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EDITORDEN

Durkheim Uzerine Dort Tip Entelektiiel Uretim Bicimi ve Tiirkiye’deki
Durkheim Yansimalari

Durkheim 6mriinlin sonlarinda uzunca bir siire, belirtileri depresyon, kayitsizlik ve halsizlik
olan -0 zamanki tibbi adlandirmasiyla- nevrasteni hastaligindan muzdarip olarak yasadi. Oglu
André’nin I. Diinya Savasi’nda cephede dliimiiyle birlikte tiim direncini kaybeden Durkheim 1917
yilinda 61di.

Fakat tam olarak hangi anlamda kesinlikle “61dii”? Ger¢ek anlamda 6ncii bir entelektiielin cena-
ze toreni asla bir son degildir. Daha dogru bir kavrayis, oncii entelektiiellerin cenaze torenlerini ha-
yatlarinin ilk boliimiiniin kapanis sahnesi olarak diisiinmek olacaktir. Konuyu bu sekilde ele almak,
Durkheim hakkinda kesinlikle daha verimli bir diisiinme bigimidir. Bedenli bir varlik olarak degil
aktor-ag iliskisi ¢ergevesinde ele alarak onun tedaviildeki metin ve fikirlerin kopmaz bir parcasi ol-
dugu kabul edilmeli ve kiiltiirel sosyoloji yoluyla bir sekilde hem hayranlart hem de muarizlari igin
kesintisiz bir ilgi sembolii ve totemik bir odak olarak hayatina devam ettigi diistiniilmelidir. Okur-
lar1, takipgileri ve elestirmenleri sayesinde “Durkheim” ge¢cmisin sira dis1 isimlerinden biri olmanin
otesine gecerek entelektiiel agidan hala iiretken ve yenilikgi olmaya devam ediyor. Oliimiinii takip
eden ylizy1l i¢cinde mirasi, onun hayattayken asla dngéremeyecegi bigimde, yeni fikirlerin, yeni
aragtirma alanlarinin ve yeni ampirik uygulamalarin tiiremesine sebep oldu. Durkheim’in, diisiin-
celerini kagida doken herhangi bir 19. yiizy1l sonu (fin-de-siécle) entelektiielinden ¢ok daha girift
ve daha ¢agdas bir diisiiniir haline geldigi kesindir. O, faal bir kuvvet olarak hala bizimle yasiyor.

Oliimiinden sonraki bu alakanin ve iiretkenligin yonlendirici sebebi nedir? Bizler, bilim ve tekno-
loji alaninda ¢alisan meslektaslarimizin kullandiklari teknik bir tabiri 6diing alarak, “Durkheim”in
1917°den beri dort tip bilimsel arastirma i¢in “elverisli” (affordance) zemin saglayan esnek bir odak
oldugunun artik ispatlandig1 kanaatindeyiz.

Tip I: Durkheim, diigiincesinin olaganiistii entelektiiel ve felsefi derinligi ve 6zglinliigi ile
stirekli bir ilgi odagi olmustur. Ayrica metinlerinin soyut, yogun ve kapsayict olmast ve yine an-
lasilmast zor ve geliskili olma nitelikleri de onun mirasina duyulan ilgiyi siirekli kilmaktadir. Bu
ti¢ 6zellik, teorik akil yiiriitme ve kavramsallastirmalarda sorunsali ortaya koyma, tasnif etme ve
tanimlama igin bol malzeme saglar. Durkheim yorumlarinin dzerk bir alan haline gelmesi dl¢ii-
siinde, kesintisiz bir hareket vasfi da varlik bulabilir. Ilgili ¢abalarin gogu, bizim “Tip Ia” olarak
adlandirdigimiz, Durkheim diisiincesinin miimkiin olan en kesin tasvirini sunmak veya onu “dog-
ru kavramak” cercevesinde sekillenmektedir. Bu tiir makaleler, genel olarak, onun kiilliyatinda
oldukga belirgin olan ana temalara yogunlagmaktadirlar. Sz konusu ana temalar anomi, ahlak,
dayanigma, biitiinlesme, ritiiel, meslekler, hukuk, egitim, toplumsal evrim, toplumsal olgu ve din
gibi konulart icermektedir. Bu temalar1 esas alan ¢alismalar siklikla Durkheim diistincesindeki
hemen goéze carpmayan ince degisimlere ayna tutuyor ya da metinleri arasindaki veya iginde-
ki gerilimler tizerine yogunlastyorlar. Bu baslik altinda degerlendirebilecegimiz ¢aligmalarin bir
kismimnin kaliteli entelektiiel biyografisinin yani sira Durkheim’in kavramlarinin ve kuraminin
etraflica tanimlanmas ile de ilgili taraflar1 vardir. Bu son tarz, Durkheim incelemelerini (études
Durkheimiennes) gergeklestiren bilim adamlarinin Durkheim’in hayati, zamani ve fikirleri hak-
kinda inanilmaz derecede ayrintili bilgi sahibi olmalart ile yakindan alakalidir. Bu dogrultuda daha
az rastlanan bir tema (Tip Ib), Durkheim’in ¢aligmalarinin alimlanma ve yorumlanma bigimleriyle
ilgilidir. Bilgi sosyolojisi veya toplumsal diisiince tarihi ile ilgili ¢alismalardan olusan bu arastirma
6begi, Durkheim’in belli fikirlerinin nasil alimlandigini, kullanildigini ve ona ait belli temalarin
nasil vurgulandigini veya ihmal edildigini incelemektedir.
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Tip II: Tip I ¢aligmalar1 ne kadar merkezcil ve icedoniik ise Tip II sayabilecegimiz ¢alisma-
lar o kadar merkezkag¢ ve disa agiktir. Durkheim’in diisiinceleri, genel sosyoloji ve sosyal teori
alanlarindaki gelismelerden kaynaklanan ya da bunlardan ilham alan fikir ayriliklarina ve elverisli
olma durumlarma oldukga agiktir ve baglanti olanaklar1 bizim hayal edebilecegimizden ¢ok daha
fazla genistir. Bu boyutta, Durkheim genellikle yeni bir mercekle okunmaktadir. Bazen bu mercek,
(Tip I arastirma ¢esidinde olageldigi gibi) alistigimiz inceleme bigimlerinden daha fazla biiyiitme
giicline sahiptir; gene de sosyolojinin ilgi alanlarindaki degisimler sayesinde ¢cogu zaman yeni ve
beklenmedik bir bakis agis1 gelistirir. Bu tipte, daha dnce goriinlir hdle gelmemelerinden otiiri
fark etmedigimiz temalar ve ikinci dereceden dnemli kavramlar ¢cok daha 6nemli hale gelmektedir.
Durkheim metinlerinin baz1 kisa boliimleri veya ¢ok sayida nispeten kisa yazisi, s6z konusu yeni
sosyolojik tema hakkinda neler sdyleyebilecekleri bakimindan irdelenir. Bu metinler bazen bir bi-
lim adam tarafindan derlenir ve biz Durkheim’in belli bir konuda ne kadar da ¢ok yazdigini ilk defa
gormiis oluruz. Bunlar1 daha 6nce fark etmeyisimizin nedeni, belki belli bir boliim baghig1 altinda
olmayislarindan, belki de bagliklarin daginik oluslarindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Boylelikle Durkhe-
im, ya entelektiiel nirengi noktas1 belirleme siirecinde, genel olarak daha az 6nemli ve orta seviye
kuramcilarla yan yana yerlestirilen bir isim olarak kavranir ya da 6nemli fikirler gelistirmesine rag-
men bunlar1 kusurlu ve egreti bir bigimde ifade eden ileri goriislii bir diisiiniir olarak ele alinir. Bu
tip ¢alismalarda karsimiza ¢ikan Durkheim, Tip I bilimsel incelemelere gére nispeten daha ¢agdas
bir diigiiniirdiir. Kendi ¢agina daha az hapsolmus bir goriintiiye sahip bu yeni Durkheim portresi,
“sistemli ve tutarl1” bir bilim adamindan ziyade Simmel gibi entelektiiel bir lafebesi gibi goriiniir.
Bu figiir siklikla, bir¢ok alanda konuyu ilk ele alan olmanin avantajiyla avant la lettre kiiltiirel sos-
yolog veya kiiltiirel siyaset kuramcisidir. Beden, maddi kiiltiir ve sembolik/ikonik gii¢, kadercilik,
etkilesim ritiielleri, cinsellik, insan haklar1 ve ceza gibi arastirma konular1 etrafinda gergeklestirilen
incelemeler bu baglamda verilebilecek drneklerden sadece bazilaridir.

Tip III: Parsons’a uzanan gelenek daha genis 6lgekli bir yaklasim izlemektedir. Bu gelenek,
Durkheim’i biitiinciil olarak, sosyoloji kurami kapsamindaki 6zel bir genel yaklagimin ya da ana-
litik tercihin temsilcisi olarak gérme egilimindedir. Bu bakis agisina gore o, toplumsal eylem, dii-
zen, sistem entegrasyonu, modernite veya sosyal agiklama gibi konularda bir dizi temel ¢6ziim
sunmaktadir. Sosyal teoride genelde Marx ve Weber gibi bazen de Mead ve Goffman gibi biiyiik
diistintirlerle yan yana gelebilecek temel bir yonelimi temsil ettigi sdylenir. Bu tiir bir okuma, 6zgiin
bir sekilde “biiyiik resim” ¢izer. Bu “biiyiik resim”, entelektiiel cabanin merkezinde yer alan yeni
sentetik ve analitik gergeve ile bakis agisi otekilerden ayrilan 6zelliklere sahiptir. Durkheim, bu
cergevede, sosyal teori spektrumunda felsefi kanatta yer alan bir isim olarak tasvir edilir. O, soyut
gondermelerini kanitlamak i¢in nadiren ampirik drneklere bagvuran derin bir diigiiniirdiir. Parsons
(1937), Habermas (1984) ve Alexander (2014) gibi isimlerin monografi ¢alismalari bu yaklagimin
ornekleri olarak diistiniilebilir. Ayn1 sekilde, Durkheim’in siklikla olgular1 yanlis yorumladigini ve
kotii teorik secimler yaptigini iddia eden Lockwood (1992) ve Tilly (1981) gibi elestirmenlerin
caligmalar1 da bu ¢ergevede ele alinabilir. Aleyhte olanlar i¢in Durkheim, yapisal islevselcilik, kiil-
tiirel sosyoloji veya sistemler diizeyindeki agiklamalar agisindan fena olan tiim hususlarin kullanish
bir 6rnegi haline gelir.

Tip IV: Dordiincii tip bilimsel incelemeler 6begini, “gercek diinyada” ortaya ¢ikan ve agiklan-
masi gereken olgular, olaylar, toplumsal gergeklikler ve egilimler iizerine yapilan ¢alismalar olug-
turmaktadir. Siklikla vuku bulan pek cok sasirtict olay, sosyologlara meydan okur. Baska bazi za-
manlarda, toplumda ortaya ¢ikan yeni egilimler, disiplin eyleminin gegici bir odag: haline gelirler.
Kurumsal yasamin tekrarlanan ve sabit 6zellikleri de hesaba katilmalidir. Durkheim’in kavramsal
arag seti ve uyarlanabilir teorik techizatt bu tiir durumlari diizenlemek ve agiklamak icin genel ge-
cer aletler temin eder. Buradaki ana motivasyon, genellikle, Durkheim’in héla cazibesini muhafaza
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ettigini, mevcut diinyayla alakali oldugunu veya olan bitenleri kavrama noktasinda bir¢ok farkli
acilima imkan saglayan bir potansiyele sahip oldugunu goéstermektir. Durkheim kendi iginde bir
amag olmaktan ziyade bilimsel faaliyet i¢in bir aragtir. Bu tipolojinin nerede kullanish olduguna
bakacak olursak; tarihsel olarak tag giyme torenlerini ve cenazeleri, medya gosterilerini, savaslari,
terdr saldirilarini, ahlaki panik anlarini, se¢imleri, anitlar, ihtilaflar1 ve skandallar1 agiklama nokta-
sinda faydali bir ¢ergeve sagladigimi goriirtiz. Standart agiklama seti; en azindan gliniimiizde, ritiiel,
dayanisma, kutsal ve profanin dahil oldugu kiiltiirel olana daha yakindir. Bununla birlikte, glindelik
“gercek diinyada” daha az dikkat ¢eken olaylar silsilesinin de, oldugu ve alisilageldigi tizere, teorik
egilimi daha az bilimsel faaliyetlerin hissesine diistiigii genelde unutulur. Bu noktada, Intihar ve
Sosyolojik Metodun Kurallari’nda karsimiza ¢ikan pozitivist Durkheim’in nicel kriminoloji ve halk
saglig1 gibi alanlarda hiikiim stirmekte olan diisiik ve goriinmeyen etkisi kayda degerdir. Halbuki bu
tiir bir ¢abanin igince olan bilim adamlari, Durkheim’in toplumsal olgulari ve bunlarin yasa-benzeri
ozelliklerini incelemek icin yaptig1 metodolojik ¢agrisina kulak vermekten ziyade, sosyal baglar ve
bunlarin yogunlugunu, demografik 6zellikleri, ahlaki inanglar ve din gibi daha 6zel Durkheimci
degiskenlerin etkisini 6l¢meye caligacaklardir.

Yukarida belirtilen tipolojiler uygulanabilir, faydali ve eksiksiz mi? Burada derlenen makaleler
s6z konusu olasiliklart diizensiz bir sekilde 6rnekledikleri igin kesin bir cevap saglamamaktadir.
Editorler olarak biz, yaptigimiz tasnife uygunluk aramaktan ziyade bagvuru kosullarma ve hakem-
lik stireglerine sadik kaldik. Durkheim’in giiniimiizdeki etkisini ve canliligimni degerlendirmeyi
amaglayan bu sayida, sasirtict bir bicimde, pozitivist yontemi uygulayan veya en makro yonelimli
karsilastirmali biiyiik resim teorisine odaklanan makaleler bulunmadigi gibi ¢agdas kiiltiirel sosyo-
loji yontemine uygun makaleler de eksik. Diger bir sagkinligi, Durkheim’in Tiirk sosyolojisi, Tiirk
sosyal diisiincesi ve devlet ile akademi arasindaki iliskilerin ulus insasi siirecine olan etkisiyle ilgili
gliclii makale bagvurulari olmamasinda yasadik. Bundan dolay1 eksik olan bu bilgileri kendimiz
birkag paragrafla da olsa asagida vermeyi uygun bulduk. Burada yayinlanan makaleler bir¢ok agi-
dan melez bir nitelik gosteriyor ve Durkheim’in farkli diisiince tarzlarini ve kullanimlarini bir araya
getiriyorlar. Bu say1y1 olusturan makalelerde, siniflandirict bir okuma ile desteklenen tipolojilendir-
meyle ortaya ¢ikabilecek baskin ya da tali egilimlerle karsilasacaksiniz. Bu yiizden tipolojilerimizi
ideal tipler olarak onerirken okuma stratejileri gelistirmenin ve dolayisiyla “yazar burada ne yapi-
yor”, “kime konusuyor” sorularini cevaplamanin yeni kesiflere kapi aralayacagini ileri siiriiyoruz.

Bu sayida yer alan yazilar arasinda, Tip IV kategorisinde degerlendirdigimiz ¢aligma tiiriine
en fazla uyan inceleme, cagdas toplumsal gergeklikleri agiklama yoniindeki g¢abasiyla Charles
Lemert’in katkisidir. Bu katki, yazarin kendi 6zgiin entelektiiel tarzin1 ve utkunu sergilemesi ba-
kimindan daha yaygin olan vaka caligmasi tiirinden ayrismaktadir. Lemert, Durkheim’i bin yillik
kliselerden arindirmakta, 20. yiizyllda Durkheim’in hayaletleri ile ilgili gortsleri tartismakta ve
Fransiz yapisalcilig1 (dolayisiyla, ¢agdas kiiltiirel sosyolojiyi de mutlaka eklememiz gereken hat)
boyunca uzanan mirasina igaret etmektedir. Bu tiir bir okumanin arkasinda birbiriyle karsilikli 6r-
tiisme veya birbirini yansitma oldugu disiincesi vardir. Lemert’e goére Durkheim, modern diinyanin
nasil isledigini gormemize yardime1 olmaktadir. Durkheim ayrica iyi ve kotii tercihlerini yargilaya-
bilecegimiz ahlaki beklentileri de ortaya koymaktadir. Esasen, Lemert i¢in Durkheim, dayanigmaci
icerme ve isbirligi olasiligina inanan evrenselci bir isimdir. Bu yazida Lemert ayrica, diinyadaki
olaylarin hem teori tizerine tekrar diisiinme imkani sundugunu hem de teorinin kesintisiz analitik ve
ahlaki cekim merkezi olmaya devam ettigini gozler dniine seriyor. Ozel saymmzin konusu gerceve-
sinde bakildiginda, Lemert’in, Durkheim’in 20. ylizy1l Tirkiye’sini nasil anlayabilecegi konusun-
daki diistinceleri o6zellikle ilgi ¢ekicidir. O, dinin toplumsal dayanigsma yaratmadaki roliiniin altin1
cizmektedir. Meseleye damgasint vuracagini hissettigimiz sorun alanina dair agiklamayi ise maa-
lesef biiyiik oranda baska calismalara birakmak zorundayiz: Durkheim’in sistematik laicité yakla-
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siminin, devlet ve sivillik-sekiilerlik-meslek-ahlak yaklagimlarinin Tiirkiye nin Kemalist yeniden-
inga siirecinde etkin olma diizeylerinin kargilagtirmasi. Giinlimiizde daha sekiiler ve daha dini olan
siyasi yonelim bi¢imleri arasinda boliinmiis durumda olsa da Tiirkiye, bir bakima, Durkheim’in
modern Cumhuriyet vizyonunun uygulanabilirli§ine dair bir tecriibe sunmaktadir.

Durkheim diistincesinin Tiirkiye’deki bilinirligi ve etkisi 19. yiizyilin sonuna kadar gotiiriile-
bilir. O dénemde Osmanlt Padisahi II. Abdiilhamit’e kars1 anayasact muhalif hareketin orgiitle-
yicileri Durkheim’in goriislerine basvurarak modernlesme politikalarina yon vermeye calistilar.
Durkheim, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti kurulduktan sonra da ulus-devletlesme siirecinin ilham kaynagi
olmaya devam etti.

Emile Durkheim’in ismini Tiirkiye entelektiiel diinyas: ilk kez Ahmed Suayb’in yazilarinda
okudu. Servet-i Fiinun dergisindeki yazilarmi 1901 yilinda Hayat ve Kitaplar basligryla kitaplas-
tiran Ahmed Suayb, Durkheim ile birlikte onun rakibi Gabriel Tarde’1 da tanitmisti. Ancak bu yil-
larda Durkheim’e ilgi entelektiie]l merakin 6tesine gegmiyordu. Daha sonra yine Ahmed Suayb’in
yayincilari arasinda bulundugu Ulum-u iktisadiye ve Ictimaiye Mecmuasi’nda bu entelektiiel ilgi,
Auguste Comte ve Herbert Spencer ¢izgisinde devam etti. 1912 yilinda baslayan Balkan savaslari
ve ardindan Birinci Diinya Savas1 ve Kurtulus Savasi’nin yasandigr donemde bireyci sosyoloji
yerini toplumcu Durkheim sosyolojisine birakti. Bu baglamda Durkheim diisiincesini Osmanli ve
Tiirkiye kosullarinda yorumlayan Ziya Gokalp oldu. Gokalp’in Durkheim agilimi, siyaset diinyasi-
na yonelik 6neriler igeriyordu.

Durkheim’in politik diisiincesi, Fransa’nin kirilgan Ugiincii Cumhuriyetini giiclendirme gere-
ginden ¢ok etkilenmisti. Gokalp bu temay: ele aldi ve Durkheim’in diisiincesinin dayanigmaci,
ahlak ve devlet merkezli 6zelliklerini vurguladi. Komiinizm ya da liberalizm gibi segeneklere karsi
solidarist korporatist modeli daha insancil ve Tiirk toplumuna daha uygun buluyordu (Parla, 1989).
Bu cergevede Tiirkiye'nin modernleserek ulus-devletlesme siirecine “Islamlasmak, Tiirklesmek,
Muasirlagsmak™ {i¢lii formiiliinii 6nerdi. Modernlesmesinin en 6nemli meselelerinden biri Miislii-
man bir toplumun Hristiyan Bati Medeniyetinin ne sekilde bir parcasi olacagi ve bu medeniyetin
maddi ve manevi sonuglarini nasil kendisine eklemleyecegi idi. Bu sebeple Gékalp Alman roman-
tiklerinin kiltiir-medeniyet karsitligini kuramsal agiliminda kullandi ve ulus-devletlesmenin kiil-
tiirel boyutunu olusturacak olan Tiirk¢iiligiin insasi i¢in Tiirklerin eski tarihlerini, geleneklerini,
orf ve adetlerini arastirdi. Diger taraftan muasirlasmanin yolunun Bat1 medeniyetine dahil olmak
oldugunun altin1 ¢izdi. Fakat bu noktada Alman romantiklerinin bu iki kavrama yiikledigi karsitlik
anlamindan uzaklasarak Durkheim’in kiiltiir ve medeniyete yiikledigi anlami benimsedi (Kabaket,
2011). Buna gore uluslar din, dil, hukuk, estetik, ahlak gibi unsurlari i¢ine alan kiiltiirlerini muhafa-
za ederken bilimsel ve teknolojik gelisme anlamna gelen ve uluslarin miisterek sosyal hayatlarin-
dan olusan uluslararasit medeniyetin pargasi olabilirler.

