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20 IDEAS AND CONTEXTS

ist’s vision from the treatments of the stranger, the dyad, and the role of
secrecy, and you have removed all that gives life. In Simmel there is that
wonderful tension between the esthetically concrete and the philosophi-
cally general that always lies in greatness. It is the esthetic element in
Simmel’s work that makes impossible the full absorption of his sociologi-
cal substance by anonymous, systematic theory. One must go back to
Simmel himself for the real insight. As with Darwin and Freud, it will
always be possible to derive something of importance from the man di-
rectly that cannot be gleaned from impersonal statements in social
theory.

Our dependence upon these ideas and their makers is akin to the
artist’s dependence upon the artists who precede him, In the same way
that the novelist will always be able to learn from a study and restudy of
Dostoevski or JTames—to learn a sense of development and form, as well
as to draw inspiration from the creative source—so the sociologist can
forever learn from a rereading of such men as Weber and Simmel.

Tt is this element that separates sociology from some of the physical
sciences. There is, after all, a limit to what the young physicist can learn
from even a Newton. Having once grasped the fundamental points of the
Principia, he is not likely to draw very much as a physicist from reread-
ings (though he could as a historian of science). How different is the
relation of the sociologist to a Simmel or Durkheim. Always there will be
something to be gained from a direct reading, something that is informa-
tive, enlarging, and creative, This is precisely like the contemporary art-
ists return to the study of medieval architecture, the Elizabothan sonnet,
or the paintings of Matisse. This is the cssence of the history of art, and
why the history of sociology is so different from the history of science.

'

THE TWO
%X REVOLUTIONS

Teg BrrRaAXKUP oF THE OrLp ORDER

_The fundamental ideas of European sociology are best understood..

as Hommoumom to the problem of order created at the beginning of the
ningteenth century by the, om%mmn,bm«ﬁw?oﬁ.hw%ﬁ?eﬂmmm..awmﬁ,goﬁm of

industrialism. and revelutionary. democracy. This is the only conclusion
one can reach when he looks at the character of the ideas, the nature of
the works in which they appeared, and the relation of idea and work to
age. The intellectual elements of sociology are refractions of exactly the
same forces and tensions that also produced the outlines of modern 1ib-
eralism, conservatism, and radicalism.

The breakup of the old order in Europe—an order that had rested

on kinship, land, social class, religion, local community, and monarchy

i

—set free, as it were, the varied elements of power, wealth, and status

mm; had been consolidated, however precariously, ever since the Middle
Ages. Dislocated by revolution, scrambled by industrialism and the
forces of democracy, these elements can be seen tumbling across the
political landscape of Europe throughout the pineteenth century in
search of new and more viable contexts.

In the same way that the history of nineteenth-century politics is
about the practical efforts of men to reconsolidate these elements, the
%mwwﬁonw of social thought is about fheoretical efforts to reconsolidate
them: that is, put them in perspectives having philosophic and scientific
relevance to_the new age. The nature of community, the location of*
“power, the stratification of wealth and privilege, the role of the individual
in emerging mass society, the reconciliation of sacred values with politi-
cal and economic realitics, the direction of Western society—all of these
are rich themes in the nineteenth-century science of man. They are,

e
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equally rich as issues in market place, legislative chamber, and, not in-
frequently, on the barricades. :

Two forces, monumental in their ﬂm&mnmﬁn@. gave urgency to these
themes T The TRTSHAT REvolution and the French Revolution. It would
o hard to find any area of thought and writing in the century that was
not affected by one or both of these events. The cataclysmic nature of
each is plain enough if we look at the tesponses of those who lived
through the revolutions and their immediate consequences. Today it is
only too easy to submerge the identity of each revolution in long-term
processes of change; we are prone to emphasize continuity rather than
discontinuity, evolution rather than revolution. But to intellectuals of
that age, radical and conservative alike, the changes were of almost mil-
lennial abruptness. Contrast between present and past seemed stark—
terrifyingly or intoxicatingly, depending upon one’s relation to the old
order and to the forces at work on it.

We shall be concerned in this chapter less with the events and
changes of the two revolutions than with the images and reflections that

are 10 be found in the social thought of the pinsteenth century. What
either the Industrial or the French Revotution was in its historical actuai~
ity, in its concrete relation to what preceded and what followed, is not a
matter for assessment here. Our interest is in ideas, and the relation be-
tween events and ideas is never direct; it is always mediated by concep-

tions of the events. The role of moral evaluation, of political ideology, is
therefore crucial.

The Industrial Revolution, the power of the bourgeoisie, and the
tise of the proletariat may or may not have been all that Marx thought
them to be, but the fact remains that apart from his conception of them
there is no way of accounting for perhaps the major intellectual and
social movement in the subsequent history of the West. The same is true
of the French Revolution. Alfred Cobban has recently referred to “the
myth” of the French Revolution, by which he seems to mean that not
only the suddenness but the significance of the Revolution have been
exaggerated. But from the viewpoints of some of the founders of sociol-
ogy—Comte, Tocqueville, Le Play——the French Revolution was myth in
quite another sense, one rather that Sorel was to give to this word. To
these minds—and to many others—the French Revolution appeared al-
most as an act of God in its cataclysmic immensity. With the possible
exception of the Bolshevik Revolution in the twentieth century, no event
since the fall of the city of Rome in the fifth century has aroused emotion
so intense, thought so preoccupied, nor been the basis of as many dog-
mas and perspectives regarding man and his future.
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b MSW%‘ as E. J. Hobsbawm has written recently, are witnesses )
ich often speak louder than documents. The period comprised by th
%mmn quarter of the eighteenth and the first half of the nineteenth nmww .
is, from the m.uoma of view of social thought, one of the richest period maw
éeam.mog.maom in history. Consider the following which immwm@mﬁrmnm.o
vented during this period or-—which is the same thing—modified to ﬁwﬁ.
present meanings: industry, industriglist, democracy, class, middle cl "
ideology, intellectual, rationalism, humanitarian, auqhamhm.nu ass s com.
Sww&ﬂﬁﬁfﬁw&m_ﬁl&. collectivism, equalitarian a.wmw&, ne:wmﬁ MQ.S-
.WQMMMR utilitarian, bureaucracy, capitalism, nl.m._.w.a ?wma were ﬂMMu”.M.
u i _
coap HMM@ are the crucial ones for what we shall be concerned with in this
HmmmomMEEw mﬁm.m words were not simple counters in a game of abstract
on on society and its changes. One and all these words were satu
rated with moral interest and partisan identification. This was as tru .
Mwm end of ”um nineteenth century as at the gmmbE“mmv when ﬁwmm SMHMM
SMW HMMMM ﬁwmﬂmﬂwmwwmwﬂwﬂwﬂo M.m% this mmm not to deny or cast shadow on
e cy. fective study of society. All maj
MMMMMMHMH Emagﬁoq% o.n:E,m are characterized vw the wwomww.w%mww MM
pew oow Mm muws, meanings of words. How else can the bonds of intel-
ol son mesoummnw be cut through except by the sharp edges of new
: 1€ can express new values and new forces struggling for
mmunnmmwou@ .H Is only too easy at the time of their first mﬂummﬂmuwo to
- ummnMM Mmﬁmwm “jargon” and “linguistic barbarism” at the words—
some o c mmmm& deserve m“.ﬁ epithets and receive the just punish-
ent of later oblivion—abut the history of thought makes plain that few if
Muw. of the key %ow.mm in the humanistic study of man and society do not
egin as neologisms born of moral passion and ideological interest.

THE THEMES OF INDUSTRIALISM

g Zniwonm is Em more plainly to be seen than in the impact of the
mnumﬂwﬁa Revolution on nineteenth-century thought. Although it is Eng-
; wwcmmm QHMH and writing—literary as well as scholarly—that most mwwwmw
rove s the anm of the Industrial Revolution, if only because this revolu
is as distinctively English as the political revoluti ginnin .

