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may confj . .

(1) A social fact is normal for a given social type, viewed at a given
phase of its develoément, when it occurs in the average society of
that species, considered at the corresponding phase of its evolution.

(2) The results of the preceding method can be verified by demon.-
strating that the general character of the phenomenon is related to
the general conditions of collective life in the social type under

. consideration. j :
. ops s . . ! .
- (3) This verification is necessary when this fact relates to a social

species which has not yet gone through its complete evolution.

1

We are so accustomed to resolving glibly these difficult questions
and to deciding rapidly, after cursory observation and by dint of
syllogisms, whether a social fact is normal or not, that this
procedure will perhaps be adjudged uselessly complicated. It
seems unnecessary to have to go to such lengths to distinguish
sickness from health. Do we not make these distinctions every
day? This is true, but it remains to be seen whether we make them
appositely. The difficulty of these problems is concealed because

orget that it is much easier for him than for the sociologist to see
how each phenomenon affects the strength of the organism and
hereby to determine its normal or abnormal charcter with an
ccuracy which is adequate for all practical purposes. In sociology
he complexity and the much more changing nature of the facts
Onstrain us to take many more Jprecautions, as is proved by the
onflicting judgements on the same phenomenon emitted by the
ifferent parties concerned. To show clearly how great this .
ircumspection must, be, we shall illustrate by a few examples to
hat errors we are exposed when we do not constrain ourselves in
is way and in how different a light the most vital phenomena
ppear when they are dealt with methodically, '
If there is a fact whose pathological nature appears indisputable,
is crime. All criminologists agree on this score. Although they
xplain this pathology differently, they none the less unanimously
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acknowledge it. However, the problem needs to be treated less
summarily. :

Let us in fact apply the rules previously laid down. Crime is not
only observed in most societies of a particular species, but in all
societies of all types. There is not one in which criminality does not
exist, although it changes in form-and the actions which are termed
criminal are not.everywhere the same. Yet everywhere and always
there have been men who have conducted themselves in such a
way as to bring down punishment upon their heads. If at least, as
societies pass from lower .to higher types, the crime rate (the
relationship between the annual crime figures and population
figures) tended to fall, we might believe that, although still
remaining a normal phenomenon, crime tended to lose that
character of normality. Yet there is no single ground for believing
such a regression to be real. Many facts would rather seem to point
to the existence of a movement in the opposite direction. From the
beginning of the century statistics provide us with a means of
following the progression of criminality. It has everywhere in-
creased, and in France the increase is of the order of 300 per cent.
Thus there is no phenomenon which represents more incontrovert

ibly all the symptoms of normality, since it appears to be closely

bound up with the conditions of all collective life. To make crime a

social illness would be to concede that sickness is not something
accidental, but on the contrary derives in certain cases from the
fundamental constitution of the living creature. This would be to

erase any distinction between the physiological and the pathologic
al. It can certainly happen that crime itself has normal forms; thi
is what happens, for instahce, when it reaches an excessively hig
level. There is no doubt that this excessiveness is pathological i

nature. What is normal is simply that criminality exists, provideé '

that for each social type it does not reach or go beyond a certai
level which it is perhaps not impossible to fix in conformity with
the previous rules.!” - ‘
We are faced with a conclusion which is apparently somew
 paradoxical. Let us make no mistake: to classify crime among
phenomena of normal sociology is not merely to declare that i
an inevitable though regrettable phenomenon arising from f#
incorrigible wickedness of men; it is to assert that it is a factor
public health, an integrative element in any healthy society.
first sight this result is so surprising that it disconcerted ev
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ourse.lves for a long time. However, once that first impression of
surprise h?s been overcome it is not difficulf to discover reasons t
explain thlg normality and at the same time to confirm it e
' In tl'xe first place, crime is normal because it is (.:om letel
1mpqsmble for any society entirely free of it to exist. Py
Crime, as we have shown elsewhere, consists of an action whfch
voffends certain collective feelings which are especially strong and
clear-cut. In any society, for actions regardea as crfminal to cgease

