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PREFACE

To the student of society present themselves the
questions, What is? What has been? What tends
to be? WWhat may be? The first calls for descrip-
tive sociology ; the second evokes historical sociology ;
the third summons into being theoretical sociology ;
the fourth is a demand for practical sociology. Ina
way, however, the first two are tributary to the third.
Laws and generalizations are the coveted treasure of
those who know, and therefore the inquiry which es-
tablishes what tends to be yields the sociology that
ranks with such sciences as biology and psychology.

We seek truth not merely for the pleasure of
knowing, but in order to have a lamp for our feet.
We toil at building sound theory in order that we
may know what to do and what to avoid. Hence all
the labors of social investigators finally empty into
practical sociology. This branch first frames a
worthy and realizable ideal and then, availing itself
of theoretical sociology, indicates what measures will
so take advantage of the trend of things as to trans-
mute the actual into the ideal. The goal set up may
be a far-off social Utopia ; but again it may be noth-
ing more radical than the stamping out of alcoholism,
the suppression of war, or the increase and diffusion
of knowledge among men. Society is to be led
toward the goal along routes intelligently laid out
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PREFACE

with due regard to human nature and to the obscure
tendencies that lurk in the social deeps.

Whether we like it or not men are becoming con-
scious of their social existence. It is no longer pos-
sible for them to take their institutions in the naive,
unconscious way of barbarians. Looking across
frontiers and centuries they come to know too much
about the practice of other times and peoples to pre-
serve an unshaken confidence in an institution they
cannot rationally justify. If to-day a people clings
to its own type of family or school or criminal code
when they are put to the question, it does so on as-
signable grounds; and if it gives them up, it will re-
nounce them for explicit reasons. Now that every
social arrangement, however venerable, is required
to submit its credentials, the demand for a valid soci-
ology must grow. The iconoclast who attacks an
institution in the name of a certain theory of society
is met by a conservative who withstands him in the
name of another theory of society.

The solution of the larger social problems demands
not only special data but also the light of general
principles. The heaping together of all the perti-
nent facts does not equip us to deal successfully with
the drink problem, the woman question, race friction
or the factory labor of children. We need to know
the sympathetic connections that bind the phenome-
na we are dealing with to other masses of social fact.
We must have, moreover, some notion of what has
been and what tends to be in this particular sphere
of social life, lest we waste our strength in vainly
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trying to dam a stream of tendency we might be able
to guide. Not unpractical, then, are those who with-
draw a little from the perplexities of the hour in
order to work out a body of general social theory.
They are like the irrigator who diverts the water
farther up stream and loses a season in building a
longer canal, in order at last to lead an ampler flow
upon a wider tract.

It will be long before sociology becomes so exact
that it can affirm of a policy “This is scientific; con-
sider no other!” ‘What we may reasonably hope for
is that, as the laws of social phenomena come to light,
many extreme proposals will be barred from consid-
eration and the intelligent public will center its atten-
tion upon a smaller number of policies. Thus we
already begin to see autocracy and anarchy elimi-
nated as projects of government and sacrament and
contract shut out as theories of the marriage relation.
The growth of sociology is likely to confine within
ever narrower limits and focus upon an ever smaller
number of measures the discussions relating to fam-
ily, property, association, education, crime, pauper-
ism, colonization, migration, class relations, race re-
lations, war, and government.

An authoritative body of social theory exists at
present as aspiration rather than fact. In this vol-
ume the writer has ventured on little beyond the lay-
ing of foundations. The erection upon them of an
enduring superstructure is a task for the future.

EpwarDp ALswORTH Ross.
Lincoln, Nebraska, April, 1905.
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FOUNDATIONS OF
SOCIOLOGY

I

THE SCOPE AND TASK OF SOCIOLOGY*

We are told that the subject-matter of sociology is
the social aggregate. But what is meant by the
social aggregate? Where does it begin, where end?
Is it humanity, the race, the nation, the community,
the class, or the voluntary association? “Study the
social organism,” they bid us, but nowhere do we
perceive a social body complete in itself, with head
and members, periphery and viscera. We see ex-
tending everywhere a web of human beings, woven
now close, now loose; binding men together some-
times with many threads, sometimes with few ; unit-
ing them at times directly, oftener indirectly,
through other men, or through centers of attachment
such as common interests, ideals, or institutions.
Where in this continuous tissue shall we find a social
cadaver to dissect?

In another quarter it is held that sociology is con-
cerned only with the action of human groups on one
another—social phenomena—and the influence of
the group on its individual members—psycho-social

1Vide The American Journal of Sociology, May, 1903.
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FOUNDATIONS OF SOCIOLOGY

phenomena. According to Gumplowicz! and Bauer,?
not social wholes, but the hundred interlacing
groups into which men combine, are the proper
subject of study. This, no doubt, is an enticing
conception, for it excuses us from showing how
groups form and how a group-type or a group-will
arises out of the play of mind on mind. It is not
clear, however, that the sociologist may ignore the
genesis of the group any more than the biologist
may ignore the genesis of the organism. Then, too,
quite aside from the group, there are man-to-man
relations, which are well worth studying. How the
social mystery begins to clear when we have made
out such typical relations as those between model
and imitator, apostle and disciple, leader and fol-
lower, between two dissentients, two competitors,
or two comrades! Yet such a couple is not a group
any more than a molecule of two atoms is a body or
a binary star is a solar system.

Most helpful is Simmel’s notion® that the true
matter of sociology is not the groups themselves,
but the modes or forms of association into groups.
In bodies the most diverse—a church or a guild, a
trust or an art league—may be found identical
modes of union. Despite their infinite variety of
purpose, the groupings of men reduce to a few prin-
ciples of association. Among such “forms” are
equality, superiority and subordination, division of

1 “Sociologie et politique,” sec. zo.

2“Les classes sociales.”

3%“The Problem of Sociology,” Annals of the American
Academy of Pol. and Soc. Science, Nov., 1895.
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THE SCOPE AND TASK OF SOCIOLOGY

labor, imitation and opposition, secrecy, and hier-
archy. To work out the various relations in which
associates may stand to one another, and to discover
what happens to groups in consequence of the more
or less of each relation, is the task of the sociologist.
Nevertheless, it is better to consider this attractive
area, not the domain of sociology, but only one of its
provinces, viz., that of social morphology. The
partialness of a conception which focuses our gaze
on the human interactions themselves is well brought
out by comparing it with another conception which
rivets attention on the results or products of these
interactions. For Dr. Ward the subject-matter of
sociology consists in human achievement. How do
lauguages, sciences, and arts come into being?
How does the coral reef of civilization rise? This
is certainly one of the most fascinating and practical
of studies, but, as Ward distinctly states, it does not
cover all the ground. His superb Pure Sociology
should be, perhaps, the second or third volume in a
complete treatise on sociology. For how can you
draw a firm line between those modes of human
interaction which yield a permanent product, and
those which leave behind them no lasting result?
Mobs and panics, public opinion and social sugges-
tion, are certainly worthy of study, albeit they con-
tribute nothing to the sum of human achievement.
A widening circle of thinkers make sociology
equivalent to the science of association. They
would have it deal with the conditions, motives,
modes, phases, and products of association, whether
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animal or human. Here is, indeed, a virgin field to
till, and to it we all prudently retire when our neigh-
bors complain of us as poachers and claim-jumpers.
But who contents himself with this territory? Pro-
fessor Giddings so conceives sociology, yet he tells
us a few pages farther on that it is concerned with
“the constant elements in history.” All sociologists
are keen in their ambition to find out the springs of
human progress, to lay bare the prime causes of
social transformations, to trace the influence of en-
vironment on the character of population, and to
correlate the various phenomena of social life.
Yet none of these properly belongs among the prob-
lems of association.

Social psychology, social morphology, social
mechanics—all of them are, it seems to me, but con-
venient segments of a science, the subject-matter of
which is social phenomena. 1 say “phenomena” in
preference even to “activities,” because it embraces
beliefs and feelings as well as actions.

“But,” it will be urged, “what phenomena are
social? People yawn, sleep, mope, plan. Is this
sort of thing social just because they are neighbors?
The solitary ape behaves in the same way.” This
query cannot be better answered than in the words
of Tarde: “What a man does without having learned
from the example of another person, walking, cry-
ing, eating, mating, is purely vital; while walking
with a certain step, singing a song, preferring at
table one’s national dishes and partaking of them

6



THE SCOPE AND TASK OF SOCIOLOGY

in a well-bred way, courting a woman after the man-
ner of the time, are social.”

If the social is not the vital, neither is it the in-
dividual psychic. So we might add as supplement
to Tarde: “When one fears the dark, delights in
color, craves a mate, or draws an inference from his
own observations, that is merely psychic. But
when one dreads heresy, delights in ‘good form,
craves the feminine type of his time, or embraces
the dogmas of his people, that is social.”

But we cannot go with Tarde when Le says:
“The social is the imitated.” Psychologists recog-
nize that one idea calls up another in virtue of con-
trast as well as in virtue of resemblance. Likewise
a person’s behavior may be determined in way of
opposition as well as in way of imitation. “Con-
trary” children are controlled by telling them just
the opposite of what you wish them to do. Like-
wise non-conformists in going out of their way to
flout conventions pay involuntary homage to the
influence of society. Foemen, competitors, and dis-
putants so determine one another that it is impossible
to gauge them without invoking the external factor.
“Social,” then, are all phenomena which we cannot
explain without bringing in the action of one human
being on another. If at first blush this seems to call
for a “science of things human,” let us remember
that we are not bound to attend to phenomena that
do not manifest themselves on a considerable scale.
The individual case—David and Jonathan, Lear and
his daughters—challenges only the artist. Let a

7
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case recur often enough to present a type and there
is room for the generalizer.

In the rag-carpet times of our grandmothers each
housewife got her warp from the store, but provided
the woof from her own rag-bag. Now the woof of
each human being’s life is supplied by that which is
individual to him—his heredity, temperament, situa-
tion, history. But the warp is supplied from with-
out, sometimes from a very slender stock, allowing
little range of selection. Whence and how common-
place people get the knowledge, convictions, tastes,
and standards that constitute the warp of their lives
is explained by social psychology—and although
some regard it as the top story of psychology, I
prefer to make it the lower story of sociology.

The running of boundary lines acceptable to the
biologist and the psychologist is not the worst of our
task. There remains the harder problem of coming
to terms with the special social sciences, such as
economics, jurisprudence, and politics.

Sociology, as I have described it, does not meekly
sidle in among the established sciences dealing with
the various aspects of social life. It does not con-
tent itself with clearing and tilling some neglected
tract. It has, indeed, reclaimed certain stretches of
wilderness and made them its own. With this
modest role, however, it is not satisfied. It aspires
to nothing less than the suzerainty of the special
social sciences. It expects them to surrender their
autonomy and become dependencies, nay even prov-

8
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inces, of sociology. The claim is bold, and we may
be sure the workers in long-cultivated fields will
resist such pretensions, unless there are the best of
reasons for founding a single comprehensive science
of social phenomena.

Such a reason is certainly not furnished by “the
unity of the social aggregate.” As we have seen,
there is no well-defined social aggregate. The na-
tion is the nearest to it, but the actual distinctness
and oneness of the nation is a historical incident due
to past wars. Every step in the peaceful assimi-
lation of peoples brings us nearer the time when the
globe will be enmeshed in an unending plexus of
interpenetrating free associations, no one of which
will arrogate to itself the title of “society.”

Nor is a good reason furnished by that constant
reciprocal action between socii which is expressed
in the “social organism” concept. As division of
labor, exchange, and competition, these interactions
have long formed part of the stock-in-trade of
economics. As mental communication, they are the
staple of linguistics. As party activity and civic
cobperation, they have been set forth by the science
of politics. Wherefore, then, a new science to
teach that “no man liveth unto himself?”

Some would justify a unitary treatment of society
by making one species of social phenomena the cause
of all the rest. However varied the aspects of social
life, if there is but one causal center, one fountain
head of change, there can be but one science. To
Loria’s eye all the non-economic factors running

9
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through the social system—such as law, politics, and
morality—derive from underlying economic condi-
tions. The desire for wealth is the sole architect of
ethical standards, legal norms, and the constitution
of the state. As Loria takes the economic régime,
so Vico and Fustel de Coulanges and Kidd take re-
ligion, Condorcet, Buckle, and Du Bois Reymond
take science, as the primum mobile of the social
world. All this, however, reads into human affairs
a unity and simplicity that is not really there.
There is more than one desire operating in society.
The endeavor to reduce all kinds of social facts to
a single cause is vain.

An adequate ground for creating an inclusive
science lies in none of the foregoing considerations.
Let us, then, attack the problem from another side.
Let us consider under what conditions the estab-
lished social sciences might vindicate the sacredness
of their ancient boundaries and successfully with-
stand any scheme of merger into a more general
science.

Suppose that the desires that constitute the springs
of human action and the causes of social phenomena
resolved into certain basic cravings, each distinct
from the others in its object, and each stimulating
men to a particular mode of activity in order to
satisfy it. Suppose, furthermore, these specific
desires never crossed or modified one another and
were intractable to the unifying control of any
world-view or ideal of life. Suppose, finally, that
each craving, operating on a large scale, generated

10
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in society certain appropriate dogmas, creeds, activi-
ties, and institutions, which remained separate from
and unmixed with the collective manifestations of
other cravings. Religious phenomena would then
be unalloyed by ethical or political considerations.
The forms of the family would be unaffected by
industrial changes. The fine arts would run their
course heedless of revolutions in the sphere of ideas.

Under these conditions there might exist for each
principal kind of craving at work in social life an
independent body of knowledge. The craving for
wealth would mark out a sphere for economics.
The sex and parental cravings would do the same
for genmetics or the science of the family. The lust
for power would define politics. The sentiment of
the wronged would fix the scope of jurisprudence.
The craving for communion with the Unseen would
bound the field of the science of religion. The
attraction of like for like would make possible the
science of association. There would be as many
social sciences as there were facets to human nature,
and if any bond drew them together into a larger
synthesis, it would be supplied by psychology and
not by a general sociology.

The mere statement of the requirements to be
fulfilled in order to assure the sovereignty and equal-
ity of the special social sciences puts a sufficient
quietus on such claims. Each is not the exclusive
field of action of certain impulses. So far as specific
cravings exist, they react upon and modify one
another, they lie under the empery of the accepted
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world-view or ideal of life, they are trimmed and
adjusted to fit into a plan of life. Moreover, turn-
ing from the sphere of mind to that of society, we
do not find one species of activities or institutions
answering to the religious man, another to the
political man, a third to the ethical man, or a fourth
to the sociable man. The method of abstracting
from human nature all its propensities save one, in
order to get that one propensity operating, as it were,
m vacuo, received its death-stroke when economists
gave up speculating about “the economic man.”

Although there are several facets to human nature,
although each aspect of social life has in some sort
a psychic basis of its own, still, the deeper we pene-
trate into the causes of human affairs, the more
impressed are we with the cross-relations between
social phenomena of different orders, and the more
evident is the consensus that unites facts the most
diverse in character. “Every culture form,” says
Grosse,* “is, as it were, an organism, in which all
parts and functions stand in the closest interde-
pendence.” Much of our progress in the knowledge
of society consists in establishing correlations, trac-
ing subterranean actions and reactions between
remote institutions. Reputations have been made
by exposing the hidden link that unites slavery with
cotton culture, caste with conquest, manhood suf-
frage with free land, the patriarchal family with

1%Die Formen der Familie und die Formen der Wirth-
schaft,” p. 7.

12
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pastoralism, the multiplication of wants with the
rise of a leisure class.

In the earlier social philosophy the prominent fea-
tures of social life are referred directly to human
nature. War is ascribed to the bad passions of
men, and not to the pressure of population. Theo-
logical beliefs are supposed to flow from religious in-
tuitions. Worship is held to be the expression of
universal instincts. The ethical code is looked upon
as a deliverance of individual consciences. The
actual form of the family is derived from the
“natures” of men and women and children. The
law is thought to objectify the moral consciousness
of mankind. In this vein Aristotle traces slavery to
the natures of the born inferior and the born supe-
rior. Filmer derives the power of kings from the
“natural” obedience of children to parents. Mon-
tesquieu makes despotism rest on fear, monarchy
on honor, and a republic on virtue. Adam Smith
traces the division of labor to a propensity “to
truck, barter, or exchange one thing for another.”
Carlyle sees in dignities of rank a product of the
hero-worship in human nature.

This manner of interpretation is now seen to be
superficial. Often an institution does not exist in its
own right but as an incident or by-product. The
more we delve beneath the surface, the more we dis-
cover sympathetic connections between things.
The fuller our knowledge, the more impressed we
are with the relativity of each class of social phe-
nomena to other classes. Society no longer falls

13
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apart into neat segments like a peeled orange.
State, law, religion, art, morals, industry, instead of
presenting so many parallel streams of development,
are studied rather as different aspects of one social
evolution.

We see that standards of conduct are in intimate
relation with theological beliefs, that laws are
correlated with moral standards, that both reflect
economic necessities, and that these, in turn, depend
on the forwardness of the arts or on the proportion
between population and land. The state is ex-
plained, not out of human nature, but in connection
with ethnic heterogeneity, militant activities, or
economic inequalities. The development of religion
is shown to follow step by step the development of
relations within the social group. Thus a disturb-
ance in one department of social life awakens echoes
and reverberations clear around the circle. Itis a
perception of this truth which leads Ingram® to
declare: “No rational theory of the economic
organs and functions of society can be constructed
if they are considered as isolated from the rest.”
“A separate economic science” he deems “an im-
possibility as representing only one portion of a
complex organism all whese parts and their actions
are in a constant relation of correspondence and
reciprocal modification.”

The antiquated systems of social theory which
take metaphysical assumptions or supposed proper-
ties of human nature as the point of departure for

1 “History of Political Economy,” p. 199.
14
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their reasoning are sterile.  The disciples of the
abstract political economy, the unhistorical juris-
prudence, the a priori ethics, and the speculative
politics make no headway because they shut their
eyes to the interdependence of dissimilar social facts.
In each field of social inquiry the laurels are going
to those investigators who look over into other
fields, who correlate the form of government with
humble geographical, military, or industrial facts,
religious progress with family or tribal develop-
ment, moral crises with changes in consumption or
in the constitution of classes.

The certainty that profounder research will reveal
still closer relations of this sort is the ground of our
faith in the future of sociology. We know we can
afford to bide our time. We do not need to plead
or preach in order to win. In the long run the na-
ture of things will prevail. = Vested interests in
learning will yield to the logic of facts. So far as
social life is one, there will be one master science of
social life. If not to-day, then to-morrow, if not by
this generation, then by the next, the necessity for
sociology will be fully recognized. There is a va-
cant chair among the great sciences, and sooner or
later that chair will be filled.

Assuming the vassal and dependent character of
the social sciences has been made clear beyond the
shadow of a doubt, we next take up the question:
“Are these sciences to become mere branches of so-
ciology, or will they retain a measure of their old
separateness and individuality ?”

15
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It may be they will stand to sociology as the
special to the general. This is how the theory of
agriculture, transportation, or commerce stands to
economics. Administration and comparative legis-
lation are special in respect to political science, just
as histology and embryology are special with refer-
ence to biology. Now, a social science will be
merely special sociology in two cases: (1) if the
phenomena it treats of flow from the same desires
that cause other kinds of social phenomena, or (2)
if they are produced by individual desires, special
in character, but so socialized and fused that they
amount to a social need and the satisfying of them
amounts to the discharge of a social function. Let
us now apply these tests to the principal social
sciences.

Take the science of religion. Will it shrink to
a mere chapter in sociology? By no means. It
might if faith were nothing but an incident of spec-
ulative thought or of social discipline. If pious be-
liefs were an outgrowth of collective thought and
never of personal experience, if in worship men
sought benefits rather than obeyed impulses, we
might treat religious phenomena as a mere division
of social phenomena. But religion has a private as
well as a public aspect. It is not all a matter of so-
cial psychology; still less is it a matter of social in-
stitution. Nor is it a side issue to something larger,
a by-product of sex-feeling or moral feeling or eco-
nomic calculation. It has a tap-root, and this tap-
root is that strange invasion from the sub-conscious

16



THE SCOPE AND TASK OF SOCIOLOGY

self which is variously known as ecstasy, rhapsody,
divine afflatus or gnosis. Experience of this kind
generates religious convictions. The yearning to
taste or renew this “communion” leads men to pious
exercises. Let these individual phenomena occur
on a large scale and you have cults, creeds, and
churches standing out in bold relief on the face of
society. The actual sweep of a religion is, of
course, due in large measure to self-seeking, pro-
pitiatory motives, and to its maintenance as a prop
of social order. Thereby it falls under the surveil-
lance of the group-interest and comes to sympathize
with the changes in other departments of social life.
Religion is, in fact, a growth springing from the soil
of human nature, but taking its shape and hue from
the social medium. The science of religion is for
this reason under a dual dependence, owing allegi-
ance to psychology no less than to sociology. It is
this situation Mill has in mind when he says': “The
different kinds of social facts are in the main depend-
ent, immediately and in the first resort, upon differ-
ent kinds of causes, and therefore not only may with
advantage, but must be, studied apart.”

The relation of ethics to sociology bristles with
difficulties. In the first place, ethics aspires not only
to explain phenomena, but to appraise them. It dif-
ferentiates ends. It values actions. It assumes the
r6le of a normative science, whereas sociology does
not venture beyond the causes and laws of the phe-
nomena it considers. But there is an ethics that

14A System of Logic,” p. 565.
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aims to understand, not to appraise, and it is this
ethics alone which is on a footing with sociology.

Again, ethics may undertake to explain actions,
or it may limit itself to those actions which affect
other persons, i. e., conduct. Usually it has ignored
what are termed “indifferent actions” and addressed
itself to classifying and explaining the feelings,
choices, and judgments of men in respect to modes
of conduct. It is, of course, only in this narrower
sense that ethics can be accounted a social science.

Now, is this “science of conduct” a semi-sover-
eign member of a federal empire or only a province
in a unitary state? The answer depends upon the
relative importance in ethical phenomena of special
and general factors.

As regards choices, men are brought to take a so-
cially safe line of conduct by all manner of sanc-
tions, suggestions, standards, ideals, and valuations
imposed from without. With all this social control
there cooperate, however, two specific impulses—
sympathy and the sense of justice. These are other-
regarding, it is true, but they do not seem to have
their origin in the influence of man on man. The
one has its roots in instinct, the other is an off-shoot
from early mental growth.

Still more marked is the private factor in the
judgments that men in their capacity of disinterested
spectators pass upon the conduct of other men. If
these judgments were always grounded on social
utility, if they invariably encouraged safe actions,

1 See the author’s “Social Control,” chs. II, ITI and IV.
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and discouraged unsafe actions, they would amount
to a self-preserving instinct in society. They would
be functional, just as courts and reform schools are
functional. Collective judgments as to good and
bad would be, in effect, institutions—strong, upright
pillars of society.

But, in point of fact, people do not praise or blame
altogether as socii. The moral judgments, impera-
tives, and ideals they emit, although in the main pur-
poseful, do betray considerable admixture of crude
sentiment. The general reprobation of vice, idle-
ness, waste, sacrilege, or impiety does not voice con-
cern for the corporate welfare. It merely voices
common, private sentiments. Of some of our judg-
ments—abhorrence of unnatural practices, for in-
stance—the roots run far down into our ancient,
pre-social instincts.?

At a moment when ethicians, weary of juggling
conscience, innate ideas of right and wrong, the Ten
Commandments, and what-not out of the individual
mind, are coming to perceive the social bases of
morality, one is loth to lay a straw in their way.
Yet it is well to recognize that, after all is said, ethics
is more than a mere wing of sociology. Some of
the piers that support it rest in biology, some in in-
dividual psychology, some in social psychology, and
some in social morphology.

Politics, like ethics, has the double task of explain-
ing what is and determining what ought to be. In
so far as it aims to arrive at principles for the guid-

1%“Social Control,” ch, VIIIL.
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ance of political action, it is more like an art than a
science, but it may be termed a normative science.
Still, it is possible to regard matters of government
as phenomena, and to study them with a view to as-
certaining the causes and laws of their occurrence.
Political science of this ztiological sort will stand in
some close relation to sociology. Whether it will
stand to it as part to whole or as special to general,
depends, as in the preceding cases, on the specificness
of the forces and facts it deals with.

Now, government is not the sphere of operation
of characteristic forces, but the meeting-place of
nearly all the kinds of forces present in social life.
“The functions of the state,” it has well been re-
marked, “are coextensive with human interests.”
This is true only because the more important human
desires—greed, vanity, sympathy with the weak,
love of truth, passion for homogeneity, craving for
justice—make themselves felt in moulding the policy
of government. One motive leads to public relief
of the poor, another motive inspires state endow-
ment of research, a third impels to the artificial as-
similation of the foreign elements in the population,
a fourth dictates the seizure of tropical markets. In
fact, almost every species of interest sooner or later
records itself in government.

There are, to be sure, two special traits of human
nature which come to light in government. The
one is the lust of dominating; the other, its counter-
part, is the impatience of vestraint. In other words,
power is sought for its own sake, and liberty is
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prized for its own sake. Were these two forces
alone implicated in government, political science
would have a basis of its own apart from sociology.
But who will seriously contend that the “will to
power” is now the chief motive tending to enlarge
the authority of the state, or that hatred of restraint
is the chief counteracting force? In the early
stages of social development a state is often the cre-
ation of a single energetic will. Says Mr. Bryce
of the East:* “A military adventurer or the chief
of a petty tribe suddenly rises to greatness, becomes
the head of an army which attacks all its neighbors,
and pursues a career of unbroken conquest till he
has founded a mighty empire.” With greater so-
cial advance, however, there is sure to arise a com-
pact fabric of government and law, which offers
successful resistance to the vaulting ambition of the
individual. As regards the antagonistic force, Mr.
Bryce observes:* “The abstract love of liberty has
been a comparatively feeble passion.” “Rebellions
and revolutions are primarily made, not for the sake
of freedom, but in order to get rid of some evil
which touches men on a more tender place than their
pride.”