. / Englist olution be, in

Mwmo nmm French, the nﬂwmnmmgm of industrialism were not lost ﬂwg
@MM& mbw_q Qmwuumm Em.awwnm. The wide reading which Adam Smith’s
e of Nations, Hucw.marmm in 1776, had received throughout Europe
gave even the most cloistered of scholars a forewarning of what the is-
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sues of the Industrial Revolution would be. Well before the phrase “In-
dustrial Revolution” gained currency, the words, “English System” were
used by German and Freach writers to describe the combined forces of
legal individualism and economism which were transforming English so-
ciety. As we shall repeatedly see in the chapters that follow, problems of
community, status, and authority were dealt with by sociologists, from
Comte to Weber, in the almost invariable contexts of the changes
wrought on Buropean society by the forces of division of labor, indus-

" trial capital, and the new roles of businessman and worker.

What were the aspects of @m‘mm@(ﬁﬁmﬁ%ﬁoﬁﬁomI»wmn. were 10

_prove most evocative of sociological response, most directive.in. the, for-
mation of .mwmm@wmm.wnﬂ,.mmogmﬁ and concept? Hg%ﬁm

nwmnw&..m..mmm. noa&.a.mm..& labor, the transformation of property, the indus-

Hm&,”m@m ‘technology, and the factory system. A great deal of sociology

can be seen as response to the challenge of these conditions, its concepts
as subtilizations of their impact upon the minds of such men as Tocque-

ville, Marx, and Weber.
Beyond question, the most striking and widely treated of these as-

peets was the condition of the working class) For the 4_%@.“.%%,@“.@ the

history of European thought, the working class (I distinguish “working
class” from the poor, the dowatrodden, the humble, which, of course,
form timeless themes) becomes, in the nineteenth century, the subject of

both moral and analytical concern. Some recent scholarship has sug-
gested that the condition of the working class under even the first stages
of industrialism was better than that which had provailed for a couple of
centuries before. This may be true. But it was rarely the view of inde-
pendent observers in the early nineteenth century. For radical and con- i

'servative, alike, it was. the undoubted legradation of labos, the wrenching

of work from the profective contexts.of guild, village, and family, that

was the most ?wmmaméamxlﬁmﬂmwpnﬁmmznwﬁwpﬁnumwﬁaOHngﬁmmmamﬁ@m.w

e A PR D

The declins of the status of the common laborer, not to mention the
skilled craftsman, is as much the subject of conservative indictment as it
is of radical. On the Continent, both Bonald and Hegel referred with
distaste to “the English system,” noting the general instability to society
that would be the necessary consequence of man’s loss of the roots of his
Iabor in family, parish, and community. In England, as early as 1807,
Robert Southey based his criticism of the new manufacturing system in
large part on its impoverishment of ever larger segments of the popula-
tion. Nine years later, in his Coliloquies, he wrote: “[A] people may be
too rich; because it is the tendency of the commercial, and more espe-
cially of the manufacturing system, to collect wealth rather than to
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diffuse it . . . great capitalists become like pikes in a fish-pond, wh
devour the weaker fish; and it is but too certain that the poverty mm .
part of the people seems to increase in the same ratio as the aovmmoww
another.” # The contrast between his own age and earlier times Mm
mwwmmma by .moﬁwmﬁ as it mm. to be throughout the century. “Bad as feudal
Enmm MMM.P . woﬂ&ww has his nmmﬁmm spokesman Sir Thomas More say in
-ollogutes, they were less injurious than these commercial ones to
the kindly and generous feelings of human nature.” ®
mgnﬂmﬁwﬂoﬂoﬁw the writings of the ablest of the English radicals in the
momnmmwmn o“«@m .Ww% Oowwoﬁ w.mﬂom. wu.m persecuted relentlessly by the
vy &mﬁwﬁ w.. M basis .& Ew nﬁﬂnwma of the new economy is not
Ty e om Southey’s; it is precisely what he believes to be the
fism wogo of the worker’s status. The new-system “has almost en
tirely extingnished the race of small farmers; from one end of England xw
M»m other, \.amm houses which formerly contained little farmers mW& their
ommwwumwﬂumwv ate now seen .mmuwmum into ruins, all the windows except
e stopped up, leaving just light emough for some labourer,
e tather was, perhaps, the small farmer, to look back upon his half-
naked and half-famished children. . . ,” ¢ ’ o
,‘.H wish to see,” Cobbett wrote, “the poor men of England what the
poor.men of m.mm_wma were when I was born; and from endeavouring to
MMMAWMMM“W this s_a.w_ nothing but the want of means shall make Bom&m;
o . . mﬂmam@ him Qo.wan# could see traditional, security-giving rela-
.Hcmm: ps being ground into dust, craftsmen and farmers transformed
E».o ‘Hpmnmmv: subject now to “Seigneurs of the Twist, sovereigns of the
Spinning Jenny, great Yeomen of the Yarn . . . Smm Sm&mwwbm man
sﬁd.mﬁ terms, everyone was in his place, and all were free. Now, i
fact, it is an affair of masters and slaves.” 5 e
et M&@ Eﬁwnmww Muogwww the moumwgm%w Southey and the radica) Cob-
ett here is reflective of a certain affinity between conservatism and radi-
calism that was to last throughout the century. (I am referring, of
MQE.P to the evaluation of industrialism and its byproducts. .H.wmaam .ﬁmm
m&n if any affinity Swg it came 10 political matters.) What conserva-
ﬂwm mwnc as Tocqueville, Taine, and the American Hawthorne were to
write in borrified reaction to the scene presented in Manchester and
other cities of the Midlands in England did not differ in descriptive char-
Mogmﬁ. or emotional intensity from what Engels was to write. It was Man-
Mm MMM. Mwwmmmwmomﬁn the :a.nm_ type,” so to speak, of conservative and
Codical reacti anwwu NMM .bwﬂ industry and to the displacement of working