Bu kuramsal ¢ergeve, Gokalp’e gore, Tiirk ve Miisliiman kalirken Bati medeniyetine dahil olma
imkanini saglamaktadir. Bu sebeple milliyet¢i ideoloji ¢ergevesinde Tiirkgiiliigiin ingasini kiiltiirel
bir unsur olarak kabul etmistir. Buna gore Tiirkler, eski ¢caglardan beri sahip olduklar kiiltiirleriy-
le daha énce Islam medeniyetine dahil olmuslardir, simdi ise Bat: medeniyetinin bir parcas: ola-
caklardir. Bu yeni durumda Misliimanlik Tarkliigin kiltiirel 6gesi haline gelmekte ve dayanisma
ahlakinin stirdiiriilmesi, bireyciligin degil toplumculugun gii¢lendirilmesi noktasinda islev yiiklen-
mektedir. Dolayistyla Tiirklitk ve Miisliimanlik bu yeni iglevleri bakimindan yeniden yorumlanmali
ve insa edilmelidir.

Gokalp’in Durkheim’i yorumlayarak ulastigi bu kavramsal g¢ergeve, Osmanli Devleti’nin y1-
kilmasin1 6nlemek i¢in 6nce gesitli dini ve etnik gruplarin temsiliyetinin saglandig1 korporatist
yonetime ve yine ayrilik¢r gruplara karst Tiirk milliyetgiliginin tahkimi seklinde ortaya ¢ikan siyasi
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gelismelere payanda oldu. Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyeti’nin kurulmasiyla da yine Tiirk milliyetgiliginin
kiiltiirel gergevesinin olusturulmasinda ve Islam’m hiikiimlerinin ihmal edilip ahlaki boyutunun
islevsellestirildigi laiklik anlayisinin uygulanmasinda Gokalp’in diisiinceleri etkisini stirdiirmiistiir.
Cumhuriyet tarihi boyunca laikligin ve milliyet¢iligin ¢esitli yorumlarinin etkin oldugu Tiirk dii-
stince ve siyasi hayatinda ¢esitli diisiinsel ve siyasi ekollerin arasinda Gokalp’in Durkheim yorumu
zaman zaman etkili olmustur.

Gokalp’in yaptig1 Durkheim’in goriislerini birebir aktarmak degil, onun diigiincesini Tiirkiye
kosullarina uyarlamaktir. Bu, “kiiresel” bilgi diizeninin iginde bir diisiince sisteminin “yerel” ola-
na aktarilmasindan ve uyarlanmasidan ibaret bir ¢abaydi. Ornegin Durkheim’in diizen ve ahlak
kavramlarini ulus ve terakki ile kolektif biling kavramini ise millet suuru ile karsilamaktadir. Zira
Durkheim’in iginden konustugu Fransa toplumunun aksine Tiirkiye’de toplumsal diizen degil siyasi
istikrar alaninda yeni ¢6ziimlere ihtiya¢ duyulmaktaydi. Ciinkii her ne kadar Cumhuriyet idaresi ve
yeni aydinlar sicak bakmiyor olsalar da Islam hala toplumsal diizeni saglayan birlestirici olma 6zel-
ligini siirdiirmekteydi. Bu sebeple Durkheim laikligi savunurken Gokalp icin Islam millet suurunun
ve birliginin 6nemli bir bilesenidir (Bulut, 2015).

Gokalp’in Durkheim’in kavramlarini ve diislincesini Tiirkiye kosullarinda yeniden iiretmesinin
genel olarak Tiirk sosyolojisinin Bati diigiincesiyle girdigi iliskinin ana 6zelliklerinden biri oldugu-
nu sOylemek abarti olmayacaktir. Bundan dolay1 da Durkheim’in etkisinin nerede baslayip nerede
bittiginin tespiti de miimkiin olmakla birlikte olduk¢a zordur. Bazi1 Tiirk siyasetgileri ve aydinlari
tarafindan 6zellikle Durkheim’in dayanigsma ve ahlak merkezli ulus-devlet yaklagimi, Tiirkiye giin-
demine uyarlanabilirligi agisindan elverisli bir ¢er¢ceve sundugu i¢in Durkheim Tiirk siyasi ve dii-
stince tarihinde 6nemli bir etkiye sahiptir. Bu 6neme ragmen Tiirkiye’deki Durkheim yorumlariyla
ilgili akademik ¢aligmalarin azlig1 ise s6z konusu ilginin diisiinsel olmaktan ziyade siyasi oldugunu
diisiinmemize neden oluyor. Ozel sayimiza gonderilen yazilar arasinda Tiirkiye’deki Durkheim yo-
rumlarina dair baglamin eksikliginin bir sebebi de bu durum olabilir. Diger taraftan Durkheim ¢alis-
malarinin bu baglaminin yukarida agikladigimiz tipolojilerde yer almadigina da dikkat ¢ekmeliyiz.
Durkheim’i toplumsal mithendislikle ilgili normatif projeler ¢er¢evesinde yorumlayan caligmalar
icin Tip V kategorisi eklemek zorundayiz. Bu tipoloji Durkheim’in toplumsal istikrar, kolektif ah-
lak ve ulusal kimlik arzusuna dayanir. Beklentilerimiz arasinda olmasina ragmen 6zel sayimiza
Durkheim’in bu tipolojiyle ele almabilecek diisiinsel mirasiyla ilgili bir katki gelmedigi i¢in bu
sayida yer alan ¢aligmalar1 degerlendirmeye geri doniiyoruz.

Cagdas kuramcilara sik sik atifta bulunmakla birlikte ¢abalarini belli 6lgiide gbzden kagan
fedakarlik kavrami etrafinda yogunlastiran Ronjon Paul Datta, Tip I ve Tip II arasinda melez bir
yorum bi¢imi sunmaktadir. Hizli bir sekilde okuyup gecebilecegimiz fedakarlik kavraminin Durk-
heim diigiincesine ciddi bigimde niifuz ettigini ve yeni bir gorme bi¢imiyle bu kavramdan faydala-
nabilecegimizi géstererek bu kavrami merkeze yerlestirmektedir. Bununla birlikte onun ¢alismasi
biraz daha karmasiktir. Iyi niyetli okuyucular, bu yazmin her seyden biraz bahsettigini dolayistyla
tipolojimizin “ideal tip” olma 6zelligini 6rnekledigini sdyleyeceklerdir. Digerleri ise tipolojimize
tam olarak uymadigini ve dolayistyla onu gegersiz kilip kilmadigini soracaktir. Datta’ya gore, ne-
oliberal yonetimin gerg¢ek diinyasinin digerkdmliga karsi olan baskilayici tutumu, basarisizliklari,
israf1 ve nihayet (kendi ilkelerini feda etme pahasina) finansal kurtarma politikalariyla Durkheim’in
isabetli bir bigimde kaynak olma durumunu (Tip IV) aydinlatan bir tarafi vardir. Durkheim, bu ba-
kis acisina gore, taze, Ongoriilii ve ¢agdas goriinmesine ragmen elestiriye de tabi tutulmalidir. Datta,
oldukca zeki bir bicimde, Durkheim’in Foucault gibi iktidarla daha fazla ilgilenen kuramcilarin
diizeltmesine ihtiya¢ duyulan (Tip I, elestirel pozisyon) idealist kiiltiirel kuramn bir tiiriinii temsil
ettigini tartigmaktadir.
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Datta’nin tasnif edilmesi zor da olsa Graciella Inda’nin tamamen Tip I’e ait oldugundan eminiz.
Inda, Durkheim’in entelektiiel yagsaminin ¢ok siki tanimlanmus, iki yillik bir donemini merkeze ala-
rak 1yi tanimlanmis ana bir tema olan Devlet ile ilgili ayrintili bir agiklama sunmaktadir. Datta’nin
bu sayidaki makalesinde oldugu gibi, bu yazi da, Durkheim’in metinlerinin ayrintili bir bi¢im-
de yeniden okunmasinin ne kadar degerli oldugunu gosteren bir katki sunmaktadir. Inda, devletin
Durkheim’in tahayyiiliinde nasil olumlu bir rol oynadigini, biiyiiyen devlet otoritesinin bireysel
haklar ve hiirriyetlerle neden ¢elismeyecegini ve toplumsal dayanigmanin devletin Stesinde veya
oncesinde nasil var oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu tahayytil bicimi organik dayanismanin ortaya ¢ik-
mis olmasi sartiyla bir bakima kolaylastirict devlet diisiincesini yansitmaktadir. Bu tahayytil bigimi
ile hem tarihsel bir donem hem de siyasal bir orgiitlenme kurami olarak Kemalizm arasinda iligki
kurulmasi gerektigine isaret etmesi bakimindan Inda’nin ¢aligmasi 6nemlidir.

Eric Malczewski’nin ¢alismasi agikca Tip I tiirindeki bilimsel incelemeler 6begine uygun 6zel-
likler géstermektedir. Millet ve milliyetcilik alanindaki son tartismalardan esinlenmekte ve bundan
dolay1 Durkheim’in caligmalarinda pek merkezi olmayan bu temalara yonelmektedir. Metinlerini
derinlemesine inceledikten sonra, Durkheim’in keskin bir dngérii ve vukufiyetle ele aldigr kolektif
vicdan ve hayali cemaatler konusunda giiniimiiz bilim insanlarinin ondan bazi seyler 6grenebile-
cegini vurgulamaktadir. Metodolojik ve epistemolojik bir adim atmasina ragmen, Malczewski’nin
makalesi ayrica gliniimiiz kiiltiirel sosyolojisine ilhamint Durkheim’den alan bir ilgi gostermekte
ve ¢agdas diinyada milliyet¢iligin isleyisine yonelik agiklamalara katkida bulunmaktadir. Bu bir
Tip IV calismasi 6zelligidir. Bir anlamda, Lemert gibi, Durkheimci gelenek ile agiklama amacl
kiiltiirel sosyoloji arasinda Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde meydana gelen liretken kaynagsmaya
isaret etmektedir (Smith, yayinlanacak).

Bjern Schiermer’m Durkheim’in toplumsal eylem yaklasimryla ilgili arastirmasi, Tip I mode-
linin incelikli ve yaratici bir uygulamasidir. Bununla birlikte, Schiermer, tek bir kavrami takip et-
memekte ve Durkheim’in diigiincesindeki genel egilimi izlemektedir; yani, digsal ve kisitlayici bir
bicimde tahayyiil edilen toplumsal olgulardan daha iradi olan yaratict eylem nosyonuna ve ortak,
iiretken sosyallige dogru bir izlegi takip ediyor. Dini Hayatin ilksel Bigimleri’ndeki ¢okga bilinen
bir dipnotta Durkheim, degistigini reddetmektedir. Fakat onun soziine neden inanalim ki? Birey-
lerin miikemmel bir 6z-kavrayisa sahip olup olmadiklarin1 sorgulamak i¢in birgok neden bulun-
maktadir. Ayrica benligin sunumu ile ilgili temel bir sorun bulunmaktadir: Entelektiieller genellikle
diistincelerinin tutarsiz oldugunu kabul etme konusunda isteksizdirler. Schiermer, Durkheim’in,
bireylerin toplumsal giiglere tabi oldugu hususunu didaktik olarak fazlasiyla vurgulamasina rag-
men, moda ve kitle davranisi gibi toplumsal akimlarin daha olumlu ve sosyodinamik bir kavrayisin
gerekliligini ima ettiginin farkinda oldugunu ustalikla ispatlamaktadir. Entegrasyonla ilgili temalar
ve kolektiviteye olumlu bir bicimde baglanma bu iki u¢ arasinda gegici bir ¢dziim sunmaktadir.
Nihai ¢dzlim, Durkheim’in kolektif eylemin ve ortak katilimin kendilerinin kitlelere bir kutsallik
duygusu bahsederek dayanigma ve bigimlendirilmis davraniglar iirettigini savundugu Dini Haya-
tin flksel Bicimleri’nde ortaya cikmaktadir. Schiermer sadece birkac tane anlamli ampirik 6rnek
sunmaktadir. Onun temel katkisi, degisen diisiince diizeninin analitik olarak yeniden-yapilandiril-
masinda yatmaktadir. Bunun yaninda bir¢ok okuyucu, bu makalenin nihai yaklasiminin Randall
Collins (2004) ve onun etkilesim ritlieli kuramiyla uyumlu belli yonleri oldugunu fark edecektir.

Schiermer’in yaklagimina benzer bir sekilde, Abdulkerim S6nmez de Durkheim’in erken donem
diistincesinin bazi 6zelliklerini vurgulamaktadir. Tonnies ve Marx ile kiyaslamalar igerdigi i¢in Tip
III izlenimi vermesine ragmen Durkheim’in derinlemesine incelenmesine odaklanan bu g¢alisma
daha ziyade Tip I 6zelligi gostermektedir. Bu makalenin ana motifini, etkin aktor olarak toplum
ve toplumsal olgular tarafindan kisitlanan bireyler ile toplumun hayatta kalmasmin destekleyicisi
olmasi agisindan iglevsel sistem arasindaki iligkiler olusturmaktadir. Sonmez, Durkheim’in sosyo-
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lojiyi bagimsiz bir akademik disiplin héline getirme ¢abasi baglaminda toplumsal olana yaptig1 vur-
gunun 6zneyi pasif bir konuma itmedigini gostermeye ¢aligmaktadir. Durkheim’in, toplumun bi-
reylerin toplami olmaktan 6te kendisine bagimsiz bir varlik atfedebilecegimiz bir sentez oldugunu
sOylese de, bireyin bir 6zne-fail olarak toplum i¢indeki bekasini 6nemsedigine dikkat cekmektedir.

Cagri Eryilmaz’in ¢aligmasi Durkheim’in kavramlarinin ¢evre sosyolojisinin ingasina sunacagi
imkani ve Durkheim’in, ¢cagdas toplumun sosyolojisini yapiyor olsaydi eger, toplum-cevre etkile-
simini daha fazla 6nemseyebilecegini gostermeye ¢alisiyor. Eryilmaz’a gére, Durkheim sosyolo-
jik metodolojisinde toplumsal bir analize ulasabilmek i¢in bir toplumsal olgunun ancak bir bagka
toplumsal olgu ile agiklanabilecegini 6ne siirdiigii icin toplumsal olgular tizerindeki etkisini inkar
edemeyecegimiz gevre etkenini disarida birakmistir. Ancak Durkheim metinlerinin gevre ile ilgili
kavramlara sahip olmasi ve modernlesme siirecinde ¢evresel etkenleri hesaba katmasi onun gevreye
tamamen kayitsiz olmadiginin bir isareti olarak da degerlendirilebilir. Ayrica igbolimi ve dayanig-
ma kavramlari bugiin insanligin kars1 karstya kaldig: iklim degisikligi gibi kiiresel ¢cevre sorunlari
baglaminda yeniden yorumlanarak bir ¢evre sosyolojisi inga edilebilir. Bu noktada Eryilmaz’in
¢aligmasi, Durkheim’in metinlerinde ikincil derecede dneme sahip bazi géndermeleri yeniden yo-
rumlayarak yeni bir teorik agilimi amagladigi i¢in Tip II kategorisi iginde degerlendirilebilir.

Pickering, Watts Miller ve Besnard’in ¢aligmalarina yapilan yogun atiflardan dolay1 Alexander
Goffman’in makalesi Tip I siniflamasina girme sinyalleri vermektedir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci daha
fazla agimlamak yerine Durkheim’in hakkaniyetli bir yorumunu yapmaktir. Datta gibi o da, ikincil
bir kavrami derinlemesine okuyarak sorusturmanin Durkheim diisiincesini netlestirmek ve yeni
yollar deneyerek elestirel teorik bir sorgulama gelistirmek i¢in yararli olabilecegini gostermektedir.
Bu durumda Goftfman, gelenegin normatif entegrasyonun bir unsuru oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu-
nunla birlikte, Durkheim’e gore, yeni varolus kosullarinin ortaya ¢iktig1 yogun kolektif yaraticilik
donemleri ile gelenek degisime ugramistir. Bu yeni kosullar sirayla kendi geleneklerini yaratmig-
lardir. Goftfman ayrica, metninde, Tip II ve Tip IV diisiinsel tarzlarinin alt unsurlarin sergilemekte-
dir. Ona gore, Durkheim, 20. yiizyilda Sovyet siyasal kiiltiiriiniin unsurlarini agiklamaya yardimei
oldugu gibi (Tip IV’e has bir iliskilendirme) ¢oklu modernite diisiincesindeki gelismeleri ve bunun
geleneksizlestirmeyle olan iligkisini de (Tip II temas1) ongérmiistiir. Belirtmemiz gereken bir di-
ger husus, Goffman’a gore Durkheim’in Anne Swidler’in (1986) “Culture in Action” baglikl1 “alet
cantas1” niteligindeki 6nemli bir kaynak olan makalesinde ayrintili olarak tartistig1 istikrarli ve
istikrarsiz donemlerin sirayla birbirini takip etme durumunu da 6ngdérmiis olmasidir. Goffman’in,
Durkheim’in 1911°deki meshur Bologna sunumundaki yaklasimini yeniden insa etmek suretiyle,
Swidler’in yaklagimini ¢ok fazla bireyci ve pragmatik bulanlar i¢in daha tatmin edici bir model
teklif ettigi goriilmektedir.

Sonu¢

Daha 6nce belirttigimiz gibi, beklentilerimizin aksine, buradaki makaleler Tiirkiye ya da diinya-
daki cagdas Durkheim g¢alismalarinin gesitliligini tam olarak yakalayamamaktadirlar. Birkag say-
falik yazinin disinda, elinizdeki 6zel say1 ¢cagdas ampirik uygulamalarin temsilcisi ve toplumsal
olani agiklamay1 dnceleyen bakis agisinin uzantisi ¢alismalardan yoksundur. Halbuki bu tiir ¢alig-
malar Durkheim’den yararlanan c¢agdas kiiltiirel sosyolojinin tam merkezinde yer almaktadirlar.
Durkheim’in normatif eylem kurami, sistem yaklasim1 ve benzeri konulardaki 6ncii rolii de pek ele
almmamistir. Yine de bu derleme, Durkheim’in yiiksek diizeyli sosyal teoriye ilham verme veya
bunu iiretme yeteneginin gegmiste oldugu gibi hala “igeriden” hayatiyetini slirdiirdiigiinii gdsteren
bolca metin ihtiva etmektedir. Burada sunulan makaleler, bu diisiincenin ayrintili metinsel yeniden
ingasinin hali hazirda sadece biraz daha kesin bildigimiz seyi ifade edemedigini gosteriyor. Bunun
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yerine, makaleler, bizleri yeni diisiinme yollarina sevk eden yaratici yeniden-okumalar sunabilme-
nin imkan1 olarak analitik diislinceyi tahrik etmektedirler. Yazarlarin bazilar1 daha ¢cagdas kuramci-
larla hesaplagsmakta ve onlarla baglantilar kurmaktadirlar. Makaleleri inceledikten sonra devletin,
ulusun ve ¢evrenin rolii, fedakarligin yaygin dogasi, toplumsal eylemin ve toplumsal dayanigmanin
kokenleri ve bireyin kolektiviteyle olan iliskisi hakkinda yeni diisiincelere sahip olacagiz. Aynm za-
manda, Durkheim’in entelektiiel kapasitesini ve dehasini bir kez daha takdir edecegiz. Bu muhteva
da, biz hedeflerimize ulasamasak da, bir derginin bir sayis1 i¢in muhtemelen fazlasiyla yeterlidir.

Ozel Say1 Editorleri
Philip Smith
Aynur Erdogan Coskun
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EDITORIAL

Four Kinds of Intellectual Production in Durkheim with Reflections on
Durkheim in Turkey

Emile Durkheim died in 1917. For a long time, he had been suffering from neurasthenia —a me-
dical condition recognized at the time—the symptoms of which included depression and listlessness.
His spirit was broken by the loss of his son André¢ in the trenches.

But in what sense exactly did he really “die”? The funeral of a truly leading intellectual is never
really the end. It can perhaps better be thought of as the closing of an initial chapter. This is cer-
tainly a productive way to think about Durkheim. Considered not as flesh and blood but in actor-
network way as a tight-knit bundle of circulating texts and ideas, and in a cultural sociological way
as a symbol and totemic focus of attention for admirers and detractors, he has lived on. With the
assistance of readers, followers and critics “Durkheim” has continued to be not only remarkably
important but also intellectually productive and innovative. Over the past one hundred years, new
ideas, new lines of inquiry and new empirical applications have proliferated in ways that the living
Durkheim could never have envisioned. Certainly, he has become a more complex and modern
thinker than the fin-de-si¢cle intellectual who put pen to paper. He is still with us as an active force.

What has driven this remarkable posthumous relevance and productivity? We argue, borrowing
some language from our friends in science and technology studies, that ‘Durkheim’ since 1917 has
been proven to be a remarkably flexible assemblage that has offered affordances to four broad types
of scholarship.