In fact, the political is simply imbedded in the so-
cial. Political grouping is not distinct from, but
tends to be a resultant of, the linguistic, cultural,
religious, and economic groupings of population.
Political organization is only a part of social organ-

1“Studies in History and Jurisprudence,” vol. II, p. 16.

2 Ibid., pp. 24, 25.
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ization. The substance of the state is prestige,
time-hallowed relations, habits of cooperation and
obedience. The sphere of government becomes an
expression of collective need. The will that sets in
motion the public organs is not the mere sum of in-
dividual wills, but the highly elaborated will of sec-
tions, classes, or the nation itself. Government is
becoming functional to society, and if political sci-
ence remains distinct, it will be because the breadth
of the field calls for the specialist, and not because
there are well-defined natural boundaries marking it
off from sociology.

Comparative jurisprudence deals with phenomena
which exhibit the working of two special principles
of human nature—the thirst for vengeance that tor-
ments the sufferer of a wrong, and the desire for
fair play that moves the beholders of a wrong.
These formidable impulses were early led into the
safe channels of legal redress, in order that society
might be spared the evils of feud and retaliatory
violence. In time, however, the law-originating
impulses became socialized and rationalized. In-
wrought with other motives, they come to express
the will of the Social Personality.! The just settle-
ment of disputes, from a private need, becomes a
public function. When we consider the transform-
ation of law by jurisconsults and judges, the en-
largement of it by the action of the legislator, and
the renovation of it in the name of the principle of

1 See the chapter on “Law” in the author’s “Social Con-
trol.” :
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social utility, it is plain that jurisprudence cannot
hope to be more than a feudatory state in the realm
of sociology.

There is no reason why what is known as ‘“the
sociology of the family’ together with the “popula-
tion” section of political economy should not have
been set apart as genetics. The family is certainly
distinguished from other social structures by owing
its existence to the highly special instincts of sex-
attraction and philoprogenitiveness.  These in-
stincts, moreover, being gratified individually, do
not call into being joint activities or distinct profes-
sions such as we find in the religious or economic
spheres. An institution it may be, but the family is
not, properly speaking, a social organ.

It is unlikely, however, that we shall see split off
a science treating of the social phenomena that cen-
ter in the reproductive function. One reason is
that the sex and family relations, since they are al-
ways standardized in law and morals, are, at every
moment, in the most intimate sympathy with the
reigning culture. Furthermore, all our researches
go to magnify the importance of the non-instinctive
factors in fixing the duration, size, and internal
structure of the family. Not long ago Maine and
Hearn and Fustel de Coulanges brought to light the
religious factor. Now it is the economic factor
that is exalted. As motive to marriage the sex at-
traction has been reinforced, it appears, by man’s
desire for a servant and woman’s desire for a pro-
tector. Children have been reared, not from par-
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ental love alone, but because a daughter can be sold
for cash, while the son can be kept as a helper, a pro-
tector, and an avenger. Grosse therefore hits the
bull’s eye when he says:* “If we wish to grasp a
particular social structure—say a form of family or-
ganization—in its essence and significance, we must
study it in its natural connection with the civiliza-
tion in which it grows, lives, and works.”

As regards noetics, by which term we would des-
ignate the science that deals with the phenomena
that arise from efforts to satisfy the craving for
truth, and esthetics, or the science that treats of the
phenomena that arise in connection with endeavors
to satisfy the craving for the beautiful, there is no
doubt that, owing to their close and immediate de-
pendence upon the psychology of the individual
mind, they will retain a good deal of independence
with respect to sociology. We are, in fact, coming
to recognize in inventions and discoveries the first
causes of many of the great transformations in so-
ciety. Even in these branches of inquiry, however,
new social factors are coming forward. In tracing
the evolution of philosophies, sciences, and the fine
arts, more causes and influences are being recog-
nized. Attempts to review the course of intellectual
progress without taking due note of changes in the
state of society have shown opinions and movements
succeeding one another without meaning or logic.
Those who would comprehend intellectual or ees-
thetic advance must consent to take into considera-

L0p.icity s 7
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tion such factors as the geographical environment,
the prevailing occupations, the plane of comfort,
town life, the influence of a leisure class, the attitude
of the priesthood, the organization of education, the
diffusion of learning, and the degree of honor at-
taching to intellectual and artistic pursuits.

The piers on which rests economics, the greatest
of the social sciences and (save linguistics) the most
independent, are certain properties of the external
world and certain properties of human nature. The
latter are the desire for wealth, the aversion to labor,
and the reluctance to postpone present gratifications.
The first of these calls into being productive ener-
gy, the second and third limit this energy, the one
in respect to labor, the other in respect to capital.
All three co-operating distribute productive energy
among places, seasons, occupations, and enterprises
in a way that is termed “economic.”

It would be a mistake to regard these three sub-
jective foundations of economics as simple traits of
human nature. The aversion to labor has in it, in-
deed, an element of organic repugnance to sustained
effort. But it also contains a social factor, namely
a conventional dis-esteem of labor derived from the
stigma that a leisure class attaches to the functions
of the industrial class.

As to the desire for wealth, it is exceedingly com-
plex. It has a threefold tap-root in hunger, or the
craving for food, want, or the craving for clothing
and shelter, and the love of bodily ease which ex-
presses itself in a demand for comfort. Its side
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roots, moreover, connect it with nearly all the spe-
cific desires we have considered in the foregoing
pages. The passion for sex spurs a suitor to amass
the riches that can win him his bride. The lust of
power is a demand for the wealth that procures
power. The craving for beauty is a demand for
costly artistic products. The religious impulse gives
off a demand for the material accessories of worship.
Even the most spiritual wants demand leisure for
their satisfaction, and wealth is a means to leisure.
The acquisitive lust is further whetted by the honor
that attaches to profuse consumption and conspicu-
ous waste.

Thus, sooner or later, all the cravings of human na-
ture put in a requisition for wealth, and the conflu-
ence of these tributaries with the main stream of de-
sire rolls down a veritable Nile-flood of greed which
beslimes, yet stimulates, nearly every profession and
function in society. This generic virtue of wealth
it is, which makes it stand for desirability in the ab-
stract, and gives rise to the plausible myth that the
lust of acquisition is the sole motive of human en-
deavor, the direct or remote cause of all social phe-
nomena, the single force that holds together the
social frame even as gravitation holds together the
solar system. The economic sociologists, although
mistaken, are not without excuse.

The social economy that is sequel to the universal
pursuit of gain is beautifully law-abiding, and pre-
sents a well-defined field for the science of economics.
But when economics comes to treat of the consump-
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tion of wealth, it becomes vague and quickly loses
itself in sociology. The reason is very simple. It
is after goods have been produced and distributed
that the dissimilar interests that united to spur men
to acquisitive effort reappear in all their separate-
ness. The desire for wealth splits up into its com-
ponents.  Most wealth-seekers follow a line of
action which is properly termed “economic.” But
as wealth-consumers they behave differently. One
man spends his surplus for sensual gratifications,
another uses it to found a family, a third turns it
into objects of beauty, a fourth makes it a votive of-
fering, a fifth employs it to win power, a sixth makes
it procure him social consideration. Its actual des-
tination depends upon the age, the race, the stage of
culture; in a word, upon the state of society. The
salient features of the society—social composition,
matrimonial customs, class relations, political habits
—must all be taken into account in order to under-
stand the consumption of wealth.

The relation of the trunk of a tree to its branches
is, I believe, a fit symbol of the relation of Sociology
to the special social sciences. But the tree in ques-
tion is a banyan tree. Each of the great branches
from the main trunk throws down shoots which take
root and give it independent support in human na-
ture. In the case of a branch like politics these spe-
cial stems are slight and decaying. In the case of a
branch like economics the direct support they yield
is more important than the connection with the main
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trunk. In every case an independent rootage in un-
socialized desire is the fact that entitles a branch of
social knowledge to be termed a science, and dif-
ferentiates it from those branches which, having no
source of life other than the main trunk, must be
termed departments of special sociology.



II

THE SOCIOLOGICAL FRONTIER OF ECONOMICS!

The student of economics cannot remain unaware
that his is a realm bordered by other realms. He
pushes his inquiries as to the réle of nature in pro-
duction, and lands in economic botany or zodlogy.
He goes deeply into the subject of labor, and finds
himself studying physiology. He undertakes to
reach the basis of rent, and, ere he knows it, is
poring over the bulletins of the experiment stations.
The principle of division of labor takes him into
technology. Transportation drives him to the law
of carriers. The study of property involves him in
jurisprudence.  International trade or monopoly
conducts him to political science. = Consumption,
with its study of wants and choices, is a short cut to
ethics. Now, I wish to raise the question, “Is there
not a field of investigation lying up against eco-
nomics which, although social, is yet not jurispru-
dence or political science or ethics?”

The theory of population betrays such a field. At
first Malthus wrote of man and his increase much as
Darwin might have written of rabbits. But later
he made more of the “preventive check™; and out of
this grain of mustard-seed has grown a flourishing

1 From the Quarterly Journal of Economics, July, 1899.
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tree. The recognition of the fact that custom, by
regulating the age of marriage, the plane on which
housekeeping shall begin, the comfort in which chil-
dren shall be reared, and, even, in a general way, the
size of the family, has a good deal to do with the in-
crease of population,—all this has sprung a host of
questions which economists wisely forbear to answer.
Whence come these standards? Who makes them?
Do they change? Do they respond to economic
changes alone or to manifold social changes? Is
there wisdom and adaptation hidden away in them?
If so, how did it get there? What makes a man con-
form to them? What happens, if he does not?

We are beginning to see that a check much more
effective than a definite standard of comfort is uni-
versal ambition and the pressure of new wants.
Malthus made much of “moral restraint.” But how
about egoistic restraints? How, if people are keen-
witted enough to realize that, the more babies, the
fewer beefsteaks, bicycles, and outings? Will not
the size of the family be affected by the rise of a
furiously competitive democracy where strict class
lines have been swept away, where old contentment
is gone, and everybody is straining every nerve to
get a little higher in the social scale? Or suppose
the value of woman rises. Will not the keener ap-
preciation of her burdens in child-bearing and child-
rearing be a check to numbers? Again, how is the
size of the family affected by the ambition of women
to be something else than mothers and household
drudges, by the higher education of women, by the

30



FRONTIER OF ECONOMICS

opening of the professions to them, by the adoption
of rational dress?

Besides the fact that society, as it becomes more
democratic, whets the eagerness of parents for pleas-
ures and luxuries that are incompatible with large
broods, there is a further complication of the prob-
lem of increase by different ways of starting children
in life. Taine describes France under the old
régime as a series of staircases separated by land-
ings. One could elbow his way upward on his own
flight of steps; but he did not expect to invade the
staircase above. Besant describes the English pro-
fessions as pleasant parks, guarded each by a turn-
stile where a thousand pounds is demanded of the
lad who would enter. Now, in a stratified society,
where in general a man is content to bring up his
children to his own trade and manner of life, the
restraint on numbers will not be so strong as in a
society stirred to its depths with hope and ambition,
where to talent equipped with knowledge all doors
are open, where the higher education is accessible,
and where the competition of parents to get their
sons on in the world has made schooling needful in
the battle for life to an almost preposterous degree.

The question of population is not the only one
that ramifies into a region not economic. The writer
once undertook a study that should bring to light
the forces that fix the time of labor. There is, of
course, the physical limit, at which the arm refuses
to lift the pickaxe and the eye to follow the stitches.
There is the psychical limit, at which the pain of
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further toil becomes intolerable. There is the zech-
nical consideration that prolongs the labor-day of
those engaged in the hotel, railroad, street-car, res-
taurant, theatre and cab services. There is the ob-
jective economic consideration, which stops labor
when further strain will impair to-morrow’s work.
There is the subjective economic limit, at which the
disutility of another quarter-hour of labor exceeds
the utility of that quarter-hour’s product. And this
inverse relation of hours and reward of labor is
found to prevail through the whole social gamut,
from bank presidents and theatrical managers to
cobblers and charwomen. Then there is the fixing
of the length of the labor-day by this consideration
working through a body of men, as in a factory.
The day’s limit is the consensus of the trade, as in
brick-laying, or of some other trade, as in hod-
carrying.

So far, so good. But, when the writer began to
inquire what fixed the days of labor in the year as
well as the hours of labor in the day, new and law-
less forces were encountered ; and the essay on “The
Time of Labor” was never written. Why are there
fifty-two holidays a year for almost every kind of
labor? Why should this quota of rest time be re-
served for the destitute as well as for the comfort-
able, in bad times as well as in good times, in poor
societies as well as in rich communities, in cold cli-
mates as well as in hot climates? How is it that
the six-day period of labor introduced by the duo-
decimal Babylonians among the state slaves em-
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ployed on public works, in order to prevent their
being driven to death by their taskmasters, has come
to be universal in the Western world? Is it tradi-
tion, belief, or expediency that upholds the Sabbath,
that stupendous institution which disposes of one-
seventh of the time of man with an authority cer-
tainly more than economic? If the last, is it valued
for its uses in this world or for its bearing on the
next? Is it primarily for the good of the man who
is told to rest or for the benefit of the society that
bids him? Is it a hygienic measure to guard the
vigor of the race, a socialistic measure to compel
the capitalist to furnish the laborer seven days’ keep
for six days’ work, or a police measure intended to
fortify a religion that is considered indispensable to
the existence of social order?

Again, take the twin pillars of exchange—secur-
ity and probity. Security is of course explained by
what political science can tell us of law and of the
state. But whence this probity? Is it an individual
quality, like color of eyes? Or does it vary with
social conditions? At the present moment Japanese
firms are importing Chinese to fill the fiduciary posts.
Is this because commercial trickiness is a Japanese
race-character? Then why was this trait so rare
under the old régime? Here is a quality of great
economic importance, which varies in mysterious
sympathy with social changes. What is the correl-
ated fact in the new social era of Japan? Is it bad
Western example, or an appetite for wealth whetted
by new wants, or a flood-tide of new ideas, weaken-
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ing the grip of the old standards and ideals that held
fast the egoistic individual in a kind of moral mat-
Tix?

The honesty of Chinese bankers and merchants is
well known. Yet the rottenness of government is
proverbial. We read: “Mines do not pay the pro-
prietors, because the laborers pilfer the production;
cotton factories, because the mill-hands carry off the
raw material stowed away in their clothes. The
most important Chinese companies are machines for
the wholesale misappropriation of funds.” The ex-
planation of the paradox seems to be that for the tra-
ditional and familiar business relations the Chinese
have slowly elaborated, as a sine qua non of com-
merce, a professional morality which rules very au-
thoritatively those trained under it. But in novel
relations and responsibilities not provided for in the
professional ethics the native slipperiness of the
Celestial comes to light. But this, in turn, opens up
attractive lines of inquiry. How do these profes-
sional standards and ideals grow up? What gives
them their binding power? Are they imposed for
the good of society at large or for the good of the
trade or profession? Can the larger social group
impose its standards in the same way? Should
abuses be cured by invoking law or by stiffening pro-
fessional ethics?

Capital takes wings, and, surveying the planet
from China to Peru, alights wherever there is a rail-
road to build or a mine to develop. But it is other-
wise with labor. If the economist is allowed only a
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single sentence on the mobility of labor, he will prob-
ably say that, like borax or bicycles, it seeks the best
market, but that its cost of transportation is high.
If, however, he is granted a chapter, he will find
himself compelled to follow up this problem to its
head-waters in another region. Why does the Eng-
lishman migrate only to English colonies, the
Frenchman to French colonies? Why are there
streams of migration that can be directed or turned
aside? There are not streams of wheat or lumber
that can be so easily diverted. Why is it that the
tide flows easily enough after the first few boat-loads
of Italians have gone to Brazil or the first Nor-
wegian settlements have been planted in Minnesota?
We are told American labor and enterprise will in-
vade the Philippines, if we keep them. Why do
they not invade them now? The economic situation
will not be changed by annexation. All this sug-
gests that there are non-economic forces that influ-
ence the groupings, codperations, and dealings of
peoples.

At this moment Germany is losing her Scandi-
navian trade through the hostility aroused by the
expulsions of Danes from Schleswig-Holstein. An
anti-Semitic journal in Paris has just been ruined
in paying damages to tradesmen whose business it
had injured by publishing them as Jews. French
unfriendliness is resented by fewer American orders
for articles de Paris. Here is uneconomic behavior
in response to powerful sympathies and antipathies
that we had assumed to be dying out. There is cer-
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tainly room for a science that shall inquire how far
social groupings correspond to economic interest,
and how far they ignore it; that shall assign to re-
ligion, race, language, nationality, and propinquity
their due share in the formation and division of
groups; and that shall lay down the conditions fa-
vorable to the blending of such groups, comparing in
assimilative value the Russian policy of persecution
with the American policy of freedom and equality.

The tame treatment of the consumption of wealth
by most economists has been due to a dim percep-
tion of many factors which are not economic. The
facade type of expenditure, that lavishes on show
and luxuries and scrimps on necessaries, goes with
a development that removes the old landmarks and
stimulates social ambitions. Fashion extends her
baleful sway with the disappearance of fixed classes
of peasants, burghers, gentlefolk. The fact that all
genuine, plain, homespun articles disappear before
the universal demand for cheap, tawdry imitations
of the furniture and clothes of the wealthy is due to
the democratic constitution of society. Our buggies
and parlor organs, our plated silver and veneered
furniture, are as eloquent of equality as our corridor
cars. The absence of distinct ways of living for the
well-to-do and the ill-to-do produces a smooth-slop-
ing outward uniformity in costume and furniture
and ornament, which, whenever possible, sacrifices
reality to appearances.

The demand for food and fuel is original; but
most of the wants that drive the industrial machine
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are inspired by example. If these imitations were
haphazard, there would be nothing more to say.
But are they not law-abiding? The desire for para-
sols, billiard-tables, and bath-rooms descends in a
series of cascades from the social superior to the so-
cial inferior; and we can distinguish a society in
which each class imitates the class just above it from
one in which the decay of reverence permits the
humblest grades to ape, as well as they can, the top-
most grade, and so produces the sweeping uniformi-
ties of democracy. Nor will other inquiries prove
fruitless. How are wants transplanted from age to
. age and from folk to folk? What is the role of an
aristocracy in the propagation of wants? What is
the relation of city to country, of the smaller cities
to the large ones? If the eight-hour day comes,
what are the influences that will determine how the
workingman shall dispose of his margin of leisure?
What is the influence of education in the spread of
wants ?

As the time and energy of labor are directly re-
lated to the number and intensity of wants, we might
expect each man’s economic effort to depend imme-
diately on his utility scale. But this is not the case.
Societies themselves get a characteristic adjustment
between work and wants, and this consensus over-
rides the individual calculus. It is natural that a
younger son, like Seattle or Portland, should begin
the day earlier and work harder than New Haven or
Springfield. But what, save the might of usage and
the contagion of example, can explain why the West-
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ern business man, even when he has made a fortune,
goes on working till he drops? Moreover, the same
society changes its calculus from age to age. The
England of Arthur Young was slower-pulsed than
the England of to-day. And in America, since 1825,
we appear to have been fevered with a gigantic, con-
tinent-conquering ambition which has made repose
almost a lost art.

The economist, if challenged to differentiate eco-
nomics from social science, might point out that his
science deals with simple and well-known individual
quantities and phenomena, manifesting themselves in
the social theatre on a vast scale. Volumes of de-
mand, or products, or sales, or imports, or deposits,
or investments, are mere aggregates of individual
acts. If one should object that the socio-economic
fact—the market, bank, clearing-house, or factory—
differs from the individual fact underlying it, he
might retort that an accident is an individual fact,
but if it happens often you get an emergency hos-
pital ; that a fire is an isolated occurrence, but if there
are many fires you get an engine company.

So far the economist is right. But how about
cases where the social fact is not the mere footing up
of the column of private facts? To-day’s demand
for a stock may be composed of a multitude of unre-
lated individual preferences ; but to-morrow there is
a flurry, and nine-tenths of the desires to get or dis-
pose of that stock may be due to the apparent desire
of other people to get or dispose of it. A run on a
bank has quite a different composition from the total
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withdrawals on an ordinary day. A Tacoma boom
has a much more complex structure than the real
estate market in Cohoes. The analysis of a Klon-
dike rush reveals more factors and problems than the
dissection of the westward drift of our population.
Comparing the value of an African mining stock
with the value of cattle or shirts, it will be apparent
that the individual estimates underlying the former
have been much more compounded and re-com-
pounded than those on which the latter is based.

In other cases we have to do with persistent cur-
rents of imitation rather than transient waves. To
the authority of tradition must we ascribe the ex-
ceptional esteem in which landed property continues
to be held in England, the Jewish predilection for
trade and finance, the British willingness to take
speculative risks, the Scotch regard for the “mony
mickles” that “make a muckle,” or the American
farmer’s obstinate adherence to the isolated home-
stead.

Now, the laws of cross-imitation and of up-ana-
down imitation are revealed only to him who studies
the most various social phenomena. Tulip manias
and Black Fridays and Denver booms and South
Sea bubbles and Kaffir circuses must be referred to
a series of phenomena ranging all the way from
mobs and revivals to political landslides. What is
the nucleus of such a movement? What are the
stages of its growth? How can it be stopped?
What social conditions favor it? How does prog-
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ress affect it? For light on these questions the econ-
omist must cross the frontier.

I have cited enough illustrations to show that the
economist is sometimes led to push his inquiries
over into an adjoining tract of knowledge, that cov-
ers human action and yet is not jurisprudence or
ethics or political science. This adjacent science
that busies itself with imitation and custom and tra-
dition and conventionality; that seeks the origin,
meaning, and authority of the standards and ideals
shaping individual action ; that traces the connection
between the constitution of a society and the oppor-
tunities and ambitions of its members ; that inquires
into the causes and the consequences of the spon-
taneous sentimental groupings of men; and that
deals with the development of the social mind and
the means and extent of its ascendency over the
desires and valuations of individual minds,—this
science is Sociology.

The empire of the Czar is bounded on its west-
ern frontier by the clearly defined and well-explored
territories of highly organized governments like
Austria and Germany. On its eastern side, until
recently at least, it melted vaguely into the little-
known lands disputed among the khanates of Cen-
tral Asia. Economics likewise is bounded for the
most part by regions that have been well defined and
thoroughly explored by highly organized sciences.
But on one side it is embarrassed by an uncertain
and disputed frontier with a little-known territory,
subject to the conflicting and unreasonable claims of
rival chieftains. Sociology is its Central Asia.
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SOCIAL LAWS*

The quick mastery of things that science assures
us is due to the fact that science presents all comers
with truth packed away in neat portable formule.
The strength of an ox in a tea-cup, the virtue of a
beef-steak in a capsule, the healing power of a plant
in a pellet—such is the ideal of the investigator as he
labors to establish laws. No branch of knowledge
is felt to possess in high degree the scientific quality
unless it has found regularities and constant rela-
tions among the phenomena it contemplates. In
dealing with the more complex phenomena, to be
sure, some of the precision and absoluteness of
physical and chemical laws must be renounced.
Out of the tangled skein we shall rarely get anything
better than an empirical law. Few, indeed, are the
formulae that can be so phrased as to hold for all
occasions and circumstances. But this has not dis-
couraged the biologist or the sociologist from trying
to distill into vest-pocket phials the tincture and es-
sence of innumerable cases. It is our present pur-
pose to sample and test the shelf of phials purporting
to contain the quintessences of social facts.

1 Vide The American Journal of Sociology, July, 1903.
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Sociology differs from its older sister sciences in
that it was built by certain great synthesists—Comte,
Spencer, Von Lilienfeld, Schiffle, De Roberty, and
Fouillée—who were more renowned for their wide
acquaintance with many provinces of knowledge than
for their close familiarity with any particular divis-
ion of social facts. In their spacious philosophic
surveys, all of them came upon the same great cantle
of unknown territory, and in their endeavor to stake
off and explore this expanse they created sociology.
It is true this region was not quite a wilderness, hav-
ing been effectively occupied in spots by the econo-
mists. But to their achievements the philosophers
paid about as much heed as the early explorers of
America paid to the constructions of the mound-
builders.

The philosophers, no doubt, hastened the day of
sociology, but they burdened the infant science with
two faulty methods. One is the fondness for the
objective statement of the behavior of associated
men in preference to the subjective interpretation.
The other is the excessive reliance upon superficial
analogies between social facts and other facts. Ow-
ing to these errors the earlier formulations of social
law are not based upon the accumulation and com-
parison of social data, but are built out laterally from
the more advanced neighboring sciences. Sociology
is at first a balcony—or shall I say a “lean-to” P—
projecting from physics or biology or psychology.

The first notable example is Spencer’s demonstra-

42



SOCIAL LAWS

tion that the various propositions which make up his
grand law of evolution apply to society.

That motion follows the line of least resistance is
as true, he says, for societies as for molecules. He
instances the congregating of men at places of
abundant food supply, the lines of migration, the
growth of industrial centers, the location of trade
routes and many other economic facts. Now, this
proposition can hold only in so far as men econo-
mize. If there is a play side as well as a work side
to human life, if men are squanderers of energy as
well as economizers of energy, they will not follow
lines of least resistance. The development of games
and social festivity, the self-expression of artistic
and religious activity, as well as the devotion to
sport, adventure, and exploration, show that there
is such a thing as a surplus of human energy.

But even economic men do not follow “the line of
least resistance” in the same way as molecules. Com-
pare the path of a flood with that of an army. Water
will meander a score of leagues to find an outlet but
a furlong away. An army clambers over an inter-
vening ridge to reach its objective. Each moment
of its course the river follows the line easiest at that
moment. Man knows his goal and, having fore-
sight, takes the line that on the whole is easiest. This
is why man leads water to its destination by much
straighter channels than nature does.