Even Marx, whose distaste for ruralism was as boundless as his
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hatred of the past, found himself, in the Communist Manifesto, contrast- tative. Marx and Le Play were.perfectly. agreed npon.the nnvaryi
ing the “feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations” of the past with those : bonunvmm_m of the family in history, and woww, ooﬁE w&cn %mﬁwmw;@omw
which have left no other “nexus between man and man than naked self- - some highly illuminating words that a twentieth-century commmm. ti ﬁw.
interest, than callous ‘cash payment.’” Industrialism has drowned the Lewis Namier, was to write: “The relations of groups of men t ; Mm, :.
“most heavenly ecstasies of religious. fervor, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of land, of organized communities to units of Haamoémmomﬁ Em ¢o ; oot
philistine sentimentalism, in the icy waters of egotistical value.” ¢ To be Hﬁ.x of political history; social stratifications and nwaéwmonm mmmn no% B
sure, Marx took a cynical view of the patriarchalism of the past, seeing arising from the relationship of men to land, make the mmmm wanuwmmw
in it but a veil that hid real exploitation. But bis terminology could have s ways fully conscious, part of the domestic history of ummmhmm;lr Mc .
been accepted without demur by many a conservative of the time. Refer- X under urban and industrial conditions ownership of land no:mw H.H amg }
ence to “cash-nexus” is owing first, apparently, not o the radicals or . more than is usually supposed.” & No conservative could hav mm oM g
liberals, but to Carlyle, whose Signs of the Times, wriiten in 1829, dealt - the truth of these words; no more could a radical, thousgh mwﬂm& ca. M\m
eloquently and passionately with the commercialism that Carlyle felt was - awﬁ the affinity between conservative and mm&n&mimﬂ o M M:m HH
despuiling European culture.” In France the conservative Balzac would extended to wmnnadm a certain JWK of vsmovmmmq_wwﬂmnmﬁ-mﬁ ....\ﬂ
write: “There is Do kin but the thousand-franc note.” And before bim o ‘Property, but more especially the abstract and mawunwm%hmwi@ﬁm@mm&
Bonald, in an essay on the rural and urban family, made commercialism L erty that was represented by .m.vmw,nm vﬂﬂﬂmmwmmwoﬁob &m MMEM ..w%_w-
the prime attribute of all that he hated about modernism. 2 speculator, who best oxnu%mmmmsﬁma‘s‘o? omgouua oaﬂ EnoM o e
This is why. the indictment of capitalism that comes from the con- . eyes, is the special object of Burke’s condemnation. The mali mmn,.,man
servatives in the nineteenth contury is often more severe than that of the o ancy of what Burke called “the new awmm@mw:lummmnﬁm”oa %ﬂmﬂ%omﬁm
mmmmmwwmmm?%hmwmMﬁﬂmmum%mmmmwﬁmwmﬁﬁw\m@hﬁwﬁnhoa.mpoqmown of . property, buyers and sellers of shares of stock—fgures maoﬁmnnnzmﬁ ;
regarding it as 2 Tecessary imﬁm!@;o‘uu%%o;bwﬁ@;ﬁmﬁﬂm&%ﬂ@mw 2 bis pages. Burke is forthright about the matter. It is the transfer of me.u
fended to reject it outright, seein apy. development of its mass.industrial . cal power from the land to new forms of capital that he fears wmw b .
mwﬁﬁmlnwmwﬂ within, capitalism.or.a-futuze socialism==as but _a.contin- yond this was Burke’s deep-seated conviction that the whole o.nm a vm.
mwnw,wﬁﬁmm;mzﬁ@f@q@,gpﬁwoﬁﬂhﬁﬁg, of Christian-feudal society. It he was so passionately committed to rested, at bottom, on lande m@n that
was what the socialists accepted in capitalism—its technology, modes of . erty. In the new economic order he could see the mmm mentati mnww‘
organization, and urbanism—that the conservatives most despised. They atomization, of property and its conversion into impers mm& mwmwﬁ_mﬂ e
saw in these forces causes of the disintegration of what Burke called the would pever inspire allegiance or lead o stability. And Burke Mwm mM
“inns and resting places” of the human spirit, Bonald, “les liens so- . course, right, It was still another twentieth-century conservative vnM
ciales,” and Southey, “the bond of attachment.” . economist Joseph Schumpeter, who made this point the ve Mw@m._. M
The second of the themes to Smerge from the Industrial Revolution " Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, concluding with the wg%mwwwu

ia the social order. As we shall . that a people in whom hard property has softened to possession of im-

-

“outraged conservatives : . personal shares of stock will never even notice the transition, when it
comes, from capitalism to socialism. ,

has t6'd0 with property and its influence in

#i5te below, nothing in the Frenchi Reévoluti
as its confiscation of property and its weakening of the institutional sup-

LMWM%MW o« wuonm of maowwnw. Property, and its desired role E society, goes Mﬁﬁwﬂ "y Hﬁ the Enﬂmgﬁénmn.cg conservative and radical alike distrusted
o an any other single symbol to separate conservative from radical in the industrial and finance capital. But whereas radicals tended more and
m\ 3%\@1 b pineteenth century. For conservatives, property was the indispensable more, after Marx, to see this mode of property an essential step in th
’ basis of family, church, state, and all other major groups in society, For - evolution toward socialism and its capitalistic evils subject to Emm M
radicals, increasingly, the abolition of property, save as a vague collec~ m.oﬁomﬁwoumé liquidation of the privateness of its oﬂhmwmﬂ oomﬁm .

tive sentiment, became the prime goal of their aspirations. tives thought that it was the very nature of such capital to ommwﬁ mmm"o MM.

And yet there js here, as in the condition of the working.class, 2 ity and alienation in a 'population, and that this was quite Emm@an &

- T s e ST - . - H
curious affinity between radical and conservative. In part it was interpres . the mere matter of public or private ownership. All that had mad
: ade
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landed property the subject of entail and primogeniture in almost every
country at one time or other—had led its peasantry and aristocracy alike
for centuries to make preservation and continuity of property sovereign
over all but religious values, to make it the object of boundless ambition,
covetousness, and protectiveness—now made land the pillar of conserva-

tive ideology.
A third theme to emerge from the Indusirial Revolution was urban-

Wmm.wmﬂwm same way that the social condition of the working class be-
“came for the first time the subject of ideological passion, so did the social
character of the city. Prior to the early nineteenth century the city, insc-
far as it was dealt with at all in humanistic writing, was seen as the
repository of civilized graces and virtues, Now and then, as in Mon-
taigne’s Essays or Rousseaw’s Confessions, expressions of distaste might
be found, but these were directed less at the nature of the city (even less
at the poverty and squalor that might be found) than at the distractions
its wealth and more active intellectual life sometimes caused. But actugl
revulsion for the city, fear of it as a force in cﬁmmm.;A.Wmmammmmwmmwwmm
with ,wa.wmmr,.ﬁsﬁo;,.wﬁawao%Sr,oo%Eﬁ.f%ﬁ@@%ﬂo&&mzﬁw
ates_of mind hardly known before the nineteenth century. It is, as we
shall repeatedly see, the city that forms the context of most sociological
organization, alienation, and mental isolation

mem__mﬁ@m;mm‘,...,mmw,s anizatior . e lation
H:h%m@ of loss of community and membership. There was, to be
sure, much to shore up wn,mmmﬂwamww of evil. To take Manchester again:
between 1801 and about 1850 the population shot up from some seventy
thousand to slightly more than three hundred thousand. Accompanying
the raw growth in numbers went, of course, increase in squalor—“ifith,”
as Ruskin was to term it—beyond anything that European man’s experi-
ence had prepared him for. Here, as in the two other themes we have
noted, contrast was inevitable: contrast between the relatively simple,
stable, and walled towns that could be seen in hundreds of extant prints
of medieval urban life and the sprawling, planless, and unbounded ag-
gregates that eyesight revealed in the new cities of the Midlands. English
cities may have presented the worst of the spectacles of urbanism-—50
regarded by French and German as well as English humanists—but, as
the novels of Balzac, Victor Hugo, and, later, Zola make plain, the phe-
nomenon of Paris was sufficiently arresting to the imagination.

In the begioning, radicals and conservatives were largely upited in
their distaste for urbanism,, There is as much nostalgia for the rural past
“in Cobbett as there is in Burke. But as the century rogresses, Oug cannot

el 2 e

but be struck by the increasingly “yrban” character.of radicalism. 1
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mean by this not only the demographic roots in the city of almost all

Mumwmnmgg.cwﬁi H.H&nm_ moveinents but also the urban flavor of radi-
ca ”MW Mmﬁwwmmmﬂmﬂmcoa@ urban ordering of values that we sce in rad-
] Kmﬂm regarded the onset of urbanism as one of the blessings of
capitalism, something to be spread even further in the future socialist
order. m.&@, essentially “urban” character of modern radical thought (and
therefore its theoretical and tactical unpreparedness for the twentieth-
nwﬂg role of peasant populations) derives largely from Marx and a
view that made ruralism a recessive trait. Engels, it is interesting to note
s.wﬁ.vmo. study of the English working classes has more of the spirit cm
mmﬁm in #, generally, than of strict Marxism, was, on the other hand
wmmimgm by creeping urbanism. “We know well enough,” he dﬁoa“
that [the] isolation of the individual . . . is mﬁogwﬂm the ?wam“
mental principle of modern society. But nowhere is this selfish egotism
so blatantly evident as in the frantic bustle of the great city.” ® mmmaﬂoam
can be set alongside these of Tocqueville, written after a visit to Man-
chester: “From this foul drain the greatest stream of human industry
flows out to fertilize the whole world. From this filthy sewer pure gold
moﬂ.m. Here humanity attains its most complete development and its Mo%
vEﬁF.wﬂw civilization works its miracles and civilized man is turned
m@oﬁ into a savage.” * The conservatives emphasized the degree to
which European culture—from its moral and spiritual ideals, to its crafts
and songs m”mm literatare—was based on the rhythms of the vnonuz.wm&m ’
the manammwyom of seasons, the alternation of natural elements, and me
deep relation between man and soil. Ounly rootlessness and wmommmom
could be expected from a separation of man from these rhythms and his
exposure to the artificial pressures of the city. If modern radicalism is
urban in its mentality, conservatism is largely rural.

