be, why can it not be extended to the individual, that
is to say, to the limit towards which the conception
tends, proportionately as its extension diminishes?
As a matter of fact, there are many concepts which

have only individuals as their object. In every sort of
religion, gods are individualities distinct from each *
other; however, they are conceived, not perceived
Each people represents its historic or legendary ;
heroes in fashions which vary with the time. Finally,
every one of us forms an idea of the individuals with
whom he comes in contact, of their character, of
their appearance, their distinctive traits and their
moral and physical temperaments: these notions, -
too, are real concepts. It is true that in general they
are formed crudely enough; but even among sci-
entific concepts, are there a great many that are -
perfectly adequate for their object? In this direction, .
there are only differences of degree between them.

Therefore the concept must be defined by other
characteristics. It is opposed to sensual represen-
tations of every order—sensations, perceptions or
images—by the following properties.

Sensual representations are in a perpetual flux;
they come after each other like the waves of a river,
and even during the time that they last, they do not
remain the same thing. Each of them is an integral
part of the precise instant when it takes place. We are.
never sure of again finding a perception such as we
experienced it the first time; for if the thing per-
ceived has not changed, it is we who are no longer
the same. On the contrary, the concept is, as it were,
outside of time and change; it is in the depths below
all this agitation; it might be said that it is in a dif-
ferent portion of the mind, which is serener and -
calmer. It does not move of itself, by an internal and
spontaneous evolution, but, on the contrary, it resists -
change. It is a manner of thinking that, at every
moment of time, is fixed and crystallized. In so far as .
it is what it ought to be, it is immutable. If it changes,
it is not because it is its nature to do so, but because
we have discovered some imperfection in it; it is
because it had to be rectified. The system of concepts
with which we think in everyday life is that
expressed by the vocabulary of our mother tongue;
for every word translates a concept. Now language
is something fixed; it changes but very slowly, and
consequently it is the same with the conceptual
system which it expresses. The scholar finds himself
in the same situation in regard to the special
terminology employed by the science to which he
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has consecrated himself, and hence in regard to the
special scheme of concepts to which this termino-
logy corresponds. It is true that he can make inno-
vations, but these are always a sort of violence done
to the established ways of thinking.

And at the same time that it is relatively
immutable, the concept is universal, or at least cap-
able of becoming so. A concept is not my concept;
I hold it in common with other men, or, in any case,
can communicate it to them. It is impossible for me
to make a sensation pass from my consciousness into
that of another; it holds closely to my organism and
personality and cannot be detached from them. All
that I can do is to invite others to place themselves
before the same object as myself and to leave them-
selves to its action. On the other hand, conversation
and all intellectual communication between men is
an exchange of concepts. The concept is an essen-
tially impersonal representation; it is through it that
human intelligences communicate.

The nature of the concept, thus defined, bespeaks
its origin. If it is common to all, it is the work of the
community. Since it bears the mark of no particular
mind, it is clear that it was elaborated by a unique
intelligence, where all others meet each other, and
after a fashion, come to nourish themselves. If it has
more stability than sensations or images, it is
because the collective representations are more sta-
ble than the individual ones; for while an individual
1s conscious even of the slight changes which take
place in his environment, only events of a greater
gravity can succeed in affecting the mental status of
a society. Every time that we are in the presence of a
type of thought or action which is imposed uni-
formly upon particular wills or intelligences, this
pressure exercised over the individual betrays the
intervention of the group. Also, as we have already
said, the concepts with which we ordinarily think are
those of our vocabulary. Now it is unquestionable
that language, and consequently the system of con-
cepts which it translates, is the product of a collec-
tive elaboration. What it expresses is the manner in
which society as a whole represents the facts of
experience. The ideas which correspond to the
diverse elements of language are thus collective
representations.

Even their contents bear witness to the same fact.
In fact, there are scarcely any words among those
which we usually employ whose meaning does not
pass, to a greater or less extent, the limits of our per-
sonal experience. Very frequently a term expresses
things which we have never perceived or experi-
ences which we have never had or of which we have
never been the witnesses. Even when we know some
of the objects which it concerns, it is only as particu-
lar examples that they serve to illustrate the idea
which they would never have been able to form by
themselves. Thus there is a great deal of knowledge
condensed in the word which I never collected, and
which is not individual; it even surpasses me to such
an extent that I cannot even completely appropriate
all its results. Which of us knows all the words of the
language he speaks and the entire signification of
each?