Type I: Durkheim stands out for the remarkable intellectual and philosophical depth and ori-
ginality of his thought; the abstraction, density and size of his texts; and their often elusive and
inconsistent qualities. In combination these three factors provide plenty of raw material for mining,
aligning, clarifying and problematizing concepts or theoretical logics. There can be a perpetual
motion quality here to the extent that Durkheim interpretation becomes an autonomous field. Many
efforts, what we could designate “Type Ia” often center around “getting it right” or arriving at the
most accurate possible representation of Durkheim’s thought. Such papers generally address core
themes that are highly visible in his oeuvre. These include anomie, morality, solidarity, integration,
ritual, professions, law, education, societal evolution, social facts or religion. Scholars frequently
highlight subtle shifts in thinking or observe tensions within or between various texts. A subset of
work here has something of the quality of intellectual biography as well as dealing with concept and
theory specification. This mode is most strongly associated with the scholars behind Durkheimian
Studies/études Durkheimiennes with their incredibly detailed knowledge of Durkheim’s life, times
and ideas. A variation on this theme (Type Ib) that is less commonly found involves studying the re-
ception and interpretation of Durkheim’s texts. This is an exercise in the sociology of knowledge or
the history of social thought. It explores how particular ideas get taken up and used, or how certain
themes are given emphasis or are neglected.

Type II: If Type I scholarship tends to be centripetal and inward looking, Type II is centrifugal
and reaches out. Durkheim’s thoughts are unusually open to collisions and affordances arising from
or inspired by developments in wider sociology and social theory. The connection possibilities
are far more extensive than we might imagine. Here Durkheim is generally read with a new lens.
Sometimes this lens is one with a greater power of magnification than we are used to (the usual
tool of Type I research), but often it just has a new, unexpected angle of perspective thanks to shifts
in sociological interest. Themes and second rank concepts we had not much noticed before, move
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into visibility. Small sections of text or the myriad comparatively minor essays are scrutinized for
what they say to have about this novel theme. Sometimes they are collected by a scholar and we
see for the first time that Durkheim actually wrote quite a lot on a topic. Maybe we have missed
this as there is no chapter heading and the entries were scattered. This Durkheim is often placed in
juxtaposition to other generally less important and more middle range theorists in an operation of
intellectual triangulation; or is seen as a prescient thinker who formulated significant ideas, but per-
haps in an incomplete or provisional way. Our Durkheim here is often a little more contemporary in
feel than the Durkheim we find in Type I scholarship. He seems less chained to his epoch and appe-
ars to be an intellectual magpie rather like Simmel rather than a scholar with ‘joined up thinking’.
This figure is frequently a cultural sociologist or cultural political theorist who was, to our surprise
“first to market” or “avant la lettre” in multiple areas. Topics written about here might include —and
these are just examples— the body, material culture and iconic power, fatalism, interaction ritual,
sexuality, human rights, and punishment.

Type III: A tradition going back to Parsons takes a more macroscopic approach. It tends to look
at Durkheim in toto as representing a particular general vision or analytic option in sociological
theory. He offers a set of foundational solutions/stances with regard to issues such as social action,
order, system integration, modernity or social explanation. He is said to articulate a fundamental
orientation that can be juxtaposed to other major thinkers, typically Marx and Weber but sometimes
also Meade or Goffman. The act of reading typically sketches out a ‘big picture’. It has lines of
perspective that are demarcated by the novel synthetic and analytic frame at the center of the intel-
lectual effort. Here Durkheim is generally depicted towards the philosophical end of social theory
continuum. He is a deep thinker who engages in occasional empirical illustrations to demonstrate
his abstract points. Monograph efforts by Parsons (1937), Habermas (1984), and Alexander (2014)
might be thought of as representative. So might the work of critics such as Lockwood (1992) or
Tilly (1981) who want to assert that Durkheim often got things wrong and made poor theoretical
choices. For such detractors, Durkheim tends to stand in for what is bad about structural functiona-
lism, cultural sociology or systems level explanations as a whole. If there are fish to fry, why not
fry the biggest fish?

Type IV: Finally, we have events, happenings, social facts and trends in the ‘real world’ that
are to be explained. Often surprising events throw down the gauntlet to the sociologist. At other
times emergent trends in society become a temporary focus for disciplinary activity. Recurrent
and robust features of institutional life also need accounting. Durkheim’s toolkit of concepts
and his adaptable theoretical armature provides an off the peg set of resources for ordering and
explaining. The impetus here is often to show that Durkheim has traction, is still relevant or that
he mops up a lot of the variance when it comes to getting a grip on what is going on. He is a me-
ans to an end, not an end in himself for scholarship. When it comes to events, grist for this mill
has historically included coronations and funerals, media spectacles, wars, terror attacks, moral
panics, elections, memorials, controversies and scandals. The standard toolkit for explanation,
at least today, tends to be the cultural one involving ritual, solidarity and the sacred and profa-
ne. It is easy to forget, however, that a less spectacular strand of everyday “real world” events
also exists that are the stock in trade for a more routinized, less theoretically inclined body of
scholarship. Notable here is the positivist Durkheim of “Suicide” and the “Rules of Sociological
Method” and his continuing low-key, un-cited impacts on fields such as quantitative criminology
and public health. Aside from drawing down on Durkheim’s general methodological call to study
social facts and their law-like properties, scholars engaged in this kind of work will seek to mea-
sure the impact of more specifically Durkheimian variables such as social ties and their density,
demographics, moral beliefs and religion.
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Is this typology viable, useful or complete? The essays collected here do not provide a defini-
tive answer as they illustrate the possibilities in an uneven way. As editors we have been faithful
to the pattern of submissions and the blind peer review process rather than box checking with an
eye to validating our classification. Papers in the contemporary cultural sociology mode are very
surprisingly missing, as are those that are positivist applications, and those which focus on the
most macro levels of big picture theory comparison. We were also very surprised that there were
no strong papers sent in looking at the impact of Durkheim on Turkish sociology, Turkish social
thought or the interface between the state and the academy in the nation building process. For this
reason, we have provided this information ourselves a paragraph or so down. In many cases the
papers published here illustrate hybrid forms and bring together different thought styles and uses
of Durkheim. There will be dominant and subordinated tendencies that can be uncovered by a
typologically informed taxonomical reading. So, we suggest our typology is of ideal types —that it
is a heuristic with which to develop reading strategies and so to answer the questions: What is the
author doing here? To whom are they speaking?

Charles Lemert’s contribution fits most closely with our Type IV cell in its concern with explaining
contemporary social realities. It differs from the more common forms of case study orientation in that
it displays Lemert’s signature intellectual style and scope. He rubs Durkheim up against a thousand
years of history, speculates on his ghost’s views of the 20th century and indicates a legacy that extends
through French structuralism (and thence, we would add, too much contemporary cultural sociology).
The idea behind this kind of reading is one of mutual imbrication or mirroring. For Lemert, Durkheim
helps us see how the modern world works. Durkheim also sets up moral expectations with which we
can judge good and bad choices. Essentially, Durkheim for Lemert was a universalist who believed
in the possibility of solidaristic inclusion and cooperation. In this essay we also see Lemert showing
how world events in their turn offer a way to reflect back on the theory and to highlight its continuing
relevance as an analytic and moral lodestone. From the perspective of our special edition, Lemert’s
thoughts on how Durkheim would have understood 20th century Turkey are particularly interesting.
He notes the role of religion in generating solidarity. Unfortunately, it is largely left to others to reflect
on what we feel is a signature issue here: a comparison of Durkheim’s programmatic views of laicité,
the state and civic-secular-professional-moral integration with the Kemalist reconstruction of Turkey.
In a sense Turkey - today torn between more secular and more religious modes of political orientation
- provides a test for the viability of Durkheim’s vision of a modern Republic.

In the case of Turkey, the deep relevance of Durkheim’s thinking on such matters was recog-
nized early. At the very end of the 19th century the organizers of the constitutionalist movement
opposed to the Ottoman Sultan Abdul Hamid II attempted to steer modernization policies by dra-
wing down a little on Durkheim’s views. Durkheim was to remain a source of inspiration in the
nation-state formation process after the establishment of the Republic of Turkey.

The intellectual world of Turkey read the name of Emile Durkheim for the first time in the wri-
tings of Ahmad Shuaib whose writings were published in the journal Servet-i Fiinun [The Wealth
of Sciences] with the title Hayat ve Kitaplar [Life and Books] in 1899. These introduced Durkheim
together with his rival Gabriel Tarde, yet levels of attention did not pass beyond those attending
to intellectual curiosity at first. This interest also embraced Auguste Comte and Herbert Spencer
in Ulum-u Iktisadiye ve Ictimaiye Mecmuasi [The Discipline of Economics and the Social Cor-
pus], again under the influence of Ahmed Shuaib. The anti-individualist and socialist sociology of
Durkheim became more visible at the time of the Balkan Wars, which began in 1912, and which
were followed by World War I and the Turkish War of Independence. In this context, Ziya Gokalp
stepped forward as a central figure, applying and adapting the ideas of Durkheim to the conditions
of the Ottoman Empire and Turkey.
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Durkheim’s political thought had been much influenced by the need to strengthen France’s fra-
gile Third Republic. Gokalp picked up this theme and emphasized the solidaristic, moralistic and
state-centric qualities of Durkheim’s thought. He found Durkheim’s solidarist-corporatist model to
be more humanistic compared to options like communism or liberalism and to be more appropriate
than these to Turkish society (Parla, 1989). He proposed the triple formula of “Becoming Islamic,
Turkish, and Contemporary” in the process of Turkey becoming modern nation-state. Among the
most important issues in Turkey’s modernization were the questions of how a Muslim society could
be a part of the Christian and Western international system and how Turkey could manage material
and spiritual tensions. For this reason, Gokalp used the culture-civilization contrast of German ro-
manticism in his theoretical expansion. He researched the ancient histories, traditions, customs, and
practices of Turks for the construction of a Turkism that would form the cultural dimension of the
nation-state. Moreover, he also underlined a path of modernization as essential for Turkey. Gokalp
adopted the meaning that Durkheim had imposed on these two concepts (culture, civilization) at
this point (Kabakeci, 2011). According to this, nations can be a part of the international “civilization”
of scientific and technological development and global exchange while maintaining cultures that
included unique elements of religion, language, law, aesthetics, and morality.

According to Gokalp, his theoretical framework provided an opportunity to be part of Western
civilization while remaining Turk and Muslim. Turkism was proposed as a pivotal cultural element
in the context of the new nationalist ideology. Mohammedanism would become a cultural element
of this Turkishness, and the function of maintaining solidarity would be imposed not on a streng-
thened individualism but on a strengthened socialism or collectivism. This conceptual framework,
which Gokalp had reached by interpreting Durkheim, was to be a pillar for the promotion of a
corporatist management approach that provided for the representation of various religious and
ethnic groups with the aim of preventing the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. These were linked
to political developments for the arbitration of Turkish nationalism viz-a-viz separatist groups.
With the creation of the Republic of Turkey Gokalp’s ideas became more influential and somewhat
institutionalized. Yet it is of interest to reflect that Gokalp’s work was not a one-to-one transfer of
Durkheim’s ideas but an adaptation of his views to the conditions of Turkey. It was an act invol-
ving the translation and adaption of an idea-set to the ‘local’ within a ‘global” knowledge order.
For example, Gokalp counterbalances Durkheim’s concepts of order and morality with nation and
progress and his concept of collective consciousness with national consciousness. In contrast to
the French society as discussed by Durkheim, in Turkey new solutions were felt especially neces-
sary in the area of political stability not in the area of everyday social order. This was because,
although the Republican administration and the new intellectual orderings were fragile, Islam
already provided foundations for routine solidarity and individual purpose. So, while Durkheim
advocated laicité Gokalp saw a role for religion as an important component of a shared national
consciousness and unity (Bulut, 2015).

Gokalp’s application and adaptation of Durkheim’s concepts and ideas to the case of Turkey was
one of the most significant paths through which Turkish sociology engaged with Western thought.
Because of this, determining where Durkheim’s impact begins and where it ends is quite difficult.
For many Turkish politicians and intellectuals in prior decades, Durkheim’s nation-state-solidarity-
morality approach was fundamental. Indeed, it might have become a kind of second nature and so
account for the lack of any article about interpretations of Durkheim in Turkey among the submis-
sions to our special edition. We also reflect that the case of Gokalp indicates the presence of a kind
of Durkheim scholarship not indicated in our typology above. There is a Type V that uses Durkheim
for normative projects with associated social engineering. This feeds off Durkheim’s desire for
social stability, collective morality and national identification. Having considered a legacy where
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we might have expected but did not receive contributions, we are in a position to return to the items
we are publishing here.

By centering his effort around the somewhat overlooked concept of sacrifice, but with frequent
reference to more contemporary theorists, Ronjon Paul Datta offers something of a hybrid between
a Type I and Type II paper. He shows that something we might quickly read past is actually quite
pervasive in Durkheim and that we can profit by a new way of seeing - one that moves sacrifice
to center stage. But his study is a little more complex than this. Charitable readers will say that it
nicely illustrates the ‘ideal type’ quality of our typology, insofar as this paper seems to do a little
of everything. Others might ask if it does not invalidate our apparatus given that the fit is so bad.
For Datta the real world of neoliberal governance with its associated push against altruism, its
failures, waste and finally fiscal bailouts (which sacrificed its own principles), is something that
can be usefully illuminated with this Durkheimain resource (Type IV paper). And Durkheim, alt-
hough he appears here as fresh, prescient and contemporary, is also subject to critique. Brilliant as
he may be, Datta argues he represents the kind of idealistic cultural theory that needs a corrective
from theorists whose theoretical logics are more concerned with power such as Foucault (Type I1I,
critical position).

If Datta is hard to classify we are confident that Graciella Inda belongs squarely in Type I. She
offers a really detailed account of a well-established core theme —the State— in a very tightly defined,
two-year period of Durkheim’s intellectual life. As with Datta’s paper here we have a contribution
that perfectly illustrates the ways in which Durkheim’s texts continue to reward close reading and
re-reading. Inda shows how the state had a broadly positive role in Durkheim’s vision, how growing
state authority was not incompatible with individual rights and liberties, and how social solidarity
existed beyond or was prior to the state. In a sense, this vision is of the state as a facilitator under
the condition of organic solidarity. Again, we are struck by the need for an engagement between this
vision and Turkey’s Kemalism, both as a historical period and as a theory of political organization.

Eric Malczewski’s contribution would seem to be clearly identifiable as a Type II paper. He
is inspired by recent developments in the field of nations and nationalism and so turns to this
somewhat subordinate theme in Durkheim’s work. After some excavation, Durkheim is shown to
have had prescient insights about the collective conscience and imagined community from which
we scholars can still learn today. Although making a methodological and epistemological pitch,
Malczewski’s paper also demonstrates an interest in contemporary cultural sociology that has been
inspired by Durkheim and that has made progress in explaining the operation of nationalism in the
world today. This is a Type IV paper characteristic. In a sense, like Lemert, he indicates the produc-
tive fusion that has taken place in the Unites States between the Durkheimian tradition and cultural
sociological aimed at explanation (Smith, in press).

Bjoern Schiermer’s exploration of Durkheim’s orientation towards social action is a subtle and
creative application of the Type I pattern. However in this case he does not track a single concept
but rather traces a general movement or tendency in Durkheim’s thought —namely from a vision
of social facts as external and constraining towards a more voluntaristic understanding of creative
action and shared, generative sociality. In a famous footnote in Elementary Forms Durkheim de-
nied he had shifted. But why should we take him at his word? There are many reasons to question
whether individuals have perfect self-understanding. Besides, there is the matter of presentation of
self: Intellectuals are generally reluctant to flag that their thinking is inconsistent. Schiermer nicely
demonstrates that even as Durkheim didactically belabored the point that individuals were subordi-
nated to social forces, he was somewhat aware all along that social currents relating to things like
fashion and crowd behavior hinted that a more positive and socio-dynamic understanding was requ-
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ired. Themes relating to integration and positive attachment to the collectivity offered a temporary
solution. The ultimate resolution came in Elementary Forms where Durkheim argued that collective
action and shared participation themselves generated solidarity and shaped behavior by conferring
a sense of sacrality. Schiermer offers just a few suggestive empirical illustrations and his main cont-
ribution lies in the analytic reconstruction of a changing pattern of thought. However, many readers
will be aware of the ways in which Randall Collins (2004) and his theory of interaction ritual has
already demonstrated the plausibility of the approach with which this paper terminates.

According to Schiermer’s logic, Abdulkerim Sonmez highlights aspects of Durkheim’s early
thinking. The focus in this Type I paper is on a close reading of Durkheim, although comparisons
with Tonnies and Marx also offer a Type III feel. The thrust here is to focus on society as the ac-
tive agent, on functional system relations as supporting the survival of society, and of individuals
as constrained by social facts. Sonmez tries to show that Durkheim did not push the subject to a
passive position even as he emphasized the power of social facts in the context of his effort to have
sociology become an independent academic discipline. Even though Durkheim said society is a
synthesis where we can attribute an independent being to the self of society beyond the sum of
individuals, he drew attention to the fact that the individual attaches importance to survival within
society as a subject-actor.

Cagr1 Eryilmaz’s study attempts to show what Durkheim’s concepts can provide for the cons-
truction of an environmental sociology. Likewise, the claim is made that Durkheim might have
been able to give more importance to community-environment interactions if he had been engaged
in a foundational sociology of contemporary society rather than the one of his time. According to
Eryilmaz, Durkheim left out those environmental impacts whose effects on social phenomena are
often significant. This is because Durkheim argued that social facts could only be explained via
other social facts. However, concepts related to the environment can still be found in Durkheim’s
texts and environmental factors are somewhat acknowledged to play a role in the process of mo-
dernization. Environmental sociology in turn can benefit from reinterpreting concepts of solidarity
and division of labor in the context of global environmental issues such as climate change, which
humanity continues to face today. Generally speaking, Eryilmaz’s study can be seen to belong in
the Type Il category because he makes theoretical expansion by reinterpreting themes of secondary
importance in Durkheim’s texts in light of present theoretical concerns.

With a pattern of heavy citation to Pickering, Watts Miller and Besnard, Alexander Goffman’s
paper signals that it belongs in our Type I classification. His mission is to get the interpretation right
rather than to open things up. Like Datta he shows that interrogating a second-tier concept through
close reading can be a useful way to clarify Durkheim’s thought and propel critical theoretical
inquiry in new directions. In this case Goffman shows that tradition was an element of normative
integration. However, for Durkheim it alternated with periods of intense collective creativity whe-
rein new conditions of existence were established. These would generate their own traditions in
turn. Goffman also shows here subordinated elements of the Type II and Type IV intellectual style.
Durkheim helps explain elements of Soviet political culture in the 20th century (a Type IV characte-
ristic) and he anticipates developments in thinking about multiple modernities and their relationship
to de-traditionalization (a Type II theme). We might add that by Goffman’s telling Durkheim also
anticipates the alternation between stable and unsettled periods that is elaborated in Anne Swidler’s
(1986) highly cited ‘toolkit paper’ entitled Culture in Action. From Goffman’s reconstruction of
the logic of Durkheim’s famous 1911 presentation it would seem that he offers a model that will
be perhaps more satisfying to those who see too much individualism and pragmatism in Swidler’s
approach.
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Conclusion

As we noted earlier, contrary to our expectations, the presentation here does not fully capture the
range of contemporary Durkheimian scholarship in Turkey or elsewhere. A few pages notwithstan-
ding, we lack a representative body of empirical applications and extensions with an eye towards
social outcome explanation. Such work lies at the core of the contemporary cultural sociology
that has made use of Durkheim, especially in the United States. Durkheim’s situation as the flag
bearer for normative action theory, systems logics and so forth is also not much addressed. Still our
collection amply documents Durkheim’s continuing ability to inspire or generate high-level social
theory “from within”, as it were. The papers presented here show how detailed textual reconstruc-
tions of this thought do not just recapitulate what we already know a little more accurately. Rather
they stimulate the analytic thinking that can offer creative re-readings that will send us off in new
thought directions. So do the collisions and connections with more contemporary theorists made by
some of the authors. After looking over the papers we will have new thoughts about the role of the
state and of the nation and the environment, the widespread nature of sacrifice, the origins of social
action and social solidarity, and the relationship of the individual to the collectivity. We will also
appreciate yet again the intellectual scope and genius of Durkheim. Although we did not hit all our
intended targets this is probably more than enough for one volume of one journal.

Guest Editors
Philip Smith
Aynur Erdogan Coskun
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Introductory Notes

It is well known that Durkheim considered morality as a main object of
sociological study. He studied this domain for the entirety of his life. In his first
fundamental work he tried to demonstrate that the division of labour in society
fulfills the moral function, in other words, that it maintains social solidarity. His
final, unfinished book, partly published posthumously, was about morality too
(Durkheim, 1979a). For many years he delivered University lecture courses about
the nature and different fields of this domain, including general morality, contractual
morality, professional morals, civic morals, etc. (See for instance: Durkheim, 2012,
2015). Durkheim intended to create a specific science, or sociological discipline
which he named either “science of moral facts”, or “science of mores” (“science des
moeurs”), “physique of mores”, or “physique of mores and of law” (“physique des
moeurs et du droit”). As a follower of Comte, and unlike Marx, he regarded morality
to be a true productive force, a solid basic reality, and an even more “real reality”
than the economy or politics.