Two final themes, w@ﬂmmwmgm_ -equally freighted with ideological Amrmﬁ.& E@m =

passion in nineteenth-century thought, must be méntioned: fechtiology

A M S O A S P S o e

and the ctory system. Under the impact of the former and within the

, confines of the latter, coniservatives and radicals alike could see changes

occurring that affected the historic relation between man and woman

¥

that threatened (or promised) to make the traditional family obsolete
ﬂwmﬁ would abolish the cultural separation between town and noamﬁQ“
m.amw and that would make possible, for the first time in history, a libera-
tion of man’s productive energies from the restraints that woww nature
and traditional society had imposed.

Each theme, technology and factory, is the subject of countless
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tracts, sermons, and orations as well as scholarly works in the nineteenth
century, Among the radicals there.is a kind of ambivalence toward | both.

3 s B AT L S RS
Yt s

The worker’s subjection to the machine, his anonymous incorporation
into the regimentation enforced by factory bell and overseer, his prole-
tarianization of status are, plainly, rich themes in radical writing. But
here too the conservative tesponse is the more fundamental. For while
Marx could see a form of enslavement in the machine, and a manifesta-
tion of alienation of labor, he came increasingly to identify this enslave-
ment and alienation with private property rather than with the machine
as such. And as for the discipline of the factory, Engels’ words, aroused
by anarchist condemnation of the factory system, are refective of what
became nearly universal in radical writing by late century: “Wanting
to abolish authority in large-scale industry is tantamount to wanting €0
abolish industry itself, to destroy the power loom in order to retum 10
the spinning wheel.” ** From acceptance of the factory and its mechani-
cally imposed division of labor as historically necessary, it was but a
short step to the kind of idealization of factory and machine that we find
in early twentieth-century radical writing and art.
The conservatives distrusted the factory and its mecnanica, CIvE
of 1abor as they did any system that seemed, by its nature, calculated to
déstroy the peasant, the artisan, as well as family.and.local.community.
1t was easy to see in the workings of the rotary steam engine, the flying
shuttle, or the spinning jenny a form of tyranny over the mind of man
and an instrument in his moral degradation. Between man and ma-
chine there was occurring, it seemed, a transfer of, first, sirength and
dexterity and, then, intelligence that boded ilt for creatures made in the
image and likeness of God. In exactly the same way that the factory
(which to Bentham had appeared the very model of what all human rela-
tionships should be) became to sach men as Coleridge, Bonald, and
Haller the archetype of an economic regimentation hitherto known only
in barracks and prisons, so the machine became in their minds the per-
fect symbol of what was happening to men’s minds and culture.
Carlyle spoke for conservatives and for humanists alike when he
wrote: “Not the external and physical alone is now managed by machin-
ery, but the internal and spiritual also. . . . The same habit regulates
not our modes of action. alone, but our modes of thought and fecling,
* Men are grown mechanical in head and in heart, as well as in hand. They
have lost faith in individual endéavour, and in natural force of any kind.
Not for internal perfection, but for external combinations and arrange-
ments, for institutions, constitutions—for Mechanism of one sort or

ical division
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,.uﬁmu, do they hope and struggle. Their whole efforts, attachments, opin-
ions, turn on mechanism, and are of a mechanical character.” 12 ,HnwEn
same spirit, Carlyle wrote: “Mechanism has struck its roots down into
mwmu.m most intimate, primary sources of conviction; and is thence send-
fng up, over his whole life and activity, innumerable stems-—fruit-bear-
ing E& poison-bearing.” ** And Tocqueville saw in the machine and in
the division of labor that accompanied it instruments of a degradation of
mat more mém.& than any that had befallen him under ancient tyrannies.
All that was given to the machine in the way of skill and direction was

Tocqueville thought, taken out of man’s essence, leaving him ﬁmmwu

narrow-minded, and d s :
codeom 15 8 ependent. “The art advances, the artisan re-

DEMOCRACY AS REVOLUTION

.dum French Revolution was no less shattering in its impact upon
.Qumwwrmn dogma and traditionalist feeling. And the political Ho<cEMou
in «unmn.oo had what the economic revolution largely lacked: dedicated
emissaries and disciples who made of it the first great ideological revolu-
tion in .5889 history. Whether the political changes of the French
W.méoumﬂom proved more fateful in subsequent European—and world—
history than the economic changes of the Industrial Revolution will al-
ways be debatable. But by its very nature the French Revolution was
possessed of a suddenness and dramatic intensity that nothing in the
Hb.aumﬁﬂ Revolution could match. The stirring Declaration of the
Rights of Man, the unprecedented nature of the laws that were passed
cwnqnmm 1789 and 1795, laws touching literally every aspect of the so-
cial structure in France-—not to emphasize the sanguinary aspects of the
Revolution, especially those embodied in the Terror—were sufficient to
mzmamu.uﬁn to the Revolution a kind of millennial character that was to
mmmé it mnm a whole century the most preoccupying event in French polit-
8& and intellectual history. All that industrialism is to English letters
mcﬁwm Eocmum.mﬁm_ and legislation in the nipeteenth century, the mnaou
WMMM Muqowunom in France at the end of the eighteenth century is to

Today every schoolboy knows that the French Revolution did not
commence the processes of centralization, equalitarianism, natiopalist
collectivism, secularism, and bureaucracy that partisans 9“” both sides
mH,mn thought it had. Before the nineteenth century was well under way.
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there were historians, the most notable among them being Tocqueville,
who pointed to the deep roots these processes had in French history. But
the Revolution gained its tenacious hold upon European consciousness
before these roots had been made clear by historical analysis. In any
event, quite apart from all that had happened prior to the Revolution in
preparation of the way, nothing could detract from the exciting spectacle
of  small number of men composed of liberal reformers, political intel-
lectuals, financial speculators, economic visionaries, moral zealots—ito
name a few of the types who flourished together, or successively, during
the course of the Revolution—who thought themselves, and who were
thought by others on both sides of the Atlantic, to be engaged in the
building of a new social order. Taine, whose scholarship and judgment
may be questioned, but not his acumen, did not erx in describing the
Revolution as. the most important single. historiCil EVERE il Europe’s. his-

B.W.M wmmm..ﬁn.ﬂmmm of Rome.