The thesis that societies, like all other aggregates,
pass from less coherence to more coherence (law of

1 See “First Principles.”
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integration) is tenable enough, but the explanation
of the process is unsatisfactory. Spencer apparently
lays it to the interdependence resulting from the di-
vision of labor. .But later thinkers account other-
wise for the undoubted integration of men into
larger and larger social wholes. Gumplowicz de-
rives it from the law that every group strives to util-
1ge all weaker groups within its reach. From this
result war, conquest, absorption, and finally the fus-
ing of conquerors and conquered into one people
ready to repeat the process with some other people
similarly formed. On the other hand, Tarde—the
St. John among sociologists — finds the cause of
integration not so much in the constrained associa-
tion of victors and vanquished as in that peaceful
intercourse between contiguous groups which pro-
motes reciprocal imitation, creates a common plane
of culture, and fits them to enter easily into a larger
human synthesis.

Spencer’s law that, like the Cosmos, society passes
from the homogeneous to the heterogeneous (law of
differentiation) is open to the gravest objections.
The illustrations are all taken from the active and
especially the vocational side of life. Now, it is
true that in a plastic society men specialize more
and more with reference to the performance of un-
like tasks; but while they become more unlike as
producers, they become more like as consumers. The
longer men dwell together, the more readily they
respond to powerful currents of imitation which
assimilate them in their tastes, desires, and ideals.
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The sway of custom or fashion proclaims the insta-
bility of the heterogeneous. The triumph of a na-
tional speech, religion, patriotism, music, costume,
or sport over old provincial and local diversities is
unquestionably a more pregnant fact in social his-
tory than is the specialization of employments.

If Spencer’s illustrations of the march of hetero-
geneity are taken too exclusively from the industrial
sphere, he falls into just the opposite error when he
strives to prove that societies show increasing defi-
niteness of arrangement. He draws all his facts
from State, Church, and Law, from those spheres
which touch social order and therefore exhibit the
greatest sharpness of outline and rigidity of form.
Moreover, he cites from composite societies, where
there are castes corresponding to races anciently
stratified, and where the iron distinctions of function
and occupation are a heritage from successive con-
quests.

Notice the fact that Spencer, after seeking to
prove the preceding thesis from a plastic society
would prove his present thesis from an ossified so-
ciety, a tacit admission that the laws in question do
not apply to all social groups. It is true that a
community long undisturbed is likely to exhibit crys-
tallization and rigidity. But it is no less true that a
community agitated by inventions, migration, con-
quest, or culture-contacts exhibits fluidity and vica-
riousness of function. Here there is great insta-
bility of political and social position, great facility of
individual ascent and descent, a rapid subversion of
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old fortunes by new wealth, of old classes by new
groupings, of old conventions by new standards and
values.

Against the proposition that in society, as else-
where, a single cause produces a number of unlike
effects (law of the multiplication of effects), there is
nothing to be said. :

The statement that incident forces tend to collect
the like and to separate the unlike (law of segrega-
tion), is doubtless as true of people as it is of parti-
cles. Nevertheless, by implying that human segre-
gation is the result of “incident” forces it veils the
real reason why like joins with like. That the rec-
ognition of resemblance inspires a fellow-feeling
‘which unites men into unlike groups is a psychical
fact and nothing is gained by assimilating it with
purely physical processes like the sorting of particles
by wind, or water, or electrical attraction.

The thesis that social evolution tends toward a
more perfect equilibrium (law of equilibration) does
not seem to be justified by Spencer’s evidence. It is
true that electricity and steam are facilitating the
adjustment of economic supply to demand, but it is
likewise true that the increasing use of fixed capital
entails only too frequently that rupture between sup-
ply and demand which we call a commercial erisis.
As for what he styles the better equilibration between
the demand for government and the supply of it, 7. e.,
the lessening oscillation between political revolution
and reaction, one questions if it is at all bound up
with the social process. It appears rather to be a
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natural consequence of the growth of capitalism on
the one hand and the diffusion of knowledge on the
other. To say nothing of disturbances arising from
general causes such as the unequal fecundity of
classes, races, or nations, it is evident that, until
every Peter the Hermit, Gutenberg, Watt, or Napo-
leon is strangled in the cradle, society will never long
remain in balance.

The case admirably exemplifies the danger of for-
mulating social laws on hints from other sciences.
The law may be true, yet if there is no patient dig-
ging into social facts to get at the root of the matter,
1. e., to uncover the specific cause of the observed
tendency, one is likely to state as valid, for all times
and all societies, somethi.ig that holds only since the
decline of the tribal system, the advent of gun-
powder, or the prevalence of machine industry.

Although during the interval between First
Principles and his Principles of Sociology Spencer
grew cautious in the use of analogy, and came to
prefer the laws of life to the laws of matter as
the key to social processes, his treatment of society
as a mass rather than a consensus, as an aggre-
gate of bodies rather than an accord of minds, had
meanwhile given much encouragement to social
physicists. The most extreme of these is Carey,
whose maxims, “All science is one and indivisible”
and “The laws of physical science are equally those
of social science” would throttle sociology in its in-
fancy. To the combinations of men he applies the
chemical law of multiple proportions, and the phys-
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ical law of the composition of forces. From the law
of gravitation he deduces that the attraction of cities
is directly as the mass and inversely as the distance!

Writing early in the seventies at a time when the
philosophical world was profoundly stirred by new
and splendid generalizations in the field of life, Von
Lilienfeld seeks to bring society under biological
rather than physical laws. He insists? that society is
a “real organism,” and declares, “It is an unscientific,
dualistic dogma which asserts that human society
develops according to other laws than natural organ-
isms.”

Following Haeckel’s thesis that among the exist-
ing species of organisms can be found types corre-
sponding to the successive forms by which in the past
the higher species developed out of a simple cell,
Lilienfeld lays down the law? that within any social
group can be found coexisting all the types of cul-
ture traversed by man in his ascent from savagery.
As an illustration of this grandiose “Law of Paral-
lelism” he adduces the fact that older and inferior
agencies of transportation—pack mule, stage coach,
sailing vessel—persist alongside of later and higher
agencies. Alas for hollow phrases, the explanation
of the fact lies in quite another quarter! In every
society there are transportation routes of every de-
gree of importance. On routes of little traffic the
earlier and technically inferior means of carriage,

1“Gedanken iiber die Socialwissenschaft der Zukunft,” vol.
I1, p. 100.
21bid., pp. 121, 147.
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the pack train or the stage coach, is economically su-
perior and is therefore retained. Hence the di-
versity.

But go deeper yet. In weaving or metal working
or any branch of manufacture we do not find primi-
tive appliances surviving as we do in transportation.
Why is this? Simply because the agent of transpor-
tation produces a service and not a commodity.
Seeing that a service must always be supplied by an
agency on the spot, the Eastern four-track railroad
cannot supplant the Arizona mule team in the same
way that the Minneapolis flour mill supplants the
local grist mill.

From the law that the embryo of a creature reca-
pitulates in its development the entire life history of
the species Von Lilienfeld infers analogically that the
individual in his development from childhood passes
through the culture epochs traversed by human so-
ciety.* Butis this sound? The embryo recapitulates
the development history of its species from force of
heredity. As Haeckel puts it, “Phylogeny is the
mechanical cause of ontogeny.” Now, the course
of historical development in no wise determines per-
sonal development. The boy does not camp out be-
cause his ancesters did so in Cesar’s time. Racial
experiences of cave-dwelling, hunting and barter
cannot get into the blood. The correspondence, if it
exists, can be explained only by assuming that the
stages of social ascent are determined by the stages
of mental evolution ; that culture epochs answer to

1“Gedanken {iber die Socialwissenschaft der Zukunft,” vol. .
II, pp. 113, 198.
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the gradations in the intellectual life of mankind ;
that the thinking of savages is child-like, of barba-
rians is boy-like, of civilization is man-like. It is
vain, however, to correlate closely the actual course
of evolution of a society with intellectual develop-
ment, seeing that so many other factors influence it,
e. g., the character of the geographical environment,
the movement of population, contact with and bor-
rowing from other societies, the presence or absence
of inventive geniuses.

De Greef is another of those who work out from
the adjacent built-up sciences. He prefers to pro-
ject a generalization cantilever-fashion over the va-
cant lot, rather than to delve and lay deep a firm
foundation in the social soil itself.

From the general principle! that aggregates are
variable in proportion to the heterogeneity of their
parts, he infers that society will be more plastic than
an organism, seeing that it is larger and more differ-
entiated than the latter. But why make a simple
matter so hard? A society can change more than an
organism, because its units are thinking persons and
not blind cells. The clamp of custom, moreover, is
by no means so firm as the grip of heredity.

It is a well-known fact that, whereas Athens,
Corinth, Thebes and other Greek communities
passed through the same series of political forms—
patriarchal, monarchical, aristocratic, and demo-
cratic—their colonies in Asia Minor and elsewhere
skipped the earlier stages and began their existence

! “Introduction & la sociologie.” Premiére partie, pp. 125-6.
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with the political form of the mother city. This
very natural and sensible proceeding strikes De
Greef* as an illustration of the law that the develop-
ment of the embyro recapitulates the development of
the species!

In like vein a recent champion of “parallelism”
discovers a grand “Law of the Evolution of Colo-
nies.” “Up to the point in the growth of a colony
when it ceases to be dependent on its metropolis, the
political and social evolution recapitulates in a few
years the entire evolution which the mother country
may have taken centuries to accomplish.”?

Well may the economist gibe at such sociology!
The development of the mother country has, for-
sooth, no more to do with the development of the
colony than has the Dog Star. The cause of the
resemblance is the fact that new countries begin with
a sparse population which gradually becomes dense.
Hence the sequence of hunting, pastoralism, agricul-
ture, industry. Hence the minor sequences of bar-
ter, merchandise money, coined money, and credit,
of pastoral feudalism, plantation slavery, and the
wage system. The slow growth of religion, learn-
ing, and literature is due simply to lack of numbers,
of intercourse, of leisure, and of cities. The irregu-
larity of sex relations in a colony is not an echo of
primitive times, but the consequence of the lack of
white women and the abundance of native women.
There is no “law” discernible here save the law that,

1 “Le transformisme social,” pp. 458-9.
2 Collier, Popular Science Monthly, vol. 54, p. 807.
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for colony as well as for mother country, the in-
crease of population relatively to resources is a prime
cause of social evolution.

In searching for the law of social decadence De
Greef?, instead of interrogating the history of de-
clining peoples, makes wide excursions into biology
and psychology. He is struck by the law that the
organs and characters recently acquired by a species
are less stable and more liable to disappear than the
older parts more deeply rooted in heredity. Some-
thing very similar is true of the mind. It appears
that in mental disease, senility, asphyxia, or dissolu-
tion, the higher, more complex, and more special
faculties disappear before the lower, simpler, and
more automatic processes. As Ribot puts it: “Men-
tal dissolution follows the inverse order of evolution,
the more complex voluntary manifestations ceasing
before the simpler. and these before the automatic
actions.”

Extended to society this principle yields the law
that those traits and institutions most special, com-
plex, and recently acquired are the first to disappear
when social decadence sets in. Now, is there really
anything at all in this law? It is true that the later-
acquired practices and institutions are unstable until
they have become fixed in the custom of the folk.
Nevertheless, in not all societies is custom strong.
Where it is strong, the more recently adopted institu-
tions may be the last to be surrendered, because they

1Le transformisme social.” Deuxiéme partie, chaps. III
and V.
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are most suited to present needs ; whereas the more
ancient institutions, being already partly obsolescent,
are the first to go when the strain comes. Adversity
is a test of the old rather than of the recent.

Nor does the law seem to apply, as De Greef
supposes, to the various orders of social facts. A
religion begins with a faith and later adds thereunto
a liturgy. But when the religion decays the liturgy
is not the first to go but the last. An art beginning
with an ideal acquires in time a technique; but the
technique, exaggerated into a mannerism, persists
long after the ideal has vanished.

The hard-headed, clear-sighted Gumplowicz
studies his facts first hand and has no faith in long-
range deductions from neighboring sciences. He
believes, however, that there are certain laws which
hold equally for the inorganic, vital, psychic, and
social spheres of phenomena.! Before proceeding
to establish specific social laws Gumplowicz briefly
indicates ten universal laws, the recognition of which
in the realm of social phenomena justifies one’s faith
in the possibility of a social science. We may com-
press them into the following seven:

1. For every phenomenon there is an adequate
cause.

2. Phenomena run in sequences.

3. These sequences are law-abiding,

4. Concrete objects have parts.

5. A developmental process is initiated by the con-
tact or conflict of unlike elements.

1 “Qutlines of Sociology.” Part II, sec. 2.
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6. Forces differ only in strength and direction.

7. Identical forces produce similar effects.

The Austrian thinker does not illustrate these
laws, and, as they are exceedingly abstract and gen-
eral, we may safely accept them. His fifth law, be it
noted, is one of the most fruitful principles to be
found in modern sociology and under the name of
“synergy” has been greatly developed by Dr. Ward.

We have tested the application to society of phys-
ical, biological and psychological laws and have seen
that the method does not yield lasting results. All
this work will have to be torn out and replaced by
better masonry if the walls of sociology are to rise
very far. No one denies that the extension into the
social sphere of regularities discovered in other fields
has greatly helped to bring order out of chaos. It
is better to interpret the career of a nation analog-
ically, than to interpret it providentially, as did the
old “philosophy of history.” Analogy has sug-
gested what to look for. It has taught us to notice
similarities and to throw like phenomena into the
same pigeon-hole.  To its life-lines we have clung
while groping in the unfamiliar social deeps. It is
certain, however, that no recognized science borrows
its laws from other departments of knowledge. The
lasting possessions of sociology will be regularities
which, instead of being imported from without, have
been discovered by patiently comparing social facts
among themselves.

With Analogy has gone the vice of Exteriority.
The social group has been studied from the outside
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as if it were a nebula, a crystal, or an ovule. But in
the study of nature this reliance upon sheer obser-
vation is not a sign of strength but a confession of
limits. How differently we should conceive the
tasks of crystallography if we could question the
molecules and learn just why they comport them-
selves as they do! How otherwise we should de-
scribe chemical processes if the atoms could tell us
of the “affinities” they obey! Not all our observa-
tions of the canals of Mars are worth for science a
five minutes’ interview with the Martian Commis-
sioner of Public Works. Now, by contenting him-
self with uniformities instead of causes the sociolo-
gist, with his “law of differentiation” or “law of
parallelism” lightly renounces at a stroke the enor-
mous advantage of living inside of society and hav-
ing a chance to learn just why its units behave as
they do.

We want to know causes, and the cause of a col-
lective phenomenon must be something that influ-
ences behavior. Society is, indeed, not the temple
of reason but neither is it the theatre of mechanical
forces. There is little important human action
which is wholly blind and unconscious. A causative
interpretation of social facts must consider the
thoughts and the feelings of the units whose be-
havior is to be explained. Until they are ade-
quately motived common beliefs or actions have not
been accounted for. Now, after eschewing analogy
sociologists did not at once proceed, as they should
have done, to seek the causes, i. e., the motivation,
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of occurrences. They dallied away precious time
at a half-way house we may call the Genetic Inter-
pretation.

The aim of the genetic sociologist is not to show
why, under the circumstances and taking folks as
they are, a given institution exists, but to establish
a law of sequence within each department of social
life. Morgan® insists that there have been five stc-
cessive types of family, and that the order of appear-
ance has been everywhere the same. Gumplowicz®
avers that there is “a strictly regular development
from fetishism through anthropomorphism, polythe-
ism, and monotheism, to the atheism of free think-
ers.” Letourneau® declares that politically “human
societies evolve regularly by successive stages which
are anarchy, the communal clan, the tribe, at first re-
publican, later aristocratic, then monarchy, at first
elective and later hereditary. Finally certain élite
peoples repudiate monarchy and return to a régime
republican but very unlike that of the primitive
tribe.” De Greef* sets up as the law of asthetic de-
velopment that “architecture always precedes sculp-
ture, and sculpture precedes painting.”

Now, formula of this sort not only quarrel scan-
dalously with historical facts, but they rest on wrong
notions of social causation.

To-day we can foretell the series of transforma-

1¢Ancient Society.” Part III, ch. I.

2 “Qutlines of Sociology,” p. 108.

341 ’évolution politique dans les diverses races humaines,”
p. vii.

¢ “Les lois sociologiques,” p. 120.
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tions through which a human being will pass from
the earliest embryo stage on. To-morrow we shall
be charting his mental evolution from the first weeks
of infancy to the end of adolescence. In vain, how-
ever, does the sociologist aspire to do for society
what the embryologist does for the body and the
genetic psychologist for the mind. The organism
obeys the wand of heredity, but society has no he-
redity. It is not unfolding what was once folded
into it, as the embryo unfolds the predetermined
parts and organs. Institutions have not developed,
as Morgan suggests, from “a few primary germs of
thought.” “In any order of social facts,” says
Tarde,* “evolution takes place by successive inser-
tions . . . . thereby making the course of progress
not a smooth, gentle, upward slope, but a ladder
with rungs at very unequal distances.” Far from
traveling a common highway the peoples have fol-
lowed routes as various as have been their condi-
tions of life.

If the genetic sociologist does not conceive of an
institution as having an “organic development” of its
own, he is very liable to conceive it as exhibiting
continuous improvement, like a tool or a utensil.
The succession of political forms is regarded as a
perfecting of government, of domestic types as a
perfecting of the family, of industrial systems as a
perfecting of economy. Hence attractive sequences,
such as, autocracy, aristocracy, democracy ; promis-
cuity, polygamy, monogamy ; slavery, serfdom, free

1 “Psychologie économique,” p. 284.
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labor! Each form is “higher” than the preceding,
and the series is never reversed. We can therefore
arrive at a “law” for each ascending series.

But the actual series of forms is sometimes neither
“evolution” nor “progress.” One will be disap-
pointed if he looks either for a uniform evolution of
the family from “the small, incoherent, and indefin-
ite” to “the large, coherent, definite, and complex,”
or for a steady progress from the ethically “lower”
to the ethically “higher.” In its metamorphoses the
family is not piloted by the ethical ideal, nor does it
exhibit an evolution of its own. It follows closely
economic changes. “To every type of economy,”
concludes Grosse,® “there corresponds a particular
type of family.” Thus polygyny thrives most
where men control the source of the food supply;
monogamy where woman has a certain food-getting
capacity. The family is strictly patriarchal with the
pastoral nomads; the matriarchate appears only
when the woman disposes over economic resources
of her own. Among hunters and pastoralists the
clan will be paternal. In the Lower Agriculture it
is often maternal. If now the family form is inti-
mately sympathetic with the economy of a people,
and if in the succession of these economies there is
no fixed order—some hunters skipping the pastoral
stage to become tillers, some nomads skipping the
tillage stage to become carriers or traders—how

1“Die Formen der Familie und die Formen der Wirth-
schaft,” ch. I.
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will it be possible to establish an invariable sequence
in domestic development?

Vain, likewise, is it to frame a universal law for
the succession of political forms. These forms are
not so many stages in the perfecting of government
but are adapted each to the prevailing economy, the
make-up of the population, or the relation of the
group to neighboring groups. Suppose the writer
is justified in his thesis that political power becomes
concentrated during a static epoch, when there is
great inequality of economic opportunity coinciding
with great inequality of possessions, and that it be-
comes diffused during a dynamic epoch when the
doors of opportunity stand open to all.! Suppose
Giddings is right in declaring that political forms
will be coercive if society embraces marked diver-
sities and inequalities in its membership, liberal if
between its members there is great moral and mental
resemblance.? Suppose Gumplowicz is right in as-
serting that the state is most oligarchic and coercive
just after a conquest, and that as the assimilation of
conquerors and conquered proceeds it becomes more
mild and liberal.®* No one granting any of these
suppositions will venture, as does Letourneau, to
contend for a fixed sequence in political forms. For
if political evolution is at the mercy of general social
evolution, it will not be the same for all peoples un-
less general social evolution is the same for all
peoples.

1%Spcial Control,” pp. 401-403.
2 “Inductive Sociology,” p. 228.
3“Der Rassenkampf,” § 38.
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But is general social evolution the same for all
peoples?

There is, to be sure, one great cause of uniformity
in the order of experiences in different societies.
Seeing that the human mind is at bottom everywhere
the same, those developments which have inner
rather than outer causes are likely, even when peo-
ples are remote from one another in space or time, to
run parallel, to follow, as it were, a series of logical
steps. A science—mathematics or astronomy for
instance — pursues everywhere the same course.
The same problems present themselves to all, and
are solved, if solved they are, in much the same
order.  However varied their surroundings all
tribes flounder through animism, invent similar
myths, or travel the same route of speculation. It
is not by chance that in the early developments of
speech, of sex-life, of the practical arts, of cere-
monies, symbols, and games, we come across those
deeply worn paths which Tylor has called “ethnogra-
phic parallels.”

Regularity, then, will naturally characterize those
species of social phenomena which are functions of
man’s thinking, and respond least to outer circum-
stance. The linguistic, aesthetic, mythological, folk-
lore, philosophic, scientific, and technological devel-
opments have in them too much of the subjective not
to repeat themselves under different skies and in
diverse settings.  There is, moreover, in ethical,
religious, and juridical development, an assimilating
subjective factor working along with external fac-
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tors. But we cannot venture so far as did Comte
generalizing from his extensive studies in the history
of the sciences. Had his acquaintance with the
metamorphoses of institutions been wider, he would
not have concluded that—as Mill puts it—“the order
of human progression in all respects will be a corol-
lary deducible from the order of progression in the
intellectual convictions of mankind.”

For there are classes of social phenomena that
are more objectively determined, and these do not
easily lend themselves to laws of succession. Data
vastly fuller than Comte had at his disposal force
upon us the conviction that the coarse structural
facts of society do not obey the lead of mind. The
industrial, domestic, military, political and ecclesi-
astical institutions do not follow the same course
for all peoples, but develop in thraldom to outer
conditions—in the final analysis, to the environment,
physical or human. Desert, steppe, forest, valley,
seaport—each working, be it noted, not directly but
through demographic and economic factors, moulds
a social type which will undergo certain transfor-
mations of its own. Then, too, much depends upon
access to alien social groups. The presence or ab-
sence of other societies and cultures decides whether
a people shall stagnate or progress, be militant or in-
dustrial, develop as a simple or as a composite so-
ciety.

We may, in fact, think of society as developing
with reference to two foci, the subjective and the ob-
jective. 'The unfolding of the mind being apparent-

61



FOUNDATIONS OF SOCIOLOGY

ly the same among different peoples, those social phe-
nomena which lie nearest the subjective focus will
exhibit in their transformations a certain logic and
regularity. Environments, on the other hand, im-
pose modes of existence extremely unlike, and there-
fore in differently situated social groups those social
phenomena lying nearest the objective focus will
undergo not parallel but divergent evolution.
Moreover, owing to the fact that from the very
unity of the mind every culture stage presents itself
as a whole, in which each element acts upon every
other element; owing to the fact that the forms of
industry, of family, of government, of law, of wor-
ship, and of art, are sympathetically adjusted to one
another, it is likely that even the forms about the
subjective pole—art, philosophy, religion and the
like—will be tinged with something local and dis-
tinctive. Hence, I cannot but conclude that the
development of a particular order of institutions is,
in a greater or less degree, multilinear, and that the
endeavor to establish in each sphere of social life a
single, typical sequence of changes is bound to fail.
For a different reason we reject formulations like
De Greef’s law! of the development of exchange,
viz., that merchandise money gives way to weighed
metallic money, this to coined metallic money, this
in turn to the bank note, and the bank note to the
clearing-house set-off. The sucession here is in-
dubitable, but have we a law? If we raise to the
dignity of a law the series of steps in the perfecting

1 “Les lois sociologiques,” p. 103.
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of any instrument or process, social laws will be
cheap. There will be volumes of them. The his-
tory of the arts furnishes us with formule for the
evolution of the plow, the pot, the gun, the loom,
the process of weaving, of smelting, of brewing,
and of hundreds of other practical items. Does
anyone care to make these the building stones of a
science of society ?

Let no one suppose that the foregoing aims to bar
out true dynamic laws disclosing a chain of causes
and effects. It is because an institutional form is
not the cawuse of its successor that we cannot admit
a law of succession for each aspect of social evolu-
tion. But there is no objection to formulating the
relation between a prime motor of social change,
and the developmental process it initiates, between
the leaping spark and the train of consequences it
ignites. We can, therefore, welcome as a founda-
tion pier of sociology the law! established by Gum-
plowicz and Ratzenhofer that the conjugation of two
societies through conquest and subjection is fol-
lowed by a rapid evolution of structure, and the law
of cross-fertilization adumbrated by Buckle and
Tarde and formulated thus by Tiele:* “All (spirit-
wal) development, apart from the natural capabili-
ties of men and peoples, results from the stimulus
given to self-consciousness by contact with a differ-
ent stage of development, whether higher or lower.”

1 Rassenkampf,” §§ 34, 35; “Sociologische Erkenntniss,”
chs. 13 and 14.
2“The Science of Religion,” vol. I, p. 239.
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Spencer’s dictum, that increase of social mass is fol-
lowed by greater differentiation and higher organi-
zation, can be adopted in the amended form sug-
gested by Durkheim* “The division of labor varies
directly as the size and density of society, and if it
progresses continually in the course of social devel-
opment, it is because societies become regularly
denser and generally larger.” With the time-hon-
ored thesis that as the arts are perfected the state of
society becomes less dependent on local conditions,
may, perhaps, be joined Patten’s law? that as a race
emerges from a local environment into a general
environment a pain economy gives way to a pleasure
economy.

Besides the agencies of social change the opera-
tion of which is recognized in the foregoing laws,
there is the movement of the human intellect to be
reckoned with. Ward’s law that spontaneous prog-
ress gives way to telic progress and individual
telesis in turn yields relatively to collective telesis,
expresses better even than Comte’s famous formula
the necessary course of intellectual evolution, be-
cause it is founded on the demonstrable tendency
of an expanding intelligence to substitute the indi-
rect method of obtaining ends for the direct method.