This remark enables us to determine the sense in
which we mean to say that concepts are collective
representations. If they belong to a whole social
group, it is not because they represent the average of
the corresponding individual representations; for in
that case they would be poorer than the latter in
intellectual content, while, as a matter of fact, they
contain much that surpasses the knowledge of the
average individual. They are not abstractions which
have a reality only in particular consciousnesses, but
they are as concrete representations as an individual
could form of his own personal environment: they
correspond to the way in which this very special
being, society, considers the things of its own proper
experience. If, as a matter of fact, the concepts are
nearly always general ideas, and if they express cat-
egories and classes rather than particular objects, it is
because the unique and variable characteristics of
things interest society but rarely; because of its very
extent, it can scarcely be affected by more than their
general and permanent qualities. Therefore it is to
this aspect of affairs that it gives its attention: it is a
part of its nature to see things in large and under the
aspect which they ordinarily have. But this general-
ity is not necessary for them, and, in any case, even
when these representations have the generic charac-
ter which they ordinarily have, they are the work of
society and are enriched by its experience.
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That is what makes conceptual thought so valu-
able for us. If concepts were only general ideas, they
would not enrich knowledge a great deal, for, as we
have already pointed out, the general contains noth-
ing more than the particular. But if before all else
they are collective representations, they add to that
which we can learn by our own personal experience
all that wisdom and science which the group has
accumulated in the course of centuries. Thinking by
concepts is not merely seeing reality on its most gen-
eral side, but is projecting a light upon the sensation
which illuminates it, penetrates it and transforms it.
Conceiving something is both learning its essential
elements better and also locating it in its place; for
each civilization has its organized system of con-
cepts which characterizes it. Before this scheme of
ideas, the individual is in the same situation as the
voi¢ of Plato before the world of Ideas. He must
assimilate them to himself, for he must have them to
hold intercourse with others; but the assimilation is
always imperfect. Each of us sees them after his own
fashion. There are some which escape us completely
and remain outside of our circle of vision; there are
others of which we perceive certain aspects only.
There are even a great many which we pervert
in holding, for as they are collective by nature,
they cannot become individualized without being
retouched, modified, and consequently falsified.
Hence comes the great trouble we have in under-
standing each other, and the fact that we even lie to
each other without wishing to: it is because we all
use the same words without giving them the same
meaning.

We are now able to see what the part of society in
the genesis of logical thought is. This is possible
only from the moment when, above the fugitive con-
ceptions which they owe to sensuous experience,
men have succeeded in conceiving a whole world of
stable ideas, the common ground of all intelligences.
In fact, logical thinking is always impersonal think-
ing, and is also thought sub species eternitatis—as
though for all time. Impersonality and stability are
the two characteristics of truth. Now logical life
evidently presupposes that men know, at least con-
fusedly, that there is such a thing as truth, distinct
from sensuous appearances. But how have they been

able to arrive at this conception? We generally taj
as though it should have spontaneously presenteq
itself to them from the moment they opened thej
eyes upon the world. However, there is nothing i,
immediate experience which could suggest it; every-
thing even contradicts it. Thus the child and the
animal have no suspicion of it. History shows that it
has taken centuries for it to disengage and establjsh
itself. In our Western world, it was with the great
thinkers of Greece that it first became clearly cop-
scious of itself and of the consequences which it
implies; when the discovery was made, it caused *
an amazement which Plato has translated into
magnificent language. But if it is only at this epoch -
that the idea is expressed in philosophic formulz,
it was necessarily pre-existent in the stage of an .
obscure sentiment. Philosophers have sought to elu
cidate this sentiment, but they have not succeeded,
In order that they might reflect upon it and analyse it, -
it was necessary that it be given them, and that they
seek to know whence it came, that is to say, in what
experience it was founded. This is in collective
experience. It is under the form of collective thought
that impersonal thought is for the first time revealed
to humanity; we cannot see by what other way this
revelation could have been made. From the mere -
fact that society exists, there is also, outside of the
individual sensations and images, a whole system of
representations which enjoy marvellous properties. -
By means of them, men understand each other and
intelligences grasp each other. They have within
them a sort of force or moral ascendancy, in virtue of ;
which they impose themselves upon individual
minds. Hence the individual at least obscurely takes
account of the fact that above his private ideas, there
is a world of absolute ideas according to which he
must shape his own; he catches a glimpse of a whole -
intellectual kingdom in which he participates, but
which is greater than he. This is the first intuition of
the realm of truth. From the moment when he first ;
becomes conscious of these higher ideas, he sets
himself to scrutinizing their nature; he asks whence
these pre-eminent representations hold their pre-