We can do no more here than hint at the scope and intensity of the
Revolution’s influence on European thought. It will suffice to look at
the sociologists. Without exception, from Comte to Durkheim, they gave
the French Revolution 2 decisive role in the making of those social con-
ditions with which they were immediately concerned. Thus, it was social
disorder engendered by the Revolution that Comte specifically pointed to
as the background of his own work. It was, Comte thought, the “false
dogmas” of the Revolution—equalitarianism, popular, sovereignty, and

A A T
individualism—that, above even’the new industrial system, were respon-

sible for the spread of moral disorganization in Europe. Tocqueville was
haunted by the Revolution; it is the real theme of his study of American
democracy, and he planned a long work specifically on its effects. Le
Play repeatedly attributes to the Revolution the chief causes of the dis-
tressed condition of the working classes in mid-century, as well as the
secularization of education, the individualization of .property,.and the

poic ot S e

#Cceleration of burcaucracy that he so disliked. At the end of the century

Gitkheim is still concerned with what he calls the Revolution’s replace-
ment of “corporate egoism” by “individual egoism.” The inteliectual im-
pact of the Revolution was hardly less general in Germany. Of Hegel’s
fascination with it there is ample record, and it was undoubtedly the
dramatic Hmhomwmmmmon of law undertaken by the revolutionaries that
was the immediate impulse of Savigny’s studies. Otto von Gierke found
in the Revolution’s destructive impact on such intermediate associations
as monastery, guild, and commune the principal inspiration of his monu-

mental study of state and association in European history. And Leo
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Straus mm undoubtedly correct in his statement that Max Weber’s basic
<categories of authority—traditional and rational and charismatic—owe
wnnnw to the Revolution and its impact on the old order.’® Mosca, deepl
mmmnmmmma by his reading of Taine, took from the Revolution mwm ommwmw.w
WR nmnmmmﬁm of w.mm m_moQ of power. Michels was not less affected in the
OMMMMMMMW of his “law of oligarchy” and his critique of “democratic
S&.& Is true of sociology is equally true of many other areas of
Qommﬁ in the-century: historiography, jurisprudence, moral philosophy
wowzomm.momgn@. One and all, they found themselves dealing with Em
issues Hm..a.wa dramatically by the Revolution: tradition versus.reason and
law, religion versus state, the nature of ‘.wﬁnwbnwamehhﬁwmomzom,moamw

classes, administration, centralization, nationalism, and, perhaps. above

T ot U ubros i icscadipsterte

all others, equalitarianism, It was the word democracy that summed

them up, and in ifs modern mﬁﬁ?@ﬁ ‘word springs straight from the

i 255

wmwmmwwnw:oﬁuom.:mﬁ_.mmop:m. ﬁmmﬁ@s&mﬁaanE&mﬁan&
Revolution that democracy ceased to be a mere literary word, and be-
came part of the political vocabulary.” 10 ,

. Why did the Revolution, as no revolution ever had before, seize the
SE%. of men for a century after, dominating thought in so many areas
wmmo:mm the very categories of men’s identification of themselves mum
their m&mmow. to politics and morality? The full answer is complex, but
there is one important aspect that is relevant to our purposes here. Fhe-
%@nﬁ.ﬁnggiﬁmm the first thoroughly ideological revolution. This
is to take nothing away from the American Revolution, which had ex-
cited the mind of Europe with its Declaration of Independence. But the
goals of the American Revolution were limited, limited almost wholly to

R B g
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independence from England, and at no, point do we find any of ifs Teaders
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—not €ven g Tom wumﬁo[mamm sting that the Revolution be_the means

of social and wioral Teconstruction which would involve church, family, |

property, and other institutions.
The French Revolution was a very different phenomenon. Within a
few months after it had begun, moral principles became clamant and, as
the Revolution progressed, very nearly total. We may say all we .m.wmw
m@oﬁ .Eo economic causes, the role of the non-ideological businessman
or n.:& servant, the importance of purely administrative processes, and
W.._»m internal effects of the foreign wars the Revolation found itself wmw?
ing. But all we need to do is examine the preambles of laws that began to
appear by 1790, the debates that went og in Assembly and Convention
the wu.na and pamphlets that were circulated throughout France, mn,.
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make it apparent that, whatever the underlying w.vmomm were .mb Emmwmmmﬁg
ning, the power of moral utterance, .of ideclogical. affiliation,.of sheer

T snsnin e

pagsionate political belief reached a point shortly-that-is-without. prece-

amﬁmm,_wwmwog mmé.womau@%u..Rmmwosm.Smmm.OH..mwon"w. .H.wa anmw.umﬁw
mmmmm is plain encugh in the Declaration of .mmn Rights of Man an mwh he
early debates on the place of religion, but it Hmmowmm m_mwmmﬁ&mm”mu umu mm
intensity by the time of the Committee of Public mﬁm&w (“8 va nw. o
Albert Guerard has suggested, is the more expressive translation o
“Salut” here).
wmwmww JMHMHMM@ nommvomﬁmmﬁm“ beginning with Burke, S&o. first called at-
tention to the ideological character of the French Wo«‘ogcom. wﬁww MMM
bitterly attacked for suggesting in 1790 that the aims of the Mo””o 1 o
were fundamentally different from those of the k.PB«nnmm Revo! mnﬁww. He
was accused of having betrayed the principles that had actuate s in
dictment of the East India Company and his &@moumm of the >§oﬂmmw
colonists. But Burke saw in the French ngomzﬁo.n a m.oaom ncawowm e
of political power, secular rationalism, and moralistic ammuwomw Mww m SMM
he believed, unique. And Burke was right. However wmﬁmmsa. s o
count may be of actual events and laws, however mmmx.B@wsw his Tegat
for French monarchy, however malicious r.wm nvmumnﬁwﬁmuon of mmowmw uH
revolutionary power, there is a certain w.om:o humer in the wmnMnMNu m%m
by 1794 such men as Robespierre and Saint-Fust éw&m have had to n
Burke’s account of the implications of the Wquanm far closer to M@
ity than that of the Iiberal Richard Price which had, as we _n.noﬁ aMM
the immediate impetus to Burke’s Reflections. For, whereas Hum._nm mws. o
further than the announced political og.mﬁ‘.?ﬁm ouh. the quoﬁco.mm &mw ©
saw the underlying oral, quasi-religious intensity of the H,ownnw&
tionalism within which these objectives took form. What the p Omwm
phers of rationalism during the Revolution took away from mwmo Hmmmw
Christianity, they vested with truly missionary zeal in the work o e
W%oWnMManmoa later, Tocqueville was but giving new phrasing to

however violent, had aroused such passionate enthusiasm, for mﬁvﬂ M%Mm.
the French Revolution set before it was not mm@mm@ a change I t e
French system but nothing short of a regeneration of the imam HMEmu
race. It created an atmosphere of missionary fervor and, indeed, .mm..
sumed all the aspects of a religious revival-~much to the oommﬁoum.wﬁww
of contemporary observers. It would wmmw_mmm be truer to say mum”.una "
{ veloped into a species of religion, if a singularly imperfect one, sin

Burke’s assessment when he wrote: “No previous political upheaval,;
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% was without a God, without a ritual or promise of future life. Neverthe-
less, this stramge religion has, like Islam, overrun the whole world with
: its apostles, militants, and martyrs.” 11 L
It was the ideological character of the Revolution that made it the
obsession of intellectuals for decades afterward. Mere events, even those
involving dethronement, expropriation, and beheading, do not captivate
the hopes of romantics, idealists, and visionaries for generations, nor .
torment the apprehensions of traditionalists, Dogmas and heresies are
required, and these the Revolution had in abundance. It was the Revolu-
tion that contributed to Western Europe states of mind about political
good and evil that had previously been reserved to zeligion and demonol-
Ogy- '
The whole character of politics and of the intellectual’s role in poli- -
tics changed with the structure of the state and its relation to social and
economic interests. Politics now became an intellectual and moral way
of life, one not unlike that which Rousseau had described in his Confes-'
sions. “I had come to see that everything was radically connected with
politics, and that however one proceeded, no people would be other than
the nature of his government made jt.” 18
In his Discourse on Political Economy, Rousseau wrote: “If it is
- good to know how to deal with. men as they are, it is much better to
make them what there is need they should be. The most absolute author- |
ity is that which penetrates into a man’s inmost being, and concerns itself
no less with his will than with his actiops . . | I you would have the
General Will accomplished, bring all the particular wills into conformity
with it; in other words, as virtue is nothing more than this conformity of
the particular wills with the General Will, establish the reign of virtue,” 19
Rousseau’s relation to the Revolution is an interesting one. To think
of him as one of the “causes” of the Revolution is, of course, absurd, He
was too little read, too little respected in France during the years that
preceded the Revolution. Even in 1789, when the Revolution broke out,
there is Jittle evidence that his ideas mattered very much. But by 1791,
thirteen years after his death, he had become the Gray Eminence of the
Revolution: the most admired, most quoted, and most nfluential of all
the philosophes. His exciting combination of indjyic tic equalitarian-
Ism (so vivid in the discourses on the arts and sciences and on the origin
of inequality) and of a General Will that gave legitimacy to absolute i
political power (expoundedin the Discourse-on Political Economy and
E|me4w%ba¢nn& was made to order for revolutiona irations.