the feelings that the :
o they offend would ne .
individual consciousness wi need to be found in each

would immediately open up new ones
Indeed, for the collective feeli
Peo.p!e at a particular moment in its history protects, to enet
ndividual consciousnesses that had hitherto remair’led Izlo éate
hem, or to assume greater authority viously they
had not possessed enough — they would have to acquire
ntensity greater than they had had up to then: The comrgunit as
whole must feel them more keenly, for they cannot draw fry aS
ny other source the additional force which enables them to bgel:r1

.

ngs, which the penal law of a

' ; but for
t increase throughout society.

oreover, the very absence of crime would contribute directly to

nng;ng about that result, for a sentiment appears much mo
espectable when it is always and uniformly respected. But v&{:
/ hat these strong states of t} . '
ousness cannot be reinforced ingthis way fv:tl;ledsf ?;::0‘:6(:1(:“'
ates, the,qulation of which previously gave rise to mere breaaher
convent;on, be_ing reinforced at the same time, for the We:k:'
: ;isg ::eolrllzsmggeu;hz;n the ‘extelnsio!r]l and attenuated form of the
. » Ior example, theft and i i
on of property offend the sanll)e altruistic sev:ltifrrlznr?lstizprr;pna;
other people’s possessions. However, this s,entimenlt)e?
ended le§s strongly by the latter action than the formels
preover, since the average consciousness does nét have suffi :
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cient intensity of feeling to feel strongly about the lesser of these
two offences, the latter is the object of greater tolerance. This is
why the misappropriator is merely censured, while the thief is
punished. But if this sentiment grows stronger, to such a degree
that it extinguishes in the consciousness the tendency to theft that
men possess, they will become more sensitive to these minor
offences, which up to then had had only a marginal effect upon
them. They will react with greater intensity against these lesser
faults, which will become the object of severer condemnation, so
that, from the mere moral errors that they were, some will pass
into the category of crimes. For example, dishonest contracts or
those fulfilled dishonestly, which only incur public censure or civil
redress, will become crimes. Imagine a community of saints in an
exemplary and perfect monastery. In it crime as such will be
unknown, but faults that appear venial to the ordinary person will
_arouse the same scandal as does.normal crime in ordinary consci-

punish, it will term such acts criminal and deal with them as such.
It is for the same reason that the completely honourable ma

acts of violence -against the person were more frequent than the

has increased, such crimes have become less frequent, but man
acts which offended against that sentiment have been incorporate
into the penal code, which did not previously include them. 1
In order to exhaust all the logically possible hypotheses, it wi
perhaps be asked why this unanimity should not cover all colle
tive sentiments without exception, and why even the weake:
" sentiments should not evoke sufficient power to forestall an
dissentient voice. The moral conscience of society would be foun
in its entirety in every individual, endowed with sufficient force
prevent the commission of any act offending against it, wheth
purely conventional failings or crimes. But such universal
“absolute uniformity is -utterly impossible, for the immed
physical environment in which each one of us is placed,
hereditary antecedents, the social influences upon which
depend, vary from one individual to another and conseque
cause a diversity of consciences. It is impossible for everyone t
alike in this matter, by virtue of the fact that we each have our

. ences. If therefore that community has the power to judge and

judges his slightest moral failings with a severity that the mass of
people reserves for acts that are truly criminal. In former times:

are today because respect for individual dignity was weaker. As it}
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Nor is this all. Beyond this indirect utility, crime itself may play
a useful part in this evolution. Not only does it imply that the way
to necessary changes remains open, but in certain cases it also

directly prepares for these changes. Where crime exists, collective -

sentiments are not only in the state of plasticity necessary to-
assume a new form, but sometimes'it even contributes to deter-
‘mining beforehand the shape they will take on. Indeed, how often
is'it only an anticipation of the morality to come, a progression
towards what will be! According to Athenian law, Socrates was a
criminal and his condemnation was entirely just. However, his
crime — his independence of thought — was useful not only for
humanity but for his country. It served to prepare a way for a new
morality and a new faith, which the Athenians then needed
because the traditions by which they had hitherto lived no longer