According to Durkheim, solidarity and regulation, or rules, are two basic sides
and at the same time, two distinctive features of morality.> Morality in his theory
is inseparable from social solidarity and in a certain sense coincides with it: ...
Morality consists in solidarity with the group, and varies according to that solidarity.
Cause all social life to vanish, and moral life would vanish at the same time, having
no object to cling to.” (Durkheim, 1997, p. 331).

While morality in Durkheimian theory was extensively studied by sociologists
for a long time (see, for instance Fish, 2005; Turner, 1993; Wallwork, 1972; Watts
Miller, 1996), this cannot be said about his treatment of tradition, which had drawn
little attention from analysts. Nevertheless, the problematics of tradition, explicitly
and implicitly, occupy an important place in his general theory, as well as in his
interpretation of some particular areas of sociological knowledge such as the
sociology of morality, of religion, or of law. One of the main objects of the “science
des moeurs”, according to him, should become the specific traditional norms and
practices of different societies. The purpose of this article is to analyze Durkheimian
view of tradition in close relation to his treatment of morality and solidarity.

Durkheim and Weber on Reason and Tradition: A Comparison

To better understand Durkheim’s approach to traditions it is useful to compare
his views with those of Max Weber’s. In spite of all the differences between
their respective programs of sociology, in their own studies and reflections that
realized these programmes, they had much more in common than it might have

2 On Durkheimian theory of social solidarity and social rules see (Gofman, 2014).

26



Gofman / Tradition, Morality and Solidarity in Durkheim’s Theory

seemed, to themselves and to many of their interpreters. Besides, these very
programmes of both classics at times were the reflections post festum, aimed at
explaining, interpreting or justifying the studies that had already been made by
them and that had not always exerted much influence on these studies.> Some
similarity between their viewpoints is found - especially in their approaches to
rationalism, traditions and traditionalism.

Durkheim, as well as Weber, considers the pre-industrial societies to be based on
tradition. Just as the German sociologist does, he establishes the fact of the progressive
decline of traditionalism and views this decline as a main tendency of social evolution.
Both classics note that in contemporary Western societies the detraditionalization
is accompanied by the processes of rationalization, intellectualization and, at the
same time, by the “disenchantment of the world”, as Weber’s famous expression
had put it. Both think the growing importance of science, technology, industry and
corresponding innovations to be the main components of rationalization. Both testify
to the crisis of contemporary European societies. Both recognize, if not so much the
failure (as the theorists of the Frankfurt school or the “post-modernists” did), but
the fundamental complexity and contradictory character of the so called “modernist
project” of the Enlightenment.

In Weber’s work we can distinguish two concepts of tradition.* One of them denotes
a “traditional” action as one of his four famous types of action, along with “affective”,
“purposeful rational” (“zweck-rational”) and ‘“value rational” (“wertrational”)
actions. In this sense, tradition is identified by him to be a psychological inertia and
is interpreted as a kind of action purely imitative, quasi-automatic and habitual. In
the second sense Weber interprets tradition as a form of “value rational” action, that
is, a social action in which the individual attributes to his behavioural act a subjective
sense and orientation toward other individuals.

Doubtless both classics were aware of the crisis of rationalism as a social ideal and
analyzed this crisis. Nevertheless, the degrees and the forms of their own rationalism
were different. That’s why they appreciated the role and the potential of science in the
contemporary world in different ways. While, according to Weber, the science cannot
intervene in the “eternal struggle of gods”, for Durkheim science is just one of these gods
(or rather goddess) that take and must take an active part in this struggle. The science which
explains and clarifies the values, including sacred values, is itself a sacred value for him.
Although both classics are more or less pessimistic in their appraisals of contemporary
epoch, nevertheless, unlike Weber who relies only on the “fate”, Durkheim believes in
science and its ability to contribute to overcoming or reducing the contemporary crisis.

3 On such situation with the Weberian theory of action see, for instance (Joas, 1996, pp. 44-45).
4 In more detail see (Gofman, 2015, pp. 109—124; in Russian).
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In this connection it is important to clarify the specificity of Durkheim’s
rationalism. No doubt he was a confirmed rationalist and regarded himself to be a sort
of Descartes in sociology, whose vocation was to develop “the rules of sociological
method”, just as Descartes had done two and a half hundred years before him on
the “rules of method” in general. He asserts that his “main objective is to extend
the scope of scientific rationalism to cover human behaviour by demonstrating that,
in the light of the past, it is capable of being reduced to relationships of cause and
effect, which, by an operation no less rational, can then be transformed into rules of
action for the future.” (Durkheim, 1992, p. 33). He sincerely believed in science and
its great potential.

Nevertheless, Durkheim by no means belonged to these “big children in university
chairs or editorial offices” who believed that science could explain the meaning of the
world and of whom Max Weber spoke in his famous lecture “Science as a Vocation.”
(Weber, 1991, pp. 142—143). In that lecture he also formulated his rhetorical question:
“What man will take upon himself the attempt to “refute scientifically” the ethic of
the Sermon on the Mount?” (Weber, 1991, p. 148).

Durkheim, despite his fervent rationalism and scientism, would quite willingly
accept Weber’s rhetorical question because he never set for science such purposes.
The aim of science, according to him, is not to refute but to clarify the ethic of the
Sermon on the Mount as well as any other ethic. In this respect his point of view
completely coincided with Weber’s one. He asserted that even the most bizarre and
“irrational” cultural and behavioural patterns were to be explained and clarified by
science, but not to be refuted at all. He tried to find rational and functional foundation
of every institution, custom or ritual. Durkheim wrote in “The Elementary Forms
of Religious Life”, that “the most bizarre or barbarous rites and the strangest myths
translate some human need and some aspect of life, whether social or individual.”
(Durkheim, 1995, p. 2). And he claimed that “a fundamental postulate of sociology”
is “that a human institution cannot rest upon error and falsehood.” (Durkheim,
1995, p. 2). His religious and moral relativism was accompanied by a relativistic
and non-universalistic interpretation of rationality.’

It can be concluded that in general Durkheim was an epistemological and
methodological rationalist, but not an ontological one. It means that he grounded
rational and scientific knowledge about social reality which itself, to his mind, is not
rational. It is similar to the theory of Freud who meant to construct an ultra-rational
science of irrational human reality.

5 He said: “Every moral system has its own rationality.”; “All moral systems have their own rationality.”
(Durkheim, 1979b, pp. 65, 66).
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The Role of Tradition in Durkheim’s Theory

Indeed, social reality in Durkheim’s rationalistic interpretation is directed not so
much by reason, but by “non-rational component”, which consists of religion and
morality, based on emotion to a high degree.® Though, according to him, in future
societies ““...religions will no longer be able to exert very deep or wide sway on
consciences” (Durkheim, 1951, p. 375), he did not consider that religion would be
replaced by science and believed in the eternity of religion on the whole because it
is the primary foundation of social solidarity. He refrained from giving any specific
statements concerning the religions of the future. Nevertheless, he expressed his
opinion, or rather hopes about their main features. These would be, according to
him, their rationalism and individual initiative; and most importantly “the social
sense which had always been the soul of religions, will be established in them more
straightly and expressly than in the past, not being hidden any more behind the
myths and symbols” (La Question religieuse, 1907, p. 51). It means that even in his
social ontology Durkheim assigned a certain role to the rational aspect of social life,
believing somewhat naively in the direct sense of society without myths and symbols.

The Durkheimian “segmentary” societies with “mechanical” solidarity are based on
the similarity or identity of individual consciousnesses which are completely dissolved in
“collective” or “common’ consciousness. This consciousness, in Durkheim’s definition,
“the totality of beliefs and sentiments common to the average members of a society...”
(Durkheim, 1997, pp. 38-39), is almost synonymous to the notion of fraditional
consciousness (Durkheim, 1997, p. 39).” In this respect, it has the same high degree
of imperativeness and control over consciousness and behaviour of the individuals, as
tradition does. Under the influence of the division of labor, the “mechanical” solidarity
is replaced with the “organic” one. In societies with the predominance of “organic”
solidarity the importance of tradition is less accentuated. They are based on the
autonomy of individuals, on the division of functions, on functional interdependence
and exchange. At the same time, in this type of societies the “collective” (traditional)
consciousness does not disappear, but its prescriptions become vaguer, indefinite and
its functioning embraces a much more narrow area of social life.

Although the Durkheimian distinction between two types of societies was largely
analytical, he believed, however, that the main tendency of social evolution was the
transition of societies with “mechanical” solidarity to more advanced societies with
“organic” solidarity. This transition, as it had been noted, is caused by the progressive
division of social labor. But, according to Durkheim, this division of labour itself
does not create a society. It only transforms a society that already exists. And the pre-
existing fundamental basis of society consists of a set of traditions realized in collective

6 This thesis was emphasized by Jonathan Fish (Fish, 2005).

7 ““...Itdoes not change with every generation but, on the contrary, links successive generations to one another.”
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consciousness. In this connection he emphasizes the insufficiency of mere contractual
relations for sustaining the social solidarity. This point in Durkheim’s theory was once
emphasized by Talcott Parsons (Parsons, 1949, pp. 364365, 461, etc.). Durkheim
maintained that the contract presupposed a definite set of shared values and norms
which are included into it, and without which its efficient functioning is impossible.
He wrote, “But it is not only outside the sphere of contractual relationships, but also
on the interplay between these relationships themselves that social action is to be felt.
For in a contract not everything is contractual.” (Durkheim, 1997, p. 158). In other
words, he affirms that even the modern rational social relations cannot exist without
sacred value foundation based on tradition to high extent.

Unlike Gabriel Tarde, who considered the decline of traditionalism a transitory
phenomenon,® Durkheim claimed the general and steady weakening of the power of
tradition in history. Even in cases of traditionalism revival which occur from time
to time in different societies, it loses its former strength and efficiency. In order to
understand this, it is necessary to compare the different social types at corresponding
analogous phases of their development, and not with those which immediately precede
these phases. According to Durkheim, “The new societies that replace extinct social
types never embark on their course at the very spot where the others came to a halt.
How could that be possible? What the child continues is not the old age or the years
of maturity of his parents, but their own childhood. Thus if we wish to take stock
of the course that has been run we must consider successive societies only at the
same stage of their existence.” (Durkheim, 1997, p. 121). Applying this principle to
appreciating a general role of traditions in social evolution, he wrote, “Doubtless, if
we compare the final days of one society with the beginnings of the one that follows
it, we perceive a return to traditionalism. Only this phase, by which every social type
begins, is always much less violent than it had been in the immediately preceding
type. With us ancestral customs have never been the object of superstitious worship
such as that devoted to them at Rome. ... In other words the authority of custom is
continually diminishing.” (Durkheim, 1997, pp. 237-238).

General decline of traditionalism, Durkheim argued, is accompanied by a
corresponding decrease of religiosity, its intensity and scale. Indeed, they are the
almost identical processes. Among the factors weakening the influence of tradition
he emphasized the increase of geographic and social mobility, migrations and
urbanization. All these processes undermine the authority of traditions and, at the
same time, they intensify the tendency to innovations. They reduce the influence
of older generations on younger ones and prompt the progressive autonomy of the
latter from the former. Now young people leave their parents’ home more often and

8 Tarde treated social evolution as an alternation of traditional epochs based on the custom, and innovative
ones based on the “fashion”; in these cases there are two kinds of imitation, namely the ancestors in the
former case, and the contemporaries in the latter.
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earlier than before, getting rid of the habitual social environment influence. Old
people are real representatives of tradition and living mediators between the past and
the present. With the development of civilization the authority and power of the old
generations are waning. In contemporary societies the differences between the age
groups become less important and the equality between them grows. As Durkheim
pointed out, “Old men are pitied rather than feared. Age differences are levelled
out. All men, once they have arrived at the age of maturity, treat one another as
approximate equals. As a result of this leveling-out, the customs of one’s forefathers
lose their ascendancy, since for adults they lack anyone to represent them with
authority.” (Durkheim, 1997, p. 236).

Undoubtedly, in social and political scene of the Third Republic France
Durkheim was a convinced anti-traditionalist. But in his general theory traditions
play a much more important role than it might seem at first glance. According to
him, tradition, as well as the social facts in general, has the coercive and extra-
individual character. Besides, this phenomenon is transmitted from the past,
and it is permanent, strong, continuous, efficient, and respected by the actors.
Durkheim often exemplifies the social facts in general and their distinctive
features by traditions, as well as by phenomena of the same order, namely by
customs or rituals. The efficiency of any tradition is based on social sanctions
and on respect inspired by it for the members of society. As Durkheim stated,
“The traditional customs, even when they have nothing religious or moral, as
the holidays, civil ceremonies and fashion are protected by a large variety of
sanctions against individual attempts at rebellion. The economic organization is
imposed on us by an imperative necessity too.” (Durkheim, 1975, p. 27). The
influence of tradition and respect for it explains in some degree the resistance to
innovations. It depends particularly on the sphere of social life. In religion and
morality the innovation and reform generally are labeled as heresy and sacrilege.
Consequently, the possibility of changes is equal almost to zero, but in economic
sphere the possibility is greater. (Durkheim, 1975, p. 29).

In spite of all Durkheim’s statements about the decline of traditionalism in
contemporary societies, he believed that the new industrial societies will be based
on traditions in a great measure too. Only these new “rational” traditions, being in
status nascendi, are quite different from the old, “traditional” traditions. These latter,
according to him, will be mainly replaced by the former ones. Old traditions, partly
inherited from societies with mechanical solidarity and contained in “collective
consciousness”, will take some, though small, place in new industrial societies. These
latter, Durkheim thought, will be based on two kinds of traditions: old, “traditional”
ones, inherited from traditional societies, and new, rational ones, developed in
contemporary industrial societies. So, to paraphrase the famous saying, his viewpoint
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on this subject might be formulated as follows: “La tradition est morte, vive la
tradition!”, “Tradition is dead, long live the tradition!”.

It is important to note that Durkheim uses the concept of tradition not only when
he uses the word “tradition”. He attributes, for instance, the same significance to the
expression the “collective habits” that he analyses in his lectures published under
the title “The Moral Education” (1925). Here he treats this expression as a true
synonym of tradition. He claims sometimes, that traditional behaviour in general is
almost identical to moral one. He emphasizes the close affinity and nearly identical
character between collective habits, on the one hand, and morality, on the other hand.
In fact, from his point of view, a moral rule becomes truly moral and truly a rule
only when it becomes traditional one, i.e. regular, continuous, habitual, long and so
on. In this connection Durkheim spoke not only about the content of moral rules,
but about the moral rules as such, and their traditional character as their specific
feature. Regulation, according to him, is a fundamental function of morality. It means
that moral behaviour is basically a constant, persistent and invariable phenomenon.
It does not depend on contingency and vicissitudes of the present day. Durkheim
asserted, “...The morality is essentially a constant phenomenon, always identical to
itself...A moral act tomorrow must be the same as it was today, whatever were the
personal dispositions of the agent who commits it.” (Durkheim, 2012, p. 47). And he
added, “Although all collective habits are not moral, all moral practices are collective
habits. Therefore, everyone who is not susceptible to everything that is habit, risks
also to be not susceptible to morality.” (Durkheim, 2012, p. 47). It is evident from
these quotations, that Durkheim’s expression “collective habits” is synonymous to
“tradition”, in any case, to one of its basic meanings.

Alternation of Traditions and Ideals: On Durkheim’s Philosophy of History
The Durkheimian concept of anomie is closely related to his interpretation of
traditions, morality and social solidarity.” According to Durkheim, there are two
primary anthropological needs of individuals, first, in social or group belonging and,
second, in normative and value regulation. Anomie is the lack of the latter one. It must
be emphasized here that in Durkheimian theory the decline of traditionalism and the
rise of rationality in European civilization per se didn’t imply anomie. This passage
from traditional to modern, industrial, “rational” society is viewed by him as a main
“normal” trend of social evolution. This process had begun in the XYIII century and
continued up to the epoch that Durkheim could consider as contemporary for him.
But, according to him, anomie consists above all in the fact that the decline of the old,
“traditional” traditions, which itself is “normal” and fruitful, lasted too long, and for
a too long time there was no necessary and worthy substitute for them in the sphere

9 For the fundamental analysis of the concept of anomie see Besnard (1987).
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of ideals. Anomie, and social crisis, consist not in transition from traditionalism to
rationalism, but in the “abnormal” vacuum and uncertainty in the domain of norms
and values, instead of the “normal” fullness and certainty of this domain.

Unlike Marx, for whom contemporary crisis was above all economic and political,
Durkheim, as well as Comte, believed it was essentially a religious and moral one.
He testifies to this view point, by saying, “Today traditional morality is shaken and no
other has been brought forward to replace it.” (Durkheim, 1965, p. 68). He concludes,
“In short, the former gods are growing old or dying, and others have not been born.”
(Durkheim, 1995, p. 429).

It is evident from the above, that the interpretation of traditions in Durkheim’s
work is closely connected to his treatment of social ideals. He attaches great
importance to the latter and thinks them to be a necessary condition for the existence
of societies. In the formation and maintenance of ideals Durkheim sees one of the two
principal social functions of religion, the second function being, according to him,
the maintenance of social cohesion and solidarity. He wrote: “A society can neither
create nor recreate itself without creating some kind of ideal by the same stroke.”
(Durkheim, 1995, p. 425).

The ideals are closely related to traditions in many respects. They are both the
carriers, representatives and containers of social norms and values. They both include
an element of sacredness, because sacred character has their common source, i.e.
society. Finally, what is the most curious thing in Durkheimian theory, they can be
transformed into each other.

In his famous paper presented at the International Congress in Bologne (1911),
Durkheim outlined a kind of a brief philosophy of history based on the interpretation
of the role and interrelations of traditions and ideals (Durkheim, 1979a, pp. 77-96).1°
He asserted that there was alternation of two types of periods replacing one another
in social evolution, “creative” or “innovative”, on the one hand, and “ordinary”, on
the other hand (Durkheim, 1965, pp. 91-92). Evidently, in this case he reproduced a
well-known distinction between “critical” and “organic” periods in social evolution
made by Saint-Simon and Comte.

But Durkheim introduced some new and special elements in the treatment of this
distinction. “Creative” periods are those in which the great ideals are created. These
ideals are the basis for civilization and the motor for its further development. This is the
time of active exchange of ideas, of collective emotional excitement, close relations and
frequent encounters between people. He said, “Such was the great crisis of Christendom,

10 The similar ideas he developed later in “Conclusion” to his “Elementary Forms of Religious Life”. See also
his “Introduction a la morale” (1920).
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the movement of collective enthusiasm which, in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries,
bringing together in Paris the scholars of Europe, gave birth to Scholasticism. Such were
the Reformation and Renaissance, the revolutionary epoch and the Socialist upheavals of
the nineteenth century.” (Durkheim, 1965, p. 92). In such periods social life becomes very
intensive, egoistic motives and troubles of everyday life everywhere yield to the general
aspiration for the ideal. The ideal strives almost entirely to merge with the real, “At
such times the ideal tends to become one with the real, and for this reason men have the
impression that the time is close when the ideal will in fact be realized and the Kingdom
of God established on earth.” (Durkheim, 1965, p. 92). But this exaltation and at the same
time illusion, cannot last too long, it is too tiring. When this creative period comes to an
end, the intensity of social life, of intellectual and emotional contacts becomes weaker, the
individuals return to their everyday, ordinary life.

All the ideas, feelings and actions of “the period of fruitful tempest” remain, but this
time in the form of memories which merge no more with reality, they exist apart from it.
These ideals are overturned in the past. In fact, they are traditionalized or transformed into
traditions. They would die away, if they were not revived periodically by means of various
holidays, public ceremonies, sermons in churches and schools, dramatic performances,
manifestations, and so on. Nevertheless, all these means only partly and weakly revive
the effervescence of innovative epochs and their influence is superficial and transitory.
With time, in new “creative” period the ideals are revived again, they are actualized and
approach reality anew. Then they are removed from it again, and thus the process goes on.

Traditions, Ideals and Soviet Society: A Durkheimian Perspective

These ideas of the late Durkheim allow us to understand better the alternation of the
utopian and traditionalist types of collective mentality in history, the transformation of
one type of mentality into another, as well as of some distinctive features of sociocultural
time. The latter is compressed, short and rapid in the “innovative” historical periods, on
the one hand, slow and long-winded in the “ordinary” ones, on the other hand. From
this view point one can also explain some special features of sociocultural time during
the political revolutions that Marx named “the locomotives of history”, and the enigma
of “impatience” observed very often in revolutionary consciousness.

Such phenomena in interpretation and temporal perception of the ideals can be
observed, for instance, in the history of the Russian and Soviet societies. The generation
of revolutionaries who made the October revolution in Russia in 1917 was in the grip of
the utopian vision of reality. They sincerely believed that their children, let alone their
grandchildren, would undoubtedly live in an earthly paradise, i.e. under communism.
The communist ideal seemed to be so much in the offing. In 1920 Vladimir Lenin
resolutely declared that the members of the Russian Komsomol (Young Communist
League) of that time would “be able to start building the edifice of communist society
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and bring it to completion.” (Lenin, 1976, p. 17). He promised with confidence that
“the generation of those who are now fifteen years old ... will be living in a communist
society in ten or twenty years’ time...” (Lenin, 1976, p. 21). Today these declarations
and predictions, or promises, seem strange and naive, or, on the contrary, may be
considered as hypocritical propaganda tricks. But in this case the chief of the young
Soviet State most likely sincerely believed in what he said publicly.