There was, to begin with, the majestic Declaration of the Rights of

i
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Man which clearly specified that “the source of all sovereignty is essen-
tially in the nation; no body, no individual can exercise any authority
that does not proceed from it in plain terms.” And further, “Law is the
expression of the general will. All citizens have the right to take part,
personally or by their representatives, in its formation. It must be the
same for all whether it protects or punishes. All citizens, being equal in
its eyes, are equally eligible to all public dignities, places and employ-
ments, according to their capacities, and without other distinctions than
those of their virtues and talents.” ,

£ Much of the specific legislation of the Revolution can be seen in

£ these terms.? In a law of March 2-17, 1791, the hated guilds and trade

corporations were abolished for once and _all,. inaugurating freedom of

e e P

oaommw&mw (liberté du travail). This law was followed three months
later by a more rigorous measure, the famous Loi Le Chapelier. of Tune
14~17, which not only confirmed zbolition of the guilds but forbade the
establishment of any analogous form of new association. “There Is 10
jonger any corporation within the state; there is but the particular inter-
est of each individual and the general interest . . > At a stroke, demo-
cratic assemblies were thus able to present a magnitude of power that had
eluded the efforts of supposedly absolute kings. Rousseaw’s dislike of
“partial associations” within the state was now converted into legislative
action. “Citizens of certain trades must not be permitted to assemble for
their pretended interests.” A state that is “truly free,” one of the legisla-
tors said, “ought not to suffer within its bosom any corporation, not even
such as, being dedicated to public instruction, have merited well of the
country.” Benevolent societics and mutual-aid associations were made
illegal or at least suspect. “It is the business of the nation,” Le Chapelier
declared in an address before the Assembly, «it is the business of the
public officers in the name of the nation, to furnish employment to those
who need it and assistance to the infirm.” If old corporations were unac-
ceptable, on the ground of their corruption of general will, why should
new ones be allowed? “Whereas the abolition of all kinds of corperations
of citizens of the same estate and of the same trade is one of the funda-
mental bases of the French constitution, it is prohibited to re-establish
them de facto under any pretext of form whatsoever.”
Napoleon’s later edicts respecting associations were but extensions
and reinforcements of what the Revolution, in its democratic-liberal
phase, had already begun, a fact sometimes overlooked by historians

who stress Napoleon's “reactionary” relation to the Revolution. Admit-
tedly his Jaws were more encompassing, and he had a police system for
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their enforcement that was lacking in 1791. But he did not originate
Eo.Bm he merely extended and systematized them. Thus, in 1810 new
mmﬂ.&@m were appended to existing laws which forbade associations num- ;
bering more than twenty persons. Although popular protest led to a .
Hmomoﬂmmom of these restrictions in 1812, it was not until nearly the ead
of the nineteenth century that three generations of bitter political contro-
versy on associations were terminated by final repeal of the laws
mcmum.naﬁw or limiting them. We will find that Comte, Le Play, and Toc-.
maaq.mmmv. to name but three sociologists, were deeply concerned with the’
implications to society of restriction of the freedom of associations. ‘

The family also underwent. profound.change-in.law. during the Rev-

OlutBa Like the philoso bmm,:v&maWn@omam@hi&«%&&@%&mﬂﬂ;wml
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triarchal cisioms-and the indissolubility of the marriage tie “against na-
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eason.” In a law of 1792 marriage was designated
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T eivil Sonliact and. several grounds.for.divorce, were. made available.
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iﬂnﬂmﬁw such measures invariably rested on natural law with
u.mnmmcmﬁ citation of philosophy. That the relaxation was not unwelcome
in some quarters may be inferred.from, the fact that in the mwxﬂwﬂoﬁ. of

b s R b e MWt e O

the"Reptiblic the number of divorces in Paris exceeded the number of

i)

mrwmmnwmmwma Bt thefe was more to follow in reform of the family. Strict
w‘ﬁmwﬁoum were placed upon the vmwmmmwﬁmosg .‘mm.m, in muomwam»m,mm
aiitharity ?mmr Wmﬁmw@nmw" geased when the children Hmmnwnm.www%smw . In

1793 the age of majority was fixed at twenty-one, and in the same year

et BRI it ik

the government decreed the inclusion of illegitimate.children.in maftters

Pt

g

n&mmnm&am‘mmamm..m.uwmﬂﬁmmon. The attitude of the legislators was plainly
w.mmEn to the customs governing the solidarity of the old family. Such
men as Lepelletier and Robespierre, specifically mw.m..ww..,&mm to the pre-
cepts of Rousseau (in his Discourse on Political Economy), insisted that
the state shounld have primacy of claim upon the existerce of the youn

The legislators held that within_the family,.as-elsewherg,. f o
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w,mmm,rﬂ‘ and individual rights must vrevail,. The family was nounm@mm as

sl

a il fepublic (une petite république), and the father prevented from
wmﬂoaﬁm monarchical” authority. Relations between the mmBme and

_dependents; such as servanis 1t upon. a contractual
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basis. The patriarchal unity of the family was thus dissolved, in law at

Hommm‘ mﬁ_ungﬁwmmmnm.mwumnw...ﬁoﬁwﬁwbmmo@m«.

Property was no less thoroughly Bo&mmm;vwm the Revolutionary legis-
Hmﬁ.ﬁm.ﬁ Before the Revolution, custom and law had encouraged a system
of inheritance under which estates, both large and small, tended fo be

mmenncma intact, and were passed on from generation fo generation in

A
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the same families. It now became difficult for family property to perpetu-

ate itself in the aggregate. The government, taking the view.that property
belongs to the individual members of the famil , proclaimed the partage

foreé,whereby the father was logally obliged to wil to his cildron equal
amounts.of-property. By limiting the testamentary freedom of the father
dnd forcing an equal division of property, the economic solidarity of the
family was weakened. This, as we shall note, above anything else the
Revolution did, obsessed Le Play, leading indeed to a vast study of fam-
ily and property.