The most promising field for the discovery of
valid laws is, however, the coexistence of social phe-
nomena, rather than their succession. In social life,
what goes with what? Which phenomena always

14De la division du travail social,” p. 280.
24The Development of English Thought,” pp. 5-10.
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occur together or never occur together? Of these
laws of coexistence the less ambitious relate to the
mode of occurrence of phenomena. As examples of
such laws of manifestation may be cited Giddings’s
proposition® that “Impulsive social action tends to
extend and intensify in a geometrical progression,”
and Tarde’s thesis? that imitations proceed from the
reputed superior to the reputed inferior.

Other correlations are expressed in laws of re-
pugnance. Thus Ward announces® that the less @
type is specialized the more likely it is to persist.
Tarde asserts* that where custom imitation is strong,
mode imitation is weak, and vice versa. Durkheim
concludes® that suicide of the egoistic iype “varies
inversely with the degree of integration of the social
group to which the individual belongs.” Giddings
declares that “Impulsive social action varies inverse-
ly with the habit of attaining ends by indirect and
complex means,”® and that “The degree of sympathy
decreases as the generality of resemblance in-
creases.”’”

The typical relation, however, that the investi-
gator aspires to establish is that of cause and effect.
The number of such relations established is a true
measure of scientific advancement, and it is there-
fore a great pity that a generation of sociologists.

! “Inductive Sociology,” p. 176.
2“Laws of Imitations,” pp. 213-243.
® “Pure Sociology,” pp. 76-7.

*Ibid., pp. 245-248.

5“Le suicide,” p. 223.

¢ “Inductive Sociology,” p. 177.
7Ibid., p. 108.
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spent their time gathering the Dead Sea fruit of
analogical and genetic laws, instead of seeking those
laws of causation which are the peculiar treasure of
a science. Within the last dozen years, however,
scholars have thrown themselves into the quest for
true causes, and their gains have availed to take
away from sociology the reproach of barrenness.
Those spokesmen of the more developed branches of
knowledge, who, because of her early errors of
method, dispute the youngest of the sciences her
rightful place, are simply ignorant of what is being
done.

We have Tarde with such laws as Tradition is
authoritative and coercive in proportion to its an
tiquity,* and The likelihood of a given invention
varies directly as the number of minds possessing
and capable of fusing the ideas composing it, and
inversely as the number of antecedent inventions
necessary to be made.* With regard to social or-
ganization Giddings sets up two laws,® one that it is
coercive in proportion as the population is hetero-
geneous, and the other that it is coercive in propor-
tion as sympathetic and formal like-mindedness pre-
dominates over deliberative like-mindedness.

Veblen has established the significant law that in
proportion as a leisure class becomes influential, the
reigning standards of right, of decency, of beauty,
and of ritualistic fitness, conform to the principle of

1%Laws of Imitations,” ch. VII.
241 a logique sociale,” ch. IV, secs. III and V.
3 “Inductive Sociology,” pp. 226-228.
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Conspicuous Waste* Bouglé has won ground from
the ideologists by proving that notions of hwman
equality make their way in proportion as society be-
comes large, dense, mobile, complex, and unified.?
Miss Simons® has formulated for assimilation five
laws which so thoroughly reveal the process that
the subject is for the present done with. The writer,
in addition to the laws he has formulated in Social
Control, believes the following to be true: Social
order is stable in proportion as the power of each
to resist exceeds his power to aggress, and his will
to resist exceeds his will to aggress.

Although some set up a law for any constant rela-
tion discovered between facts, the usage of the long
established sciences restricts the term “law” to the
relation between facts of variation. The relation
between one set of unvarying facts and another set
is expressed in a generalization. Of valuable formu-
lee of this kind the progress of sociology furnishes
numerous examples. There is Buckle’s thesis,* that
intellectual progress rather than moral progress is
the driving force of civilization. Recall Spencer’s
conclusion® that the kind of activities (muilitant or
industrial) predominant in a society determines the
type of malitary or industrial organization, the prin-
ciples of law, the spirit of religious and ethical

1 “Theory of the Leisure Class,” ch. VI.

2 Les idées égalitaires.”

3 American Journal of Sociology, May, 1901, p. 807.

*“History of Civilization in England,” vol. I, ch. IV.

3 “Principles of Sociology,” vol. II, part V, chs. XVII and
XVIII.
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ideals, and the status of the weak. Ratzenhofer®
sets up the proposition that conquest and subjection
entail necessarily the passage from the tribal to the
civil organization. Tiele? avers that the influence
of gemeral development manifests itself later in re-
ligion than in any other department of hwman life.
Dr. Ward?® has made it clear that social structures
are the products of the interaction of unlike social
forces. De Greef* is convinced that the more gen-
eral social phenomena determine in a general way
the more special social phenomena. Tarde® has
demonstrated that imitations are refracted by their
media, and that imitation is unilateral before it is
reciprocal.

Such are the principal formulae contributed by so-
ciology to the common stock of scientific truth.
‘When these have been criticised, broken up and re-
cast half a dozen times, we shall begin to possess a
stable body of doctrine. The exhibit certainly ought
to reassure all sociologists. “The lips of the morn-
ing are reddening.” Shafts of light pierce the jun-
gle in many directions. Every year sees new roads
and clearings, and the time draws near when the
whole region will lie open to the day.

The question sometimes arises as to whether a cer-
tain law is to be counted to sociology or to econom-
ics, politics, or jurisprudence. It seems well to ap-

3 “Sociologische Erkenntniss,” p. 212.

* 0p. cit., pp. 228-230.

2 “Pyre Sociology,” pp. 183-4.

#“Le transformisme social,” Deuxiéme partie, ch. I.
5 “Laws of Imitations,” pp. 22-3, 371-9.
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ply here De Greef’s distinction* between simple and
compound laws, the former expressing relations be-
tween phenomena of the same class, the latter rela-
tions between phenomena of different classes.
When we unite two economic facts, as in the propo-
sition that the investment of capital varies directly
with the rate of interest, we have an economic law.
When we unite two political facts, as in the proposi-
tion that as national oppositions grow, party opposi-
tions weaken, we have a law of political science.
When, on the other hand, we join a political to an
economic fact, as in the proposition that with the dif-
fusion of economic opportunity the tension between
classes lessens, we have a social law. By the same
right we may count as social Robertson Smith’s law?
that the rise of a commonwealth or hierarchy of gods
follows step by step the coalescence of small social
groups into larger unities, and Nieboer’s generaliza-
tion® that “Slavery as an industrial system is not
likely to exist where subsistence depends on natural
resources which are present in limited quantity.”

In general, however, the typical social law is not
the statement of a relation between facts of different
classes. It is more apt to develop a fundamental
truth underlying, rather than connecting, the special
social sciences. The action of one ethnic group
upon another as formulated in Gumplowicz’s law is
determinative of political, military, economic, and
domestic facts. In other words the law discloses a

1 “Les lois sociologiques,” p. 138.
2%The Religion of the Semites,” pp. 39-41.
3“Slavery,” p. 387.
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basic truth. Veblen’s principle is of equal interest
for ethics, esthetics, and the science of religion.
The laws of imitation formulated by Tarde are help-
ful to the linguist as well as to the economist, to the
demographer as well as to the political scientist.
Many of Giddings’s laws disclose characteristics of
all manner of associations, or tendencies present in
all departments of social life. In sooth, an inven-
tory of its results convinces one that sociology is not
so much a sister science to politics or jurisprudence,
as a fundamental and comprehensive discipline unit-
ing at the base all the social sciences,



v
THE UNIT OF INVESTIGATION IN SOCIOLOGY?

In Bunyan’s allegory the pilgrims to the Celestial
City find, even at the very gateway of heaven, a
little wicket that admits to a path leading down to
hell. In like manner the student of society, after he
has traversed the theological and the metaphysical
methods of explaining his facts, and has come to the
very threshold of the scientific method, finds inno-
cent-looking side-paths that lead off into the waste.
Two of these—the analogical and the genetic inter-
pretations—have been pointed out. I now propose
to show how one wanders off into the wilderness by
adopting a wrong unit of investigation.

That bizarre forerunner of sociology, the philoso-
phy of history, assumed that the experiences of a
particular society—Sicily or Poland, for example—
are but parts of a single mighty process. The life
of humanity—or at least of Occidental humanity—
can be brought under a single formula. History
is a swelling stream formed of the confluence of
many tributaries, all taking their rise within the
limits of a single vast basin. To explain history as
St. Augustine or Bossuet would explain it, is to de-

1Vide The American Journal of Sociology, September,
1903.
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termine the goal of the whole process and the con-
tribution of each of the various parts.

The widening of the ethnological horizon, how-
ever, kept bringing into view other valleys traversed
by other streams. Scores upon scores of currents
of social development were discovered—no Father
of Waters, it is true, like the flood that bears along
us Occidental millions, but still rivers having a
source and a direction of their own. All the variety
the philosophers of history could get came from trac-
ing up some tributary of the Occidental current, the
Etruscan, the Egyptian, the Pheenician, or the He-
brew culture. But latterly we have found many in-
dependent streams of civilization, such as the Peru-
vian, Cambodian, Mayan, and Chinese civilizations.
‘What of the Ashantees, the Damaras, the Bantu, the
Aztecs, the Amerinds, the Samoyeds, the numerous
hill tribes of India, or the little human clusters in
the islets of Oceania? What of the Japanese, the
Javanese, the Coreans, the Afghans? What of the
early Celts, the Germans, the Slavs, the tribes of the
Caucasus? Each of these has a development and a
fate of its own; and if its language, its arts, or its
religious speculations be partly borrowed, it never-
theless passes through stages of industry, law, and
government which are determined by local and spe-
cial conditions and not by foreign influences. Here
are (or rather were, for some have sunk into the
sand, and others have emptied into larger rivers) so
many social streams, each with its own slope and
cataracts and with fluctuations betraying nothing of
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the ebb and flood we have gauged in the Nile of our
European civilization.

It is the signal merit of Spencer that, like Aris-
totle, he perceived that humanity has toiled upward
in separate bands and along many paths. By heav-
ily ballasting his sociological theses with facts gath-
ered from numerous remote and outlandish societies,
by sternly denying us the panoramic effects so dear
to the philosophers of history, he broke the spell of
the near, and taught us how vast and how varied is
the field of social evolution. It is now clear to all
that the independent linguistic, religious, political,
and domestic evolutions brought to light are suf-
ficently numerous to afford a fair basis for compari-
son and induction. By assembling facts of a given
kind from every society, past and present, of which
we have any knowledge, Letourneau has been able
to build up his great studies in marriage, slavery,
commerce, education, and religion.!  These, al-
though they are not sociology, are so many collec-
tions of sorted materials ready to the hand of the
inductive sociologist.

In the last paper it was shown how futile is the en-
deavor to establish laws of succession based on the
parallelism in all societies of any special develop-
ment (e. g., domestic or political) taken in its entire-
ty. Since there is but one sequence of this sort for
each society, the number of cases cannot exceed the
number of societies; but as the known societies are
under very dissimilar conditions, their developments

1 See bibliography at end of volume.
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of family or state are not sufficiently parallel to
vield a valid law of succession. The error here lies
in taking too large a unit. 'To reach inductively true
laws of succession, we have only to pass to the little
series of transformations that occur repeatedly in the
life of a single society. Such are the consecutive
changes by which a luxury is transmuted into a con-
ventional necessity, a difference in wealth passes into
a difference in rank, an elective head becomes a
hereditary head, a usurping dynasty becomes legiti-
mate, an innovation becomes orthodoxy, a custom
turns into a right, a vice comes to be a sin. Such
is the cycle that lies between two conquests or two
economic crises, or two revivals of religion. Thus
from numerous cases it is possible to formulate the
normal development of an innovation or a fashion,
to declare what is typical in the formation of a myth,
the fixation of a tradition, the canonization of a
hero, or the assimilation of an immigrant.

In social life there are indeed cycles, only they are
much more minute and numerous than old Vico sup-
posed. It is only the petty phenomenon that is often
repeated. The bane of sociology has been the em-
ployment of large units, the comparison in lump
instead of the comparison in detail. Parallels have
been drawn between the English Revolution and the
French Revolution, between Casar’s usurpation and
Napoleon’s, between classic society and modern so-
ciety, between England and Carthage, between the
Roman empire and the British. We have, further-
more, the supposed similarity of all nations with the
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same form of government, of all civilizations devel-
oped in the same climatic zone.

Tarde is perfectly right when he says: “This at-
tempt to confine social facts within lines of develop-
ment, which would compel them to repeat themselves
en masse with merely insignificant variations, has
hitherto been the chief pitfall of sociology.”> We
shall never make headway until, renouncing the
comparison of a few huge and only superficially in-
tegrated complexes of phenomena—such as nations,
epochs, and civilizations, we condescend to compare
and group together great numbers of small and ele-
mentary social facts. Instead of generalizing on the
basis of a few gross and fanciful resemblances, we
ought to generalize on the basis of numerous mi-
nute and exact resemblances. Just as the scientific
classification of plants and animals founded on the
minute evidences of relationship brought to light in
cells and organs supersedes the classification based
on broad superficial characteristics, so every step
toward a true science of society removes us farther
from those groupings of social fact which appeal to
the tyro. It is better to look for the common fea-
tures of crowds or clans, or secret societies, or min-
ing camps, or towns, than to compare nations. It
is better to draw parallels between systems of kin-
ship or tenures of land, than between civilizations.
Still better is it from the inspection of many cases of
the same kind to arrive at general conceptions or

1“Social Laws,” p. 25. There are in the book many other
passages bearing on this question.
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laws concerning imitation or discussion or compro-
mise or codperation.

What would have been the fate of economics if
it had conceived itself as Comparative Industry,
if it had contented itself with drawing parallels be-
tween national economies? Economics has become
a true science because within the- same national
economy it has found hundreds of commodities,
of establishments, of markets, of prices, of bargains,
of individual acts of saving or investment or
readjustment.  Sociology, likewise, in order to
reach general truths, must penetrate from the mass
to the molecule. It must select some simple relation
or interaction and pursue it through all the infinite
variety of its manifestations. From detecting vague
and superficial analogies among a small number of
complex wholes it must pass to the discovery of true
and deep-lying resemblances among a large number
of simple elementary facts.

The contrasts that first attract the notice of stu-
dents of society are no less ambitious and sweeping
than we have found the resemblances to be. St.
Augustine makes the history of humanity turn on
the antithesis of the Pre-Christian and the Post-
Christian epochs, Bossuet on the contrast of the
Chosen People with the heathen peoples, Cousin on
the opposition of the Finite and the Infinite. Among
the crude attempts at the differentiation of social
phenomena are Hegel’s balancing of Orient against
Occident, Renan’s opposition of Semite and Aryan,
St. Simon’s alternation of “organic” with “critical”
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periods in the life of society, Buckle’s broad contrast
of the Asian with the European environment, Ben-
loew’s division of history into periods ruled respect-
ively by the ideals of the Beautiful, the Good, and
the True. Even the keen-eyed Marx opposes to a
social Past dominated by class struggle, a classless,
strifeless Future under the collectivist régime. Liv-
ing exemplars of this way of treating things are Mr.
Kidd,* with his polarity of “Western” with “An-
cient” civilization, and (on a much higher plane)
Mr. Brooks Adams,* whose over-fondness for pivotal
events and moments leads him to see in history, not
the sinuosities of a stream, but the zigzag path of the
lightning.

A great stride is taken when it is perceived that
many broad contrasts of periods, races, and civiliza-
tions resolve themselves on closer inspection into
simply a more or less of contrasted social phenom-
ena, which are found in varying proportions with
every people and at every period. Why should we
with St. Simon oppose so sharply organic and crit-
ical epochs, when the essential contrast is between
organic and critical fendencies, which coexist in
every society? Why confront the “Age of Au-
thority” with the “Age of Reason,” when the two
principles are found side by side in every community,
each bringing forth fruits after its kind? Why with
Maine and Bagehot fare afield to contrast Stationary
and Progressive peoples, when progressive and un-

1%The Principles of Western Civilization.”

2“The New Empire.”
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progressive types are all about us, and without leav-
ing our own time, or even our own town, we can
fathom the principal conditions of stagnation and
progress? Even Spencer’s antithesis of militant
and industrial societies resolves itself—seeing that
hardly any society is wholly militant or wholly indus-
trial—into the contrast in effects between fighting
and working.

The diametrical oppositions worthiest to figure in
sociology are such unlikenesses as conflict and com-
promise, competition and combination, class struggle
and social solidarity, status and contract, coercive
coOperation and voluntary codperation, imitation
and innovation, custom and fashion, persecution and
toleration, rural life and city life, honorable employ-
ments and demeaning employments, pecuniary occu-
pations and industrial occupations, the leisure class
and the productive class, the self-supporting and the
pauper, interest groupings and likeness groupings,
differentiation and assimilation. These dateless and
placeless antitheses that appear not once but con-
tinually, not between societies but within the same
society, and so frequently that the society or the
epoch often derives its distinctive character simply
from the numerical preponderance of the one term
of the antithesis over the other—these are the proper
construction materials of a science.

As it has been with resemblances and contrasts, so
has it been with causes.

The theocratic philosophy of history predicated
for all events of consequence a single cause, namely,
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the Divine Purpose. Then came metaphysicians
such as Hegel, who detected behind history the Idea
striving to realize itself, and Cousin, who supposed
each nation to embody a particular idea, so that war
is simply the violent collision of Antagonistic Ideas.
Akin to this is the theory of a national or racial
“genius,” which so dominates all the individuals of
a given nation or race that they cannot think or act
save conformably to it. Even to-day large vague
terms such as “Christianity,” “democracy,” and
“evolution” are constantly used as if they stood for
primary history-making forces.

When sociologists, emerging at last from the
metaphysical into the positive stage, began to come
upon real and ultimate forces, they erred by recog-
nizing only a few large causes. Environment is a
true factor, but who nowadays would take conti-
nents as unit areas of characterization, as did Guyot,
Draper, and Buckle? It is now perceived that with-
in the four corners of a country are several distinct
environments, each sculpturing the souls of its deni-
zens in its own way.! Race is a true factor, but in-
stead of definite race areas—Latin, Teutonic, Slavic
—identified broadly with the domain of a particular
family of nationalities or languages, cranial meas-
urements have brought us to recognize in the Euro-
pean population three ethnic types, mingled in every
conceivable proportion and crossed in every possible
way.? The individual is a true factor, but there is

! Demolins, “Comment la route crée le type social.”
?Ripley, “The Races of Europe”; G. V. de Lapouge,
“L'Aryen.”
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little of value in the Great-Man theory, which sets up
a Hero for each epoch or movement and subjects
multitudes of men through centuries to the spell of
his purpose or his ideal. For every genius whose
name is remembered a hundred minor innovators
have fallen into oblivion. As for the leader, he ac-
complishes nothing without the consent of the led.

There are, in brief, as many causes to a social phe-
nomenon as there are human wills involved. Every
free individual is a cause. If, nevertheless, it is pos-
sible to discern large and simple factors behind hu-
man affairs, it is because a few omnipresent needs or
conditions or influences incline many wills in the
same direction. Just as a wave passes over a wheat-
field because the breeze strikes and bends every stalk,
so a historical movement occurs because a common
desire, dread, confidence, or admiration shapes the
choices of multitudes of men. For the ultimate
cause of a social manifestation must be motive or
something that can affect motive.

The more minute the fact or relation we study,
the more frequent will be the cases of its occurrence,
and the more likely they are to be so similar that they
can be treated as equivalents. The adoption of petty
elementary units will therefore hasten the advent
of the day when, by the simple counting of cases, we
can measure the degree of sympathy or repugnance
between one kind of social phenomenon and another,
or between a social phenomenon and a physical,
vital, or psychical phenomenon. Only recently we
have gotten new light by counting suicides, conver-
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sions, and lynchings. In time we shall tabulate
feuds, mobs, insurrections, riots, revivals, custom
imitations, mode imitations, race inter-marriages,
etc. The statistical method, which enables us to:
measure social phenomena exactly and to substitute
quantitative truths for qualitative, constitutes an in-
strument of precision, which certainly is destined to
be applied to sociological problems in ways yet un-
dreamed of.

“But what of the historical method?” I hear it
said. “If you insist on the simple, how can you
utilize the critical occasions, the momentous events,
the dramatic facts furnished by the historian ?”

“History repeats itself.” “History never exactly
repeats itself.” Here are two truths, the one the
corner-stone of sociology, the other just as surely the
basis of a science of history. There is a notion
abroad that the scientific historian turns out partly
generalized matter, whereas the sociologist turns
out wholly generalized matter. The truth is, the
two men do not usually deal with the same materials
and, when they do, they handle them differently.

Sociology is one of the abstract sciences. The
sociologist aims to rise from particular cases to gen-
eral terms which he can employ in formulating gen-
eralizations and laws. He wants not unique facts,
but recurrent facts, for which he can frame a con-~
cept that shall neglect details and emphasize com-
mon properties, The facts he uses are in many cases
too numerous and too insignificant to attract even
the notice of the historian. Take, for instance, the
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data that seem to warrant the generalization that
every new article of consumption is prized for its
prestige before it is prized for its utility.* So far as
they are not thrust upon us by common observation,
they are gleaned from myths, literature, biography,
descriptions of manners, records of travel, etc., from
anywhere almost save the stately page of history!

History is not, as many suppose, the quarry to
which sociologists resort for their material. The
records of the past—its monuments, survivals, leg-
ends, documents—are the common quarry for both
historian and sociologist. = The former explores
them for events, i. e., things that occur only once,
and are definite as regards date, place, and person.
The latter prizes most the humble facts of repetition,
which interest the historian only at those rare in-
tervals when he interrupts the current of his narra-
tive to exhibit the state or transformations of domes-
tic life, manners, industry, law, or religion.

The iridescent personages, deeds, situations, and
scenes that most engross the historian and justify
his purple patches—the impeachment of Hastings,
the execution of Mary Queen of Scots, the death of
Mirabeau, the massacre of St. Bartholomew, the bat-
tle of Waterloo, the siege of Leyden, the sack of
Magdeburg, the Field of the Cloth of Gold, the Diet
of Worms—these are intractable to the sociologist
until abstraction has been made of the particular in
them. Ere he can use them he must fade their bril-

! Gurewitsch, “Die Entwickelung der menchlichen Bediirf-
nisse und die sociale Gliederung der Gesellschaft.”
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liant tints to sober colors. On the other hand, he is
intent on those numerous and minute occurrences
which record themselves in the movement or redis-
tribution of population, the changes in the tenure or
tillage of land, the shifting of routes and markets,
the rise of cities, the multiplication of wants, the
accumulation of capital, the growth of organization,
the rearrangement of classes, the alteration of stand-
ards, the hardening of dogmas, or the mutations of
opinion.

These dull-hued materials, while they do not lend
themselves to picturesque narrative, while they lack
the epic or dramatic Havor of riots, battles, sieges
and pageants, are the only kind of stuff from which
we can distil general truths or laws. This is why,
as we turn the pages of the best sociological writing
of to-day, we see so few proper nouns, we are struck
with the dearth of allusion to dates, places, persons,
or events. The phenomena explained are so com-
mon that everyone is familiar with them, and so
numerous that none of them ever attains the dignity
of a historical event.

If history really repeated itself, every historian
would be a sociologist in the gristle. But the life of
a people is not like a game of bowls, where the pins
are set up again and again. It is rather a drama in
many acts and scenes. Centuries, dynasties, rulers,
parliaments, always differ, and this individual qual-
ity is the staple of the historian. He does not dis-
own the particular, he does not shut his eyes to all
but the common quality in his facts, in order there-
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with to build a general notion. He clings to the
particular, whereas the sociologist cancels out the
particular. The historian who aspires to be ‘“‘sci-
entific”—rather than a mere chronicler or narrator—
is eager to know causes, to find the connection of
events with one another and with their underlying
conditions, to fuse a complex of many individual
facts into a characterization that will give you the
Reformation or the Victorian Era in a nutshell.
But with all his bird’s-eye views of nations and of
epochs, he never ventures on a law, lest he should
therewith divorce himself from his subject-matter,
which is always the unique.

The sociologist, on the contrary, pursuing as he
does the same ideal as the natural scientist, has no
use for the fact that occurs but once, unless, by driv-
ing out of it that which is individual, he can break it
up into familiar components. For him, the Nero-
nian, Decian, Diocletian, Albigensian, Waldensian,
and Hussite persecutions disappear as historical
events in order to yield up to sociology something in
the way of general notion or statement with respect
to religious persecution. The Crusades are too
unique to furnish a law of crusades. But they may
contribute to the framing of concepts or truths
under such rubrics as crowd psychology, coopera-
tion, colonization, race-struggle, cross-fertilization
of cultures, etc.

Just as the old Ionic philosophers sought to resolve
the universe into a primitive element—matter, water,
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fire or air—so the thinkers of a decade or two ago
imagined a single elementary fact, which should be
to sociology what the molecule is to physics and the
cell to biology. Some held contract to be the char-
acteristic social fact; others, mutual aid and the di-
vision of labor. On the one hand, conflict was held
to be the essential social process; on the other, imi-
tation was brought forward as the distinctive fact
antedating all codperation or contract. Finally it
was insisted that at the bottom of every social phe-
nomenon lies the constraint of the individual by con-
ventions and institutions. ;

Now, there never has been a good reason for sup-
posing we shall be able to reduce everything social
to a single element. The straining for an elemen-
tary social fact was really due to the desire of the
best minds to break away from the deadening
clutches of the organic analogy. The society-is-an-
organism philosophy drew social phenomena into
such close relations with vital phenomena that soci-
ology had not room to live. Hence, the restless cast-
ing about for that in society which differentiates it
from the organism, for some quality in social phe-
nomena which is specific. Now that the analogy in-
cubus has been shaken off, there is no reason to look
for a single elementary social fact. When the assay
is completed, at the bottom of the crucible will prob-
ably be found several ultimates.

What, now, are the final units of investigation in
sociology ?