The ideas of this kind in ordinary conditions would be soon enough replaced by more
realistic ones. However, they persisted and rather were preserved by the Soviet political
power during many decades, due to the various extreme measures, including repressions,
brainwashing, isolation from the external world, etc. These ideas were presented
even almost fifty years after the October revolution in the well-known declaration by
Nikita Khrushchev that “the present generation” of the Soviet people would live under
communism. Meanwhile, prudent silence was kept regarding what generation precisely
was meant, babies that had just been born, old people or the middle-aged.

But during the period of “stagnation”, under the rule of Leonid Brezhnev (1964-
1982), the temporal perspective and retrospective were changed. It became evident
in the theory of “developed”, or “mature” socialism, elaborated by the Soviet
propaganda of that time. This theory no longer mentioned communism, but instead
claimed that in the Soviet society the “developed”, or “mature” socialism was built
and it had to be only perfected and improved. In other words, the achievement of the
communist ideal, which in 1920 seemed so close to Lenin, was silently postponed to
the vague and indefinite future, or even was recognized as non-existent. Even the word
“communism” almost disappeared from the official documents and the media. At the
same time, in the ideology and propaganda of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union an attitude to educating the people in the spirit of revolutionary, combatant and
working traditions of Soviet society prevailed. This attitude was proclaimed in many
official resolutions and documents of the Communist Party.

So, in the Soviet Union, quite in accordance with Durkheimian theory, there were
traditionalization and ritualization of the communist ideal, its transfer from the “bright
future” into the “glorious past”. At the beginning of the Soviet period of the Russian
history, just after the October revolution of 1917, the tradition was at the service and
in obedience of utopia, whereas with time, on the contrary, the utopia found itself
submitted to tradition, selected and constructed in a certain way by political power.

Morality of Traditions and Morality of Ideals

From what is written above, the Durkheim’s view on the sources of basic sociocultural
innovations becomes partly clear. These sources are the social ideals, “Ideals are not
abstractions, cold intellectual concepts lacking efficient power. They are essentially
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dynamic, for behind them are the powerful forces of the collective.” (Durkheim, 1965,
p- 93). These ideals in their essence are the innovative forces. They are based on reality,
emerge from it, but they add something new to the existing reality. From already existing
elements ideals make new combinations, produce new results, renew social reality.

Durkheim emphasized social, collective nature of ideals, as well as of innovations
which he treated as results of the latter. The driving force of the ideals consists above
all in provoking, especially in the “innovative” epochs, of the states of collective
enthusiasm and emotional excitement, or “effervescence”.

In this respect, the Durkheimian theory partly approaches the Weberian
interpretation of charisma as an innovative and revolutionary force exposed to
routinization. However, in contrast to Weber, Tarde and many others, he does
not regard an individual to be a source and motor of innovations. According
to Durkheim, an individual innovator is the same representative of society
as an individual traditionalist. While discussing this question with one of his
opponents, he said, “A rebellion against the traditional morality you conceive of
as a revolt of the individual against the collective, of personal sentiments against
the collective sentiments. However, what I am opposing to the collective is the
collective itself, but more and better aware of itself.” (Durkheim, 1965, p. 66). By
the way, in the quoted statement, opposing collectivity which understands itself
“more” and “better” to traditional morality, we see again the anti-traditionalist
and “modernist” attitude of Durkheim.

Thus, even the individuals who are the agents and initiators of innovations represent, as
Durkheim pointed out, a society or a group. Even the criminals, violating the established,
traditional social norms may be considered innovators, bringing other norms, social as
well, but in status nascendi. So, even a criminal innovator, opposing himself to a society,
may follow the norms of this very society, but future norms, the coming ones, not yet
established and not understood by society itself. An example of Socrates, mentioned
by Durkheim as illustrating this situation is very characteristic in this connection.
“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 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.” (Durkheim, 1992, p. 102).

It is evident that the most difficult sociological question in this kind of situations is
which traditions correspond to the conditions of existence of a society, and which do
not. Taking this into account, Durkheim constantly demanded studying these conditions,
before judging about the role and significance of some traditional customs and institutions.
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Durkheim made a considerable contribution to the study of the ritual as one of the
important forms of traditional behaviour. In “The Elementary Forms of Religious
Life” he developed a detailed classification and carried out a careful analysis of rituals
in the totemic system of the Australian aborigines (Durkheim, 1995, Book III). He
distinguished the negative (forbidding) and positive cults and thoroughly studied the
rituals of sacrifice, imitative (mimetic), representative (commemorative) and piacular
rituals. He thought the differences between the religious rituals (holidays, ceremonies,
etc.) stricto sensu, on the one side, and non-religious, the profane ones, on the other
side, to be unimportant. On the contrary, he stressed the essential similarity between
them from a sociological viewpoint, thus continuing the tradition of Montesquieu,
Rousseau and Comte. To maintain this principle, he asked rhetorically: “What basic
difference is there between Christians’ celebrating the principal dates of Christ’s life,
Jews’ celebrating the exodus from Egypt or the promulgation of the Decalogue, and
a citizens’ meeting commemorating the advent of a new moral charter or some other
great event of national life?” (Durkheim, 1995, p. 429).

Certainly, Durkheim believed the traditions to be one of the main factors of social
solidarity. However, according to him, in some historical periods, in some social situations,
they can hinder and destroy solidarity in society. This takes place at times when traditions
no longer correspond to changed “social conditions”. Meanwhile, innovations, which are
partly the future traditions, become necessary for maintaining solidarity and generally
for the development and even survival of societies. Thus, Durkheim for whom solidarity
was synonymous to sociality, believed sociocultural innovations to be a kind of social
imperative, as important for the social well-being as traditions are.

Conclusion

It follows from the above that Durkheimian theory of traditions, along with his
theories of morality, ideals and innovations, is subtle enough and can be usefully applied
today, at the time of high modernity or “postmodernity”. Durkheim did not simply
oppose tradition to innovation, but thought them to be interconnected, interactive and
interpenetrating processes that can even be transformed into each other. His ideas are
a fruitful contribution to the study of such phenomena as multiple modernities and
functions of traditions in modernizations and post-modernizations of contemporary
societies. Within the last decades in theoretical field we can observe the process that can
be named “modernization of the theories of modernization”. It consists, above all, in the
understanding of spatial and temporal plurality and diversity of modernizations. In this
connection the traditions may be appreciated not only as an opposite of and a hindrance
to modernizations and innovations, but as their condition and basis. At the same time, one
can witness the process of transformation of traditions as such, a kind of modernization
of traditions themselves, their nature, content and formation processes. Today traditions
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very often can exist and survive only because of innovations. Beside the “traditional
traditions” based on the habit, there appear new forms of traditions derived from different
sources, wherever by the means of fashion, informational and global innovations. So, the
old idea of modernization as detraditionalization is now inconsistent with reality. Then,
the reflexive traditionalization should be a necessary element, or an addition, of reflexive
modernization, which was talked about by those social thinkers, as Jiirgen Habermas,
Anthony Giddens or Ulrich Beck. Durkheim’s theory of tradition may be considered as a
fruitful contribution to understanding of this phenomenon.
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Scholars of nations and nationalism have recognized the relevance of Emile
Durkheim’s thought in their endeavors, yet they have not approached their subject
matter with a specific interest in Durkheim’s general theoretical claims regarding
the nature of collective representations (Guibernau, 1996, pp. 21-30, 1997; Hayes,
1926; Llobera, 1994; Mitchell, 1931; Phillips, 1996; Smith, 1983).2 The result is
that scholarship on nations and nationalism misses an opportunity to illuminate in
a general theoretical manner the primary explicanda of the social sciences — i.e. the
causes and functions of states of consciousness motivating action and giving rise
to social transformation. To wit, on the question of economic nationalism Takeshi
Nakano (2004) makes a compelling case for synthesizing political and economic
theory (specifically, as it concerns the relationship between the nation, the state, and
political and economic outcomes), although he does not engage with the broader
theoretical implications of Durkheim’s thought. Such engagement would clarify
the nature of the relationship between the state and the individual (see Durkheim,
2003 [1937], 1958) as well as the significance of Nakano’s claim that the state is
autonomous vis-a-vis the nation (2004, pp. 211-216), thereby drawing attention to the
difficulty of shaping or mobilizing nations for given ends.’ Indeed, as Oliver Benoit’s
work demonstrates, the strength of national identity plays a key role in creating
and sustaining regular patterns of action. Benoit’s work also illustrates the manner
in which other forms of collective representations (such as class identity, where it
exists) may impede the formation of strong national identity (2011; 2007). Rogers
Brubaker’s work examining approaches to how the relation between religion and
nationalism may be analyzed invokes Durkheim briefly, but sustained engagement
with Durkheim’s general theoretical claims is not in evidence (2012). Such an
engagement would clarify the extent to which Durkheim anticipates Brubaker’s claim
that it may be productive to link religion and nationalism to general social structures
and processes and to consider them as modes of identification, social organization,
and ways of framing political claims (see Durkheim, 1893, 1912, 1915, 2003 [1957],
1938; and also Durkheim, 1958, 2003, p. 50; Cf. Giddens, 1971; Greenfeld, 1996).
M. Marion Mitchell’s classic paper on Durkheim and nationalism offers a sketch
of the theoretical elements of Durkheim’s thought as it relates to certain aspects of

2 Although James Dingley’s discussion offers an exception; in particular, the cases of Germany and Ireland
that he develops do provide a suggestive view of the genealogical development of the collective conscious-
ness (2008, pp. 133-161, 162-214). See also Tiirkay Salim Nefes’ discussion of the influence of Durkheim’s
concept of collective consciousness on the political and sociological thought of Ziya Gokalp (2013).

3 Nakano claims, for instance, that the state creates individuals and that it also relieves them of communal
constraints. These two claims overlook Durkheim’s important argument that a more basic form of collective
consciousness creates individuals as such and underlies the state. The release from communal constraints is
effected by this basic form of collective consciousness and gives rise to regular patterns of action such as the
state that facilitate its spread and reproduction (see Durkheim, 2003 [1957], pp. 1-109). Nakano’s claim that
the more developed the state is the stronger individualism is errs in seeing the state as primary — for instance,
the German state of Durkheim’s time was highly developed, yet Durkheim himself noted the essential col-
lectivism characteristic of Germans (1915). It may be the case that some states function to secure the rights
of individuals, but the state’s undergirding principles are structured by the form of collective consciousness.
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nationalism, but Mitchell does not develop what Durkheim’s claims serve to draw out
of scientific studies of nations and nationalism —that is to say that it does not offer a
perspective on what studies of nations and nationalism can teach one about human
social order in its generality (1931).*

The lack of emphasis on general theoretical claims in scholarship on nations and
nationalism developed with Durkheim in mind may be attributable partially to the
interpretation as to the nature and utility of Durkheim’s thought being a controversial
matter (Collins, 2005; Lukes, 1973; Malczewski, 2013; Mellor, 2002; Parsons, 1937;
Pope, 1973, 1975; Ramp, 2008; Smith & Alexander, 2005; Cf. Alpert, 1939; Gehlke,
1915; Merton, 1934, 1938; Parsons, 1937) and to a constitutive general theory
remaining the major lacuna in sociology (Alexander, 1982, 1990; Friedman, 2004;
Greenfeld, 2004, 2005; Malczewski, 2014; Sewell, 2005; Tilly, 2005). Alexander
Riley notes — quite soundly — that the interpretation of Durkheim (at least in English-
speaking sociology) rests “largely on significant misreading” (2015, p. 2; see also
pp. 1-6). As Warren Schmaus demonstrates, moreover, commentary on Durkheim
generally bypasses questions concerning Durkheim’s fundamental epistemological
position and how he conceived of the nature of scientific knowledge® (including
the status of theories and methods) — questions without the answer to which the
attribution of any general theoretical view to Durkheim is wanting (Schmaus, 2004,
pp. 1-26; Cf. Alexander, 1982, p. 214, 471 fn. 83; Schmaus, 1994, pp. 12-20; see
also Vogt, 1976, pp. 38—41). In Smith and Alexander’s review of scholarly debates
over the interpretation of Durkheim’s thought, they identify five typical standpoints
of interpretation, three of which emphasize aspects of Durkheim’s thought having a
general-theoretical bearing (i.e. the structural, semiotic, and interactional/pragmatic
aspects). Cultural sociology and, in particular, what Mustafa Emirbayer (2004) has
called the Alexander School (centering on Jeffrey Alexander’s contributions and his
emphasis on the analytical autonomy of symbolic systems, the development of the
Durkheimian insight concerning the role of binary oppositions in symbolic systems,
and the centrality of ritual in fusing these systems to the embodied experience of
actors) is perhaps the most ambitious contemporary program of Durkheimian
research in its development of the standpoint concerned with the semiotic strand
in Durkheim’s work and the explicit aim of linking work on symbolic systems with
structural and interactional/pragmatic theoretical entities and processes. In this way,
contemporary sociology is offered an approach to the several widely-recognized
facets of Durkheim’s thought that aims for general theoretical coherence. Cultural
sociologists building on a Durkheimian foundation have sought to reinvigorate

4 Apart from his brief commentary (1931, p. 96), Mitchell does not offer a discussion of the defining charac-
teristics of the nation. The nation is taken as given, and Mitchell does not advance an argument as to how
Durkheim’s theory helps make tractable or explain the sui generis qualities of the nation.

5 Schmaus regards Turner 1986 as a notable exception.
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nations and nationalism scholarship by providing theoretical insight and raising
empirical questions that focus attention on the collective symbolic constitution of
identity in its several aspects (Debs, 2013; Greenfeld, 2013; Rose-Greenland, 2013;
Tiirkmen-Dervisoglu, 2013; West, 2008, 2015; Woods & Debs, 2013; Wyrtzen, 2013;
see also Alexander, 2013).

What ought not to be lost in theoretically-driven debates over Durkheim is what
I take to be the key substantive implication of Durkheim’s thought — the idea that
each human society is specific and unique (e.g. 1938b, pp. 197-200). Put differently,
the emphasis on Durkheimian explanation and its methods should not overshadow
the key opportunity provided for by his thought — the opportunity to situate the
description and explanation of any given society (whether or not it is a nation) in
a general theoretical framework that makes more clearly intelligible the definite
original qualities pertaining to the society in question (namely, those qualities
constitutive of the set of that society’s defining collective representations). In this
way, the work of general theory is to illuminate the distinct nature of the relatively
more basic phenomena out of which general theory itself is partially constructed.®
Durkheim’s claim that “In a sense, all that is historical is sociological” not only
emphasizes the intimate relation between these two approaches to knowledge (at
least when what is meant by history is history practiced as a science) but also calls
attention to the historical variability of the phenomena that underlie any general
sociological claim (1898c, p. v; also see Bellah, 1959, pp. 448—453).” On the question
of nations and nationalism, Brad West argues that Durkheimian scholars “neglect
an appreciation of historical variance in regards to the nation” (2015, p. 2). Indeed,
variance between nations is one vital issue, as is variance within nations across time
(West, 2008; see Kim & Schwartz, 2010). Durkheim emphasizes the importance of
comparison so profoundly for the reason that it brings what is shared as well as what
is distinct clearly into view. Studies of nations and nationalism that engage pointedly
with general theory whilst focusing on the individuality and distinctness of particular
nations are best at remaining sensitive to this implication.

6 On this point, Durkheim argues the following in the L’Année sociologique (year six): national history...
can only gain by being penetrated by the general principles at which sociology has arrived. For in order to
make one people know its past well, it is still necessary to make a selection among the multitude of facts
in order to retain those that are particularly vital; and for that some criteria which presuppose comparisons
are necessary. Similarly, to be able with greater sureness to discover the way in which concrete events of a
particular history are linked together, it is good to know the general relations of which these most particular
relations are examples and applications. (Translation in Bellah, 1959, p. 448)

The original text reads as follows:

I’histoire nationale...ne peut que gagner a se pénétrer des principes généraux auxquels arrive le sociologue.
Car pour bien faire connaitre un peuple son pass¢, encore faut-il faire une sélection entre la multitude des
faits pour ne retenir que ceux qui sont particulierement vitaux et pour cela il faut des critéres qui supposent
des comparaisons. De méme, pour pouvoir, avec plus de sureté, découvrir la maniére dont s’enchainent les
événements concrets d’une histoire déterminée, il est bon de connaitre les rapports généraux dont ces rap-
ports plus particuliers sont des exemples et comme des applications. (1901-1902, p. 125)

7 “Enun sens, tout ce qui est historique est sociologique” (Durkheim, 1898c, p. v).
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In what follows, I render explicit how key components of Durkheim’s conceptual
apparatus hang together so as to clarify what a Durkheimian approach to the study
of nations and nationalism entails minimally. I illustrate my claims with an analysis
of the implications of the work of Anthony Smith and Liah Greenfeld, two classic
scholars of nations and nationalism whose Durkheimian approaches to nations and
nationalism emphasize the importance of attention to general theoretical standpoints
and substantive specificity. 1 contend that by leveraging Durkheim’s general
theoretical thought for the study of nations and nationalism the nature of human
collectivities, consciousness, and social order in both their generality and specificity
may be better known. Engagement with Durkheim also will help to counter tendencies
in the scholarship on nations and nationalism to provide localized studies lacking
a general theoretical perspective (or, minimally, empirical contextualization with
processes of long durée) or to neglect to introduce macro-level analytical guideposts
(see Eastwood, 2006, pp. 1-22). It will also serve to preclude, as it were, reinvention
of the wheel or walking around in theoretical circles.®

Collective Representations, Collective Consciousness, History, and the Nation
As Durkheim understood well (1893; 1895), every research program must be
distinguished by a central subject matter around which constellations of problems,
approaches, concepts, and explanatory theories revolve (see Malczewski, 2013, 2014,
2015b). Given the significance of empirical justification in scientific scholarship, the
definition of the relevant set of phenomena and specification of its qualities (to include
relevant explanatory relationships within this set) must be the primary task (1895;
1898a). With this in mind, Durkheim built on a foundation of realized instances of
action seen from the perspective of their putative social influences, and he linked his
definitions to their empirical objects by indexing their distinctive characteristics. At
the theoretical level, Durkheim established a link between the main phenomena to be
explained (i.e. the theoretical entities he termed collective representations) and the
relatively more basic objects (i.e. social facts) in whose principles and patterns the
legitimacy of the more general theoretical entities is established (1893, p. xxxvii).

8 Edward Shils’ (1995, Cf. 1957) view of nationality as a state of “collective self-consciousness” has two sig-
nificant theoretical shortcomings that lead him back to his starting point. The first is that Shils’ foundational
object —the individual— rests on an unexplained foundation: Shils seeks to understand how society is possible
whilst leaving the question concerning how the individual is possible unaddressed. To wit, he regards nation-
ality as a conscious state of mind in the sense that it is something added to the individual. The individual, in
this way, is taken for granted, hence society rests on an unexplained foundation. The second shortcoming is
that the theoretical distinction between regular patterns of action such as the state and a phenomenon such as
the nation is blurred in that both forms of society reduce to intentionally-formed collectivities (despite Shils’
position that there is something more basic or primordial about the nation). Beginning with the individual, as
Shils does, does not permit him to adjudicate theoretically between more or less significant forms of society
unless significance is determined quantitatively; given that some states contain a larger quantity of individ-
uals than the several nations they compose, this poses a logical problem for Shils’ claim regarding the more
essential —putatively primordial— status of the nation.
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Durkheim’s explanatory claims thus are undergirded by reference to relevant sets of
concrete empirical phenomena.’

Durkheim defined his most relatively basic set of facts as consisting of manners
of acting, thinking, and feeling that are external to the individual and that manifest a
power of coercion on him; he termed this basic set of facts social facts (1895, p. 5).
These basic units of analysis are comprised of symbolically oriented action manifest
not only in its performative facets but also in its concretized material ones (1911, 1912
—particularly Book II, Chapter 7).!° The core categories of the sacred and the profane
which Durkheim discusses in his most theoretically comprehensive work, Les forms
élémentaires de la vie religieuse (1912), are categories that are essentially symbolic
— i.e. they are categories of phenomena essentially characterized by an arbitrary
law-, rule-, or convention-based organizing principle. To recognize the symbolic
aspect of an entity is to see (from the standpoint of an actor or a collectivity) its
conditioning elements as having undergone a transformation of kind."" The symbolic

9 From the standpoint of the philosophy of science, Durkheim’s approach has certain advantages. One, it
acknowledges that the central subject matter (i.e. the relevant set of phenomena) of scientific inquiry is
delineated along lines laid down by the guiding question (see Durkheim, 1901-1902, p. 125). Two, although
the central subject matter contains the analytical element of art just mentioned, the empirical phenomena
are seen as bearing inherent qualities that resist arbitrary interpretation (Durkheim, 1893, p. xiii; Durkheim,
1895). Three, theories are recognized as works of reason that function as tools for gaining leverage on under-
standing reality; theories are not true in some as if absolute sense. Durkheim’s self-awareness of the nature
of the activity he is undertaking remains persuasive (see Alexander, 1982, pp. 1-35; Schmaus, 1994).