As one more expression of its dedication to the liberation of individ-
uals from ancient authorities, the government, in 1793, took from the
family the control of education.s _Preyviously, primary education. had

vﬂ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂﬁwﬁ church. Universities in France were

semi-autonomous ecclesiastical institutions. The successive governments
of the Revolution, believing with Danton that “after bread, education is
the chief need of the people,” passed numerous measures designed to
centralize and broaden education simultaneously, making it not merely
the right but the political duty of all citizens. This legislative design for
centralization of education was given powerful effect by Napoleon, who
avowedly regarded education as a machinery for the production of effi-
cient subjects. “In the establishment of a teaching body,” he remarked,
“my principal aim is to have a means of directing political and moral
opinions; for so long as people are not taught from their childhood
whether they are to be Republicans or Monarchists, Catholics or free-
thinkers, the State will not form a nation.” 2* Omitting the matter of mo-
tivation, the words could have come from either Rousseau or one of the
Jacobins,

Religion also was deeply a

here the link between En-

evolution js. .m.,omwm.mwhmmmnomm of all. The Abbé Raynal,

lighteament and K
whose anti-ecclesiastical writings had earned him censure by the church,
achieved belated revenge during the Convention, when his words were
read aloud enthusiastically. “The state is not made for religion; religion
is made for the state. The state is supreme in all things; any distinction
between temporal power and spiritual power is a palpable absurdity, and
there cannot be more than a sole and single jurisdiction throughout in
matters where public utility has to be provided for or defended.” 25 At
the outbreak of the Revolution there was no manifest wish to abolish
Christianity, but there was plainly desire to regulate it completely. If
there was to be a church, it must reflect the character of the new political
order. In the name of /iberté, the Assembly suppressed all perpetual mo-
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mmmmna_oﬂm and all religious orders. mmnnmmﬁmw.mbm. charitable func-

- tions held by the church and ts various orders were transferred to the
 be elected like ordinary ficials.

state. Bishops and parish priests . ._
It was ruled that clerics must mnn%mi.,.. ..rﬁum\‘mmcuu_Qa;mnwﬁmﬁ.mnm in
mﬁmw capacity must take an oafh of fidelity to the state. Those Who re.
fused to swear fidelity were declared enemics of the people.

But the Inost-severe blow fell when the Jproperty belonging -to the

e

mwmmmw_w%mm,mmmmmmmmnn by the state. From the point of view of the nature
of social groups and associations under the law, the chief interest of this
act lies in the discussions which were precipitated concerning the corpo-
rate nature of the church. The question was raised by more than one
member of the Assembly whether the church, by its corporate being,
should not be indemnified for the expropriation. Older corporate ideas of
jurisprudence still found expression, even in that body. But they were
drowned out by the overwhelming flood of natural-law arguments that
mmmmoum other than natural persons (that is, individuals) do not in fact
exist, and any rights which the church might claim disappear before the
sovereign rights of the state. Thouret declared, in a legislative address:
“Individuals and corporations differ in thejr rights. Individuals exist be-
mcmn the law, and they hold rights drawn from nature that are imprescrip-
tible, such as the right of property; all corporations, on the other hand, .
only exist by law, and their tights are dependent on the law.” 2 He con.
cluded with the pregnant observation: “The destruction of a corporate
body is not a homicide.”

In countless ways, then, the Revoluti

ot T

o s D5y Ty (10, P36 Revolution must be seen in fact for
what it was in image 1o_generations of infelloct als afterward: the com-.

@.E.nn,. work of liberation, of equality, and of rationalism. Tocqueville

Was to write that equalitarianism quickly became, after libertarianism’s
@mﬂ excitement had waned, the compelling moral ethos of the Revolu-
tion. But we should not overlook its rationalism and the appeal that this
rationalism had for all those who, momoémmm Piato, believed in the ra-
tional foundations of the just state. A passion for geometrical Eﬁw ‘mwm.
symmetry in the minds of the Revolutionary legislators drove them be-
yond such relatively minor matters as reform of the currency system and
standardization of weights and measures to the more exciting task of
wmmnmmm.mwmm,mm}pﬂ.ﬁn&:ﬁﬂ.&ﬁm@mc?mﬁ&hﬁo&ﬁ#ﬂb&ﬁm@;@g&mﬁm.
The ancient provinces were to be abolished, to be replaced by geometri-
cally perfect units and sub-units of political administration, all oriented
ultimately toward their center, Paris, The calendar was reformed, with

new names for the days and months in order To Temind aﬁmnowumoon-
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stanfly of their separation from the old regime. For, if a Mmomuma. are ﬁM
be both free and wise, they must be mcnwmﬁm. from old memories an
the prejudices embedded in traditional mmmonm.maoum and symbols, Tradi-
tional centers of education having been abolished, new centers must be
gstablished, an office of propaganda formed, in order zww”-ﬁm .mugwﬁ
H.E%m be oBmmommmﬂwmu in Rousseau’s words, from the “prejudices of
ers.” , .
e MMM:MEQEH&E@‘mwmnhrﬁmrﬁo%gﬁ, gwer; not power simply in

the mechanical sense of force applied to a wmomﬂm by external mﬂ.zw@wnamﬁ
in the pursuit of its own objectives, but power regarded as arising from

the people, transmuted. by. libertarian,equalitarian, and rationalist ends
§ that it

]
et

¢e5,.1n effect, not.power but only.the exercise. of the peo-
ple’s.own-will. This was Rousseau’s dream and it was the dream of a
f ting the Revolution, ) )
maamﬂﬂwww MM@ Mwm Revolution epochal significance in the minds o% its
leaders and, even more, in the minds of Euwnmoﬁw..nmﬁcw% Hw<cEnc.m;
aries for whom the Revolution became an ovmmmwio. model, was HM
unique blend of power and freedom, of power and anm.ummﬁ? of power Mb m
fraternity, and of power and reason. From a purely Emwuoﬁzmm poini om
view these affinities come close to representing the successive phases o
the development of the Revolution. How else than by the B.mmmmww moﬁwﬁ
of the people, represented first by Assembly and Convention, 93 %H
Committee, and finally by one man alone, could the freedom of the S
lions of suffering and oppressed be achieved from the hated mﬁw@%ﬁm
of church, aristocracy, guild, and monarchy? From power oow.nﬂco mw
liberation it was but a short step to power nommm?om. as equality, mo.n HH
each citizen of France was by definition a participant in the new wowgmm
-order, did this not bring with it equality of power; the most basic mﬂmﬁ.o
‘equality? And in the structure of the nation, which Eﬂ, qum@%mw nmmu
ning been declared the only legitimate source of authority in the @oﬂ@ﬂm
lic, lay a form of fraternity that made all older .m.omEm seem o Mo
and discriminatory. Finally, how else could the political, maﬁ.umr and eco-
nomic confusion that was the legacy of feudalism be m.ﬁaaBSmﬂmm. EMM M
new system of society inaugurated, mﬂa by the exercise of a power tha
rational as it was limitless? .
m io&m%ﬁmmwmumwmou of an oppressed nation to %Boowmo.%: the QoES_,?W
| tee of Public Safety declared, “is like the effort by which nature arose M
|

from nothingness to existence. You must entirely m&mm.wmom a mwﬁwﬁ.m
whom you wish to make free, destroy its prejudices, alter its habits, limit
- e o
1 Hs necessities, root up its vices, purify its desires.
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Nor can one miss in the Revolution the rising note of political mor-
alism, sometimes total moralism, that is added to the themes of liberg-
tion, equality, reason, and power. Roussean had shown the way in his
Discourse on Political Economy and in The Social Contract. Power with-
out morality is tyranny; morality without power is sterile, Hence, as
the Revolution progressed, the increasing appeal to virtue in support of
the most extreme measures taken by the government. With moralism
went, Hmiﬁ@? a new manifestation of religious consciousness, “How
are you {0 know a Republican?” asked Barére de Vieuzac. His answer
might have been taken directly from Rousseau’s chapter on the civil reli-
gion in The Social Contract, You wil] know him, Barére declared, when
he speaks of his country with “religious sentiment” and of the sovereign
peaple with “religious devotion.” With reason have historians of nation-
alism traced its modern otigins directly to the Revolution, Political sentj-
ment became a flame, melting all social relationships and symbols that
stood between the citizen and the goal of France une et indivisible.