corresponded to the conditions of their existence. Socrates’s case -

is not an isloated one, for it recurs periodically in history. The
freedom of thought that we at present enjoy could never have
been asserted if the rules that forbade it had not been violated
before they were solemnly abrogated. However, at the time the

violation was a ‘crime, since it was an offence against sentiments

still keenly felt in the average consciousness. Yet this crime was

useful since it was the prelude to changes which were daily
becoming more necessary, Liberal philosophy has had as its
precursors heretics of all kinds whom the secular arm rightly*

punished throught the Middle Ages and has continued to do s
almost up to the present day. :
From this viewpoint the fundamental facts of criminolog
appear to us in an entirely new light. Contrary to current ideas, th
' criminal no longer appears as an utterly unsociable creature, a so

of parasitic element, a foreign, unassimilable body introduced infts
the bosom of society.'? He plays a normal role in social life. For i
part, crime must no longer be conceived of as an evil which canné
be circumscribed closely enough. Far from there being cause fa
congratulation when it drops too noticeably below the norms
level, this apparent progress assuredly coincides with and is lin
to some social disturbance. Thus the number of crimes of assas
never falls so low as it does in times of scarcity.'* Consequently
the same time, and as a reaction, the theory of punishmen
revised, or rather should be revised. If in fact crime is a sickn
punishment is the cure for it and cannot be conceived of othe

-
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then on lacks interest for us, turning in upon itself to seek the
materials necessary to reconstruct that reality. For sociology to
deal with facts as things, the sociologist must feel a need to learn’
from them. The principal purpose of any science-of life, whether
individual or social, is in the end to define and explain the normal
state and distinguish it from the abnormal. If normality does not
inhere in the things themselves, if on the contrary it is a character-
istic which we impose upon them externally or, for whatever
reason, refuse to do so, this salutary state of dependence on things
is lost. The mind complacently faces a reality that has not much to
teach it. It is no longer contained by the subject matter to which it -
applies itself, since in some respects it determines that subject
matter. The different rules that we have established up to now are
therefore closely linked. For sociology really to be a science of
things, the generality of phenomena must be taken as the criterion
of their normality.
Moreover, our method has the advantage of regulating action at
the same time as thought. If what is deemed desirable is not the
object of observation, but can and must be determined by some *
sort of mental calculus, no limit, in a manner of speaking, can be
laid down to the free inventions of the imagination in their search
for the best. For how can one assign to perfection bounds that it
cannot exceed? By definition it escapes all limitations. The goal of
humanity thus recedes to infinity, discouraging not a few by its
very remoteness, arousing and exciting others, on the other hand,
who, so as to draw a little nearer to it, hasten their steps and throw:
themselves into revolutionary activity. This practical dilemma is
- avoided if what is desirable is declared to be what is healthy, and
the state of health is something definite, inherent in things, for
the same time the extent of our effort is given and defined. The
is no longer need to pursue desperately an end which recedes as w
move forward; we need only to work steadily and persistently
maintain the normal state, to re-establish it if it is disturbed, and
rediscover the conditions of normality if they happen to chang
The duty of the statesman is no longer to propel societies violent
towards an ideal which appears attractive to him. His role is rath
that of the doctor: he forestalls the outbreak of sickness b

maintaining good hygiene, or when it does break out, seeks to cu
it '

- gical. The monstrosities are permanent,
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Notes