10 The centrality of the symbolic in Durkheim’s work is most widely recognized by those commentating on Les
forms élémentaires de la vie religieuse (1912), where Durkheim seeks to discover the processes by which
categorical principles are created (see Smith & Alexander, 2005). The symbolic aspect, however, is central
to all of his work, from his analyses of principle-based action indexed in legal codes (1893), to his under-
appreciated analyses of the systems of meaning (e.g. military honor codes, Indian funerary rituals, etc.) that
exemplify and underlie the four types of suicide he identified (1897), to the value of the individual manifest
in the “cult of the individual” typical of certain societies (1898a), to the meaningful bases of social solidarity
as found in the collective consciousnesses of contemporary societies (1915; 1938a; 1938b), and in his em-
phasis on “régles d’action” in Les Régles de la méthode sociologique (1895). Even his early discussions in
De la division du travail social (1893) and Le suicide (1897) concerning what he calls integration (functional
solidarity) and regulation (action effectively guided by symbolic principles) show that the former is largely
an effect of the latter — thereby locating the explanatory factors in symbolic principles — in the same way that
social volume is a product of moral (also called social or dynamic) density, which refers to the social rela-
tions that exist between individuals and that implies a basis of shared meaning (see Johnson, Dandeker, &
Ashworth, 1984, p. 159; Schmaus, 2004, pp. 137—145).This evidence demonstrates Durkheim’s continuous
engagement with symbolic phenomena throughout his career. Durkheim’s views on social relationships and
their transactional, systemic, and functional characteristics are well-known (e.g. Alpert, 1939; Emirbayer,
1996a, 1996b). For this reason, I emphasize the place of the symbolic element in Durkheim’s studies which
through most of the 20™ century tended to be minimized or even overlooked in sociology outside of France
(Morrison, 2001), although cultural sociology has offered a powerful corrective to this historical oversight
(Alexander & Smith, 2001; see also Hunt, 1988; Kane, 2000).

11 Although ordering principles are arbitrary in the sense that they do not inhere in the motions, behaviors, or
material objects that significantly constitute their phenomenal form (and which are essential conditions of
their realization), they are not arbitrary in the sense that individuals may take them or leave them as they
wish. One, the ordering principles are external both to individuals as well as to the group of individuals
that comprise a given collectivity (Malczewski, 2013, 2014, 2015b). Durkheim’s emphasis on the coercive
nature of social facts is well known, but equally important is the implicit idea of an elementary reciprocity in
recognizing and acting in accordance with an ordering principle — it is the principle itself that constitutes and
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aspect is seen as concomitantly in the object (i.e. analytically, in the description of
its relevant qualities) and in the actor or collectivity (i.e. theoretically, as a putative
constitutive entity). Social facts refer to types or manners of principle-based or
rule-based behaviors that both describe the symbolic aspect of behaviors and locate
their scientifically relevant characteristics in patterned social relationships (1893, p.
XXXVii).

The analysis of social facts prepares the ground for the creation of basic descriptive
concepts, theoretical entities that contextualize and situate those concepts, and
explanatory theories that order them.'? Basic descriptive concepts and theoretical
entities are the key elements harnessed in theoretical explanation. In his definition
of sociology Durkheim identified its central subject matter (which he regarded as the
definition of the central subject matter of social science itself) as institutions, or all
of the beliefs and modes of behavior instituted by the collectivity (1895, p. xxii). The
concept of institutions composes both social facts and theoretical entities that are based
on such facts. Institutions are collective representations that endure, and they are seen
as both putatively constitutive elements or points of orientation of consciousness and
the organizing principles of forms of behavior. The term collective representations
denotes a category of theoretical entities that serve to define and explain the cognitive
states and cognitive functions (forms of consciousness, for short) of the individual
actors responsible for creating social facts (1898b, 1901, 1912; see Schmaus, 1994).

As it regards the study of nations and nationalism (indeed, as it regards the study of
any form of society whatsoever) the most important form of collective representation
is what Durkheim terms collective consciousness (see Malczewski, 2015a). The
concept of collective consciousness denotes the totality of beliefs and sentiments
common to the average man in a given collectivity, and it is seen to form the basis of
the process by which social units cohere, or social solidarity (1893, pp. 35-52). The
concept of collective consciousness hence concerns the process of the production of
social order in general. As a theoretical entity, this concept concomitantly does two
jobs. One, it indexes the defining characteristics of a phenomenon. Two, it references
the particular epistemic framework in which it is embedded (in this case, a scientific
framework that regards the defining nature of human social order and experience as
symbolically constituted and essentially social in the specific sense that individuals

explains social order. Two, the principles themselves are essential to and inseparable from the phenomenal
form they take. A mathematical algorithm, for instance, is essentially constituted by its ordering princi-
ples — take away the ordering principles and the remaining phenomenon is nonsense. Likewise, observe
the intichiuma ceremony or the representative, commemorative, or piacular rites discussed by Durkheim,
which are only recognizable as coherent events by reference to the ordering principles (1912, pp. 330-354,
374-391, 392-417).

12 The term “theoretical entities” refers to processes or relationships as much as it does to more basic relatively
substantial entities. Gravitational force, the American public, and anomie are common examples of rela-
tively non-substantial theoretical entities. H,O may be considered a relatively substantial theoretical entity

(although it presupposes, for instance, the relatively non-substantial effect of gravitational force).
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are seen as creatures of a collective process)."® Beliefs and sentiments, which are
two forms social facts take (n.b. there are also others, such as evaluations/value
judgments), are phenomena shaped by and realized as symbolic ordering principles
(see Durkheim 1911, 1912, 1897-1898). When Durkheim refers to elements of
a given form of collective consciousness he is illuminating the symbolic ordering
principles that characterize (and by which sense is made of) a body of phenomena, and
these elements are always understood from the standpoint of his general theoretical
framework. States of the collective consciousness are essentially states structured
by symbolic ordering principles. As Durkheim argues, even the putatively most
generalized basic categories of thought are seen to come under their control (1912).

Given his interest in explaining key features of modernity and his interest in
testing his hypothesis regarding the primacy and causal efficacy of society in defining
human experience, Durkheim tended to focus on forms of collective consciousness
of the most general or salient nature. The concept of collective consciousness,
however, applies by definition to every society of every size and shape. Collective
consciousness takes many forms, such as religion, occupation, family, ethnicity,
nationality, etc. Such general forms may encompass innumerable subtypes, such as
Catholic, scholar, nuclear family, Arab, Russian, etc. There are as many forms of
collective consciousness as there are societies. Indeed, the characteristics of a form of
collective consciousness constitute the definition of the social entity itself: it is how
the entity is recognized as being of a certain kind and is analytically delineated from
all other social entities. On this view, even those societies that are seen to be formed
by so-called transactional or otherwise structural causes would be seen as products
of the process of collective representations insofar as they are societies and not
mere heaps (in Aristotle’s sense) of individuals sharing the characteristic of having
been affected by one process or another. Economic behavior, social stratification,
or states of enduring conflict are basically realized by actors guided by arbitrary
symbolic ordering principles.'* It is the orientation to those principles that reveals
the existence of a collective consciousness. It is a mistake to conflate orientation to

13 In these ways, Durkheim’s view anticipates a solution to two key problems raised by Eric Hobsbawm (1990,
pp. 1-13). Firstly, it provides criteria for a scientific concept of the nation. Secondly, it demonstrates that
symbolically constituted phenomena — such as members’ consciousness of belonging to a nation — is val-
id as explanatory evidence bearing on the definition of the collective consciousness of a putative nation.
Hobsbawm’s claim that “defining a nation by its members’ consciousness of belonging to it” leads to a
tautological definition of the nation does not consider the theoretical view that such members may be crea-
tures of a collective process and, therefore, on this view ought not to be assumed to select or choose their
forms of consciousness qua individuals (7-8). Like Shils (see footnote vii above), Hobsbawn interprets such
consciousness as a matter of individual choice, and he is rightly suspicious of this. As Durkheim shows,
however, this is not the only way to view the matter.

14 Value, status, or justice, for example, are established arbitrarily and are not given as such in a particular
ordering of human organisms or collective contexts. The labor theory of value, biological (i.e. race-based)
explanation, or even as if universal principles of justice have received heavy criticism for their inability to
explain empirically human action (A. Sandel, 2014; M. Sandel, 1982; Walzer, 1983).
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a set of principles or its functional or performative aspect with consensus, a concept
alien to Durkheim’s framework, as has been done (Alexander, 1988, pp. 195-198;
Bernard, 1983; Dayan & Katz, pp. 161-166; Hunt, 1988, p. 30; Parsons, 1937). It is
the voluntarism implied by consensus in which Durkheim is arguably least interested
(see Schmaus, 1994, pp. 13—15). It is a strictly empirical matter whether a given
individual participates in a form of collective consciousness. The ordering principles
need not endure (as seen in social currents and fashions, the tendency of which is to
pass quickly), although it is the enduring ones that often matter most for sociological
explanation.

In studies of nations and nationalism, the collective consciousness of the
putative national unit or group is the lodestar. The characteristics of such a form of
collective consciousness constitute the definition of the nation itself and, once they
are discovered, elucidation of the process of the formation of those characteristics
serves to make sense of them in addition to contributing to what we know about
the creation of social solidarity and social order in general. Forms of collective
consciousness are seen by Durkheim to develop in history. Emphatically, although
Durkheim sought to create a science that permitted sociological explanation, history
plays a key role in his framework. In order to understand the place a given form of the
collective consciousness has in social life as a whole, analysis of historical context is
of paramount importance. Every characteristic element of a given form of collective
consciousness is recognized as having a process of formation of its own, and the
context of its creation reveals its role or function as well as its nature and significance.
This holds for the form of collective consciousness as well as its elements.

Durkheim’s emphasis on history makes clear that even when sociological analysis
turns its attention to the individual or the historical event the significant phenomena
are seen as socio-historically constituted. Durkheim’s approach allows one both to
identify the principles and significance of a given action or set of actions as well as
to discover whether a particular form of the collective consciousness is a variety of
another species or if it is to be regarded as a manifestation sui generis (1938a; 1938b).
History thus entails accounting for contingent actions in addition to accounting for
a series of such actions understood as cohering one way or another and illuminating
the nature of that coherence (see Bellah, 1959). The choice regarding the taxonomic
rank to be assigned to a particular form of collective consciousness is adjudicated
best according to the degree of fit with the empirical data with reference to the
guiding question.!® By revealing the conditions and causes of the development of the
elements of a given form of collective consciousness, the study of the past permits
the sociological understanding of the present. Durkheim sees all human institutions

15 For example, it is conceivable that some forms of ethnicity —say, African-American— may be varieties emer-
gent from nations, which suggests an empirical reversal of the general pattern identified by Smith (see Du
Bois, 1903; Smith, 1986).
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as being rooted in history; hence history offers the key to understanding the genesis
of such institutions and the role these institutions serve in a given historical context
(1898c; 1901-1902). Methodologically speaking, the historical approach involves
isolating the defining characteristics of the collective consciousness and examining
how they developed in time. The elements of the collective consciousness must
be isolated and explained, which is to say that their conditions and causes must be
discovered (see 1938a; 1938Db).

Durkheim never conducted a study of nations and nationalism, but he did
develop certain arguments that illuminate phenomena of specific interest to
scholars of nations and nationalism. His view of French and German collective
consciousness and his conception of the state are two salient ones. First, his
discussions of key features of French and German collective consciousness,
although they are schematic, function as guiding lights that may lead scholars to
the kind of phenomena he thought worthy of attention and systematic investigation
(Malczewski, 2015a; see also Durkheim, 1961 [1925], p. 234; Fournier, 2013,
pp. 75-78, 298-302, 451-453). He notes that the French are characterized by a
basic Cartesianism and that the contemporary French of his day could be said
to recognize the individual as a sacred being and to accord him supreme value
(1898a, 1938a, b). The German collective consciousness, in contrast, is said to
regard the state as the highest form of community, and, in this way, the state itself
is sovereign and above or superior to the individual (1915). Durkheim claims that
the state is power in the German collective consciousness, and through this we
understand phenomena such as German conquest, annexation, and disregard of
the rights of nationalities. Durkheim claims that these qualities are visible in the
motto “Deutschland iiber alles” (or “Germany above all”) as well as in the writings
of Heinrich von Treitschke, the late-nineteenth century writer and political figure
whom he takes to be a paradigmatic representative.'® What is perhaps most clearly
of enduring value in this short work is the manner in which Durkheim analyzes
social facts such as mottos, texts, and historical events in order first to define the
putative characteristics of the collective consciousness and then to posit how this
form of collective consciousness developed and how it bears on action. Durkheim
thus provides a strong complement to Les forms élémentaires de la vie religieuse in
the demonstration of his methodological approach and theoretical ambition.

Second, Durkheim defines the state as “the people awakened to a consciousness of
itself, of its needs and its aspirations” (1915, p. 27)."” The conception of the people

16 His commentary on Germany must be treated cautiously, however. The defining characteristics of the Ger-
man collective consciousness are found in his essay L 'Allemagne au-dessus de tout: la mentalité allemande
et la guerre, which was written during the first part of World War I and may be said to lack scholarly detach-
ment.

17 His definition of a people and his discussion of civil society provide context (1915, p. 27-34).
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Durkheim has in mind is a collective he terms political society, which is “the coming
together of a rather large number of secondary social groups, subject to the same one
authority which is not itself subject to any other superior authority duly constituted”
(1992 [1957], pp. 42-45). A people is thus a politically sovereign entity comprised
of a number of various groups each having a form of collective consciousness of
its own by which it may be recognized analytically.'® In referring to the people
being awakened to a consciousness of itself Durkheim means that the nature of the
collective representations produced by the officials or agents of the state have an
explicit nature —that is to say that the collective representations are relatively clear,
vivid, and have a specific self-consciously recognized intent (1992 [1957], p. 50;
see also 42—-54). These representations differ markedly from those of the general
collective consciousness in that the latter are several, diffuse, and often obscure (as in
the case of myths or legends). The intensity with which the collective representations
of the state are experienced Durkheim sees as being akin to the intensity of feeling
corresponding to restitutive law that he discusses in chapter three of De la division
du travail social, which is to say that not only are they not intense but also that they
might not be felt at all (1893).

A Durkheimian approach to studies of nations and nationalism hence begins with
the definition of the form of collective consciousness of the putative national unit
and an understanding of how its characteristic elements developed in history. It
then entails an analysis of the causes and functions of key qualities of that form of
collective consciousness in its aspect as a putative set of collective representations
conditioning and effecting action and social transformation. Put differently, a
Durkheimian approach commences with a relatively basic descriptive and historical
level of analysis to establish a key conceptual object and then proceeds to a higher-
level inquiry into more complex relationships of causality, function, and theoretical
significance. Durkheim’s general theoretical view of collective representations
— namely, the view that analysis of action can provide insight into the causes and
functions of aspects of consciousness that are etiologically social and that structure
action and social transformation — in this way situates the empirical phenomena at the
center of studies of nations and nationalism in a framework befitting their supposed
general significance. It also serves to make of each case a discrete contribution to
the understanding of an actual, particular, historical collectivity.! This approach
places an emphasis on the realm of symbolically constituted phenomena, which is

18 This conception is nearly indistinguishable from his view of a nationality, which he defines as “a group of
human beings, who for ethnical or perhaps merely for historical reasons desire to live under the same laws,
and to form a single State, large or small, as it may be: and it is now a recognized principle among civilized
peoples that, when this common desire has been persistently affirmed, it commands respect, and is indeed
the only solid basis of a State” (1915, p. 40).

19 In this way, Durkheim’s approach counters the tendency to treat nations as mere type cases or epiphenomena
(e.g. Gellner, 1983; Hobsbawm, 1990).

51



iSTANBUL UNiVERSITESi SOSYOLOJi DERGiSi

taken to be of key importance both to understanding the sui generis characteristics of
nationalities and to shedding light on the general bases of human social order.

Whatis perhaps most useful for studies of nations and nationalism is that Durkheim’s
approach offers a theory with an explicit epistemological position (including a
number of metatheoretical markers, such as his view — one that is rooted in empirical
evidence — that the symbolic aspects of sacred entities are not fixed and tend to
transform?), enabling the achievement of clarity regarding the general implications
of scholarship on nations and nationalism carried out along these lines. Studying
nations and nationalism from a Durkheimian standpoint affords an understanding of
phenomena in terms of what they suggest about the constitutive principles of human
collectivities and, in particular, provides insight into the relationship between the
symbolic dimension of human experience and social transformation.

In order to illustrate the Durkheimian approach to the study of nations and
nationalism, I discuss Anthony Smith’s influential The Ethnic Origins of Nations
(1986) and then turn attention to Liah Greenfeld’s key contribution to the
understanding of nationalism (1992) and her more recent work examining the
functional implications of nationalism for contemporary society. The work of these
two scholars has been singled out in order to draw attention to the general theoretical
value of work on nations and nationalism and its basis in history as seen from the
Durkheimian standpoint elaborated here.

Ethnies, Nations, and Nationalism

Although Anthony Smith and Liah Greenfeld pose questions concerning different
facets of nations and nationalism, there is a striking convergence at the level of
analysis and its significance for general social theory in the accounts they provide in
explaining the nature, conditions, and causes of the form of society — i.e. the general
type of collective consciousness — known as the nation (Smith, 1983, 1986, 1991,
1996, 1998, 2002, 2014; Greenfeld, 1992, 2001). The Durkheimian intuitions driving
their work are, in this way, perhaps clearest. At the center of their major studies is
an engagement with social facts with an emphasis on the defining characteristics
of collective consciousness and how they developed historically. Smith’s and
Greenfeld’s views regarding the genealogical development and historical status of the
nation have parallels, although Greenfeld makes a strong claim regarding the recent
emergence of the nation that nuances Smith’s classic refutation of “modernist” views
and highlights the emergent and sui generis nature of the nation form and its import
for modernity (Greenfeld, 1992; Smith, 1986, 6-18). Perhaps most importantly,
Smith’s and Greenfeld’s work opens a vista on the nature of human society as such.
A brief overview of their contributions in this regard follows.

20 See for instance Durkheim’s discussion of the impure sacred. Cf. Kurakin (2015).
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Anthony Smith

In The Ethnic Origins of Nations, Smith traces the roots and ethnic foundations
of nations (1986). The central object of inquiry is a particular pattern or tendency
between one form of society (i.e. ethnic community, or “ethnie”) and another (i.e. the
nation). Smith’s guiding question, in this way, has the aim of grasping the process
of differentiation genealogically whilst delineating the characteristics of putative
ethnies and nations. The study’s theoretical power lies in the conjecture that the
nation is significantly conditioned by a form of large-scale collective identity that
has existed in various epochs and amongst different groups that suggests a general
pattern of human social order. The focus on a specific form of collective identity
—i.e. ethnie— brings one closer to understanding the sui generis qualities of that form
(this meets the basic threshold for conceptual development) and the study of the
relationship between that form and another —i.e. the nation— sheds theoretical light
both on the general question of social transformation and on the nature of human
social order as such.

Smith’s concept of ethnie —defined as “named human populations with shared
ancestry myths, histories and cultures, having an association with a specific
territory and a sense of solidarity”— denotes a putatively general form of collective
consciousness (1986, p. 32). This general form is proposed to be commensurable to
other general forms such as religion, occupation, or family. Particular ethnies (e.g.
Normans, Greeks, etc.) refer to specific types of collective consciousness within
the general form, and, therefore, they denote specific empirical societies within the
common type. To refer to a given collectivity as “Greek” from this perspective, for
instance, is to say that the beliefs and sentiments common to the average man in that
collectivity exhibit certain typical characteristics.

Smith places an emphasis on understanding a number of theoretical entities seen to
drive action: sentiments, attitudes, and perceptions. These entities are regarded as key
explanatory elements. They are the putatively effective forces of society that analysis
of the collective consciousness allows one to see. Smith’s adoption of Durkheim’s
theoretical view is here most in evidence insofar as Smith indicates it is where
he expects explanatory power to be found. Smith acknowledges that mechanisms
of diffusion and transmission help complete the account, but these mechanisms
are analytically secondary. The significant empirical facts or more basic objects
underlying Smith’s concept of ethnie are myths, memories, values, and symbols.
These more basic objects are seen to index the sentiments, attitudes, and perceptions
that are regarded not only as the defining qualities of a particular form of social
solidarity but also as the most telling indicators of the states of consciousness that
drive action — i.e. the explicanda of sociology (1986, p. 15).
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What Smith’s work brings into view is the central importance of symbolic
phenomena taking the form of myths, memories, and values in the construction of a
general theoretical view. Ethnies are theoretical entities constructed out of essentially
symbolic phenomena, and their process of development is explained historically. The
epistemological relationship between the relatively more basic symbolic phenomena
engaged at the descriptive level, the mid-level theoretical entities that he constructs
out of them (i.e. sentiments, attitudes, and perceptions), and the more general and
encompassing theoretical entities he postulates (e.g. the Greek ethnie) is in plain
view. Such general theoretical entities comprehend the characteristic principles
defining a putatively extant or once-extant form of consciousness that help illuminate
the actions and ways of life of a particular population. Myths, memories, and values
are symbolically constituted phenomena whose organizing principles may provide
insight on the nature of human experience. With the adoption of a Durkheimian
attitude mentale, the study of them in this way illuminates the extent to which some
phenomena (e.g. collectivities, events, geographic locations, etc.) are relevant by
ascribing analytical significance to them and conveys meaning to actions, events, and
other phenomena.