We cannot take the individual as our unit unless
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we rob anthropology of its unit. Only a part of
man—the spiritual part—is moulded by association.
He gets hungry, tired, or sleepy as a man, not as a
soctus. Many of his instincts, cravings, and
thoughts are pre-social, or, if you prefer, extra-
social. Like the walls of old castles that have
weathered into oneness with the cliff, the socialized
part of us is so weathered that you can hardly tell
where it leaves off and temperament or individuality
begins. Itis certain, nevertheless, we cannot reduce
the whole man to a “cell” in a “social organism.”
Not everyone has that blotting-pad texture which
makes him absorb the ideas and prejudices that pre-
vail about him. Some of us do get printed with the
full design of our time and tribe. But most of us
take the pattern only in spots, and there are, more-
over, eccentrics and recalcitrants who utterly refuse
to be drawn in between the social rollers.

Nor can we take as our unit the social organ,
meaning thereby the functional group. So long as
division of labor was regarded as the leading feature
of society, it was natural to be chiefly interested in
the coordinated groups of workers, fighters, or di-
rectors. But it has come to be perceived that there
are many groups which can in no sense be said to
fulfill in society an office analogous to that of an
organ in a living body. Alongside of their func-
tional groupings, men are found associated into
guilds, corporations and parties, bound together by
a community of aims, and striving each to gain an
advantage at the expense of the rest. Nor is this
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all. Besides these interest groups, we recognize in
classes, castes, and sects likeness groups, held to-
gether by the consciousness of kind. Beyond them
we may distinguish natural groups, such as family
and neighborhood, and fortuitious groups, such as
crowd or public.

In truth, people are ever clasping and unclasping
hands, uniting now for a day, now for life. Could
we run history through a biograph, we should see
groups forming, dissolving, and re-forming, like the
figures of dancers on the floor of a ball-room
What, then, is more natural than to conclude: “The
group is the true unit of investigation in sociology™ ?

Now, whoever will acquaint us with the genesis,
development, and maintenance of all kinds of groups
will lead us far, very far, toward our goal. But so-
cial bonds appear in relations, as well as in group-
ings. Here are friends, comrades, partners deter-
mining one another. Here is a nexus between apos-
tle and disciple, leader and follower, principal and
agent, pastor and layman, liege and vassal. To set
forth the content of the various typical relations that
exist or have existed is surely a duty of the sociolo-
gist. ,

Even group and relation do not exhaust the as-
pects of social life.  These are objective facts.
They evince themselves in behavior, and there is no
reason why our neighbors on Mars might not study
them on this planet if their telescopes are powerful
enough. But there are subjective facts that solicit
the attention of the sociologist. A rubric must be
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provided for the mythologies, sciences, and arts
-erected by the joint efforts of men, and for the con-
wventions precipitated from their interaction.

There are some who think to unite the subjective
‘with the objective facts by adopting as their unit the
institution. But this, too, is narrowing. Intent on
the institution sociologists have neglected temporary
groupings like the crowd, and so raised up a swarm
‘of crowd psychologists, who make sport of their
institutional lore. They have also neglected illicit
social formations, such as have not received the bap-
tism of social recognition and approval. To the sci-
entific eye a Camorra or Mafia, a furtive gang of
criminals or “combine” of boodlers, is as interesting
and significant as a College of Cardinals or a Su-
preme Court. But the institutional bias scorns
them, and so writers on government have enlarged
on the parts and organs duly constituted and pre-
sented to the public view, and have ignored the
veiled apparatus of parties, caucuses, rings, machines
and bosses, that work the mechanism in front of the
curtain.  Only recently have political scientists
shown a disposition to explore the real springs and
forces behind the government.

There is, moreover, a distinction between institu-
tion and structure the neglect of which has created
much confusion. An institution is a grouping or re-
lation that is sanctioned or permitted by society.
The actual may or may not conform to the sanc-
tioned. The polyandry of our great cities, however
rife, is not an institution. The monogamic union,
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however rare, would be, nevertheless, an institution.
Spencer, confounding monogamy de jure with mon-
ogamy de facto is unable to find “that social progress
and progress toward a higher type of family life are
uniformly connected.” Had he drawn the above
distinction, he would have viewed the pairing family
of the Veddahs and other low types as a practice,
but not an institution. “Property,” too, is used in
both senses. Sometimes it designates “things pos-
sessed” ; sometimes it means “a conventional right
to things.” As an institution, property is certainly
a subjective fact, to-wit, a general willingness to
enforce by social sanctions a man’s claim to things
that have come to him in approved ways.

Again, if the institution is the thing to be ex-
plained, the ground is cut from underneath the lower
human and sub-human sociology. For in a group of
animals we find interactions, modes of mutual aid,
habits of cooperation, etc. But do we find modes
of life with a collective sanction annexed? Can we
detect authorized relations imposed by the commu-
nity upon reluctant members?

Since not only our relations to others are mat-
ters of social surveillance, but also our private life,
some suggest that we adopt the social imperative as
the unit. Now, an institution is a sanctioned rela-
tion ; an imperative is a sanctioned action or belief.
But in addition to these there exist important uni-
formities of belief, action, or feeling, which are in no
wise binding on the individual. Imitation, or the
influence of a common environment, extends
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through a population great planes of knowledge,
opinion or desire, which support the forms of collect-
ive life. Upon these platforms of common opinion
or common will are erected imperatives and institu-
tions. It is true that a uniformity of any kind tends
to stiffen into a convention, tends even to develop the
hard cutting-edge of a social imperative. It is true
that the prevalent tends to become the uniform, the
uniform the expected, the expected the obligatory,
the obligatory the compulsory. Still Durkheim is
not warranted in enlarging the term “institution”
so as to include myths, dogmas, legends, languages,
arts, and sciences. Not until these planes extend
themselves by constraint is it proper to term them
institutions.

Moreover, unless we include the wuniformity
among our units, we shall have no place for the
phenomena of crowds, since the social nature of
these agglomerations is too undetermined to leave
a precipitate in the form of an imperative or insti-
tution. Durkheim, indeed, sets these crowd unan-
imities apart as “social currents.” It seems better,
however, to bring them under the rubric of uni-
formities.

The five units so far favorably considered—
groups, relations, institutions, imperatives, uniform-
ities—are products. They precede the individual
and they survive him. To the onlooker they appear
as gods or fates, moulding the lives and disposing
upon the destinies of ordinary men. Nevertheless,
they have all risen at some time out of the actions
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and interactions of men. To understand their gene-
sis we must ascend to that primordial fact known as
the social process.

Take, for instance, a social uniformity. In what
ways may it originate? It may arise through ex-
posure to similar external influences, such as climate
or occupation. It may come about through the pro-
pagation of an idea or a practice from person to per-
son, from class to class. It may be due to trans-
mission within the family, or to identity of instruc-
tion. It may come from the orientation of many
minds by a common shock or experience. It may
come from the fascination of the Many by the One,
or from the intimidation of the One by the Many.
At the beginning, then, of every uniformity may be
found a process, which process exhibits a regularity
that permits the formulation of laws.

Certain influences have conspired to divert the at-
tention of social investigators from processes. The
product uprears itself like the mast of a ship or the
steeple of a church. Here is the institution—primo-
geniture, lex talionis, trial by jury—huge, conspic-
uous, enduring. We inspect it, handle it, describe
it, but neglect the generative process, that which
Emerson terms “the quick cause before which all
forms flee as the driven snows, itself secret, its
works driven before it in flocks and multitudes.”

Spencer, in his Descriptive Sociology, has listed
the institutions and structures of vanished peoples,
these being the hard, durable parts of a society, that
can most easily be recovered from the records. DBut
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of the processes that brought them forth we have
no hint. Just as the cave breccia yields us fossil
bones, but not fossil flesh, so the past renders up its
institutions, but not its social life. Attacking the
problems of social evolution rather than those of
social theory, Spencer had to work much with by-
gone societies, and hence missed many processes
which later observers have detected in the life about
us. This is why he makes his institutions arise and
evolve almost without the intervention of the human
will. His phraseology seems to endow them with
inherent tendencies to become this or that.

A product is, moreover, discovered sooner than
the process that lies behind it. It is easy to perceive
that the commonplace person is what he is by reason
of the culture and conventions which have sur-
rounded him from childhood. But it is difficult to
rend the veil that enshrouds these elements and de-
tect how they themselves arose out of the initiatives
and interactions of bygone men. Just as anatomy
was developed long before embryology, so the pres-
ence of deposits of collective thought and action was
perceived long before the chemistry by which they
were precipitated. Professor Durkheim’s case well
illustrates this point. Here is a thinker who realizes
vividly the constraint exercised upon the individual
by the plexus of social forms about him, yet stands
helpless before the task of explaining just how these
forms came to be.

The study of products to the neglect of processes

1“Les régles de la méthode sociologique.”
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leads men to impute to an institution a kind of indi-
viduality, to imagine that it is endowed with a vital-
ity of its own and endures until this life-force has
departed from it. For instance, the origin of the
stigma currently attaching to manual labor is attrib-
uted to remote servile conditions, and its presence
here is ascribed to wis inertie. The true explanation
is that this spiritual attitude is natural to the mem-
bers of a leisure class, and from them it spreads out
through society, until, strange to say, it infects the
manual laboring class itself. The stigma, far from
being a mere survival, is constantly reproduced by
the process of invidious comparison.

Again, we commonly hear contemporary aristoc-
racy interpreted as a remote historical phase petri-
fied into a rigid institution. But it is, in point of
fact, the visible product of an unceasing process of
economic differentiation. Save as it attaches itself
to permanent forms of wealth, a superior caste can-
not endure without taking in new blood. Should
it close its doors on the rich, it would soon cease to
dominate. The differentiation process is continu-
ally bringing to the top a new crop of successful
men, who will undermine the position of the nobility
unless they or their children are admitted into its
ranks. The studied archaism which a nobility ha-
bitually affects should not blind us to the fact that
it is the product, not of a remote past, but of a con-
tinuing process.

In fact, institutions, however hoary their brows,
are not really old, for they are ever re-created. The
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authority of Pope or Kaiser persists to-day, not
from the momentum accumulated in the far past,
!)u.t because our generation builds it up as rapidly as
it is torn down. The power of noble or prelate en-
dures only because it is ever renewed. The load
the past rolls upon us is not its institutions — we
shake them off impatiently enough when we find
them really burdensome—but its ideas, which con-
strain us to go on and on reproducing arrangements
unsuited to our present needs. It is the thoughts
of dead men that enslave us, not their social order.

The mistaken endeavor to make social life hinge
on a single typical or characteristic process has
stamped with one-sidedness nearly everything that
has been written on sociology. The economists,
preoccupied with competition, are apt to overlook
combination. Spencer, busy with the division of
labor, disregards imitation. Gumplowicz, en-
grossed in the struggle of races, fails to note the pro-
cess of pacific assimilation between peoples. Tarde
is so interested in the propagation, opposition, and
adaptation of ideas that even war seems to him a
collision of ideas rather than a clash of desires. Ac-
commodation so monopolizes Durkheim’s vision
that he has no eyes for innovation. Loria sees class
struggle so clearly that he cannot perceive sociali-
In short, each of the paladins has seen 2
part of the truth and only a part. Itis necessary to
recognize in social life a variety of processes which
arise from diverse conditions, obey different laws,

and have dissimilar effects.
o4
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The appearance of planes of thought or feeling,
as well as the formation of groups, is conditioned
by certain processes, which do not involve the action
of man on man, and are not, strictly speaking, social.
These may be termed preliminary processes. All
the denizens of a given geographical area, inasmuch
as they are being insensibly moulded by the same
physical surroundings, are thereby being fitted to
receive the same culture, or to draw together into
one society. Persons of the same calling are as-
similated by the impressions and experiences con-
nected with their work, and are thus qualified to
embrace the same class ideal or to unite in defense
of their class interests. Those who have the same
manner of life, or receive the same education, be-
come by that fact potential socii. Anterior to all
these assimilations there goes on in childhood the
“dialectic of personal growth” by which the
thought of the other person is built into the very
foundation of the thought of one’s self.

The chief ways in which the potentially social be-
come actually associated are the collision of groups
and the congregating of individuals. In the former
case a series of processes is set up which leaves a
rich sediment in the way of institutions and group-
ings. These have been fully described by Gum-
plowicz, Vaccaro, Ratzenhofer, and Ward. The
processes that follow upon the pacific association of

! Baldwin, “Social and Ethical Interpretations of Mental
Development,” ch. I.
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strangers have been described by Sighele, Rossi, Le
Bon, Tarde, Giddings, and Cooley.

Whatever the mode in which grouping takes
place, the interactions do not long remain on the
psychic plane.  Codperation, either voluntary or
compulsory, is instituted, and ranges from the sim-
plest cases of mutual aid to the highest organization
of industry and exchange. All these processes have
been copiously treated by the economists and by such
writers as Spencer, Schiffle, Von Lilienfeld, Durk-
heim, and Kropotkin.

An incidental effect of nearly every social process
is that it renders men more unlike. If they do not
compete with equal vigor, combine with equal
promptness, or imitate with equal discrimination,
they become differentiated as regards wealth or cul-
ture or mode of life. Hereupon ensues an invidious
comparison of self with others, and the segregation
of the members of a society into non-fraternizing
classes or castes. Professor Veblen has made this
process peculiarly his own.! Stratification is, how-
ever, limited by certain processes of socialization
which tend to assimilate the members of different
classes, and to oppose a barrier to the growth of ex-
treme heterogeneity. These have been set forth by
Tarde, Giddings, Baldwin, Royce, and Cooley.

Thus forms the crust, the firm fabric of arts, sci-
ences, world-views, conventions, and institutions,
upon which generations of men dwell in cogcord and
security with perhaps no inkling of the time when

1 “The Theory of the Leisure Class.”
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this crust was fluid. But from time to time there
occur elevations and subsidences of the social crust,
akin to those which disturb the terrene crust. These
processes we may term reconstructive or dynamic.
Natural increase in numbers compels men to adopt
a more intensive economy, which in turn brings
many changes in its train. From prolonged saving
there result in time great accumulations of capital
which react powerfully upon the industrial organiza-
tion, the constitution of classes, and the political
system. Through draining, deforesting, the domes-
ticating and diffusing of animals and plants, there
are wrought lasting changes in the environment
which react upon the social life of later generations.
The gathering of men into cities quickens the move-
ment of ideas and forms centers of incandescent in-
tellect which flood with light the rest of society. By
migration to new seats men rid themselves of the old
confining shell, and become free to wind for them-
selves a new and better cocoon. The springing up
of intercourse between peoples that have advanced
on independent lines permits a cross-fecundation be-
tween their marriageable ideas, and brings about a
rapid elevation of culture. Lastly, there is the man
of originality, the innovator, who, with his invention,
or discovery, or example, switches men on to a new
track. To recur to our former metaphor, no mat-
ter how tough the social crust, sooner or later there
“comes by a great inquisitor who with auger and
plumb line will bore an artesian well through our
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conventions and theories, and pierce to the core of
things.”

The program of investigation herewith outlined is
broad, but it is not too broad. Some will complain
of omissions, but certainly no one will here discover
anything that ought not to be considered by a science
of society. Recently, social investigators have
shown a slight tendency to narrowness. Each has
been sure that the center of sociology lies just where
his pick-axe turns up the richest ore. This is per-
haps a good sign. It means that the promised land
once surveyed afar from a mountain peak by Comte
and Schiffle is now overrun with prospectors. It is
well, however, for each of us occasionally to climb out
of his gulch, inspect the nuggets his brethern are find-
ing, and from some commanding point realize how
vast are the dimensions of this new El Dorado.
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MOB MIND*

In observing social life among animals one is
struck by the contagion of feeling in a herd or flock.
Whatever the feeling called up, whether terror, hos-
tility to a stranger, rage at hereditary enemies, or
sympathy for a stricken fellow, all the members of
the group feel it, and feel it at once. If anything un-
usual occurs, a wave of excitement passes over the
herd, followed by instant and unanimous response.
Of inquiry or doubt or reflection there is no sign.

This prompt obedience to suggestions from one’s
fellows is accounted for the moment we recall the
harsh conditions of animal existence. It is the gre-
garious animals that are least formidable by nature
and hence most dependent on mutual aid. Instant
fight or flight is the condition of their existence, and
failure to codperate promptly means death. By oft-
repeated sifting out of the stupid, the heedless, or the
willful, Nature builds up a marvelous suggestibility
and a prompt response to sign. Not otherwise can
we explain why a feeling should run like wildfire
through a band of elephants or terror should strike
through a herd of deer as a shock passes through a
solid body.

1 Vide The Popular Science Monthly, July, 1897.
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The human analogue to the agitated herd is the
mob. Mob comes from “mobile,” and refers to
mental state. A crowd, even an excited crowd, is
not a mob ; nor is an excited crowd bent on violence
amob. Great mental instability marks the true mob,
and this characterizes only the crowd that is under
the influence of suggestion. A lynching party may
be excited, disorderly, and lawless without being a
true mob. The crowd that lynched thirteen Italians
in New Orleans a few years ago, far from showing
the wavering indecision of the genuine mob, seemed
to know exactly what it wanted and just how to go
about it. In this respect it stood in high contrast to
the Cincinnati mob of 1886. What distinguished
the New Orleans crowd was the absence of epidemic.
Its perfect unanimity came not from an overmaster-
ing suggestion, but from the coming together of all
who had been affected with the same grim rage at
the news of Chief Hennessey’s assassination.

Again, we must refuse the name “mob” to the dis-
orderly masses that in times of tumult issue from the
criminal quarters of great cities. In such cases
there is an unchaining in each man of the evil and
secret lusts of his heart on observing that oppor-
tunity is favorable and that others are like minded.
Safe from punishment or shame, the ragamuffin or
hoodlum burns, loots, and riots in obedience not to
a common impulse but to his natural inclination. It
is this peculiar effect of numbers in bringing on the
criminal mood that chiefly marks off the human
crowd from the animal crowd.
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More than any other animal, man is restrained by
a morality founded not on impulse but on discipline,
Animal morality is mainly the prompting of fellow-
feeling. But by the long pressure of an artificial
environment man is brought to submit himself to
the constant sway of a moral code often quite alien
to his impulses. Remove the fear of consequences
by the anonymity of the crowd, take away the sense
of personal responsibility by the participation of
numbers, and people will step by step descend into
depths of evil-doing and violence that measure how
far their prevailing inclinations lie below the moral
standard which social pressure has forced upon
them. Animals, because they have been less mor-
alized than men by education, rarely show any such
collective demoralization.

A one-mindedness, therefore, the result not of rea-
soning or discussion or coming together of the like-
minded, but of imitation, is the mark of the true mob.
We think of the mob as excited simply because it is
under stress of excitement that men become highly
imitative. Fickleness and instability characterize it
simply because mood changes promptly with every
change in the nature of the suggestion. It is irra-
tional because dominated not by the remembered
teachings of experience but by the fleeting impres-
sions of the moment. It is cowardly because its
members, actuated not by stern purpose or set re-
solve but by mere suggestion, scatter in craven flight
the moment the charm is broken. It is fransitory
because the orgy of excitement leads to fatigue and
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lessened power of response to stimuli from without.
In a few hours the hyperesthesia wears away, phys-
ical wants and sensations turn the attention inward,
the psychic bond is broken, and the crowd disperses
and goes home. A mob, then, defined for purposes
of social psychology, is a crowd of people showing a
unanimity due to mental contagion. Other mob
traits of which much is made — such as ferocity,
shamelessness, criminality, and courage—need not
flow from suggestion at all. More often they are
the effect of the sense of numbers.

Analyzing the mob as thus defined, we find at the
base of it that mental quality termed suggestibility
which comes to light in gregarious animals, children,
certain lunatics, hysterical patients, and hypnotized
subjects. It dominates childhood, but fades as char-
acter sets and the will hardens. In adult life it is so
overborne by habit and reason as to be dominant
only under abnormal conditions such as disease, fas-
cination, or excitement.

Why, now, should this quality be heightened when
one is in the midst of a crowd?

The inhibitive power which measures our ability
to go our own way unperturbed grows with the vari-
ety and number of suggestions that reach us. This
may be because conflicting suggestions block each
other off. The power of independent choice seems
to develop best when the clash of suggestions reduces
to a minimum the ascendency of the outer world over
the individual. This is why age, travel, and contact
with affairs build up character. But when numer-
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ous identical suggestions beset one, one’s power of
resistance is gradually undermined. As many taps
of a hammer fracture the bowlder, so the onset of
multitudinous suggestion breaks the strongest will.
Men who can readily throw off the thousand sugges-
tions of everyday life will be quite swept away by
the reiteration of a single idea from all sides. As a
mighty organ compels even benches and windows to
vibrate in unison with it, so the crowd dominated
by a single mood emits a volume of suggestion that
gives an emotional pitch and tone to every individual
in it.

Besides the volume of suggestion possible in a
crowd, there is usually a condition of excitement or
expectancy. Frequently, too, there is a pressure on
the body which prevents voluntary movement and
wilts individuality while conveying promptly to each
all those electrifying swayings and tremors that ex-
press the emotions of the mass. People are usually
more demonstrative on their feet than when seated
and the standing position of an assemblage is less
self-possessed than the seated portion. The mere
physical contact in the excited crowd, therefore, pro-
vides certain conditions of suggestibility.

A cross-section of the mob sometimes shows a
concentric structure. There is in the center a leader
from whom suggestions proceed. These, caught up
by those near by and most dominated by his person-
ality, are transmitted to the next circle with an added
force. In this way the suggestion passes outward
from zone to zone of the crowd, at each stage gath-
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ering volume and therewith power to master the rest.
That, therefore, which started at the center as fas-
cination becomes sheer mental intimidation at the
rim. This symmetrical type of mob has led some to
look in every case for the leader who controls the
mass by his personality or prestige. But the quest
for a nucleus, while it makes the study of mobs more
mysterious and sensational, certainly does not make
it more scientific. Rarely does the primitive im-
pulse proceed from one man. Usually the first ori-
entation of minds is brought about by some object,
spectacle, or event. This original phase, the mo-
ment it is observed by the members of the crowd,
gives rise to three results: (1) By mere contagion
the feeling extends to others till there is complete
unanimity; (2) each feels more intensely the mo-
ment he perceives that the rest share his feeling ; (3)
the perceived unison calls forth a sympathy that
makes the next agreement easier, and so paves the
way for the mental unity of the crowd.

The mob is thus a formation that takes time. In
an audience falling under the spell of an actor or an
orator, a congregation developing the revival spirit,
a crowd becoming riotous, or an army under the
influence of panic, we can witness the stages by
which the mob mood is reached. With the growing
fascination of the mass for the individual, his con-
sciousness contracts to the pin point of the immedi-
ate moment, and the volume of suggestion needed to
start an impulse on its conquering career becomes
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less and less. In the end, perhaps, any command-
ing person can assume the direction of the mob.

It must be manifest, however, that there are a
hundred cases of imitation of the many for one case
where the entire mass throughout obeys a single
person. In accounting for the mob, hypnosis has no
such scope of application as the theory of mental
intimidation. If we suppose that the eye of the
leader or the gesture of the orator paralyzes the will
of the crowd as the “bright object” of the hypnotizer
overcomes his subject, we shall not get the mob
without presence. But if the secret of its unanimity
lies in mass suggestion, why is presence necessary ?
May there not be mob phenomena in a multitude of
people not collected at one spot within sight and
sound of each other?

It has long been recognized that the behavior of
city populations under excitement shows the famil-
iar characteristics of the mob, quite apart from any
thronging. Here we get unanimity, impulsiveness,
exaggeration of feeling, excessive credulity, fickle-
ness, inability to reason, and sudden alternations of
boldness and cowardice. In fact, if we translate
these qualities into public policy, we have the chief
counts in the indictment which historians have
drawn against the city democracies of old Greece
and medigval Italy.

These faults are due in part to the nervous strains
of great cities. The continual bombardment of the
attention by innumerable sense impressions tends to
produce neurasthenia or hysteria, the peculiar mal-

106



MOB MIND

ady of the city dweller. Then, too, in the sheltered
life of the city thrive many mental degenerates that
would be unsparingly eliminated by the sterner con-
ditions of existence in the country. But aside from
this the behavior of city dwellers under excitement
can best be understood as the result of mental con-
tacts made possible by easy communication. While
the crowd, with its elbow-touch and its heat has, no
doubt, a maddening all its own, the main thing in it
is the contact of minds. Let this be given, and the
three consequences I have pointed out must follow.
An expectant or excited man learns that a thousand
of his fellow-townsmen have been seized by a certain
strong feeling, and meets with their expression of
this feeling. Each of these townsmen in turn learns
how many others are feeling as he does. Each stage
in the subsequent growth of this feeling in extent
and in intensity is perceived, and so fosters sym-
pathy and a disposition to go with the mass. Will
we not inevitably by this series of interactions get
that “out”-look which characterizes the human atom
in the mob?

The bulletin, the flying rumor, “the man in the
street,” and the easy swarming for talk or harangue
open between minds those paths and prepare those
contacts that permit the ambient mass to press al-
most irresistibly upon the individual. But why will
this phenomenon be limited to the people huddled on
a few square miles of city ground? Mental touch is
not bound up with physical proximity. With the
telegraph to collect and transmit the expressions and
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signs of the ruling mood, and the fast mail to hurry
to the eager clutch of waiting thousands the still
damp sheets of the morning daily, remote people are
brought as it were into one another’s presence.
Through its organs the excited public is able to
assail the individual with a mass of suggestion al-
most as vivid as if he actually stood in the midst of
an immense crowd.

Formerly, within a day a shock might throw into
a fever all within a hundred miles of its point of
origin. The next day it might agitate the zone be-
yond, but meanwhile the first body of people would
have cooled down and would be disposed to listen to
reason. And so, while a wave of excitement passed
slowly over a country, the entire folk mass was at no
moment in the same state of agitation.

Now, however, our space-annihilating devices, by
transmitting a shock without loss of time, make it
all but simultaneous. A vast public shares the same
rage, alarm, enthusiasm, or horror. Then, as each
part of the mass becomes acquainted with the senti-
ment of all the rest, the feeling is generalized and in-
tensified. A rise of emotional temperature results
which leads to a similar reaction. In the end the
public swallows up the individuality of the ordinary
man, as the crowd swallows up the will of its mem-
bers.