. |

1. Through this we can distinguish the case o
ity. The second is an exception only in spa

(2) It is stated that th
2 € normal and ab i
¢ : ormal normal var :
t l:iferaet?]t 1racges, v_vhﬂe .the distinction between the phis?ocl(;oridlrllg ¥
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civilisedown that, what s morbid for the savage is not so fg’t‘i‘;e
e person. The conditions of physical health vary 5 ing to
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quescf;oxzﬁ glthqugh we touch upon it a little later Philosopical
. IS point a note we published in the K ] 1
(November 1893) on ‘La définition dy socialis?nf’?vue phzlosophzque
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directioMyin which social events. are proceeding,fhe may simply |
have comMyred what occurs at the decline of fgach species wi‘tp "
what occurs\f the beginning of the succeed one. Using this |

procedure, it Wgs believed, for example, th one could state that Conclusion

|

the weakening &Qreligious beliefs and of 4#l traditionalism could
only ever be a tRnsitory phenomenogfiin the life of peoples,
‘because it manifesMyitself only durin@¥the final phase of their .
existence and ceases g soon as a ndv stage of evolution takes
over. In employing suchja method gife risks taking for the steady |
and necessary march of pReress vt is the effect of a completely.
different cause. In fact, tR) copiiftion in which a young society
finds itself is not simply tIN g@blongation of that at which the
societies it replaces had arrijfl at the end of their existence. It
arises partly from that veryg#f 4 of youthfulness which stops the
products of the experieg Bthe previous peoples from all
becoming immediately gimilabMAand utilisable. Likewise; the
child receives from hisgfirents facufies and predispositions which
come into play only g#fich later in lifqQlIt is therefore possible - to
continuegthe samegzample — that. (R return to traditionalism
observed )\t the hffinning of every pedflle’s history is due to the
special cond¢iordfin which every young 3iety is placed, and not
to the fact thgffthe waning of that pherfmenon can never be
anything but sitory. The comparison caf¢herefore only serve
- as proof if wg caNeliminate this disturbing %
it will be sufficient to c®§
comparRg at the same period of Qeir development.
der to ascer®n the direction in whicia social pheno-
‘evolving, one VI compare what it is d{ ing the ‘youth’
pagecies with what the phenomenon becom{@ in the ‘youth®
¥ suchgding species. According to whethe
stages tOWgE next, it displays more, less or as ‘
# will be able ™ state whether it is progressing, Yeressing of
ghaining static. ' o

To summarise, the characteristics of the sociological method are as

- follows: o ’ -
Firstly, it is independent of all philosophy. Since sociology '
sprang from the great philosophical doctrines, it has been in the -
hablt of.relying on; some system with which it has therefore
1§lentified itself. Thus it has been successively positivist, evolu-
tlo'nah'st and spiritualist, when it should have contented itself with
b.emg Just sociology. We should even hesitate to term it naturalis-
tic, }lnlgss by this we mean only that it regards social facts as
e.xp,hc‘able naturally. In that case the eépithet is somewhat useless

since it merely means that the sociologist is engaged in scientific’
wonk.and is not a mystic. But we reject the word if it is assigned 4
_doctr_mal meaning relating to the essence of social things — if, for
Instance, it is meant that they are reducible to the other ‘cosmic
forces. Sociology has no need to take sides between the grand
hypotheses which divide the metaphysicians. Nor has it to affirm
free will rather than determinism. All that it asks to be granted it, is
that the principle of causality should be applicable to soc}al
phgnomena. Moreover, this principle’ is posed by it not as a
rational necessity, but only as an empirical postulate, the product
of .a-..legitimate induction. Since the law of causality has.been
verified in the other domains of nature and has progressively

e)'(tended its authority from the pHysical and chemical world to the

blolo,gical. world, and from the latter to the psychological world

| ( | » one ma.y].ustifiably grant that it is likewise true of the socia] world.’