rogatives and, in so far as he believes that be has

discovered their causes, he undertakes to put these
causes into action for himself, in order that he may
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draw from them by his own force the effects which
they produce; that is to say, he attributes to himself
the right of making concepts. Thus the faculty of
conception has individualized itself. But to under-
stand its origins and function, it must be attached to
the social conditions upon which it depends.

It may be objected that we show the concept in
one of its aspects only, and that its unique réle is not
the assuring of a harmony among minds, but also,
and to a greater extent, their harmony with the nature
of things. It seems as though it had a reason for exis-
tence only on condition of being true, that is to say,
objective, and as though its impersonality were only
a consequence of its objectivity. It is in regard to
things, thought of as adequately as possible, that
minds ought to communicate. Nor do we deny that
the evolution of concepts has been partially in this
direction. The concept which was first held as true
because it was collective tends to be no longer col-
lective except on condition of being held as true: we
demand its credentials of it before according it our
confidence. But we must not lose sight of the fact
that even to-day the great majority of the concepts
which we use are not methodically constituted; we
get them from language, that is to say, from common
experience, without submitting them to any criti-
cism. The scientifically elaborated and criticized
concepts are always in the very slight minority.
Also, between them and those which draw all their
authority from the fact that they are collective, there
are only differences of degree. A collective repre-
sentation presents guarantees of objectivity by the
fact that it is collective: for it is not without sufficient
reason that it has been able to generalize and main-
tain itself with persistence. If it were out of accord
with the nature of things, it would never have been
able to acquire an extended and prolonged empire
over intellects. At bottom, the confidence inspired by
scientific concepts is due to, the fact that they can be
methodically controlled. But a collective represen-
tation is necessarily submitted to a control that is
repeated indefinitely; the men who accept it verify it
by their own experience. Therefore, it could not be
wholly inadequate for its subject. It is true that it
may express this by means of imperfect symbols; but
scientific symbols themselves are never more than

approximative. It is precisely this principle which is
at the basis of the method which we follow in the
study of religious phenomena: we take it as an axiom
that religious beliefs, howsoever strange their
appearance may be at times, contain a truth which
must be discovered.

On the other hand, it is not at all true that con-
cepts, even when constructed according to the rules
of science, get their authority uniquely from their
objective value. It is not enough that they be true to
be believed. If they are not in harmony with the other
beliefs and opinions, or, in a word, with the mass of
the other collective representations, they will be
denied; minds will be closed to them: consequently
it will be as though they did not exist. To-day it is
generally sufficient that they bear the stamp of sci-
ence to receive a sort of privileged credit, because
we have faith in science. But this faith does not dif-
fer essentially from religious faith. In the last resort,
the value which we attribute to science depends
upon the idea which we collectively form of its
nature and réle in life; that is as much as to say that
it expresses a state of public opinion. In all social
life, in fact, science rests upon opinion. It is undoubt-
edly true that this opinion can be taken as the object
of a study and a science made of it; this is what soci-
ology principally consists in. But the science of
opinion does not make opinions; it can only observe
them and make them more conscious of themselves.
It is true that by this means it can lead them to
change, but science continues to be dependent upon
opinion at the very moment when it seems to be
making its laws; for, as we have already shown, it is
from opinion that it holds the force necessary to act
upon opinion.