Liah Greenfeld

A signal contribution of Liah Greenfeld’s work is her focus on the processes of
social transformation that give rise to nations. Her work offers a genealogical account
of the emergence of nations and nationalism and examines the transformation of
societies that became nations whilst accounting for both the roles of other forms of
collective consciousness — such as, in the case of France, Catholicism and noblesse
— as conditions providing the symbolic material out of which particular nations
took shape and the roles that social carriers of these forms of consciousness came
to play in spreading national consciousness (1992; 2001). Greenfeld argues that the
nation form emerged in early sixteenth-century England. The sui generis qualities of
the nation —the qualities that make this form of society distinct and that legitimate
Greenfeld’s claim about the nation’s modernity— are the conceptual linkage of the
“people” with an “elite” and the essentially secular view of reality whose essential
status component entails the principles of fundamental equality of membership in a
community and popular sovereignty (1992, pp. 3-26, 31-87, 2013, p. 2). Empirical
instances of nations manifest characteristics that set them apart from one another in
striking ways. To wit, the conception of a people as sovereign (originally, in England)
was transformed as it spread to mean, in certain cases (e.g. Germany and Russia), a
unique sovereign people. This crucial difference characterizes what Greenfeld terms
“civic” versus “ethnic” nations and reflects a major difference in criteria for the
inclusion or exclusion of members of specific nations.
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Although Max Weber’s influence stands out most clearly in Greenfeld’s early
work, her theoretical perspective is, at its base, essentially Durkheimian.?! One of
the core theoretical insights structuring her work is that the function of a form of
collective consciousness provides insights reaching beyond the case of historical
interest and illuminates essential social processes. The most salient manner in which
Greenfeld’s focus on function offers analytical purchase is her extensive treatment
of moments of social transformation putatively brought on by the inadequacy of a
form of consciousness in emergent social contexts (1992, pp. 44-51, 133—-154, 293—
314; 2001, pp. 242-267). One of her key explanatory concepts, anomie, develops
Durkheim’s concept and is embedded in an epistemic framework that sees nationalism
as a first-order explanans for social order in modern societies. Her development of the
concept of anomie into a theoretical entity denoting not only a structural insufficiency
of symbolic order but also a psychological state of being with observable effects on
the functionality of mind is more revealing (2005a, 2013, p. 5, 8, 27-31, 178-210,
620-626). Greenfeld argues that the structural inconsistency or experiential lack
of fit between certain forms of consciousness and lived experience precipitated the
national form of consciousness that better accounted for the experience of actors.
She details the significant ways in which national consciousness came to reshape the
key structures of the societies in question, and the historical evidence she marshals
makes apparent the process of change —e.g. showing both how forms of collective
consciousness precede the creation of regular patterns of activity such as modern
economy and develop along the lines laid out by this form of consciousness (Greenfeld,
2001). This discussion suggests that the study of collective consciousness reveals the
way that collective representations function at the level of the individual and, more
specifically, that the core principles of nationalism create functional demands on
individuals which are linked to creativity as well as mental disease (Greenfeld, 2013;
see Cerulo, 2014). In this way, Greenfeld’s first-order analysis of the genealogical
development of the nation form and its specific characteristics in historical cases (e.g.
English individualism, French civic collectivism, etc.) leads to the development of
second-order analysis engaging the level of collective representations —in this case,
their function.

Durkheimian theory is advanced by Greenfeld, moreover, by a theoretical
conceptualization of the anatomy of the mind. Greenfeld places emphasis on collective
representations and posits a model of how they manifest in a putative functional
structure of the mind (2013), and she proposes a general model of the relationship
between features of collective consciousness and the structures of mind and culture.
Such explicit theoretical development of the several epistemological levels of
analysis into a theory of mind and of culture not only owes a debt to Durkheim in

21 Elsewhere Greenfeld has emphasized her relationship to Durkheim more strongly (Greenfeld, 2004, pp.
288-322, 2005a, 2005b, 2007, pp. 125-142, 2013).
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the theoretical ambition he enabled, but it also thus ties together the implications of
Durkheim’s three major works in their emphasis on how collective representations
transform human bodies (1893, 1897, 1912).

The endurance of certain social forms is an object that Durkheim’s thought helps
analyze and explain. Both Smith and Greenfeld wish to understand why it is that
some forms of collective consciousness go so deep as to endure over long periods
—especially in contexts of apparently widespread social change. The centrality of
one’s ethnic community is experienced, in Smith’s words, as “natural” and “proper”
(1986, pp. 48-49). Greenfeld argues that in societies defined as nations, national
consciousness not only offers a view of one’s general identity in a collective but also
that the fundamental secularism and view of popular sovereignty provide the image
of reality as such for members of the nation that extends well beyond the question of
collective identity (1992, pp. 3-26, 2013, pp. 1-31).

Discussion

The implications of Durkheim’s thought for studies of nations and nationalism
for general sociology are patent. The empirical research noted above demonstrates
that the constituent parts of forms of collective consciousness are adaptable, which
is to say that the elements that comprise a form of society are seen as dynamic and
malleable (Cf. Alexander, 2013, p. 694). This key point is in evidence on every
page of Durkheim’s two-volume L Evolution pédagogique en France (1938a;
1938b) and directly challenges the misguided view of Durkheimian theory as being
fundamentally conservative (Bernard, 1983) and unable to address social variability
and transformation — indeed, the essence of Durkheimian theory may be said to be
the problem of social variability and transformation. As Brad West’s recent work
demonstrates, Durkheimian theory offers an approach that helps make sense of the
revitalization of forms of collective consciousness — including the nation (2008;
2015). The genealogical intuition guiding the Durkheimian approach to historical
transformation stands out here, particularly in the linkage of micro- and macro-
sociological analysis it affords; hence comparatively more subtle transformations of
social order can be accounted for alongside more salient ones.

The Durkheimian approach entails an epistemic framework that interprets human
social order as unfolding from symbolically constituted conditions. As seen in Smith’s
and Greenfeld’s work, their basic first-order subject matter —i.e. myths, memories,
values, etc.— is comprised of a set of reality that is symbolically constituted. Second-
order analysis suggests that sentiments, attitudes, and perceptions are the theoretical
entities that are the key to explanation given that they are posited to be the states
of consciousness motivating action and bringing about social transformation. A

56



Malczewski / Durkheim and the Nation

complete theoretical treatment of these entities demands a discovery of their causes
and functions. Theoretical development on this front remains a major opportunity —
as Durkheim notes, it is a mistake to leave these questions to psychology, given that
the phenomena in question have peculiar qualities demanding methods and theories
suited to them (1898b). As Greenfeld’s work suggests, inquiry into the relative
sufficiency or adequacy of the symbolic orders offered by various nationalisms can
illuminate not only the functional processes of the societies in question but also may
lead to the better understanding as to how variations in the levels of symbolic order
(see Durkheim, 1897) may be productive of social transformation.

On this note, two of the biggest opportunities for contemporary studies of nations
and nationalism pursued along Durkheimian lines is found in the focus on the
symbolic element in, respectively, the study of ritual and the study of materiality.
Smith’s development of Durkheim’s insights on the significance of ritual helps clarify
the ways in which the symbolic aspect is tied to the repetitive element of performance
(Smith, 2014). This insight is developed elsewhere to great effect by Robert Bellah
and also in Rachel Tsang and Eric Taylor Woods’ recent volume (Bellah, 2005; Tsang
& Woods, 2014; Cf. Deacon, 1997). The constitutive and reproductive importance
of the symbolic element in material reality is at the center of recent studies in
materiality or what Jeffrey Alexander calls (in a most Durkheimian manner) “iconic
consciousness” (2008; 2010; 2012; see also Bartmanski, 2012, 2014; Bartmanski &
Alexander, 2012; Malczewski, 2016). The implications for studies of nations and
nationalism appear clear (Rose-Greenland, 2013; Verdery, 1999; Zubrzycki, 2011).

Finally, taking forms of collective consciousness as the key explanatory variables,
core features of political society —e.g. the state— are better understood. To be clear, on
this view state processes and policies are in a key respect dependent on the society that
enables and legitimates them. Although the state’s organizing principles are products
of the collective consciousness, the state is not a mere reflection of the collective
consciousness.”? The organizing principles reflect the collective consciousness
partially and are conditioned by the historical milieu in which they were realized.
More importantly, the localization of these principles in a specific pattern of action
indicates a relatively autonomous form of society within the society of origin. In
this way, the state and the society at large (of which the state is a part) reciprocally
condition and shape one another.”® Nevertheless, the difference between these two
societies is marked. In the one case the society with the more encompassing form

22 Smith appears to conflate nation and state (1991, p. 14; 1998), although he seeks to render the distinction
clearer in his later work (2002, p. 15; see Guibernau, 2004).

23 Durkheim’s under-read work on socialism and the role of professional guilds illustrates this point most
clearly. See 1958 and 1938a, b. Also see the comprehensive discussion of professional guilds in the original
introduction to the first edition of De la division du travail social. This discussion was truncated significantly
for the second edition upon which translations in English are based and which is also the standard version
reprinted in French.
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of collective consciousness lacks a structure of which it is self-aware. In the case of
the state there are organizing principles to be found that are concretely established
and through which action is consciously and deliberately guided; there is as it were
a self-consciousness in the collective consciousness of the state. Once instituted,
however, the state is expected to develop according to a relatively autonomous logic
(n.b. this is an empirical generalization). The aims and functions of the state develop
along lines provided by the constitutive principles — i.e. the most sacred elements
of its collective consciousness (see Durkheim, 1915, pp. 2740, 1958, pp. 53-54,
2003 [1957], pp. 49-50; also see my footnote ix in the present article). Emphatically,
Durkheim’s view is not deterministic: the generative principles which guide the state
remain open to change. The point is that this form of social organization develops in
a deliberate manner, guided by principles that are objects of contemplation.?*

The aim of the state in general is to enact the will of the sovereign authority, and
the characteristic organizing principle is the form of collective order —i.e. the form
of the political society— according to which the agents of sovereign authority pursue
this aim. Durkheim’s insight is that the generative principle that defines the form of
collective order expresses the nature of the society in which it was born as well as
the contexts of its historical origin.?> The form of collective order of a given state is
then seen to have organizing principles reflecting the nature of the society in which
it emerged and the historical conditions that afforded its emergence. It follows that to
grasp the nature of a state is to approach the question in a general theoretical manner
seeking first and foremost to determine the qualities of the collective consciousness
of the political society that gave rise to it and then to use the understanding of this
collective consciousness to identify the nature of the symbolic ordering principles
that constitute the state’s domain and aims. To grasp the nature of a given state is
thus to understand the collective consciousness of the political society it serves and
to use this, for instance, as a measure to comprehend the degree to which the state in
question is autonomous or the extent to which it shapes reciprocally the qualities of
the political society in question.

These are just some of the ways that Emile Durkheim’s theory of collective
representations offers a framework that continues to bear fruit just over 100 years
since the publication of his last major work. In its emphasis on questions tied to
a general theoretical framework and an approach to historical subject matter that
is scientific in its aims, it offers the study of nations and nationalism a clear route
to progressive research. Rethinking the study of nations and nationalism and
recognizing Durkheim’s continued relevance on questions of general theory can help

24 The state offers an exemplary instance of a “patterned activity” (Malczewski, 2014).

25 On this view, Durkheim owes a debt to Montesquieu, who sought to attain purchase on the underlying causes
of political regimes (Durkheim, 1960, pp. 1-64; Montesquieu, 1989, pp. 308-336).
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to reinvigorate sociology in the 21% century as well as programs of research that use
sociology’s guiding lights.

Grant Support: The author received no financial support for this work.
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With the purpose of seeking a balance, Ottonello (2016) classifies the different
interpretations that have dominated Durkheim’s reception into four distinct groups:
close collaborators who continued, spread and compiled his work (Davy, Mauss,
Bouglé, Fauconnet and others between 1920 and 1940); collaborators’ disciples
who continued the study of other cultures while criticizing the main theoretical
Durkheimian principles (Lévi-Strauss, Dumézil, between 1930 and 1980); new
theoretical sociologists (Parsons, Giddens, Habermas, between 1930 and 1980); and
those people in charge of detailed historiographical studies (Lukes, Besnard, Hirst,
Karady, Tiryakian, Bellah, 1970 up to now?).

In this heterogeneous set of viewpoints, examining the specific form of the political
dimension of different social processes does not occupy a prominent place in the
Durkheimian project.® Derek (1991) dares to say that Durkheim’s observations to the
modern state and politics have been obviously dodged.

Even though they constitute a minority, there are some valuable analyses in
specialists’ literature not in tune with the hegemonic topics- (Birnbaum, 1976;
Filloux, 1977; Giddens, 1986; Lacroix, 1981; Hawkins, 1981), which throw light on
some unattended aspects of the Durkheimian political sociology.

To the rejection that a Parsonian interpretation generates of Durkheim’s work as a
sociology of order, controversies of the value and the limitations ofhis political theory can
be added. Other interpretations consider this theory suspicious of an organicism tending
to strengthen the state leviathan and they enter in dispute against those that highlight
that it is the human being the one who limits the power of the State. Interpretations
that praise its capacity not to remain caught in the narrowness of political phenomena
with the purpose of sinking its roots in structural analysis, run counter to those that
criticize its dismissal of the political institutions themselves. Those interpretations that
recognize an important explicative potential in his theory are contradicted by those
readings that consider it as a doctrine that conserves social control.

There exist some debates on the importance or not of differentiating stages or
moments with different purposes. Lacroix (1981) claims that in Durkheim’s work
published in 1893 he does not present any further conceptualization because he
presents his characteristic idea of absolute determinism together with the possibility
of action and the autonomy of collective representations. In this sense, Alexander
(1982) considers that all the issues related to his thesis in 1893, which put a lot of
emphasis on social structure and density, should be distinguished from the ideas in

2 Itis also worth saying that the latest biographic work on Fournier’s life (2007) complemented all the classi-
cal studies which attempt to illustrate Durkheim’s intellectual trajectory.

3 The absence of Political Sociology in the Durkheimian classification of social sciences, pointed out by Favre
(1982), constitutes undoubtedly one of the reasons that accounts for this disdain.
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The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, by means of which he tries to account for
the effervescence of social action. On the contrary, Giddens (1979) puts forward that
the postulates presented in the text regarding division of labor are not meaningless
phrases. He adds that they are general frameworks in which all the rest of his texts
could be placed. Also, Filloux (1977) y Joas (1993) highlight the unity and coherence
in Durkheimian theorical project.

The purpose of this article, clearly located in the field opened by the aforementioned
analyses, is specifically identifying the thesis and conceptual apparatuses that
emerge from the issues of the state and politics in Durkheim’s production between
1892 and 1893.

In this short but productive period, the center of the scene is occupied by the
problem of the cohesive function of division of social labor in modern societies.
However, this does not prevent him from developing important definitions on the
political action and on the modern state, its functions and its fields of action. All this
will be shown next.

It is worth mentioning that the years 1892/1893 which are the focus of this analysis
must be considered as a continuation of some problems that began to emerge by the
middle of the previous decade.

In Durkheim’s earlier interventions, asking about the role that the state played in
the national integration of a nation was one of his main enquiries*. However, it must
be assumed that as Durkheim came into contact with intellectual activity in German
universities, he appeared to be more and more convinced of the inability of political
power to bring all individuals together in an everlasting nation.

In fact, in the review Les études de science sociale (Durkheim, 1886), he asserts
that those who claim that there is no law or moral before the appearance of the state
are mistaken because they have both existed since men have lived side by side.
Political bodies themselves cannot generate social cohesion, rather they reinforce,
order and apply moral rules (these do have integrating strength) which are inscribed
in the nature of social life. Therefore, no everlasting collectivity can emerge from
individuals who are joint together by external impositions.

A society is not a collection of individuals who are kept together by means of an enormous
and monstrous machine. This is not a society. Solidarity comes from inside, not outside. Men
are joint together naturally like the atoms of a certain mineral or the cells of an organism. (...)

4 Even though there are more advances in the field of the enquiries than in the actual production of concepts,
in some bibliographic reviews, speeches and courses carried out by Durkheim between 1883 and 1885, it can
be noted an argumentative line according to which the cohesion of a nation, the main problem that moves
him into reflection, depends at the same time but in different degrees on the pressure of the social moral
and the behavior of an state understood as being the directive strength that rules and combines all the basic
movements. For further analysis of this period, see Inda (2007).
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Atall times in a society’s development, said solidarity is expressed externally by means of an
appropriate structure. The state is one of these structures. The state is the external and visible
form of sociability (...). (Durkheim, 1886, p. 212)

According to the young Durkheim’s words (1887a), a lack of national union
requires constituting a new moral and teaching it: this is what he learnt from German
professors. Professors” work must be civic, it must be useful to defend the nation, to
enforce laws and to fight against individualism, which is the source of dissolution of
all and any national bounds.

If moral authority is the driving potency that joins all the individuals together in a
nation and the antidote against the anarchy which would rule if people give up to their
selfish appetites, the state is responsible for transmitting the precepts of a moral and
secular education (Durkheim, 1887a).

In the text La science positive de la morale en Allemagne® (Durkheim, 1887b),
he goes further in his argumentation and he claims that the state is in charge of
exerting its force to achieve the application of Law whose principles come from the
inherent customs of collective life. However, he still points out that the coercion that
is centered on the state is not enough to guarantee the compliance of the rules, as its
legitimacy depends on the fact that this coercion is supported by collective feelings.
He rejects the proposal of the German “Sociologists of the Chair” to define the moral
principles of an state’s action that fosters a fair distribution of social richness since
he is firmly convinced that legal rules are not the result of a mere political action as
legislators illustrated it.

He insists on the idea that the energy of the state lies in its capacity to represent
common beliefs and feelings transmitted from generation to generation and that they
carry a compulsory strength for all and any wills (Durkheim, 1888).

It is worth noting that in Durkheim’s viewpoint, the state is a superior power to
individuals, and as any other social phenomenon, it is so, in the sense that it is previous
to them and it does not depend on their wills. However, this superiority cannot be
considered as a possibility for the state to coercively interfere in the individuals’ lives
and absorb them. In fact, this interference is typical of despotic states.

5 This decisive text in the trajectory of Durkheim’s thoughts constitutes an exposition in front of French social
philosophers about the progresses carried out by economists and jurists in the constitution of a positive
science of moral. Here, he analyzes the approaches of the “sociologists of the chair” Wagner and Schmoller,
Schieftle’s work, the theory of the jurist Jhering and professor Wundt’s moral theory. In general words, it can
be said that beyond certain specific criticisms, he rescues from these thinkers their insistence on considering
the rules and moral actions as phenomena of social organization. He also takes from them their idea that a
moral obligation is social in its origin and its nature, their criticism against orthodox economists based on an
individualist utilitarianism, their aspiration to transform the study of moral into a positive science and their
consideration of a society as something irreducible to the individuals, with its own strength.
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A bit later, moved by reading Tonnies, Durkheim (1889) puts emphasis on his
conclusion of 1886 related to the interiority of social solidarity and he insists that the
regeneration of social tissues mainly depends on a moral attraction rather than on the
force of the state.

To sum up, all the concepts presented by Durkheim in his famous texts of 1892
and 1893, come from an activity of going more deeply and precisely on some former
readings and enquiries as it will be shown later. In them, it can be appreciated that the
issue of social solidarity is transformed into the departing point of a moral science
and in a key problem that articulates all the other topics, including those from the
state and the exercise of politics.

Legislators as Customs Translators

In his latin thesis on Montesquieu, Durkheim concludes that an appropriate
classification of societies cannot be limited to the forms of government, as morality,
religion, commerce and family are the elements that express its essential nature,
forming the true matter of social sciences.

If at first sight Montesquieu’s classification seems to depend on the number of
governors and the form of administration of public affairs; an attentive look shows,
according to Durkheim (1892a)®, that Montesquieu considers society as a whole; that
is, the number, the disposition and the cohesion of its elements.

Different from a monarchy’, that corresponds to societies where social division
of labor is well-developed, the Republic, especially in its democratic form, can be
displayed in societies composed by similar members, even in their fortunes and
private lives, who are linked and juxtaposed by the same bonds among themselves.
Political positions and magistrates are occupied for a fixed period of time and they do
not imply a superior position (Durkheim, 1892a).

6 Besides the referred French text, the recent version called Montesquieu by Watts Miller y Griffiths can be
usefully consulted Quid Secundatus Politicae Scientiae Instituendae Contulerit which includes an English
translation of the original Latin text as well as criticisms, corrections and explanations about the decisions
made by the translator. It also presents an essay written by Watts Miller (1997) where he discusses the im-
portance of his Latin thesis as a text about the nature of causality, the method and a comparative analysis,
together with The rules of sociological method, these two texts must be read in order to understand the
Durkheimian project.