It is plain that in matters of policy this instant
consensus of feeling or opinion works for ill if
it issues in immediate action. Formerly the un-
avoidable delay in focusing and ascertaining the
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common will insured pause and deliberation. Now
the prompt appearance of a mass sentiment threatens
to betray us into taking hot-headed or ill-considered
measures. Sudden heats and flushes take the place
of long reflection and slow resolve; and with this
comes a growing impatience with the checks and
machinery that prevent the public from giving im-
mediate effect to its will. As the working of repre-
sentative government thus becomes less clumsy,
there disappears some of that wholesome deliberate-
ness which has distinguished indirect from direct
democracy.

Mob mind working in vast bodies of dispersed in-
dividuals gives us the craze or fad. This may be de-
fined as that irrational unanimity of interest, feeling,
opinion, or deed in a body of communicating indi-
viduals, which results from suggestion and imita-
tion. In the chorus of execration over a sensational
crime, in the clamor for the blood of an assassin or
dynamiter, in waves of national feeling, in war
fevers, in political “landslides” and “tidal waves,”
in passionate “sympathetic” strikes, in cholera
scares, in public frights, in popular delusions, in
religious crazes, in “booms” and panics, in agita-
tions, insurrections, and revolutions, we witness
contagion on a gigantic scale, favored in some cases
by popular hysteria. It is best to keep the term
“craze” for an imitative unanimity arrived at under
great excitement, and to apply the term “fad” to
that milder form of imitation which appears in sud-
den universal interest in some novelty.

109



FOUNDATIONS OF SOCIOLOGY

As there must be in the typical mob a center which
radiates impulses by fascination till they have sub-
dued enough people to continue their course by
sheer intimidation, so for the craze there must be an
excitant, overcoming so many people that these can
affect the rest by mere volume of suggestion. This
first orientation is produced by some event or inci-
dent. The murder of a leader, an insult to an am-
bassador, the sermons of a crazy fanatic, the words
of a “prophet” or “Messiah,” a sensational proclama-
tion, a scintillating phrase, the arrest of an agitator,
a coup d’état, the advent of a new railroad, the col-
lapse of a trusted banking house, a number of deaths
by an epidemic, a series of mysterious murders, an
inexplicable occurrence such as a comet, an eclipse,
a star shower, an earthquake, or a monstrous birth—
each of these has been the starting point of some
fever, mania, crusade, uprising, boom, panic, de-
lusion, or fright. The more expectant, over-
wrought, or hysterical is the public mind, the easier
it is to set up a great perturbation. Even clergymen
noted a connection between the “great revival” of
1858 and the panic of 1857. After a series of public
calamities, a train of startling events, a pestilence,
earthquake, or war, the anchor of reason finds no
“holding ground,” and minds are blown about by
every breath of passion or sentiment.

The craze, like the mob, takes time to develop. It
flourishes most among people like-minded either by
race or by culture and prevails more in times of
change than in epochs of stagnation. The longer it
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works, the wilder the statements that are believed or
the actions that are done and the stronger the type
of mind that falls a prey to it. The higher the craze
mounts, the sharper is the reaction. The blackest
glooms follow the rosiest booms and the acutest
scepticism is found in the wake of the greatest popu-
lar delusions.

The fad originates in the surprise or interest ex-
cited by novelty. Roller-skating, blue glass, the
planchette, a forty days’ fast, the “new woman,”
tiddledy-winks, faith-healing, the “13-14-15" puz-
zle, baseball, telepathy, or the sexual novel attract
those restless folk who are always running hither
and thither after some new thing. This creates a
swirl which rapidly sucks into its vortex the soft-
headed and weak-minded, and at last, grown bigger,
involves even the saner kind. As no department of
life is safe from the invasion of novelty, we have all
kinds of fads: literary fads like the Impressionists
or the Decadents ; philosophic fads like pessimism or
anarchism; religious fads like spiritualism or the-
osophy ; hygienic fads like vegetarianism, “glam-
ing,” “fresh air,” mush diet, or water cure; medical
fads like lymph, tuberculin, and radium; personal
fads like short hair for women, pet lizards, face en-
amel, or hypodermic injections of perfumery. And
of these orders of fads each has a clientéle of its
own.

In many cases we can explain vogue entirely in
terms of novelty fascination and mob mind. But
even when the new thing is a step in progress and
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can make its way by sheer merit, it does not escape
becoming a fad. It will have its penumbral ring of
imitators. So there is something of the fad even in
bicycling, motoring, massage, antisepsis, skiagraphy,
or physical culture. Indeed, it is sometimes hard
to distinguish faddism from the enthusiastic wel-
come and prompt vogue accorded to a real improve-
ment. For the undiscerning the only touchstone is
time. Here as elsewhere “persistence in conscious-
ness” is the test of reality. The mere novelty, soon
ceasing to be novel, bores people and must yield to
a fresh sensation; the genuine improvement, on the
other hand, meets a real need and therefore lasts.

Unlike the craze, the fad does not spread in a me-
dium specially prepared for it by excitement. It can-
not rely on heightened suggestibility. Its conquests,
therefore, imply something above mere volume of
suggestion. They imply prestige. The fad owes
half its power over minds to the prestige that in this
age attaches to the new. Here lies the secret of
much that is puzzling.

The great mass of men have always had their lives
ruled by usage and tradition. Not for them did
novelties chase each other across the surface of so-
ciety. The common folk left to the upper ten
thousand the wild scurry after the ruling fancy or
folly of the hour. In their sports, their sweetheart-
ing, their mating, their child-rearing, their money-
getting, their notions of right and duty, they ran on
quietly in the ruts deeply grooved out by genera-
tions of men. But a century or so ago it was found
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that this habit of “back”-look opposed to needed
reforms the brutish ignorance, the crass stupidity,
the rhinoceros-hide bigotry of the unenlightened
masses. Accordingly, the idea of the humanitarian
awakening that accompanied the French Revolution
was to lift the common folk—the third estate—from
the slough of custom to the plane of choice and self-
direction. And for a hundred years the effort has
been to explode superstition, to diffuse knowledge,
to spread light, to free man from the spell of the
past and turn his gaze forward.

The attempt has succeeded. The era of obscu-
rantism is forever past. With school and book and
press progress has been taught till with us the most
damning phrase is “Behind the times!” But we
now see that a good deal of the net result has been
to put one kind of imitation in place of another.
Instead of aping their forefathers, people now ape
the many. The multitude has now the prestige that
once clothed the past. Except where rural con-
servatism holds sway, mob mind in the milder forms
of fad and craze begins to agitate the great deeps of
society.

Frequently a half-education has supplied many
ideas without developing the ability to choose among
them. The power to discriminate between ideas in
respect to their value lagging far behind the power
to receive them, the individual is left with nothing
to do but follow the drift. Ideas succeed one an-
other in his mind not by trial and rejection, but in
the order of their arrival on the scene. Formerly
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people rejected the new in favor of wont and tradi-
tion; now they tend to “go in” for everything, and
atone for their former suspiciousness by a touching
credulity. The world is a-buzz with half-baked,
ecstatic people who eagerly champion a dozen dif-
ferent reforms in spelling, dress, diet, exercise, medi-
cine, manners, sex relations, care of children, art, in-
dustry, education, and religion, each of which is to
bring in the millenium all at once.

These minds that, broken from the old moorings
of custom, drift without helm or anchor at the
mercy of wind and tide, are social derelicts. They
follow the currents of opinion; they can not create
them. At all times ripples chase each other over the
surface of society in the direction of improvement—
sudden but all-pervading interest in “how the other
half lives,” in the abolition of war, in rational dress,
in out-of-door sports, in “a white life for two.”
Had these ripples a real ground swell beneath them,
the world might soon be made over. But, alas! they
are only ripples. They wrinkle the surface of peo-
ple’s attention for an instant, but in a moment their
fickle minds are responding to a new impulse in a
different direction.

If this were to be the outcome of the attempt to
emancipate the common man and fit him to be helms-
man of society, we might well despair.  Certainly
the staid, slow-going man of olden times, plodding
along the narrow but beaten path of usage, is as dig-
nified a figure as the unsteady modern person whose
ideas and preferences flicker constantly in the cur-
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rents of momentary popular feeling. The lanes of
custom are narrow; the hedgerows are high, and
view to right or left there is none. But there are as
much freedom and self-direction in him who trudges
along this lane as in the “emancipated” man who
finds himself on an open plain, free to go in any di-
rection, but nevertheless stampedes aimlessly with
the herd.

Not that the hedge-rows of custom are to be re-
planted. The remedy for mob mind is to push on to .
greater individualization, not to fall back on author-
ity. The past is discredited ; then discredit the mass.
The spell of ancestors is broken; let us next break
the spell of numbers. The frantic desire of fright-
ened deer or buffalo to press to the very center of the
herd does not befit civilized men. The huddling in-
stinct has no place in strong character. In a good
democracy blind imitation can never take the place
of individual effort to weigh and judge. The ideal
is a society of men with neither the “back”-look on
the past nor yet the “out”-look on their fellows, but
with the “in”-look upon reason and conscience.
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VI

THE PROPERTIES OF GROUP-UNITS!

In his Study of Sociology* Spencer shows that,
just as the form of a pile of bricks or cannon balls is
conditioned by the form of the bricks or balls them-
selves, and the form of crystallization is characteris-
tic for each kind of molecule, so the properties of a
social aggregate are derived from and determined
by the properties of its members. We should there-
fore expect that, other things being equal, the di-
versity of any two societies would correspond to the
diversity in character of the peoples composing
them.

In his Principles of Sociology® Spencer is more
cautious. After stating that the primary factors in
social phenomena are the characters of the units and
the nature of the physical environment (for all
minor groupings within a population this factor, be-
ing common to all, may be ignored), he goes on to
enumerate certain derived factors, one of these being
the reciprocal influence of the society and its units:

As soon as a combination of men acquires permanence,
there begin actions and reactions between the community

1Vide The American Journal of Sociology, November,
1903.

2 Ch. III.

PNl 1, § 10.
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and each member of it, such that either affects the other in
nature. The control exercised by the aggregate over its
units tends ever to mould their activities and sentiments and
ideas into congruity with social requirements; and these
activities, sentiments and ideas, in so far as they are changed
by changing circumstances, tend to re-mould the society into
congruity with themselves.

The principle that seemed so self-evident to Spen-
cer has not passed without challenge. De Greef
protests against the proposition that the character
of an aggregate is determined by the essential char-
acters of its constituent units, on the ground that it
gives up the existence of a distinct social science.
He says:

If the social aggregates are only the larger and more
complex image of the units that compose them, if social
science is concerned only with the morphological or func-
tional relations between the series of units and the resulting
aggregates, it evidently follows that, although there are
social phenomena, these are not markedly distinct from bio-
logical or psychological phenomena.

Gumplowicz, unlike Spencer, begins with groups,
not with individuals. Human aggregates are the
true social elements, and they are sufficiently simple
and uniform in their behavior to allow social laws to
be formulated. In its interaction with other groups
each group is a perfect unit. It acts solely in its
own interest and knows no standard of conduct but
success. However the individual may blunder, the
group never errs in seizing and applying the right
means to gain its end.

Gumplowicz declares that the individual is to be

! “Introduction a la sociologie,” Premiére partie, p. 10.
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understood through his social group, instead of the
group through its component individuals. The great
error of individualistic psychology is the assumption
that man thinks. The truth is, it is not the man that
thinks, but the community. @ The source of his
thoughts is the social medium in which he lives, the
social atmosphere he has breathed from childhood.
The individual unconsciously takes his qualities from
his group, and the qualities of his group are deter-
mined by the nature of its dominant interests, the
conditions of its life, and its situation with respect
to other groups.?

It is clear that this theory of the relation between
the aggregate and its units is not intended to apply
to voluntary or ephemeral unions, but only to those
great permanent groups—horde, tribe, community,
social class—into which we are born and from which
we rarely escape.

Simmel holds that the character of a group-unit
does not correspond either intellectually or morally
to that of its average member, but as social develop-
ment proceeds, falls more and more below it. He
points out? that the differentiation and specialization
that take place in the social mass make it difficult
for people to recover a common plane of thinking
and feeling when some occasion arises for joint ac-
tion. This plane, if it does actually get established,
is sure to be low, because those who are mentally be-
neath this plane cannot possibly rise to it, whereas

1¢QOutlines of Sociology,” Part IV.
2«eber soziale Differenzierung,” pp. 79, 85-87.
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those who are above it in intelligence or ideals can
stoop and reénter it. In a differentiated population,
therefore, all common thought or feeling or purpose
will be, not simply mediocre, but positively crude,
because only in the simplest mental life is it possible
to find a plane that can include everybody.

From their study of crowds Sighele,* Tarde,* and
Le Bon® conclude that, contrary to Spencer’s hy-
pothesis, the group-unit does not faithfully reflect
the characteristics of its members. The whole is not
the algebraic sum of its parts. It is not a resultant
of its units, according to the “law of the parallelo-
gram of forces,” but is a chemical combination pos-
sessing properties different from those of its ele-
ments. For this reason crowds are more alike than
are their members. A mob of sages and a mob of
hoodlums will think and behave in about the same
way. The reason is that in the crowd men lose their
acquired traits and revert to their instincts. Re-
nouncing the individualities they have built up by
reflection and education, they meet on that substra-
tum of unconscious life which is common to all of
them. Tarde points out that the character of a
homogeneous crowd is that of its members, only in-
tensified, but a heterogeneous crowd gives us, not a
product, but a combination, of individual qualities.
He also insists—and this is the key to the mystery—
that there are various modes of association, and that

14Ta foule criminelle,”
24 ’opinion et la foule.”
3“The Crowd.”
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with the same membership these may yield very dif-
ferent results.

Let us now pass in review the chief types of as-
sociation, see to what extent and why the properties
of the resulting group-units cannot be explained on
Spencer’s principle, and formulate such additional
principles as shall be found necessary.

The current account of what takes place in the
crowd is very lame, and the matter is in need of a
fresh analysis. The discovery that people are sug-
gestible, and are more than ordinarily suggestible
when assembled, does not of itself explain the be-
havior of crowds nor refute Spencer’s principle of
average. It leaves us just where we were. It is
true that the more plastic the minds of men, the
surer they are to reach a common plane of feeling
or purpose. But will this plane lie near the top or
near the bottom or in the middle zone of the mass?
The greater the susceptibility to contagion, the
sooner a unity will appear. But will this group-
unit be wiser or sillier, nobler or baser, than the
average of its component individuals?

Some light is thrown on the problem by consider-
ing if the suggestibility of all those who form the
crowd is heightened in an equal degree by the influ-
ence of propinquity. If it is, then the aggregate
will still reflect the prevailing character of its units.

But such is not the case. There are at least two
descriptions of people who in the give-and-take of
the throng are more likely to impose suggestions
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than to accept them. The intelligent are able to
criticise and appraise the suggestions that impinge
upon them. They are quick to react if a suggestion
clashes with their interests or their convictions,
whereas the ignorant are at the mercy of the leader
or the claque, and may be stampeded into a course
of action quite at variance with their real desires.
The fanatical and impassioned are little responsive
to impressions from without because of their inner
tension. Being determined from within, they emit
powerful suggestions, but are hard to influence.
There is thus a tendency for the warped and the in-
flamed members of a crowd to impart their passion
to the rest and to sweep along with them the neutral
and indifferent. This is why, as the crowd comes
under the hypnotic spell of numbers, the extremists
gain the upper hand of the moderates.

It is owing to reciprocal suggestion that associa-
tion in a crowd renders every psychic manifestation
more intense. Masked by anonymity, people dare
to give their feelings exaggerated expression. To
be heard one does not speak; one shouts. To be
seen one does not simply show one’s self; one ges-
ticulates. Boisterous laughter, frenzied objurga-
tions, frantic cheers, are needed to express the mer-
riment or wrath or enthusiasm of the crowd.
These exaggerated signs of emotion cannot but
produce in suggestible beholders exaggerated
states of mind. Insensibly the mental temperature
rises so that what once seemed hot now seems luke-
warm, what once felt tepid now seems cold. The
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intensifying of the feelings in consequence of re-
ciprocal suggestion will be most rapid when the
crowd forms under agitating circumstances. In
this case the impulse to the unbridled manifestation
of feeling is rife from the first, and the psychic fer-
mentation proceeds at an uncommon rate.

Granting that association widens the amplitude
of feeling what does this imply as to the moral char-
acter of the crowd? Will it be higher or lower than
that of its members? The earlier writers on the
crowd regarded it as necessarily criminal in its ten-
dencies, but of late it has come to be recognized that
the crowd is capable of opposite extremes—of sav-
age criminality on the one hand, of sublime heroism
on the other; of cowardly panic, but also of des-
perate courage. Now, there are moral emotions
as well as immoral ones. Since feelings are intensi-
fied by numbers, it may plausibly be argued that
generosity and courage are just as likely to be ex-
alted as wrath and greed. Making due allowance,
of course, for the influence of the occasion or the
leader, the moral quality of the crowd will be an ex-
aggerated reflection of the dominant moral char-
acteristics of its members.

This reasoning, however, ignores an important
distinction between the springs of virtue and the
springs of vice. Some of the motives to right con-
duct are, indeed, purely emotional. Such are sym-
pathy, love, generosity, and courage. But in most
cases the spring of virtue has in it an intellectual
element. On the whole, right conduct is thought-
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out conduct. Second thoughts make for righteous-
ness. The upright man is “considerate” ; he is ani-
mated, not by spurts of good impulse, but by the
sense of justice, respect for a principle, devotion to
an ideal; his good conduct is an outcome of his
thinking, of his “conscience.” On the other hand,
the springs of utter wickedness are for the most
part not pondered malevolence, but simple primal
passions, such as blood-thirst, love of destruction,
lust, anger, envy, jealousy, and greed. Now, feel-
ing is much richer in means of prompt vivid expres-
sion than thought, and in a throng each is more im-
pressed by the looks, cries, gestures, and attitudes
that express his neighbor’s feelings than by the
words that convey his neighbor’s ideas. Emotion
here pulls the longer oar. Thronging, moreover,
usually occurs under perturbing conditions which
tend to paralyze thought. In the crowd, therefore,
the reason is so beclouded that the motives to vir-
tue, so far as they are a function of one’s thinking,
can by no means compete with the motives to evil.
Such virtues as are bound up with self-control—
law-abidingness, veracity, prudence, thrift, respect
for others’ rights—if they survive in the crowd, will
do so by sheer force of habit.

Turning next to the intellectual traits of the
crowd, we note first of all that it is more dogmatic
and intolerant than its component individuals. This
trait should not be ascribed to the sense of invinci-
bility that is inspired by numbers for the explana-
tion is simpler. Although an idea is totally differ-
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ent from a feeling, we may have feelings about
ideas. Belief is a form of emotion. We speak of
“energy of conviction.” We speak of persons as
“warm,” “luke-warm,” or ‘“cold” in their faith.
Faith is rightly thought of as a force able to “move
mountains.” Now, conviction, like all other emo-
tions, reaches its highest pitch in the crowd, and so
crowds tend to be intolerant. People united by iden-
tity of belief are, of course, more impatient of con-
tradiction than people united by identity of passion
or aim. Hence the paradox that throngs of gentle,
pious persons—pilgrims, monks, nuns, devotees—
become the most ferocious in the presence of
counter-manifestants. Every crowd is formidable
on the point it cares most for, and in the ages of
faith it is as natural that mobs should riot over the
nature of the Trinity as it is that in our age there
should be tumults over Wagner’s operas or the dif-
ference of a cent an hour in the pay of workingmen.

What, now, as to the wisdom of the crowd?
Will it be an average of individual wisdoms or will
it be something else?

Ideas do not reinforce one another as feelings do.
This is because ideas differ, not in degree, but in
kind. If from the countenances and gestures of
those about him a man perceives that all are moved
as he is, his feeling becomes more intense. But if
he observes that others entertain the same idea, his
idea does not thereby become clearer to him. He
simply believes in it more intensely, this belief being
itself a mode of feeling. In the crowd Peter’s
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wrath or courage reinforces Paul’s and vice versa.
But Peter’s idea does not reinforce Paul’s idea so
as to produce an idea superior to either. Impulses
are accumulable, but not thoughts. A crowd can
be more sagacious than its members only in case
people think better in a crowd, or in case the ideas
of the wiser supplant the ideas of the foolish.

Do people think better when packed together and
tingling with the herd-thrill? No doubt it is fric-
tion that produces sparks. Many a mind is most
clairvoyant and fertile in the presence of others.
Great orators have confessed that their best think-
ing was done in the presence of the multitude, real
or imagined. Nevertheless, it is generally true
that strong emotion inhibits the intellectual pro-
cesses. In a sudden crisis we expect the sane act
from the man who is “cool,” who has not “lost his
head.” Now, the very hurly-burly of the crowd
tends to distraction. The excitement that brings
people together hinders consecutive thinking. Fi-
nally, the high pitch of feeling to which the crowd is
gradually wrought up paralyzes the thought pro-
cesses and results in a temporary imbecility. It is
therefore safe to conclude that, taken herdwise,
people are less sensible and less original than they
are, dispersed. Fruitful thinking is not done in the
crowd. Ideas or ideals germinate only in self-pos-
session and quiet. It is in the desert, in the field,
in the cell, in the study, that great new truths are
cradled.

Consider now the other possibility. If ideas are
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not accumulable, may they not, at least, be substi-
tutive, so that in an assemblage the best thought,
the soundest opinion, the shrewdest plan, that comes
from any quarter will prevail. A beneficent selec-
tion does, indeed, take place in every deliberative
body. Where there is cool discussion and leisurely
reflection, ideas contend and the fittest are accepted
by all. In the fugitive, structureless gathering,
however, there can be no fruitful debate. If it hap-
pens to have a wise leader who can keep his head,
the crowd may act sagaciously. Under his stimu-
lus its commonness may be transfigured into broad
and profound ideas. But there is no guarantee
that the master of the crowd shall be wiser than his
followers. The man of biggest voice or wildest
language, the aggressive person who first leaps
upon a table, raises aloft a symbol, or utters a catch-
ing phrase, is likely to become the bell-wether.

It is safe to conclude that amorphous, heteroge-
neous assemblages are morally and intellectually be-
low the average of their members. This manner of
coming together spells deterioration. The crowd
may generate moral fervor, but it never sheds light.
If at times it has furthered progress, it is because
the mob, with its immense physical and emotional
force, serves as an ice-breaker to open a channel for
pent-up humanity, as a battering ram to raze some
mouldering, bat-infested institution and clear the
ground for something better. This better will be
the creation of gifted individuals, of deliberative
bodies, never of anonymous crowds. It is easier
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for masses to agree on a Nay than on a Yea. This
is why crowds have destroyed despotisms, but have
never built free states, have abolished evils, but
have never instituted works of beneficence. Essen-
tially atavistic and sterile, the crowd ranks as the
lowest of the forms of human association.

Yet there are times when crowds socialize men
and fit them for better modes of association. Upon
the sudden collapse of a worm-eaten social frame-
work in which people have felt themselves impris-
oned there comes a moment of deliquescence, of
atomism. Now, the crowd which at such crises
comes forward as the chief means of collective ac-
tion may by the very unisons and sympathies it in-
spires aid in re-socialization, and so pave the way
to a higher social life. Overruling with its mighty
diapason the old dissonances of rank, birth, occupa-
tion, and locality, it helps form “the people.” The
national spirit of France did not spring into life full-
statured at the fall of the Bastille. It grew up grad-
ually out of great common experiences in mobs, ris-
ings at the sound of the tocsin, levées en masse, po-
litical gatherings, and vast concourses at civic festi-
vals. Likewise the American national spirit seems
to have had its birth in the numerous tumultuous
gatherings that near the beginning of our Revolution
mobbed the officials and persecuted the friends of
George III. Perhaps even the unexpected unity of
southern feeling in 1861 was prepared in the crowds
that wildly cheered the secession speeches of Yancey
and Toombs during their years of agitation.
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From the clear inferiority of crowds some draw a
very unfavorable opinion of human groupings. To
the maxim, “In union there is strength,” they would
add, “In union there is deterioration.” By insist-
ing that all associations possess less wit and con-
science than their members, they virtually impeach
social evolution, which implies, for one thing, a de-
velopment of group-units in variety, extent, and
complexity. Since in the very heart of social life
lies coiled the worm of decay, there seems to be no
hope for the triumph of wisdom short of the rule of
the strong man, the Uebermensch of Nietzsche.
But sociology of this sort is sadly out of focus. The
crowd is only one extreme of a long gamut of forms
that stretches through the mass-meeting, the assem-
bly, the representative body, the public, and the sect,
up to the corporation. At the upper end of the
series the group-unit shows traits precisely opposite
to those of the crowd. In fact, each form of human
association has its own characteristics and needs to
be studied independently.

The first improvement on the crowd is the mass-
meeting — an assemblage heterogeneous, but not
wholly formless. The mass-meeting has a platform
and a chairman, listens to regular speeches, and pre-
serves a semblance of order. Responsible persons,
recognized by the chair, speak to resolutions usually
drafted in advance, and the will of the whole is
ascertained by a formal vote. The mass-meeting is
therefore likely to show more self-restraint and ra-
tionality than the crowd.
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The next stage is the deliberative assembly—the
purposeful gathering of a particular description of
persons, say the workmen of a trade, the stock-
holders of a company, or the householders of a
ward. The fact of homogeneity marks it out as
a higher form. A body of persons cannot possess
group-traits unless they converge upon certain emo-
tions which all may feel, certain ideas which all can
grasp. Now, in a heterogeneous mass there is no
common ground save the elemental, the primitive.
Persons of all sorts and conditions cannot be brought
to vibrate in unison unless there is an appeal to the
crudest of impulses, the simplest of ideas. In a
homogeneous assemblage, on the other hand, a basis
of sympathy is already provided in the common ex-
perience or characteristic, and it is not necessary to
descend so far in order to find a meeting-point for
minds.