It was Jacobinism that came to appear, in later decades, most ex- -

pressive of Emhmm@%hmm&m%bm@ﬁH@VB@%&%@%@ and
absolufe. power. No matter what Tecent research has revealed of the
middle-class origins, the merely economic objectives; and the debating-
club techniques of a majority of the members of the J acobin clubs, the
image of Jacobinism that was ever after to inspire the radical and to
torment the conservative was of something much closer to the reality of
twentieth-century Tevolutionary politics than of anything to be found
in liberal, bourgeois nineteenth-century society. The historian, Robert

Palmer, has suggested something of this in the following words on the

“Jacobins:

“Their democratic Republic was to be unitary, solid, total, with the
individual fused into society and the citizen into the nation, National
sovereignty was to check individual rights, the general will prevail over
private wishes. In the interest of the people the state was to be interven-
tionist, offering social services; it was to plan and guide the institutions
of the country, using legislation to lift up the common man. It was to
resémble more closely the states of the twentieth century than those of
the nineteenth . , . “Tpe function of government,” Robespierre had

said on § Nivise, is to direct the moral and physical forces of the na-
tion,* 28

From power to terror is the final step. In a revolution worthy of the \mm\w o

==

name this step must be taken, For, as Robespierre declared: “If the basis
of popular government in time of peace is virtue, the basis of popular
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government in time of revolution is virtue and terror: virtue without
which terror is murderous, terror without which virtue is powerless.” #¢
No doubt some of the fascination and sense of self-justification which
Christian onlookers found in the burnings of religious non-believers and
heretics during the Inquisition were found by Wﬁowumcumd\.oaomwaa mm
the guillotinings of political counter-revolutionaries and traitors.in Paris

in 1794. It was in the context of the Terror that the peculiarly modern
‘connotations of treason and subversion had their origin: each connota-
tion is as inseparable from the character of modern mass %Eoﬁm@ as
heresy is from the character of the medieval church. .H.o m.m.wEﬂ..H.mmr
inspired by the spiritualized, disciplined ferocity of 2 Em&m@&.&@mwmmob
terror could take on the properties of a cauterizing agent: .B&mwmmmmg.ﬁ
however painful, to the extermination of political infection. It was m
these terms that nineteenth-cemtury revolutionists, such as Bakunin,
could justify the use of terror, It is a justification that noummﬁmm mu. the
twentieth century—in the works of Lenin and Trotsky, of Stalin, Hitler,
and Mao. There is, to be sure, a vast difference between the reality oﬂ. the
French Revolution and the reality of twentieth-century totalitarianism,
but there is, as such present-day scholars as J. L. Talmon and Hannah
"Arendt have stressed, following insights of Tocqueville, Burckhardt, and
Taine, vital continuity nonetheless.

INDIVIDUALIZATION, ABSTRACTION,
GENERALIZATION

If one looks at the two revolutions from the point of view of the

most fundamental and widespread processes they embodied in common,
three are especially striking, I shall call thend individualizationabstrac-
tior) and! generalization,

ogether these terms convey a great m.mmw of

“What revolutionary change meant to philosophers and social mnmmmrmm of
the nineteenth century. And the relevance of each has lasted well into the
twentieth century.

{(INDIVIDUALIZATION, Everywhere in the modern world, the clear
direction of history seemed to be toward the separation of E%ﬁmﬁ.mmm
from communal or corporate siructires: from guild, village community,
historic church, caste or estate, and from patriarchal ties in general.
Some, perhaps most, people saw this separation in the wmomaa.mm?o terms
of liberation, of emancipation from tradition grown oppressive. Others
took a more somber view of the separation, seeing the rise of a new type
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of a society, one in which moral egoism and social atomism were the
- dominant qualities. But whether from the over-all point of view of prog-
ress or decline, there was a unanimity of Tecognition that covered philos-
ophers as different as Bentham, Coleridge, Tocqueville, Marx, Spencer,
and Taine. Not the group but the individual was the heir of historical
development; not the gisild but the entrepreneur; not class or estate but
the citizen: not corporate or liturgical tradition but individual reason.
More and more, society could be seen as.a vast, impersonal, almost me-
chanical, aggregate of discrete voters tradesmen, sellers, buyers, work-
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m@iﬁmﬁﬁmm@wm«;m mwﬁv“‘mmwwmmw&maa&m ﬁ%&%@ﬁ&ﬂ&mﬁ
as patts of an organic system. To be sure there were those such as Marx
who saw, along with the decomposition of old hierarchy and authority,
the formation of a new type—that of the industrial system—but this did
not prevent Marx from seeing the individual as nonetheless the benefici-
ary of the process and, when once separated from the tyranny of private
ownership of industry, the recipient of final szlvation.
..‘.muw.ﬂm»nm.m@z‘w.gm is related to individualization, but Jefers pri-
wwmﬁmﬁbrbﬁmmgmuwom. What struck a great many minds in the century
was not merely the tendency of historic values to_become ever more
secular, ever more atilitarian, bnt increasingly separated from the con-
m@?ﬁmﬂwﬁwﬁgbﬁésﬁnzog»p%@iﬁ%&»@%gﬁogoﬁ
symbolic distinctness and means. of.zealization. Honor—as Tocqueville
‘was to show in a masterly chapter of Democracy in America—and loy-
alty and friendship and decorum had all begun, as values, in the highly
particular contexis of locality and rank. Now, without their appeal as
words, as symbols, becoming in any way lessened, the contexis throngh
which their meaning and direction had for centuries been communicated
to human thought and behavior were undergoing profound alteration.
Many of these values had depended for their effect on man’s direct
experiencing of nature: of its thythms and cycles of growth and decay,
of cold and warmth, of light and dark. Now a technological system of
thought and behavior was coming between man and the directness of
natural habitat. Still other values had depended on the ties of patriarchal-
ism, of close and primary association, and of a sense of the sacred that
had rested upon a religious or enchanted view of the world. Now these
values were becoming—through processes of technology, science, and
political democracy—abstract; removed from th particular and the con-

gxete. Here, again, this could represent progress to many, cultural decline
to others,

. ..,mNZm@wEHMm%H._ The nation and even the international sphere
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come to be seen more and more as essential areas of man’s thought and

mﬁmwmmuow.smmoa EE&M, and local community to nation, to democracy, to

visions of international oﬂ..m." this is the course of thought in the ace.

dened,. along with.interests.and. functions. So_do
perceptions. Men saw their fellows less as particular individuals and
more as members of a general aggregate or class. As Ostrogorski has
written: “In decomposing the concrete, the logic of facts as well as that of
ideas, opened the door to the general, Here, as elsewhere, industrialism
gave the first impulse. In the eyes of the manufacturer the mass of human
beings who teiled in the factory were only workmen, and the workman
associated with the factory-owner only the idea of capitalist or master,
Not being brought into immediate contact, they formed a conception of
each other by mentally eliminating the special characteristics of the indi-
vidual and retaining only what he had in common with the other mem-
bers of his class.” % What the Industrial Revolution accomplished in the
sconomic sphere, revolutionary democtacy did I the politial. Ta cich
instance th ularism of the old order—the tendency to think in
terms of the concrete, identifiable rich or powerful, poor or helpless—
disappeared along with its localism. The same tendency to think now
increasingly in terms of “the working class,” “the poor,” “the capital-

ists” expressed itself with equal force in the tendency to think in terms of -

“voters,” “bureancracy,” the “citizenry,” and so on.

In his Reflections on the Revolution in France Burke wrote: “Many
parts of Europe are in open disorder. In many others there is 2 hollow
murmuring underground; a confused movement is felt, that threatens a
general earthquake in the political world,” 31

But not even Burke’s prescience could have told him how general,
how limitless, was the earthquake that began in Western Europe, spread
to the rest of Europe and the Western hemisphere in the nineteenth cen-
ury, and goes on unabatedly in the twentieth century in Far East, Mid-
die East, Latin America, and Africa.

PART TWO

THE UNIT-IDEAS OF

SOCIOLOGY