Cours de e ':epositive, IV, p. 328, | - Toc‘iay it is possible to add that the research undertaken on the

CF. 1.5. Mill, Systesaf Logic, voi. 11, book VI, ch. VIL, p. 476. ' ' basis of this postulate, tends to confirm this. But the question of

Division du travail social, p. 87. - knowing whether thé nature of the causal li
In the case of the method of difference, the absence of the ca [ contingency is not thereby resolved _ link excludes all
excludes the presence of the effect. 159 )
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. MoreoVer‘, philosophy itself has every interest‘ in sgeing this
emancipation of sociology. For, so long as the somologlst has'not
shed sufficiently the mantle of the philosopher, he will Fons@er
social matters only from their most general angle: that in v_vhlc.h
they most resemble the other - things in the universe. Now if
“sociology, conceived of in this fashion, may serve to 1llustr§te a
philosophy with curious facts, it cannot enrich it w1’fh new vistas,
since it would not point to anything new in the subject m.atter of
 philosophy. But in reality, if the basic facts of other fields 'of
knowledge are to be found in the social domain, it is under special
forms which cause us to understand its nature better because they
are its highest expression. But, in order to percF:ive them in .thlS
light, we must abandon generalities and enter into the detal.led
examination of facts. Thus sociology, as it becomes more spec.la.l-_
-ised, will provide additional original matter for philosophlgal
reflection. Already what has been set out has been able to give
some insight into how essential notions such as th(?se ofrsI')ecws,
organ, function, health.and sickness, cause and final}ty are dlSP]El}"-
ed in an entirely novel light. Moreover, is it not socxolc?gy which is
destined to highlight in &ll its aspects an idea which mlgh.t well be
_at the basis not only of a psychology, but of an entire philosophy,
the idea of association? - ' : ;
Face to face with practical doctrines, our method allows ar?d
commands the same independence. Sociology thus understood will
be neither individualist, commu\nist or socialist, in’ the.sense
commonly attributed to those words. On principle, it will ignore:
these theories, which it could not acknowledge to have any
scientific value, since they tend not directly to express social fac
but to reform them. At least, if sociology is interested in them, it ;
in so far as it sees in them social facts which may help it ta
understand social reality by clarifying the needs which operate in
society. Nevertheless, this is not to say that sociology sl}ou
profess no interest in practical questions. On the contrary, it h
been seen that our constant preoccupation has been to guide
towards some practical outcome. It encounters these "’problve‘
necessarily at the end of its investigations. But from the very fa
that the problems do not manifest themselves until that mome
and that, consequently, they arise out of facts and» not fro
passiohs, it may be predicted that they will present themselves'
"the sociologist in completely different terms than to the masse

Conclusion 146lv

Moreover, the solutions, although incomplete, that sociology can
provide to them will not chime exactly with those which attract the
various interest groups. But the role of sociology, from this.
viewpoint, must consist precisely in liberating us from all parties.
This will be done not so much by opposing one doctrine to other
doctrines, but by causing those minds confronted with these

" questions to develop a special attitude, one that science alone can
 give through direct contact with things. Indeed, it alone can teach

us to treat, with respect but without idolatry, historical institutions
f whatever kind, by causing us to be aware, at one and the same
me, of what is ne¢essary and provisional about them, their

strength of resistance and their infinite variability.

In the second place, our method is objective. It is wholly
ominated by the idéa that social facts are things and must be
eated as such. Doubtless this principle is also found, in slightly
ifferent form, at the basis of the doctrines of Comte and Spencer.
ut these great thinkers formulated it theoretically rather than put
into practice. But for it not to remain a dead letter, it was not
fficient merely to publish it abroad; it had to be made the basis
f an entire discipline, an idea that would take hold of the scholar
t the very moment when he is entering upon the object of his
esearch and which would accompany him step by step in all his
perations. It was to establish that discipline that we have devoted
ur work. We have shown how the sociologist had to lay aside the
econceived notions that he held about the facts in order to
onfront the facts themselves; how he had to penetrate to them
irough their most objective characteristics; how he had to
ddress himself to them in order to find a means of classifying
1em as healthy or pathological; how, finally, he had to be inspired
y the same principle in seeking out explanations as in proving
lese explanations. For once we become aware that we are in the
fesence of things, we no longer dream of explaining them by
:' culations of utility ci‘r by reasoning of any kind. We understand
well the gulf that lies between such causes and such effects. A -
g is a force which ‘can only be engendered by another force.
iHus, to account for social facts, we investigate the forces capable
roducing them. Not only are the explanations different, but
are proved differently, or rather, it is only then that the need
prove them is felt. If sociclogical phenomena were mere
ectivised systems of ideas, to explain them would consist of
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thinking them through again
explanation would be a proof in
a need to confirm it by a few