Saying that concepts express the manner in which
society represents things is also saying that con-
ceptual thought is coeval with humanity itself.
We refuse to see in it the product of a more or less
retarded culture. A man who did not think with
concepts would not be a man, for he would not be a
social being. If reduced to having only individual
perceptions, he would be indistinguishable from the
beasts. If it has been possible to sustain the contrary
thesis, it is because concepts have been defined by
characteristics which are not essential to them. They
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have been identified with general ideas and with
clearly limited and circumscribed general ideas.
In these conditions it has possibly seemed as though
the inferior societies had no concepts properly so
called; for they have only rudimentary processes of
generalization and the ideas which they use are not
generally very well defined. But the greater part
of our concepts are equally indetermined; we force
ourselves to define them only in discussions or when
doing careful work. We have also seen that conceiv-
ing is not generalizing. Thinking conceptually is not
simply isolating and grouping together the common
characteristics of a certain number of objects; it is
relating the variable to the permanent, the individual
to the social. And since logical thought commences
with the concept, it follows that it has always
existed; there is no period in history when men have
lived in a chronic confusion and contradiction. To
be sure, we cannot insist too much upon the differ-
ent characteristics which logic presents at different
periods in history; it develops like the societies
themselves. But howsoever real these differences
may be, they should not cause us to neglect the sim-
ilarities, which are no less essential.

v

We are now in a position to take up a final question
which has already been raised in our introduction
and which has been taken as understood in the
remainder of this work. We have seen that at least
some of the categories are social things. The ques-
tion is where they got this character.

Undoubtedly it will be easily understood that
since they are themselves concepts, they are the
work of the group. It can even be said that there are
no other concepts which present to an equal degree
the signs by which a collective representation is re-
cognized. In fact, their stability and impersonality are
such that they have often passed as being absolutely
universal and immutable. Also, as they express the
fundamental conditions for an agreement between
minds, it seems evident that they have been elabor-
ated by society.

But the problem concerning them is more com-
plex, for they are social in another sense and, as it

were, in the second degree. They not only cop,
from society, but the things which they eXpres
are of a social nature. Not only is it socje
which has founded them, but their contents are
different aspects of the social being; the categg
of class was at first indistinct from the concept g
the human group; it is the rhythm of social life
which is at the basis of the category of time; the
territory occupied by the society furnished the*
material for the category of space; it is the collective
force which was the prototype of the concept of
efficient force, an essential element in the category
of causality. However, the categories are not made to'
be applied only to the social realm; they reach out
to all reality. Then how is it that they have taken
from society the models upon which they have been’
constructed? y

It is because they are the pre-eminent concepts,
which have a preponderating part in our knowledge.
In fact, the function of the categories is to dominate
and envelop all the other concepts; they are per-
manent moulds for the mental life. Now for them to
embrace such an object, they must be founded upon
a reality of equal amplitude. .

Undoubtedly the relations which they express
exist in an implicit way in individual conscious-
nesses. The individual lives in time, and, as we have
said, he has a certain sense of temporal orientation. .
He is situated at a determined point in space, and it -
has even been held, and sustained with good reasons, -
that all sensations have something special about
them. He has a feeling of resemblances; similar -
representations are brought together and the new :
representation formed by their union has a sort of
generic character. We also have the sensation of a
certain regularity in the order of the succession of
phenomena; even an animal is not incapable of this.
However, all these relations are strictly personal for
the individual who recognizes them, and conse-
quently the notion of them which he may have canin -
no case go beyond his own narrow horizon. The
generic images which are formed in my conscious-
ness by the fusion of similar images represent only -
the objects which I have perceived directly; there is
nothing there which could give me the idea of a
class, that is to say, of a mould including the whole -




group of all possible objects which satisfy the same
condition. Also, it would be necessary to have the
ijdea of group in the first place, and the mere obser-
vations of our interior life could never awaken that
in us. But, above all, there is no individual experi-

- ence, howsoever extended and prolonged it may

be, which could give a suspicion of the existence
of a whole class which would embrace every single
being, and to which other classes are only coordi-
nated or subordinated species. This idea of all,

~ which is at the basis of the classifications which we

have just cited, could not have come from the indi-
vidual himself, who is only a part in relation to the
whole and who never attains more than an infinitesi-
mal fraction of reality. And yet there is perhaps no
other category of greater importance; for as the role
of the categories is to envelop all the other concepts,
the category par excellence would seem to be this
very concept of torality. The theorists of knowledge
ordinarily postulate it is if it came of itself, while it
really surpasses the contents of each individual con-
sciousness taken alone to an infinite degree.