In the deliberative assembly there is a kind of
natural leadership depending on the nature of the
interest that has brought people together. Investors
expect the men of millions to speak first and often-
est. The church-meeting looks to the “elders in
Israel” to point the way. Workingmen defer to the
time-tested trades-unionist. The primary or caucus
expects some “‘old war-horse” to give the cue. Peo-
ple meet with a scale of worthies in mind, and the
guidance of their deliberations drifts spontaneously
into experienced hands. Most of the ancient popu-
lar assemblies listened only to chiefs and dignitaries.
The undistinguished had the right to express assent
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or dissent, but not the right to be heard. If a
Thersites ventured to speak up, he was likely to
suffer for it.

It is hard to get a great company to deliberate, be-
cause in the throng it takes so little to make the heart
overflow and put out the light in the brain. The big
assembly skirts ever the slippery incline that leads
down to the abyss, and all manner of guard-rails in
the form of prescribed modes of procedure are nec-
essary in order to save it from a mis-step. A well-
known chairman described the body he presided over
as a wild beast he could feel tugging and springing
against the leash. Now, this leash is the code of
parliamentary law. This venerable body of usage
anciently wrought out in the House of Commons is a
miracle of applied psychology, and counts not the
least among England’s contributions to the world.
Mirabeau did well to translate for the French Con-
stituent Assembly Romilly’s little book on parlia-
mentary procedure, and it was an evil hour when the
Assembly rejected it as “too English.”

The Rules of Order constitute a strait-jacket put
on a giant liable to convulsive seizures. The rules
requiring that a meeting shall have a chairman, that
the chairman shall not take part in debate, that no
one shall speak without recognition, that the speaker
shall address the chair and not the assembly, that
remarks shall pertain to a pending motion, that per-
sonalities shall be taboo, and that members shall not
be referred to by name—what are they but so many
devices to keep the honey-tongued or brazen-
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throated crowd-leader from springing to the center
of the stage and weaving his baleful spells! The
rules that the hearers be in order, that they remain
seated, that they forbear to interrupt, that they pa-
tiently listen to all speakers regularly recognized,
and that their signs of approval or disapproval be
decorous—are not these so many guard-rails that
help the assembly get safely by certain vertiginous
moments ?

The highest association of presence is seen in the
representative body, exemplified by legislatures,
party conventions, church councils, trade parlia-
ments, and congresses composed of delegates from
various sections, professions, or interests. Being
answerable to their constituents, its members are not
likely to be swept off their feet by gusts of feeling.
The dumb-bell form of many of these bodies works
to the same effect. Polarized into majority and mi-
nority parties, a legislature rarely degenerates into
a mob, because an engulfing vortex of agreement is
almost impossible. So long as domestic affairs are
up, a wave of contagion is shattered by the party line.
It is in dealing with external policy that a legislature
unified for the nonce by a common pride or wrath is
likely to show mob characteristics.

“The Roman Assembly,” says Freeman, “died of
the disease of which every primary assembly in a
large country must die. It became too large for its
functions ; it became a mob incapable of debate, and
in which the worst elements got the upper hand.”
Now, the representative body through its power to
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fix the basis of representation is able to control its
size, and thus remove one source of danger. Recog-
nizing that numbers breed confusion, that the ora-
tory addressed to a large assemblage is apt to be
exaggerated in matter and manner, and that the
demonstrations arising from a great body are likely
to upset the judgment, most legislatures wisely re-
strict their number to four or five hundred. Itis a
pity the lesson was learned so late. The earlier
parliaments were too big, and so brought discredit
on the beginnings of popular government. In
France and elsewhere the representatives of the peo-
ple showed imbecility, no doubt, but their aristocratic
and clerical critics would have acquitted themselves
no better had they undertaken to deliberate in equally
large bodies. One has but to recall the turbulence
of those great meetings of the whole Polish nobility
to choose the Polish king.

Another means of giving wisdom the weather-
gage in the battle with folly is to require adjourn-
ment and an interval of private reflection before
action is taken. By forbidding a measure to be
voted on at the sitting in which it is proposed, by for-
bidding it to be discussed on the day of voting, by re-
quiring it to be read at two sittings before voting, by
requiring that the more serious measures be consid-
ered in the committee of the whole house, it is sought
to break any spell that the orator may weave about
his hearers, and to evoke as the foundation of the
collective judgment the best individual judgment of
the members.
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There are two kinds of associations—with pres-
ence and without presence. Crowd, mass-meeting,
assembly, parliament, constitute a series of associa-
tions with presence ranging from the amorphous to
the highly organized. To this the scale of associa-
tions without presence—public, sect, corporation—
runs nearly parallel. In many points the public
matches the crowd, the sect corresponds to the as-
sembly, and the corporation is twin to the represen-
tative body.

The public is the dispersed crowd, a body of heter-
ogeneous persons who, although separated, are so
in touch with one another that they not only respond
to a stimulus at almost the same moment, but are
aware each of the other’s response. Much depends
on how soon after receiving an impression one learns
how others have been affected. In the crowd cheers
and hisses fall upon the ear while yet the speaker’s
words are ringing. The member of a public
brought into touch by the daily press cannot learn
how others respond until hours have elapsed. In
the meantime, perhaps, he has reflected and got his
bearings. This want of simultaneity is not, how-
ever, the only thing that differentiates the public
from the crowd. If by the aid of a telephonic news
service people were brought into immediate touch,
there would still be lacking certain important condi-
tions of the mob-state. The hurly-burly, the press
and heave of the crowd, are avoided when contact
is purely spiritual. We have seen that in a throng
the means of expressing feeling are much more copi-

133



FOUNDATIONS OF SOCIOLOGY

ous and effective than the facilities for expressing
thought. In a dispersed group feeling enjoys no
such advantage. Both are confined to the same ve-
hicle—the printed word—and so ideas and opinions
run as rapidly through the public as emotions ; per-
haps more rapidly, for is it not easier for a writer to
be clear than to be forceful?

One is member of but one crowd at a time, but by
taking a number of newspapers one can belong to
several publics with, perhaps, different planes of
vibration. So far as these various unanimities cross
and neutralize one another, the vortical suction of
the public will be weakened. The crowd may be
rushed head-long into folly or crime by irresponsible
or accidental leaders. The public, on the other
hand, can receive suggestions only through the col-
umns of its journal. The editor is like the chair-
man of a mass-meeting, for no one can be heard
without his recognition. Since he is a man of some
consequence, with a reputation to make or mar, the
guidance he gives his readers will be on a level with
that guidance which the experienced orator supplies
to the crowd.

For all these reasons the psychology of the public,
though similar to that of the crowd, is more normal.
The public suffers from the same vices and follies
that afflict the crowd, but not to the same extent.

Ours is not the era of hereditary rulers, oli-
garchies, hierarchies, or close corporations. But
neither is it, as Le Bon insists, “the era of crowds.”
It is, in fact, the era of publics. Those who perceive
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that to-day under the influence of universai discus-
sion the old, fixed groupings which held their ad-
herents so tenaciously—sects, parties, castes, and the
like—are liquefying, that allegiances sit lightly, and
men are endlessly passing into new combinations,
seek to characterize these loose associations as
“crowds.” The true crowd is, however, playing a
declining role. Where are the numbers that once
pressed about Abélard or St. Bernard? The mass-
meeting and the primary assembly have plainly sunk
in political importance. Universal contact by means
of print ushers in “the rule of public opinion,” which
is a totally different thing from “government by the
mob.”

The sect, composed of those who vibrate to the
same chord or cleave to the same article of faith, is,
broadly speaking, a homogeneous group. It will
therefore present the salient characteristics of its
units and present them in an exaggerated form.
Why this will be so is easy to see. Take a category
of persons—a class or race, perhaps only a strain or
type—with a certain predisposition. So long as
these persons remain apart their idiosyncrasy will
not assert its full strength. The eccentricity of
opinion, the intensity of emotion, or the violence of
action of a person mingling with those of another
mental stripe, is moderated by their indifference or
ridicule. Amicable relations with minds of an alien
cast prompt us to emphasize agreements and to mini-
mize differences. This instinctive accommodation
is the entrance fee we pay in order to enioy social
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life. The full tide of intercourse is the best correc-
tive of crankiness, and it is bad symptom when the
eccentric shuns the unsympathizing world and seeks
solitude.

If, now, those of a certain bent become aware of
one another, draw together in fellowship, formulate
articles of faith, glorify distinctive ideals, perhaps
even frame a manner of life and develop their own
leaders, gatherings, and literature, a sect is formed.
To the degree to which the sectaries segregate into
a “peculiar people,” the old check ceases to operate.
For each reveling in this new social environment re-
nounces part and lot with the “unbelievers,” the
“Philistines,” the “Dourgeoisie,” the “unillumined,”
the “world,” as the rest of society is variously styled.
The moderating influence is withdrawn. Finding
countenance, each now rises to the full stature of his
eccentricity. If it is class pride, he will assert it
with an impudence and unreasonableness he would
never show by himself. If it is some notion about
the Second Coming or the treatment of disease, he
exalts it into a dogma. If it is a dislike, it hardens
into a murderous hatred. If it is a prejudice, it
mounts to the pitch of fanaticism.

From the too exclusive intercourse of union work-
ingmen, how mortal is the antipathy that springs up
toward the “rat” or the “scab”! In priestly semi-
naries, with what hoofs and horns they picture the
freethinker! What bizarre notions of “bourgeois
society” circulate in the taverns where anarchists
touch glasses! What strange growths of belief or
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worship flourish in closed communities like the
Shakers or the Doukhobors! What warped ideas of
right and wrong become hallowed in codes of tribal
or professional ethics!  What absurd idolatries
strike root in the Latin Quarter! What crazy cults
in coteries of artists or writers !

In the crowd the dominant emotion becomes ex-
aggerated partly owing to the unrestrained mani-
festation of feeling, partly owing to its reverberation
by means of reciprocal suggestion. But in the sect
all the characteristics, ideas as well as feelings, are
exaggerated. The cause of this is not heightened
suggestibility, but segregation, spiritual in-and-in
breeding. The germs of these monstrous fungi
were in the minds of the members ere they came into
association. The formation of the sect simply sup-
plies the conditions of seclusion and twilight that
favor such cellar growths.

The drawing together of the like-minded into a
sect is, therefore, a momentous step. It may mark
the genesis of a tangent group that will disturb the
peace of society, Since the sect is a whirlpool that
sucks in all persons of its type and communicates
to them its own motion, it is not surprising that the
keepers of public order have always been suspicious
of closed assemblies and secret societies. It is justly
felt that publicity ought to be forced upon all large
groups founded upon antithesis to the rest of so-
ciety, and that the astringent of public criticism or
public ridicule is needed to correct the eccentricities
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that grow up in too intimate and exclusive an asso-
ciation.

Blind strength can tear down, but only brain-
directed force can build up. Amorphous masses can
destroy the. evil, but they cannot create the good.
The great beneficent and ameliorative associations
among men are organized. Of this sort are collegia,
guilds, fraternal orders, trades unions, codperative
societies, churches, religious orders, brotherhoods,
scientific societies and academies, as well as eleemosy-
nary, trading, and industrial corporations.! Here
we find order, precedence, discipline. In such un-
ions capacity holds the long arm of the lever and in
many things directs drudging, workaday people bet-
ter than they can direct themselves. That men
rightly combined can secure a guidance far tran-
scending their average wisdom is shown by the

1 “Within these bounds (of English group-life) lie churches
and even the medizval church, one and catholic, religious
houses, mendicant orders, non-conforming bodies, a preshy-
terian system, Universities, old and new, the village commun-
ity which Germanists revealed to us, the manor in its growth
and decay, the township, the New England town, the counties
and hundreds, the chartered boroughs, the gild in all its man-
ifold varieties, the inns of court, the merchant adventurers,
the militant ‘companies’ of English condottieri who returning
home help to make the word ‘company’ popular among us,
the trading companies, the companies that become colonies,
the companies that make war, the friendly societies, the
trades unions, the clubs, the group that meets at Lloyd’s
Coffee-house, the group that becomes the Stock Exchange,
and so on even to the one-man-company, the Standard Oil
Trust and the South Australian statutes for communistic vil-
lages.”—PRrorFessor MaitLanp in the Translator’s Introduc-
tion to Gierkg’s Political Theories of the Middle Ages,
p. Xxvii.
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achievements of the Benedictine monks in clearing
and civilizing northern Europe, by the success of the
medieval burghs, by the preternatural shrewdness
of Jesuit policy, by the prosperity of the codperative
undertakings under the management of the Mormon
church. The victories of trades unions and the tri-
umphs of joint-stockism, from the East India Com-
pany to the latter-day Trust, trumpet the merits of
the corporate form of association. Says the latest
investigator of American communistic societies :

There is not one codperative community in the country
ten years old that has popular government. . ... Those
communities have lived longest and been most prosperous
in which the general membership has had least to do in
shaping the government or business management, and in
which an almost military discipline has been exercised by
some central authority. . . . . In a sense they have all been
theocracies, laying claim to an inspired leadership, through
which, they believe, they have enjoyed divine guidance, and
so been saved from the mistakes and follies that have
brought ruin to so many others.?

The secret of corporate wisdom is differentiation
and specialization. Out of the common run are
winnowed a directing few, and these specialize upon
their work till they become experts. An organ—a
brain in any case, sometimes also a group-hand or
group-eye—is constituted. The towering capacities
are formed into a board, council, cabinet, bureau,
or standing committee, and intrusted with the con-
duct of the corporation. The methods of bringing

1 “Bulletin of the United States Department of Labor,” No.
35, PP. 642, 643.
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about this concentration of power are various. Full
members may be distinguished from novices or pro-
bationers. Members may be graded by seniority or
services or degree of initiation, so as to award power
to the time-tested and discerning. = The members
may choose their managers directly or choose their
choosers.  Directors may hold power for life, for
a stated term, long or short, or until ousted. In
the exercise of power they may be absolute, or
they may be hampered by the constitution or the
referendum. The responsibility of an executive
board may be directly to the members or to a rep-
resentative assembly, itself responsible. The or-
gan of direction may be simple, compound, or
doubly-compound. These details we must hurry by,
for they involve the whole philosophy of govern-
ment.

In the corporation the group-judgment or group-
will is no longer—as in the crowd or the sect—the
immediate outcome of the interactions of the mem-
bers.  The justification for thus handing over
thought and choice to the few is threefold. In the
first place, associates are unequal in capacity. Sec-
ondly, those steeped in any business soon distance
the layman in expertness. This principle of spe-
cialization would call into being directive organs
even if associates were precisely equal in ability.
Thirdly, only in small assemblages, probably of less
than twoscore, occurs that happy and ever-to-be-
desired intellectual synthesis which yields a collective
judgment superior to even the best individual judg-
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ment. Large assemblages inhibit thinking. But in
the council that gathers about a single board, that is
addressed in ordinary-tones, that neither applauds
nor hisses, but only listens and thinks, minds easily
fecundate one another. Each acquaints the rest
with the facet of life he has seen, the arc of experi-
ence he has traveled. Since no one looks upon all
the faces of the infinite polyhedron of life, even
the master-mind learns something in the council-
chamber. Amid the stillness and measured speech
brains join, as it were, into one great brain that
ponders and decides wiselier than can any individual.
Hence the saying : “Many to advise, one to execute.”
Let no one imagine, however, that the concentra-
tion of power in organs is without its drawbacks.
Broadly speaking, the action of any group-unit has
reference to the assuming of certain burdens with a
view to enjoying certain benefits. Such action is
successful when every associate reaps a benefit that
outweighs the burden he has had to bear. But the
action, albeit blameless as regards the adjustment of
means to contemplated ends, may, nevertheless, miss
this happy outcome. The reasons are three: the
benefit may have been overestimated; the burden
may have been underestimated ; the benefit may be
shared otherwise than the burden has been shared.
Now, just because it is select, small, and special-
ized, a directive organ is liable to get “out of touch”
with the membership. Aloof in sympathies and ap-
preciations, a board of sages easily misapprehends
the desires of its people, misconceives what will
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really benefit them. Thus the committee of a book
club buys books the subscribers do not care to read.
The trustees of a church inflict on the members a
preacher they do not care to hear. A park board
mulcts taxpayers for a city park so remote that few
of them can visit it on week days. Or the burden
may be underestimated, seeing that only the wearer
knows where the shoe pinches. The physicians on
a board of health impose fussy sanitary regulations
which are an intolerable annoyance to the masses.
Labor leaders order a strike the miseries of which
they do not fully realize. Directors build up a re-
serve with earnings that the stockholders had count-
ed on receiving as dividends. = Well-intentioned
rulers exercise the right of quartering troops, of im-
pressment, of search, or of taxation, with little idea
of the galling burdens they impose.

Most serious of all, power is liable to be diverted
to the private benefit of the power-holders. Always
and everywhere the passive category of citizens
sheds more than its share of blood, pays more than
its share of taxes. Always and everywhere public
moneys are spent chiefly for the few, when the few
rule. Power without responsibility is demoraliz-
ing. With every grant of power should go strict ac-
countability for its use. If the commons are not
competent to judge projects, they are at least com-
petent to judge results. The pudding is proved in
the eating. By this touchstone even blockheads can
tell sages from quacks and knaves. Grant the wise
few power to act for all, but couple therewith the
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obligation to surrender that power if the many find
the consequences not to their liking. Life-tenure,
codptation, hereditary transmission, secrecy, censor-
ship, terrorism—all these devices that enable a grant
of power to be usurped—divide associates into shear-
ers and shorn, and so destroy the unity and harmony
of the group. ‘

The intellectual superiority of the corporation be-
ing established, let us turn to its moral characteris-
tics. Does the delegation of power exalt justice as
much as it exalts wisdom ?

The corporate form leaves the choice of means
and methods to the worshipful few—its aldermen,
directors, or trustees. Now, these know that they
stand or fall by results. If the fruits of their man-
agement are pleasant, who will scan too curiously
the means employed? They are bidden succeed. If
from excess of scruple they fail, others less scrupu-
lous will take their places. Suppose, moreover, the
directors regard their power as a sacred trust, or are
devoted heart and soul to the aggrandizement of
their group. In such case their very conscientious-
ness will blunt their impulses to justice.  Their
esprit de corps will qualify their allegiance to moral
standards. One altruism will block the other. This
is why good men on behalf of their group will stoop
to misdeeds they would shrink from committing for
themselves.

More rarely than other group-units does a cor-
poration pursue wicked ends. If the corporation is
without sentiment, neither does it come into being
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in order to glut some diabolic passion. It never
wantonly razes, burns, kills, tortures. Chosen
openly, deliberately, and under the sobering influ-
ence of the sagacious, its goals bear inspection.
This, no doubt, is why the corporation is so often
legitimized and adopted as a regular social organ.

But in its choice of means the corporation is less
scrupulous than most other collectivities. Its sins
are not prompted by anger or vindictiveness, but by
pure egoism. The more complex its organization,
the more Machiavellian will the corporation show
itself in the pursuit of its ends. It is unmoved by
generosity or malevolence. It knows no standard
but success. It cherishes no malice, but woe to him
who stands in its path. It gravitates toward its goal
with the ruthlessness of a lava-stream. Remember
the church’s way with “disturbers,” Pascal’s arraign-
ment of Jesuit ethics, Reade’s exposé of trades-union
crimes, Brigham Young’s Danites, the black record
of joint-stock companies! As for the state, the or-
gan of the national group, its crimes are mountain-
high. For calling the state’s lies “diplomacy,” its
violences “war,” its murders “punishment,” and its
robberies ‘“‘annexation” or “indemnity” cannot
change the moral complexion of such actions.

In general, companies of men are more consist-
ently selfish than are the men themselves. To prick
of conscience, to honor and shame, individuals are
more sensitive than are group-units. In the clash
of crowds, classes, sects, and corporate bodies, how
nearly is it true that might makes right! One rea-
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son is that a divided responsibility evaporates, be-
comes no responsibility, when we can creep under
the cloak of anonymity. Another is that most of us
need the caustic comment of our fellows to keep us
in the high road. When we are all tempted at once,
there is no one to cry “Shame!” and we plunge into
the mire together. Finally the group-unit engrosses
the moral capital of its members. Suppose the
strength of my regard for the rights of others is ten.
Against an immoral hankering with an energy of
eight my conscience will triumph. I will do the
right. But if my group-unit evinces this same im-
moral desire, there is now ranged on the side of my
hankering my esprit de corps, with an energy, say,
of four. This time my sense of justice encounters
twelve units of energy and is vanquished. As mem-
ber of the group I will demand the iniquity, as rep-
resentative order it, as agent execute it. For nearly
everyone feels, if he does not avow: “My class, my
church, my party, my country, right or wrong!”
Thus the special altruism that so often prompts the
individual to virtue—clannishness, class loyalty, sec-
tarianism, corporate feeling, patriotism—works on
the devil’s side when a group is tempted to do wrong.

For these causes group-units in their behavior to
one another recall the saurian monsters of the Cre-
taceous. No need of dwelling on the far ferocities
of hordes, tribes, cities and factions. Even to-day
the beak-and-claw struggle, renounced as between
individuals, continues between companies, unions,
parties, sects, and nations. Everything, therefore,
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that crystallizes men into rigid group-units turns
back the clock and puts off the hour of justice.
Spencer is right. The lock-step forms of coGpera-
tion which reduce the man to a cipher are reaction-
ary. Tolstoi is right. The iron machines — ad-
ministrative, military, ecclesiastical—that cramp the
individual reason and conscience prolong into our
age the reign of brute force. Group-units are not
moral unless they have to cater to the moral sense of
the individual in order to win or keep members.
The cause of right is bound up with the triumph of
free associations giving play to the conscience and
judgment of each individual.

Certain under-ripe philosophers assure us that
character is everything, machinery nothing. Con-
stitution-tinkering is time lost. Never shall we get
better government or laws or creeds or standards
till we get better citizens. The stream cannot rise
higher than its source. Castaways can never make
a living “by taking in one another’s washing.” No
“silk purse out of a sow’s ear.” No social progress
save by individual improvement. And as the im-
proving of millions of men and women is the most
formidable of undertakings, the practical conclusion
is, “Do nothing !”’

Nevertheless, if it is true—as I have shown—that
the sagacity and virtue a given body of persons dis-
play depends in no small measure upon their mode of
association, a vista opens. Why not improve the
mode of association? Faultily organized at many
points, society by no means realizes on its present
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spiritual assets. Argal, teach it to exploit them
more skillfully. Let the making of better men go
on. ’Tisa grand work, though slow. But why not
in the meantime exalt wisdom and justice by organ-
izing men in better ways? Let us by all means
thresh out the jury system, municipal home-rule,
proportional representation, the referendum, the
mode of choosing senators, the direct primary, the
responsibility of directors, the general army staff,
the walking delegate, bishop vs. congregation, mayor
vs. council, superintendent vs. board of education,
advisory ws. mandatory commission, and questions
of that ilk. These matters have greatly to do with
the triumph of intelligence, conscience, and faculty
in social affairs, and are by no means to be airily
waved aside as “mere machinery.”

To sum up:

The properties displayed by a social group depend,
for one thing, upon the Characteristics of its Units.

But this is not all the truth.

When people throng under exciting circum-
stances, actions and reactions are set up which pres-
ently bring them to a state of mind marked by high
suggestibility, emotional tension, great credulity, and
confused thinking. The group-unit reflects, not the
normal self of its members, but this pseudo-person-
ality—this mob mood induced by the way persons
affect one another in the throng. The traits of a
collectivity, therefore, depend in part upon the Man-
ner of Interaction of its members.
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Again, the manner of constituting the group-unit
may give leverage to the wise or give it to the rash,
favor the man of words or exalt the man of ideas,
put the helm into the hands of the worthy or leave it
to be grasped by the first-comer. The character
exhibited by an aggregate of men depends, there-
fore, in some degree on their Mode of Combination.

148



VII

THE SOCIAL FORCES*

In his First Principles Spencer adopts a mechan-
ical interpretation of society, and dwells on those
aspects of social life which seem to illustrate the
principles of his evolutionary philosophy. I have al-
ready shown that he established analogies, but not
identities of principle, and that the social laws he
set up by the simple process of extending cosmic
laws over social facts are in many cases untrue.

In his Principles of Sociology Spencer renounces
these earlier theories, and they might well be left un-
noticed had not Giddings given them a new lease of
life. He conceives that social facts admit of a
double interpretation, the objective and the subjec-
tive. In society things happen, no doubt, because of
men’s desires, but also because a part of cosmic en-
ergy is converted into organic and social energies.
“Social evolution is but a phase of cosmic evolu-
tion.”? In the expansion of states, the movement
of population toward opportunities, the concentra-
tion of men in cities, the course of exchanges, the
lines of legislative policy, and the direction of relig-
ious, scientific, and educational movements, he sees

*Vide The American Journal of Sociology, January, 1904.
*“Principles of Sociology,” p. 363.
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motion following the line of least resistance. “Re-
ligion, morals, philosophy, science, literature, art,
and fashion, are all subject to the law of rhythm.”
The integration, differentiation, and segregation that
go on in society have like causes with the corre-
sponding*cosmic processe

It is hard to find good warrant for this dual inter-
pretation. After a human activity has been ex-
plained in terms of motive, why reéxplain it in terms
of energy? If a principle such as men go where
they can most easily satisfy their wants accounts for
the currents of migration, why try to account for
them on the principle that motion follows the line of
least resistance? If the rhythms we find in every
field of human interest from dress to religion occur
because “attention demands change in its object,”
why class them with rhythms due to “conflict of
forces not in equilibrium.” As for the processes of
integration, differentiation, and segregation among
men, I have already shown that they differ in prin-
ciple from the processes of cosmic evolution.

A more common error is the assumption that so-
cial phenomena flow from the interaction of two sets
of factors, one external, the other internal. Under
such terms as “race and locality,” “man and environ-
ment,” “folk and land,” this dualism constantly re-
curs in sociological writing.