methodical experimentation can force things to yield up their -

secrets.
But if we consider social facts

third feature which is characteristic of our method is that it is

exclusively sociological. It has
mena, because of their extrem

able to science or could only become part of it if reduced to their
elementary conditions, either psychical or organic, that is to say,

divested of their proper nature
taken to establish that it is poss
without taking away any of the

even refused to relate. the immateriality sui generis which char-
acterises them to the immateriality- of psychological phenomena,
which is moreover already very complex. We are thus all the more

prohibited from assimilating th
the general properties of org

strated that a social fact cannot be explained except by another

social fact and at the same t
explanation is possible by indi

environment is the principal motivating force of collective evolu-
tion. Thus sociology is not the appendage of any other science; it is:
itself a distinct and autonomous science. The sense of the specifi

nature of social reality is even so essential to the sociologist that
only a putely sociological culture can prepare him for the unders

standing of social facts.
We regard this progress O

important of all the steps that remain to be taken in sociolog
~ Undoubtedly when a science is in the process of being created o

is indeed forced, in order to co

which exist, namely those of sciences already constructed. There
in' them. a treasure-house of ready-made éxperiences which

would be foolish not to expl
considered definitively constit

lishing its own independent status. For it lacks any justification
. existing unless its subject matter is an order of facts which othi

sciences do not study, since it

fit identically things of a different nature.

o
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in’ their logical order and this
itself. At the most, there might be
examples. On the contrary, only

’?1‘111(:1] appear to us to be the rules of sociological method.
_comp ;rzzttgft;\;l;s wﬂi1 perhaps appear needlessly complicated if
! ed rocedures currently in use. All thi
precautions can seem very labori i hich up 0 now
10us for a science whi '
has demanded h o phieono
ardly more than a general i i
culture of its devotees. It is index trin that the ianlocal
. It 1s indeed certain that th icati
such a method cannot h it
ave the effect of stimulati
common curiesity about sociologi : ool
‘ cu ibout s gical matters. When, as a prelimin-
32{0 :I%n(;l:lélon ftor 1r}111t1atlon into sociology, people are ra)lsker(;n?o
| concepts which they are in the habi i
ar abit of applying to -
gfafgt:uisé é)ardertof th;mgs, to rethink these things v&?hyreievf/)eg
, nnot expect to enlist a numerous cliente is i
not the goal towards which i eve. o the s i
_ we strive. We believ
that the time has com; i e worldly marary
hat me for sociology to renounce os-
oy . { ce worldly succes-
o ;é)eto ;ﬁeak., anfi takg on the esoteric character which ){)efits all
nce. Thus it will gain in dignity and authority what it will

as things, it is as social things. The

often seemed that these pheno-
e complexity, were either intract-

. On the contrary, we have under-
ible to deal with them scientifically
ir specific characteristics. We have

em, as does the Italian school, into
anised matter.1 We have demon-

r nsequ-
it has no right to speak
s and dispel prejudices.
will be able effectively to
t onwards, we must work

ence presumes no special competence
authoritatively enough to quell passio’n
ssuredly the time is still remote when it
play this"r(.)le. Yet, from this very momen

place 1t in a position to fulfil this part.’

ime have shown how this sort of:
cating what within the inner social

¢ sociological culture as the most

nstruct it, to refer to the sole mod Itis th improper to '
erefore improper to characterise our method as materialist

oit. However, a science cannot
uted until it has succeeded in esta

is impossible for the same notions