For the same reasons, the space which I know
by my senses, of which I am the centre and where
everything is disposed in relation to me, could not be
space in general, which contains all extensions and
where these are coordinated by personal guidelines
which are common to everybody. In the same way,
the concrete duration which I feel passing within me
and with me could not give me the idea of time in
general: the first expresses only the rhythm of my
individual life; the second should correspond to the
thythm of a life which is not that of any individual
in particular, but in which all participate. In the
same way, finally, the regularities which I am able
to conceive in the manner in which my sensations
succeed one another may well have a value for me;
they explain how it comes about that when I am
given the first of two phenomena whose concurrence
I have observed, I tend to expect the other. But this
personal state of expectation could not be con-
founded with the conception of a universal order of
succession which imposes itself upon all minds and
all events.

Since the world expressed by the entire system
of concepts is the one that society regards, society
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alone can furnish the most general notions with
which it should be represented. Such an object can
be embraced only by a subject which contains all the
individual subjects within it. Since the universe does
not exist except in so far as it is thought of, and since
it is not completely thought of except by society, it
takes a place in this latter; it becomes a part of soci-
ety’s interior life, while this is the totality, outside of
which nothing exists. The concept of totality is only
the abstract form of the concept of society: it is the
whole which includes all things, the supreme class
which embraces all other classes. Such is the final
principle upon which repose all these primitive
classifications where beings from every realm are
placed and classified in social forms, exactly like
men. But if the world is inside of society, the space
which this latter occupies becomes confounded with
space in general. In fact, we have seen how each
thing has its assigned place in social space, and the
degree to which this space in general differs from the
concrete expanses which we perceive is well shown
by the fact that this localization is wholly ideal and
in no way resembles what it would have been if it
had been dictated to us by sensuous experience
alone. For the same reason, the rhythm of collective
life dominates and embraces the varied rhythms of
all the elementary lives from which it results; conse-
quently the time which it expresses dominates and
embraces all particular durations. It is time in gen-
eral. For a long time the history of the world has
been only another aspect of the history of society.
The one commences with the other; the periods of
the first are determined by the periods of the second.
This impersonal and total duration is measured, and
the guide-lines in relation to which it is divided and
organized are fixed by the movements of concen-
tration or dispersion of society; or, more generally,
the periodical necessities for a collective renewal. If
these critical instants are generally attached to some
material phenomenon, such as the regular recurrence
of such or such a star or the alternation of the sea-
sons, it is because objective signs are necessary to
make this essentially social organization intelligible
to all. In the same way, finally, the causal relation,
from the moment when it is collectively stated by the
group, becomes independent of every individual
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consciousness; it rises above all particular minds and
events. It is a law whose value depends upon no
person. We have already shown how it is clearly thus
that it seems to have originated.

Another reason explains why the constituent
elements of the categories should have been taken
from social life: it is because the relations which
they express could not have been learned except in
and through society. If they are in a sense immanent
in the life of an individual, he has neither a reason
nor the means for learning them, reflecting upon
them and forming them into distinct ideas. In order
to orient himself personally in space and to know at
what moments he should satisfy his various organic
needs, he has no need of making, once and for all, a
conceptual representation of time and space. Many
animals are able to find the road which leads to
places with which they are familiar; they come back
at a proper moment without knowing any of the
categories; sensations are enough to direct them
automatically. They would also be enough for men,
if their sensations had to satisfy only individual
needs. To recognize the fact that one thing resembles
another which we have already experienced, it is in
no way necessary that we arrange them all in groups
and species: the way in which similar images call up
each other and unite is enough to give the feeling
of resemblance. The impression that a certain thing
has already been seen or experienced implies no
classification. To recognize the things which we
should seek or from which we should flee, it would
not be necessary to attach the effects of the two to
their causes by a logical bond, if individual con-
veniences were the only ones in question. Purely
empirical sequences and strong connections between
the concrete representations would be as sure guides
for the will. Not only is it true that the animal has no
others, but also our own personal conduct frequently
supposes nothing more. The prudent man is the one
who has a very clear sensation of what must be done,
but which he would ordinarily be quite incapable of
stating as a general law.