There are, no doubt, social processes which have
both internal and external causes. The growth of
population may be conceived as the product of

1 “Principles of Sociology,” p. 370.
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psychic factors—procreative impulses, desire for off-
spring, etc.—which determine the birth-rate, with
physical factors—seasons, crops, etc.—which de-
termine the death-rate. Again, the size of a crop
depends upon the acreage—which men can control—
and upon the weather—which men cannot control.
The herring catch depends at once on the market
demand for herring and on the size of the “run.”
Most of the instances, however, that form the
stock-in-trade of the environment school do not sup-
port their case at all. Migrations and coloniza-
tions, the territorial distribution of population, the
distribution of labor among the various occupations,
the investment of capital, the location of cities, the
lines of communication, and the currents of trade,
have human volitions as their proximate causes,
and not the features of the physical environment.
The ground for so bold an assertion is the neg-
lected distinction between the factors of a telic
event and the factors of the volition that brings
about the event. Let me illustrate. If a boatman,
aiming to reach a pier on the other side of a swift
river, fails to allow for the current, he may be swept
a quarter of a mile below his destination. In this
case it may be permissible to explain the outcome
as the joint effect of the man’s volition and the force
of the current. But if the boatman “allows for”
the current, and keeps the bow of the boat suffi-
ciently upstream to land him at the pier, we explain
the outcome either as the realization of a purpose,
or as the resultant of the force of the current and
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the muscular force applied to the propulsion of the
boat. We can adopt either the teleological or the
mechanical explanation. But since both the phys-
ical factors were perceived and calculated in advance,
we should never combine the two explanations;
they are alternative, not dual.

Now, the local distribution of immigrants in a
region can and should be explained in terms of pur-
pose. It is only when, pressing further back, we
undertake to account for their purposes that we
come upon considerations relating to climate, soil,
water, timber, and the like. Similarly, a railway
net has all its causes in the volitions of the men who
had it built. The topography of the country enters
into the case only as affecting the motives that de-
termine these volitions. It is a dim recognition of
this distinction that leads most writers to speak of
the physical environment as “influence” rather than
cause.

Undoubtedly men’s choices are conditioned and
their projects limited by the physical framework
they live in. Mesology or the study of the influence
of the environment will always be a fascinating
chapter in our science. Still, since the external
facts are foreseen and taken into account in intelli-
gent telic action, it is necessary to regard social
phenomena as essentially psychic, and to look for
their immediate causes in mind.

Another error consists in identifying these causes
with needs rather than wants. Usually need means
what we think people ought to want. But it is actual
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desire that controls the behavior of people. Their
follies and frivolities, their vanities, lusts, and
vicious inclinations, cannot be left out of the reck-
oning in a theory of society as it is, or even of
society as it might be.*

Some would lend the needs theory a philosophic
basis by interpreting need as “requisite for survival,”
as that which helps one live, work, compete, repro-
duce. They argue that those who do not crave the
useful will, in the long run, be eliminated. Since
natural selection is constantly trimming down wants
to make them square with needs, all the principal
social activities can be looked upon as “functions.”
Here the fact is overlooked that man has climbed
out of the cock-pit, and his life is now, on the whole,
a struggle for happiness rather than for bare exist-
ence. Because they multiply up to the food supply,
animals pass their lives in providing for their needs.
A living is all they get. If a people gives rein to
the reproductive instinct, it too will be absorbed in
supplying its needs. But foreseeing man wunder-
breeds, and so wins elbow room, gains a margin of
energy which is soon claimed by new wants. Prop-
erty is a stockade which keeps the wolf of hunger
at bay and permits the owner indulgences and grat-
ifications that have no bearing on survival. Had

! Assuming that the defects of individual character flow
from defects in society the Utopian asks himself: “What
social arrangements would be possible among perfect men?”
The practical reformer inquires: “Given average human na-
ture as we find it under benign conditions, how may society
be improved ?”
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no such space been cleared, how could the higher
interests and pursuits have come into being ?

In the presence of the great recurrent social ac-
tivities the needs theory looks plausible. Of course,
family life, industry, government, and defense can
be looked upon as welfare activities. It is even pos-
sible to give to religion, law, morals, education, and
art a functional interpretation and to ignore the
specific non-essential cravings that in these spheres
seek their satisfaction. But the theory breaks down
when confronted with those dynamic activities
which, because they are occasional, must rank as
lururies and not as necessities. Such are the ex-
pansion of the Arabs incited by Mahomet, the mon-
astic movement, the Crusades, the Renaissance, the
wars of religion, the proselyting conquests of revo-
lutionary France, the anti-slavery movement, the
spread of foreign missions, and the expansion of
the higher education. These have to be stated in
terms of desire, and accounted for by those things
which arouse desire, namely, new ideas and beliefs.

Hardly have we worked through to the great
truth, first emphasized by Lester F. Ward, that the
social forces are human desires, when we come upon
a new thicket of errors.

First is the notion, fostered by the organic con-
ception of society, that the diverse desires of indi-
viduals are, as it were, melted down into a single
desire for the social welfare, and that this general-
ized force it is which furnishes the driving power
for the various “social organs.” Even Spencer is
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apt to attribute a social structure either to the indi-
vidual sense of a common interest or to the common
sense of individual interest, and to overlook the
role of specific desires in generating particular insti-
tutions. Thus in his theory of marriage he under-
rates the role of sexual jealousy, which in certain
places has had much to do with determining the
form of the family. He regards religious practices
as instigated by fear, and fails to notice that in cer-
tain developments of religion the love of a benig-
nant deity and the craving for certain ecstatic experi-
ences have become important motives of worship,
In his account of law, after distinguishing be-
tween laws that are personally derived and those
that are impersonally derived, Spencer states that
the force which calls the latter into being is “the
consensus of individual interests.”* A more ex-
haustive analysis shows that along with the general
desire to safeguard individual interests work such
special factors as the desire for fair play, and sym-
pathy with the resentment of the wronged man.
Again, in considering the political forces Spencer
states that “governing agencies, during their early
stages, are at once the products of aggregate feel-
ing, derive their powers from it, and are restrained
by it.”? The fact is overlooked that along with the
aggregate feeling there is a specific desire—the love
of power—which, although animating only the few,
continually crowds government beyond what the

* “Principles of Sociology,” vol. II, § 533.
2 Ibid., § 460.
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general feeling approves. On the other hand, an-
other specific force—the impatience of restraint—
may keep government below what the general feel-
ing demands.

Truly extraordinary is De Greef’s idea of the
“forces” which carry on the social “functions.”
Since there are seven kinds of social “organs” or
“tissues,” there are seven kinds of collective force
resident in these tissues; thus there is a collective
scientific force, a collective economic force, and
even “a collective reproductive force”!

Another error is the assumption of a quantitative
relation between desire and some non-spiritual form
of energy, or between one species of desire and an-
other species.

Winiarski,®2 for example, insists that feeling,
thought and will are forms of kinetic biotic energy.
The chemical energy stored up in the tissues, when
it is converted into heat, gives rise to vital and
psychic phenomena. The strength of a particular
desire will depend upon the quantity of energy
stored up in the tissues and upon the intensity of the
external stimulus. The direction of the discharge
is always toward pleasure. “Man is a chariot and
pleasure is the charioteer.”

The primordial forms of biotic energy are hunger
and /oze, but by check these can be converted into
other orders of desire just as the arrest of a moving

1«Tntroduction & la sociologie,” Deuxiéme partie, ch. I.
* Revue Philosophigue, vol. XLV, pp. 351-386; vol. XLIX,
Pp. 113-134.
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body transforms its motion into heat, light, and elec-
tricity. Thus when, among primitive men, the
strong are not strong enough to kill and eat the
weak, their balked appetite reappears as a desire to
dominate. If their superiority of strength becomes
too slight to uphold slavery, the unsatisfied lust of
domination is transformed into envy. Similarly the
sex appetite, obstructed in its main channel, broadens
into sympathy, philanthropy, poesy, the artistic im-
pulses, and the longings of the religious mystic. It
is the repression of the propensities that found scope
in primitive promiscuity that gives rise to the do-
mestic and social affections!

Winiarski boldly applies his principle of equiva-
lence. He argues that, since the transformation of
hunger and love into the higher wants means the
conversion of potential into kinetic energy, the evo-
lution of a civilization involves a lowering of the
potential of a people and its eventual replacement by
a fresh, unexhausted race. I shall later show that
the race decline which does, in fact, frequently at-
tend social progress is due, not at all to the lavish
expenditure of energy in social achievement, but to
needless mis-selections.

He conceives further that examples, ideas, and
commands radiate from the classes and persons of
greater energy to those of less energy, this radiation
taking the form of the authority and influence the
social superior exercises over the social inferior. It
follows that this passage of energy tends to termin-

! See pp. 343-345.
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ate in an equalizing of intensities and a state of equi-
librium. Winiarski forgets that, while the commu-
nication of ideas does tend to equalize the wise and
the simple, the exercise of command does not tend
to equalize superior and subordinate and so put an
end to itself. It may continue for centuries.

The endeavor to translate desire into physical
antecedents shatters on the fact that desires flow out
from consciousness, and their objects depend greatly
on the contents and processes of the mind. It is true
that sexual desire, the craving for exercise, and such
passions as hope, fear, and anger, reflect our bodily
condition, and may easily figure as forms of phys-
iological energy. But the walues and ideals, which
lure us with equal power in weakness as in health, in
old age as in our prime, vary not so much with our
bodily condition as with our way of thinking. So
long as we think the same of an object we desire it
with undiminished intensity. But if we see it in a
new light, it ceases to gleam. An ideal, which is a
peculiar set imparted to our admiration, a wvalue,
which is a peculiar set given to our judgment, is to
be explained by our experiences. The statement
that a man’s ambition to become an athlete or an ora-
tor is a mode of biotic energy tells me nothing I
want to know the impressions, ideas, or reasonings
which lead him to attach worth to these things.

Desire may or may not be a form of energy. In
any case it is certain that a mechanical interpretation
cannot help us to predict the choices of people. At
the lower animal levels action is easy to gauge, be-
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cause life consists in an interplay of stimulus and
reaction. Higher up this is complicated by the asso-
ciative memory, and the response to inner or outer
stimuli is not quite so uniform and sure. At the
level of primitive man we find successive individual
experiences and reactions fusing and giving rise to
processes of consciousness which yield such con-
stants as language, custom, and myth. Moreover,
a considerable portion of psychic energy has become
emancipated from stimulus and manifests itself in
spontaneous activities of a sportive or festal char-
acter.

In the civilized man we miss that mechanical sim-
plicity which makes the lower psychic life so trans-
parent and predictable. The key to his behavior lies
no longer in the play of stimuli upon him, but in his
consciousness. This has gathered in volume and
consistency until his center of gravity lies here rather
than in current impressions. The mental content
has acquired such mass, and experience has been
wrought up into such forms—idea, concept, formula,
ideal—that at each moment they control more than
do the external conditions. Stable character be-
comes possible. A quantitative relation between
stimulus and reaction may no longer be assumed.
The specific response is now repressed, now many
times greater than one would expect. Energy no
longer flows freely away in the form of play, but is
largely absorbed in series of volitional acts, planned
with reference to an end.

With the growth of consciousness in mass and
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complexity the man’s actions become ever more puz-
zling to those who attend only to the non-psychic
factors, such as physique, temperament, state of
health, climate, aspect of nature, the solicitation of
the moment. The reason is that life has become
spiritualized. The non-psychic factors have become
less decisive than that organized body of experience
we call the personality. Hence, in order to antici-
pate action, itis more important to explore the per-
sonality than to attend to the external factors.

Now, what experience is to the individual, culture
is to the race. Just as, on the higher levels of indi-
vidual life, physical and physiological causes retreat
in favor of psychic causes, so, on the higher levels of
social life, geographic and racial factors lose in sig-
nificance, and social destiny is shaped more by such
bodies of organized experience as language, relig-
ion, morals, law, the arts and the sciences. There is,
in fact, a double reason for affirming that in a civil-
ized people the causes of social phenomena will be
essentially psychic. The actions of persons will re-
flect the influence of that organized embodiment of
individual experience we call personality, and they
will reflect the influence of that organized embodi-
ment of collective experience we call civilization.
In this case an interpretation of social phenomena
without reference to the constitution and character
of the individual mind, or to the constitution and
character of the social mind, will be unsatisfying.
Since, now, the main purpose of sociology is to en-
able us to understand and to forecast the activities
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of civilized men, we are justified in insisting that it
is chiefly a psychical science. Its causes are to be
sought in mental processes, its forces are psychic
forces, and no ultimate non-psychic factors should
be recognized until it is shown just how they are able
to affect motive and choice.

Having made clear the nature of the social forces,
let us now consider their classification.

But do they need to be classified? Do not all de-
sires reduce to one? About us we see men urged by
a score of instincts, lured by a hundred goals, yet the
hedonist insists they are all seeking the same thing,
namely, the maximization of pleasure and the mini-
mization of pain.

In view of all the forging it has undergone, it
would be strange indeed if human nature were so
simple. There are the instincts. Long before our
race had wit enough to classify actions as pleasure-
yielding and pain-yielding, tree-life and cave-life had
equipped it with instincts which are still alive.
Then, for example, were laid down in our nervous
apparatus fear reactions, once salutary, but now
useless. The dread of the dark, of loud noises, of
open places, of clammy objects, of loneliness, cannot
now be interpreted as shrinkings from the painful.
Under our present conditions of life they are mean-
ingless.

Then there are the impulses. Can action under
the spur of jealousy or anger be interpreted as a.
yvielding to the greatest attraction? Panics, lynch-
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ings, and riots are not forms of pleasure-seeking, but
manifestations of fear, hate, or blood-thirst.

Again, the creature whose ancestors ran a gaunt-
let of severe tests is certain to be energetic, to deploy
its powers under slight stimulus. If, now, the seri-
ous demands of existence become less taxing, the
creature will relieve itself of its superabundant en-
ergy in play activities. While the free forth-flowing
of energy yields enjoyment, and the obstruction of it
causes distress, pleasure is not really the object of
play. Mere gamboling is aimless, its cause is not a
gleam in front but a thrust from behind. In sports
and games the object is not pleasure, but a feat, a
score, a triumph. The hedonist’s theory would
apply to a race of canny but tired beings.

“But,” it may be urged, “granting that many of
man’s original promptings are not hedonic, will he
not, when he has reflected upon his experiences, seek
to repeat the pleasant impressions and to inhibit such
actions as entail disagreeable consequences? Ap-
plying the sure touchstones of pleasure and pain, will
he not free himself from the thraldom of instincts
and impulses, and mould his life on rational lines?”

This assumes that the action of reason is to weed
out interests so far as they do not justify themselves
as pleasure-yielding. But, in truth, reason creates
interests as well as destroys them. In its restless
explorations it comes upon alluring problems.
While critical minds are dissecting to death old
ideals, creative spirits are setting up new goals.
Hence every burst of intellectual activity is pregnant
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with new zests and enthusiasms. As they mount
above the plane of instinct men do not become sim-
ply more canny and calculating. Copernicus, Pas-
cal, Newton, and Darwin were not arch-hedonists.
Master-intellects, like Socrates and Bruno, are found
sacrificing themselves for their ideals. The fact is,
reason turned inward may destroy ideals, but turned
upon the world or upon men it kindles fresh inter-
ests. It may be, conscious pleasure-seeking marks
the morning of intelligence rather than its high noon.

Then there is a social factor to be considered. In
the collective mind there are currents which carry us
far out of our natural course. We like what others
like, covet what they praise. If we imbibe admira-
tion for a dexterity or a virtue, we cannot but em-
brace it in our ideal and strive to realize it. If
others infect us with a valuation, we cannot help pur-
suing the thing valued. From the élite of a people
spread feelings and opinions about the goals of en-
deavor, which in time harden into race ideals and
race values. The rank and file for the most part ac-
cept these, because they are not able to constitute
goals for themselves. So, thanks to the irony of
life, it may come to pass that the multitude pursue,
not the gratifications proper to their own natures,
but the gratifications proper to the natures of the
influential élite.

There is no denying, then, that the desires of men
are many., Of the various human goals we can af-
firm just one thing: they shine. To affirm that they
shine because they all have a component of pleasure
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is to go too far. There is no social force ; there are
social forces.

To reject the formula of “greatest pleasure for
least pain” is not to attack the foundation principle
of pure economics, namely, greatest utility for least
disutility. ~ Material goods are means, not ends.
Economic choices relate to routes, not to goals. Of
rival goals we do not invariably ask, “Which prom-
ises the most pleasure ?”; but of the possible routes to
any goal we do ask, “Which is the easiest?” What-
ever be his goal, the rational man will choose the
smoothest path, provide in the cheapest manner such
bridges and corduroy as may be necessary. If he
has not means enough to attain all his ends commodi-
ously, he economizes goods. If he can produce
these goods, he economizes his time and exertion.
Hence, his choice among possible materials, proc-
esses, occupations, and investments conforms to a
principle. But we find no such universal principle
determining which, among competing instincts, im-
pulses, ideals, and values shall prevail. These are,
in fact, treated as incommensurable. No one re-
duces them all to a common denominator.

The principle of economizing any requisite that is
limited in quantity—material resources, time, energy,
etc.—can be observed even in our mode of gratifying
the higher cravings. The “law of parsimony’™ is
operative when the devotee seeks to become en rap-
port with his deity by a minimum of pious exercises,
when the sportsman expends just enough effort to

1 Ward, “Pure Sociology,” pp. 161-163.

-
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win the points in the game, when the student seeks
out the teachers and texts that put him most quickly
in possession of the coveted knowledge, when the
philanthropist takes as his motto “Help the poor to
help themselves,” when the parent rears the least
number of offspring that will insure him the sweet
companionship of children.

Coming now to actual classifications, we will con-
sider those of Small, Ratzenhofer, Ward, and Stuck-
enberg.

Professor Small classifies human cravings as de-
sires for health, wealth, sociability, knowledge,
beauty, and rightness.* This grouping appears to
be defective at a number of points. Hunger and
love are specific demands, and not a desire for health.
Health, moreover, when people do begin to care for
it, is valued, not as an end, but as a sine qua non of
all satisfactions whatsoever. As for the desire for
wealth, it is secondary, depending upon the intensity
of those cravings which cannot well be satisfied
without the aid of material goods or services. The
“lordship over things” which Professor Small ad-
vances as a primary motive to acquisition gratifies an
egotic desire. It does not differ in principle from
the lust of lordship over persons (power) or lordship
over men’s admiration (glory) or lordship over
men’s judgment (influence). Under sociability are
lumped together desires so diverse as the craving
for companionship, and the eagerness for apprecia-
tion, the one affective, the other egotic.

* American Journal of Sociology, vol. VI, pp. 177-199.
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Ratzenhofer has employed the word interest for
the force, whether vital or psychic, which calls out
any activity. The term is wide enough to include
function, tropism, reflex, and blind impulse, as well
as conscious desire. He distinguishes'—

a) The race interest, i. e., the impulses which center in
the reproductive functions.
b) The physiological interest, i. e., hunger and thirst,

With the rise of consciousness other interests de-
velop out of these two primitive interests. The for-
mer expands into—
¢) The egotic interest, i. e., the entire circle of self—fegard-

ing motives.

The latter widens into—

d) The social interest.

In proportion as the lower interests are sated, the
impetus of thought awakens a feeling of dependence
upon the infinite, which gives rise to—
¢) The transcendental interest, which creates religion and

philosophy.

The above is a comprehensive view of the forces
that impel living beings, but it is not the best classi-
fication of the desires at work in human societies. It
is not satisfactory to group impulses solely with ref-
erence to their concrete objects, such as species,
organism, self, society, cosmos.

Dr. Ward, who has done more than anyone else to
elucidate the social forces, makes the following
classification?®:

1“Sociologische Erkenntniss,” pp. 54-66.
3“Pure Sociology,” p. 261.
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Ontogenetic { Positive, attractive (seeking pleasure)
Forces

Negative, protective (avoiding pain)

Forces

Physical Forces
(Function bodily)

Phylogenetic ; Direct, sexual
Indirect, consanguineal

Moral (seeking the safe and good)

Sociogenetic | Zsthetic (seeking the beautiful)

FOiss Intellectual (seeking the useful and

true)

Spiritual Forces
(Function psychic)

For the purposes of philosophy this grouping im-
presses me as by far the most helpful that has been
made. If my own grouping is somewhat different,
it is because for practical use in sociology I prefer a
classification based more immediately upon the na-
ture of the desires, and neglecting the functions to
which they prompt.

Dr. Stuckenberg has grouped the social forces as
follows® :

I. Fundamental.
1. The economic.
2. The political.

II. Constitutional.
3. The egotic.
4. The appetitive.
5. The affectional.
6. The recreative.

*“Sociology,” vol. I, p. 207.
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HI. Cultural.
7. The =sthetic.
8. The ethical.
9. The religious.
10. The intellectual.

Without the “fundamental” forces this scheme
would be excellent. It is surely an error, however,
to list the desire for wealth among the original social
forces. It is, in fact, clearly derivative. Avarice is
so powerful because nearly every kind of craving
sooner or later puts in a requisition for goods. The
worth of wealth is the sum of all the furtherances
‘we receive from it in the pursuit of our ends. The
state likewise is an instrument of many uses, and ap-
peals to no one group of desires. The specific de-
sires that operate in the sphere of government—the
love of power and the impatience of restraint—have
other spheres of manifestation, and cannot properly
be termed political. They are, in fact, egotic. For
the rest, early government rises out of fear—fear of
the foe, fear of the marauder. After life and prop-
erty have become secure, the state is utilized for the
promotion of many cultural purposes, so that nearly
every group of social forces gives off a demand for
state activity.

Would it not be better to arrange the springs of
action in two planes, instead of forcing them into
one plane? Desires may well be distinguished from
interests, the former being the primary forces as
they well up in consciousness, the latter the great
complexes, woven of multicolored strands of desire,
which shape society and make history.
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Desires may be divided into natural and cultural,
the former present in all men, the latter emerging
clearly only after man has made some gains in cul-
ture. The natural desires may be grouped into—

a) Appetitive. Hunger, thirst, and sex-appetite.

b) Hedonic. Fear, aversion to pain, love of warmth, ease,
and sensuous pleasure.

¢) Egotic. These are demands of the self rather than of
the organism. They include shame, vanity, pride,
envy, love of liberty, of power, and of glory. The
type of this class is ambition.

d) Affective. Desires that terminate upon others: sym-
pathy, sociability, love, hate, spite, jealousy, anger, re-
venge.

e) Recreative, Play impulses, love of self-expression.

The cultural desires, which are clearly differen-
tiated only in culture men are—

f) Religious. Yearning for those states of swimming or
unconditioned consciousness represented by the relig-
ous ecstasy.

g) Ethical. Love of fair play, sense of justice.

h) ZAsthetic. Desire for the pleasures of perception, i. e.,
for enjoyment of “the beautiful.”

1) Intellectual. Curiosity, love of knowing, of learning, and
of imparting.

While the study of the natural wants belongs to
anthropology, the development of cultural desires in
connection with association and the presence of cul-
ture devolves upon sociology. I pass the topic here

1 No one who has seen people *‘getting happy” at a camp-meeting will
doubt the reality or the seductiveness of such states. JamEs, Varieties
of Religious Experience, studies these in the scientific spirit. BRrINTON,

The Religion of Primitive Peoples, raises a doubt if these cravings are
exclusively cultural.
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only because it has been adequately treated by
others.

There are certain huge complexes of goods which
serve as means to the satisfaction of a variety of
wants. They are Wealth, Government, Religion,
and Knowledge. In respect to these the various
elementary social forces therefore give off impulses
which run together and form the economic, political,
religious, and intellectual interests, which constitute
in effect the chief history-making forces.

The economic interest finds its tap-root in the
pangs of hunger and cold. These, being a direct
demand for material goods, prompt men to wealth-
getting activities. There is, however, in the end no
class of cravings which may not lay claim to goods,
and thus whet greed to a keener edge. When per-
sonal emulation takes the form of “conspicuous
waste,” the egotic desires prompt to acquisition.
When gold “gilds the straitened forehead of the
fool,” it is prized as the means of winning the cov-
eted mate. @ When entertainment is expensive,
money is sought to oil the wheels of social inter-
course. When the gods respect persons, men will
seek the wherewithal for costly sacrifices and sanctu-
aries. When wealth gives lordship, the ambitious
will rowel hard in the pursuit of fortune. When
the artist works for the highest bidder, the beauty-
lover will set himself to money-making. Whenever
Dives enjoys greater social consideration, stands

1Vierkandt, “Naturvélker und Kulturvélker.,” Stucken-
berg, “Sociology,” vol. I, ch. XIIIL
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higher with the Unseen, is a more formidable suitor,
finds bigger meshes in the law, and counts as a
worthier person than the better man with the lighter
purse, all the streams of desire pour into one chan-
nel, and avarice swells to monstrous proportions.

In general, the itch for wealth varies directly with
its capacity to promote the satisfaction of the various
desires. Since this capacity varies from place to
place and from age to age, the value of wealth is sub-
ject to rise and fall.

The assertion that wealth in general is liable to
appreciate or depreciate seems a hard saying. Have
we not been taught there can be no general rise or
fall in exchange values? Against what, indeed,
shall wealth be measured? Where are the markets
which register its fluctuations?

But such markets exist, always have existed. Are
there not streets where woman’s virtue is sold? Are
there not commonwealths where there is a ruling
price for votes? Do not the comparative rewards of
occupations indicate what inducements will over-
come the love of independence, of safety, of good re-
pute? We see men sacrificing health, or leisure, or
family life, or offspring, or friends, or liberty, or
honor, or truth, for gain. The volume of such spir-
itual goods Mammon can lure into the market meas-
ures the power of money. By the choices men make
in such cases and by the judgment others pass upon
such choices we can ascertain what is the social esti-
mate of wealth. When gold cannot shake the noble-
man’s pride of caste, the statesman’s patriotism, the
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soldier’s honor, the wife’s fidelity, the official’s sense
of duty, or the artist’s devotion to his ideal, wealth
is cheap. But when maidens yield themselves to
senile moneybags, youths swarm about the unat-
tractive heiress, judges take bribes, experts sell their
opinions to the highest bidder, and genius champions
the cause it does not believe in, wealth is rated high.

The fluctuations in the market where spiritual
goods are sacrificed for m