It is a different matter with society. This is possible
only when the individuals and things which compose
it are divided into certain groups, that is to say, classi-
fied, and when these groups are classified in relation

to each other. Society supposes a self-conscigyg
organization which is nothing other than a clasgj.
fication. This organization of society naturally
extends itself to the place which this occupies,
To avoid all collisions, it is necessary that each
particular group have a determined portion of space *
assigned to it: in other terms, it is necessary that
space in general be divided, differentiated, arranged,
and that these divisions and arrangements be knowp -
to everybody. On the other hand, every summons to
a celebration, a hunt or a military expedition implies "
fixed and established dates, and consequently thata -
common time is agreed upon, which everybody con-
ceives in the same fashion. Finally, the co-operation -
of many persons with the same end in view is pos- -
sible only when they are in agreement as to the re-
lation which exists between this end and the means:
of attaining it, that is to say, when the same causal -
relation is admitted by all the co-operators in the
enterprise. It is not surprising, therefore, that social -
time, social space, social classes and causality
should be the basis of the corresponding categories, -
since it is under their social forms that these differ-
ent relations were first grasped with a certain clarity
by the human intellect.

In summing up, then, we must say that society is "
not at all the illogical or a-logical, incoherent and
fantastic being which it has too often been con-
sidered. Quite on the contrary, the collective con-
sciousness is the highest form of the psychic life, since -
it is the consciousness of the consciousnesses. Being
placed outside of and above individual and local
contingencies, it sees things only in their permanent
and essential aspects, which it crystallizes into com-
municable ideas. At the same time that it sees from -
above, it sees farther; at every moment of time, it
embraces all known reality; that is why it alone can
furnish the mind with the moulds which are appli- -
cable to the totality of things and which make it pos- . J
sible to think of them. It does not create these moulds
artificially; it finds them within itself; it does nothing =
but become conscious of them. They translate the
ways of being which are found in all the stages of
reality but which appear in their full clarity only at
the summit, because the extreme complexity of the
psychic life which passes there necessitates a greater
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development of consciousness. Attributing social
origins to logical thought is not debasing it or dimin-
ishing its value or reducing it to nothing more than a
system of artificial combinations; on the contrary, it
is relating it to a cause which implies it naturally.
But this is not saying that the ideas elaborated in this
way are at once adequate for their object. If society
is something universal in relation to the individual, it
is none the less an individuality itself, which has its
own personal physiognomy and its idiosyncrasies;
it is a particular subject and consequently particular-
izes whatever it thinks of. Therefore collective rep-
resentations also contain subjective elements, and
these must be progressively rooted out, if we are
to approach reality more closely. But howsoever
crude these may have been at the beginning, the fact
remains that with them the germ of a new mentality
was given, to which the individual could never have
raised himself by his own efforts: by them the way
was opened to a stable, impersonal and organized
thought which then had nothing to do except to
develop its nature.

Also, the causes which have determined this
development do not seem to be specifically different
from those which gave it its initial impulse. If
logical thought tends to rid itself more and more of
the subjective and personal elements which it still
retains from its origin, it is not because extrasocial
factors have intervened; it is much rather because a
social life of a new sort is developing. It is this inter-
national life which has already resulted in universal-
izing religious beliefs. As it extends, the collective
horizon enlarges; the society ceases to appear as the
only whole, to become a part of a much vaster one,
with indetermined frontiers, which is susceptible of
advancing indefinitely. Consequently things can no
longer be contained in the social moulds according
to which they were primitively classified; they must
be organized according to principles which are their
own, so logical organization differentiates itself
from the social organization and becomes auto-
nomous. Really and truly human thought is not a
primitive fact; it is the product of history; it is
the ideal limit towards which we are constantly
approaching, but which in all probability we shall
never succeed in reaching.

Thus it is not at all true that between science on
the one hand, and morals and religion on the other,
there exists that sort of antimony which has so fre-
quently been admitted, for the two forms of human
activity really come from one and the same source.
Kant understood this very well, and therefore he
made the speculative reason and the practical reason
two different aspects of the same faculty. According
to him, what makes their unity is the fact that the two
are directed towards the universal. Rational thinking
is thinking according to the laws which are imposed
upon all reasonable beings; acting morally is con-
ducting one’s self according to those maxims which
can be extended without contradiction to all wills. In
other words, science and morals imply that the indi-
vidual is capable of raising himself above his own
peculiar point of view and of living an impersonal
life. In fact, it cannot be doubted that this is a trait
common to all the higher forms of thought and
action. What Kant’s system does not explain, how-
ever, is the origin of this sort of contradiction which
is realized in man. Why is he forced to do violence
to himself by leaving his individuality, and,
inversely, why is the impersonal law obliged to be
dissipated by incarnating itself in individuals? Is it
answered that there are two antagonistic worlds in
which we participate equally, the world of matter
and sense on the one hand, and the world of pure and
impersonal reason on the other? That is merely
repeating the question in slightly different terms, for
what we are trying to find out is why we must lead
these two existences at the same time. Why do these
two worlds, which seem to contradict each other,
not remain outside of each other, and why must they
mutually penetrate one another in spite of their
antagonism? The only explanation which has ever
been given of this singular necessity is the hypoth-
esis of the Fall, with all the difficulties which it
implies, and which need not be repeated here. On the
other hand, all mystery disappears the moment that
it is recognized that impersonal reason is only
another name given to collective thought. For this
is possible only through a group of individuals; it
supposes them, and in their turn, they suppose it, for
they can continue to exist only by grouping them-
selves together. The kingdom of ends and impersonal
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truths can realize itself only by the co-operation of
particular wills, and the reasons for which these
participate in it are the same as those for which they
co-operate. In a word, there is something impersonal
in us because there is something social in all of us,
and since social life embraces at once both represen-
tations and practices, this impersonality naturally
extends to ideas as well as to acts.

Perhaps some will be surprised to see us connect
the most elevated forms of thought with society: the
cause appears quite humble, in consideration of
the value which we attribute to the effect. Between
the world of the senses and appetites on the one
hand, and that of reason and morals on the other, the
distance is so considerable that the second would
seem to have been able to add itself to the first only
by a creative act. But attributing to society this
preponderating rdle in the genesis of our nature is
not denying this creation; for society has a creative
power which no other observable being can equal.
In fact, all creation, if not a mystical operation
which escapes science and knowledge, is the product
of a synthesis. Now if the synthesis of particular
conceptions which take place in each individual con-
sciousness are already and of themselves productive
of novelties, how much more efficacious these vast
synthesis of complete consciousnesses which make
society must be! A society is the most powerful
combination of physical and moral forces of which
nature offers us an example. Nowhere else is an
equal richness of different materials, carried to such
a degree of concentration, to be found. Then it is not
surprising that a higher life disengages itself which,
by reacting upon the elements of which it is the

product, raises them to a higher plane of EXiStence
and transforms them. :

Thus sociology appears destined to open a new
way to the science of man. Up to the Present,
thinkers were placed before this double altemanvg
either explain the superior and specific faculties of
men by connecting them to the inferior forms of hjg
being, the reason to the senses, or the mind to mat-
ter, which is equivalent to denying their uniqueness;
or else attach them to some super-experimental rea].
ity which was postulated, but whose existence coulq
be established by no observation. What put them i
this difficulty was the fact that the individual passed
as being the finis naturce—the ultimate creation of
nature; it seemed that there was nothing beyond him,
or at least nothing that science could touch. But from
the moment when it is recognized that above the
individual there is society, and that this is not a nom-
inal being created by reason, but a system of active
forces, a new manner of explaining men becomes
possible. To conserve his distinctive traits it is no
longer necessary to put them outside experience. At -
least, before going to this last extremity, it would be
well to see if that which surpasses the individual, -
though it is within him, does not come from this:
super-individual reality which we experience in
society. To be sure, it cannot be said at present to
what point these explanations may be able to reach
and whether or not they are of a nature to resolve all -
the problems. But it is equally impossible to mark in
advance a limit beyond which they cannot go. What
must be done is to try the hypothesis and submit it as
methodically as possible to the control of facts. This
is what we have tried to do.