7 Montesquieu claims that in monarchies we can prove the formula according to which power stops power,
as the different organs of the social body limit the prince authority at the same time they stop each other
reciprocally. The diversity of functions and its consequent persecution of personal interests are the source
of cohesion in this type of societies. Believing that they are just pursuing individual advantages, they are
unconsciously pursuing the common good, as honor is the basis of public life. A despotic state constitutes a
degradation of the other forms. This takes place when in a monarchy, there does not exist any labor division,
being differences abolished or when in a democracy, every citizen is the same in serfdom. Here, the basis of
the political life is to be afraid of the prince (Durkheim, 1892a).
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He does coincide with Montesquieu that loving your nation and state more than
yourself is the basis of a Republic; but Durkheim (1892a) does not consider that this
political virtue is the result of the fact that there exist laws that prohibit few people’s
enrichment — and with this, having large distances between fortunes- since laws do
not have the power to originate common good.

In spite of all his merits, the classification made by the author of De [’esprit des
lois implies, from a Durkheimian perspective, an overestimation of the legislators’
roles and of the political® authority in general.

In Montesquieu’s viewpoint, the legislator plays a fundamental role in every
social organization in forging the laws that rule it. Opposite to the spontaneous
customs emerged from collective life, laws require from a political will capable
of examining society nature to distinguish its goal and the appropriate means to
achieve it. Although laws cannot be arbitrary, and they must recognize the rooted
customs of a society, they cannot exist without the creative and crucial intervention
of a legislator.

However, Durkheim (1892a) considers that laws are not mainly the result from
the legislator’s task but that they come from customs. Laws are the same as customs,
sometimes unconscious and obscure, defined and expressed in a clear way. When
writing a law, the legislator acts as a tool for causes that exceed him completely.

Law does not need primarily anything from the State or from its forms of
organization. It is not based on an external and artificial coercion but on an inner
feeling, that is, the individual interdependence in the fight for existence and in the
solidarity that joins them. The State, once formed, can regulate the execution of laws
but do not constitute the law. Crimes, for example, are a natural fact whose conditions
lie in the nature of the society itself and it does not depend on the will of the State
men (Durkheim, 1893a).

Some of the most distinctive statements presented in De la division du travail
social are already drafted in former efforts and as Lacroix (1981) points out: reading
Montesquieu from a critical perspective paves the way to analyzing the different
forms of solidarity.

8 Even though he considers Montesquieu slightly exaggerates, Durkheim (1892a) values the key role Mon-
tesquieu provides to the inherent conditions of the nature of the societies (soil nature, size of population,
weather conditions) in the definition of types of societies and the forms of the state. Considering the gover-
ning regime together with other characters of societies, he contradicts the restricted classifications based
exclusively on political factors.
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In effect, in this famous work, Durkheim (1893b) defines law as a visible symbol
that expresses collective’ will and he insists on the idea that the state organ in charge
of dictating and applying law is a mere vehicle for said will. Although men working
with laws play an organizing and clarifying role of diffused customs, they can neither
act to their own judgements nor go against rooted collective feelings.

The Forms of State as a Reflection of the Forms of Solidarity

Towards 1893, the queries about the State and its political action, framed with
insistence and emphasis on the previous decade, started to bring about precise
conceptual effects.

Paradoxically, while the problem of the State leaves the center of the scene
because Durkheim becomes certain that it does not have an own power but delegated
in the maintenance of social cohesion; his formulation gets more precise and full of
answers, not necessarily definitive ones, by the way.

How he deals with politics and State’s nature, its functions and its historical forms,
although secondary, is absolutely full of details in some aspects. In effect, a careful
reading of the three books that make up De la division du travail social'® makes us
recognize a series of statements and principles that show a deeper complexity in his
conception of State in general, and of Modern State in particular.

At first, we must point out that the thesis according to which the State is born in
the society and expresses its degree of solidarity, which started to be developed in the
last decade, acquires now more definitive edges than before.

From analyzing the genesis of punishment, Durkheim argued in favor of the
historical precedence of society, or more exactly, of the social solidarity, in respect
of the State.

The function of a court is firstly performed by the whole community met in an
assembly who reacts as a unit, because even though the punishment is not fixed yet
accurately, the crime is immediately recognized because it insults strong and defined
states of the collective consciousness. When the assembly takes a long time to

9 As it is well known, he distinguished two types of law: repressive law based on revenge, typical from so-
cieties where mechanic solidarity prevails, with a strong collective consciousness, which is extended and
mainly with a religious character. The other type is the restitutive law, made by rules that pursue recovering
disrupted relationships, corresponding to societies mainly bound by an organic solidarity due to the social
division of labor.

10 It can be checked in the English edition carefully done by the well-known specialist Steven Lukes published
in 2014 by Palgrave Macmillan editorial. Apart from being a revision of the original translation, in charge
of W. D. Halls, it includes Lewis Coser’s introduction from 1984 and a presentation of the above-mentioned
Steven Lukes who studies the most important theorical concepts of this work in its specific historical cir-
cumstances.
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embody a boss or a government organ, it is the nature of the collective feelings what
explains both, the punishment and the crime (Durkheim, 1893b).

If the State expresses the social life, therefore, different types of states correspond
to each type of society. This is the thesis that appears veiledly on Durkheim’s pages
devoted to differentiating societies that are kept cohesive around the similarities of
their members who base their integration on the social division of labor.

In those societies whose social structure corresponds to a mechanic solidarity,
it is common that the intense dependence that individuals have of the common
consciousness is transmitted to the boss or central authority who embodies this role.
The directing power that the controlling organ can reach in this type of societies is
due to the fact that it conforms an emanation from the collective consciousness. What
is more, in these conditions, the action of this collective consciousness can reach a
maximum energy as it stops being diffused and it is channeled through a definite
organ (Durkheim, 1893b).

Meanwhile in the societies with a predominance of organic solidarity, formed
by organs, functionally different and with an inner differentiation, coordinated and
subordinated to each other, the central organ does not bear an absolute power, but
it only performs a moderate and temporary action. While there is some mutual
dependence among the different organs, there are only differences in grade and none
of them bears an absolute power!! (Durkheim, 1893b).

Without being explicitly stated, we can recognize two types of relationships
between the state and the individual which each of them is staged over a type of
society. On one hand, there is a despotic or absolutist relationship that corresponds
to primitive or old societies with a centralized power, tending to have a mechanic
solidarity. On the other, there is a relationship which can be called organic or
functional as Durkheim does not use any precise qualificative adjective for this type
of relationship.

We can read between lines in Durkheim’s speech that he makes the following
conclusion: with a historic development, the state organ gets less and less despotic
as a preponderance for organic solidarity grows because of an expandable division
of social labor. The existence of differentiated organs and the dependence generated
between them by the social division of labor prevents an excessive exercise of
collective authority embodied by the state organs.

11 It’s worth saying that in Chapitre 7 you can find a definition of the state organ as a brain that leads the rela-
tions of the different social organs and it rules over every element or component. However, we must point
out that this faculty which empowers the state to direct plays a marginal role because we can not make any
precise conceptual interpretation or analogies. The most important concept he formulates is the one that
considers the state as an intermediary and translator of the collective consciousness.
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In other words, the nature of authoritarian governments comes from a social type
determined by a state of homogeneity that leaves almost no room for individual life
and that individuals are submitted to the state authority in the only way they know
how to do it in this social type, by a complete determination, in an absolute way. With
an advance of individualism, typical from social types which are closer in time, this
form of despotism moves back and tends to disappear.'?

The State as a Reinforcement of the Collective Consciousness

Even coming from the power that is diffuse in the society, the power of reaction
that governing functions bear, once they have appeared, has as a primary and main
function to guarantee the respect for beliefs and collective practices, in particular,
as Durkheim states (1893b), to defend common consciousness against internal and
external enemies.

How successful the state power can be in this crucial endeavor depends -according
to a circular reasoning- on the capacity it has to become an exceptional embodiment
of'the collective type, a supreme representative of the collective strengths from where
it gets its force.

The two modalities by means of which the state performs a function of strengthening
common life, as we can infer from his thesis in 1893, consist on clarifying diffuse
states and obscure social feelings that are part of the collective consciousness and on
suppressing opposing social forces despite the society fails to feel their dangerousness.

Let’s go back to the circle. The closer and more dependent the state apparatus
gets to the collective consciousness and more attention pays to the survival of said
consciousness, the more capable it will become to anticipate (standing for certain
acts as crimes) or to decipher their needs (regulating diffuse social customs) and to
foresee and repel any attacks against this collective consciousness.

The Extension of the State Sphere in Modern Societies

While arguing with spencer’s utilitarianism, Durkheim specifies his definition of a
modern state from the analysis of a question that keeps him awake from childhood: is
social harmony absolutely spontaneous, or does it need any type of political intervention?

12 Lately, different texts connecting Durkheim’s work to the republican tradition have been highlighted. In
France, Nicolet (1982), Rosanvallon (2004), and Spitz (2005) are works that should be mentioned, among
others. In the United States, Bellah (1973), Cladis (1992), and Challenger (1994), are works that must be
specially pointed out. According to Spitz, for example, Durkheim must be considered as a republican beca-
use of the fact that he has always rejected the mystic solution that confers to the state other objectives rather
than safeguarding and constituting individual rights. Cladis also illustrates this when he claims that Durk-
heim must be considered as “a classic republican within Tocqueville’s tradition” as he promotes a moral
individualism as a common faith that supports dignity and the individual’s rights and a plurality of spheres
that allows diversity and individual autonomy (Cladis, 1992, p. 164).
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In spencer’s industrial societies, as individual activity grows and free trade
increases, contractual relationships become widespread and solidarity turns automatic
as the result of the spontaneous agreement of individual interests. Social relationships,
mostly economic (exchanges, contracts) do not need any sort of regulations as they
depend on the free initiative of the parties. That is how, the lose both, power and the
scope of authority.

Durkheim denies sharing this belief as he considers that the stability of societies
where the division of social work has been extended would be in danger if it were
based on an individual interest, which only creates superficial and temporary bonds.
If selfishness cannot be restricted, we can only expect conflicts.

Besides, from his viewpoint, spencer’s ideas are not grounded on historical
research. Social discipline has not been relaxed with the passing of time, it has
only changed its form. Repressive law (criminal law) has lost ground while
restitutive or cooperative laws have been developed intensely (civil, commercial,
administrative, constitutional, etc.). The rules and practices tending to achieve
uniformity are not numerous anymore as the forms of social discipline that rule
complex social relationships have been multiplied among different social functions
(Durkheim, 1893b).

It cannot be denied that contractual relationships are multiplied together with
labor division, but non-contractual relationships are also developed, and a growing
state intervention is present in them. Marriage, for example, is not contracted
freely but the Church or a civil authority must intervene at the same time that
more formalities are needed to celebrate this ceremony. Adoption conditions
have also been multiplied through history. In short, obligations at home get more
and more numerous and they get a more public character. Ruling organs must
intervene to perform a moderating action on families because the family became
an organ with specific functions and what takes place within a family may affect
the rest of the society."

In contracts, you can also see the state action because they always follow regulations
as a result of social experience and tradition'*. The role of society is not reduced to
witness a free contract execution, but it intervenes in order to avoid contracts altering

13 In the course about the family that he gives in Burdeos, this theme is exhaustively developed. Durkheim
(1892b) establishes that the intervention of the state is the condition of a possible transformation of the pat-
riarchal family into a conjugal family, since without that intervention the family ties based on the marriage
would brake easily. At the same time, the state has become a factor of domestic life while it intercedes when
the father authority exceeds certain limit, it protects orphans and it establishes, in certain cases, the loss of
the parental rights, etc.

14 Durkheim revives from Schmoller the idea that the economic relations are always subject to customs and
law regulation, that do not consist, therefore, on an abstract exchange between individuals (Durkheim,
1887).
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the regular functioning of certain organs, to guarantee that justice is respected, to
apply general rules in specific cases and to prevent social harmony to be at risk.!s

Despite the ambiguous terms that he used in these sections'® (social action, social
intervention, public power), we can assure that he is talking about the growing intervention
of the state organ that dictates the laws and regulations, enforces and penalizes their
breach. Obviously, together with this organized and defined pression, you can find all the
obligations imposed by customs that have not been penalized yet by law.

To sum up, from a position trusting in historical progress, Durkheim believes that
not only is modern state less despotic than in the past but also it is characterized by an
extension of its intervention in social relationships known as private, in a movement
that does not generate any contradictions.

The Impotence of the Political Power in the Face of the Capitalist Crisis

When in his masterpiece published in 1893, Durkheim argues that it is the division
of labor which plays ever more the integrating role that a strong and extended
common conscious played before, he suggests certain unease. In fact, the division of
labor in the capitalist societies does not generate solidarity but conflicts!”. How does
he “solve” this issue? By making a shif: if the division of labor does not originate
solidarity, we are before an abnormal situation, consequence of the pathologic forms
that it has assumed momentarily.

The two main abnormal forms in which the division of social labor does not
produce solidarity are the anomic division of labor (that occurs when the growing
specialization relegates the individuals to isolated and meaningless employment, in
which each one does not take into account the common task, thus, turning into a
source of disintegration) and the forced or coercive division (the one that is imposed
to the individuals without taking into consideration aptitudes, abilities and hereditary
dispositions).!®

Innormal conditions, the necessary rules for the development of the functions come
from the division of labor, more precisely, they come from a sufficient and extended

15 Simultaneously, against socialists, he puts forwards that the state must not perform economic functions, that
is, it must not devote itself to the production, planning, or implementation of different reforms. The state
reforms that pretend to redistribute the wealth, only alter the natural functioning of the social mechanisms
and, besides, they do not work to reduce inequalities.

16 Sections I and II from Chapter VII (Durkheim, 1893b).

17 As it is known, the theoretical and political production of Durkheim takes place in a turbulent France for de-
cades by the economic transformations involved by the consolidation of capitalism, by the popular struggles
and by the bitter political struggles between the different capitalist fractions in order to achieve the hege-
mony in the state apparatuses and to impose the form of organization of the political power.

18 In what follows, the analysis is based on the extensive developments presented by Durkheim in Chapters 1
y 2, Book III (Durkheim, 1893b).
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contact between the different organs. Despite not producing mutual interdependence,
they express it in a clearly defined way, their existence is vital, mainly when the
functions are more specialized, and their organization is more complex, since when
the mutual obligations are not regulated, or they are regulated in an inappropriate
manner (anomic state), they lead to conflicts and situations of uncertainty that obstruct
the harmonious development of the functions.

Can the state in an anomic situation impose certain rules or regulations to get out
of it? Can it improve the contact between the different economic functions?

Comte, with whom Durkheim argues openly about this matter, considers that
as the variety of functions, and therefore, of feelings and interests, does not arise
spontaneously the required unity, the state is responsible for the special function of
constituting and keeping it.

Diametrically opposed to this position, Durkheim insists and maintains his
conviction: the spontaneous consensus of the parties (or internal solidarity) is the
necessary condition of the regulatory action of the superior centers. In order to have
a direction of the whole on the parties, it is essential that the whole does exist, that is
to say, that the parties should already be supportive to each other. If the division of
labor does not produce solidarity, it is because its conditions of existence have not
been conducted yet.

To Durkheim, it is a problem of unbalanced temporalities: when the economic
transformations occur with extremely rapidity, the spontaneous but slow balancing
processes of conflicting interests and of configuration of a set of customs cannot be
displayed. Later on, if they are taken into the state apparatus, they become rules of law.

The solution imagined by Durkheim for the abnormal and exceptional problem
of the anomic division of labor does not consist on giving an extraordinary power
or special functions to the state. It would be useless. The moral uniformity cannot
be maintained by force and it does not respond to political initiatives. At critical
moments, the state officials and the political forces also act as translators.

The legal indeterminacy that prevails in the economic world, for example, in the
relationships between the worker and the employer cannot be solved by a sovereign
action of the state or by a program or political action. Only when a worker, instead
of being isolated, acts in relation to the other workers and knows clearly the ultimate
aim of his tasks, only when each function has constant relations with the others, the
legislation will be able to promote solidarity.

In other words, the anomic crisis can only be overcome when in the division of the
social labor the cooperation is set up, that is, when it began to function normally by
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its own inertia. There is no action or political force -that Durkheim always defines as
external- that can intervene in this process.

The treatment that the coercive division of labor receives, confirms the preceding
conclusion. This abnormal situation in which the inferior classes (such is the term
Durkheim uses), discontented with the role that custom and law have assigned to
them, aim to perform functions that are prohibited for them, does not come from the
division of labor but, on the contrary, from the use of state coercion.

When the division of labor is imposed from upper classes and coercively, in a more
or less violent manner, the distance between interests, individual aptitudes and their
daily occupations are experienced as a suffering because they do not respond to “natural
talents”. And in this way, you only achieve an imperfect and disturbed solidarity.

Only the spontaneity guarantees a division of labor that corresponds to the variety
of abilities, that is, a division in which more competent individuals for each type of
activities, can reach them. The coercion begins when a regulation, a right, instead of
responding to natural talents and customs, it is based on force, and when the political
power tries to change the existing inequalities, that is to say, when it seeks to alter the
conditions in which the attendees dispute the functions.

Neither the state nor political forces, in short, must intervene in the development
of that competence through which the different economic functions are distributed.
They must also be careful to accept their results, even if they may seem unfair.

According to Durkheim, the only functions that correspond to the different state
instances consist of materializing in rules, those habits and customs emerging from the
nature of society (it should be understood as a field of dispute to perform the different
social functions); of safeguarding (accessorily) the maintenance of the undertaken
commitments' and of abstaining from modifying the rules of competition favoring
certain workers to the detriment of others (the contracting parties, for example, must
be in equal conditions and none must receive external help, only in this way, the
unequal situations in the society are limited to clarify the internal inequalities®).

Socialism as a Commitment towards a Moralizing State
In his article of 1893 dedicated to study scientifically the socialist doctrine,
Durkheim establishes that in its diverse variations, from the revolutionaries to

19 Accessorily, because according to Durkheim, the public authority is not enough to maintain the contracts and
it is essential that they be supported spontaneously.

20 Itis necessary to take into account that for Durkheim the coercion does not derive only from the state, though
it is the main way. For example, if a class is obliged to accept whatever price for its services, thanks to the
fact that another class owns the resources and not due to some social superiority. In this case, it can be said
that there is coercion of the second class on the first one.
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teaching socialism, it is characterized not only by the plan of changing the current
economic state but also by asking for a state regulation of the economic functions.

Emerging from a society with a division of labor increasingly marked, socialism
expresses for Durkheim (1893c¢) an undeniable and clear necessity: the industrial and
commercial functions, in order not to be diffuse, must be organized by the state.

Unlike communism, that corresponds to a historic stage of social indifference,
socialism, that is, the demand of an increased intervention of the state in the economy,
is consistent with more developed societies, composed of multiple and autonomous
organs but interdependent between them. What does the intervention, that Durkheim
agrees with, involve? It involves subordinating the individual purposes to the really
social purposes, that is to say, moral (1893c).

We cannot fail to notice that there has been a discrepancy regarding the function
attributed to the state. If on the pages referred to the moral function of de division of
labor, it is unable to regulate the complex diversity of the economic functions of the
modern societies, in his notes about socialism, there appear as an instance (not at all
exclusive) of moral organization of the economic world. This second perspective,
indeed, is emphasized in his immediately subsequent writings.

A few years later, in a situation of resurgence of the socialist thinking in France,
in the midst of which some of his students begin to enlist (Lukes, 1985), Durkheim
comes back to this issue?, and he continues claiming the connection between
the diffuse economic functions with the consciousness and directing centers of
society?.

He also confirms that socialism, emerged from the collective necessities, does not
consist of placing the economic life in the hands of the state but of establishing a
polished and permanent contact. In a socialist system, Durkheim will point out (1895-
1896), the state will lose its specifically political character to focus on the direction
and administration of the economy. The situation of the non-capitalist laborers and
the workers, for example, can only improve through its approach to the centers that
lead social life.

In other words, for him, the main component of socialism is not the workers’
demands, or the negation of the individual property, or the despotic subordination of

21 Between 1895 and 1896 in Burdeos, he gives a course about the history of socialism (published only in
1928) that expected to continue a few more years to cover the conceptions of Fourier, Proudhon, Lassalle
and Marx, but finally it remains unfulfilled. He will always regret not having finished his history of socia-
lism (Mauss, 1928, p. 38).

22 Durkheim (1895-1896) uses this expression instead of the word “state” deliberately. If the theorists of soci-
alism suppose that the capitalist state, as we know it, will disappear to become the center of the economic
life, this instance of organization that is still standing up cannot be called with the same name.
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the individual, or the class struggles: it is the conception of a conscious reorganization
of the economic life.

In his particular analysis of the socialist thinking, Durkheim transforms a structural
economic problem in a moral one, that is to say, a lack of integration. At the same
time, the state appears clearly to be placed above and aside the classes: it is the
representative of the general interests of the society. Only in that way, it can perform
its moderating role. The hypothesis of the state as an instrument of class domination,
that prevents any vision of the state as a neutral arbitrator of the class conflict, is
completely excluded by the sociologist.

An anthropological philosophy enters into scene to support the Durkheimian
discourse: if the human appetites do not find a brake, a discipline, we can only expect
social disorder and individual anxiety. For each individual to be content with his
fortune and not to ask for more money than can be expected, it is necessary the
existing of a moral authority, of a regulating influence.

There is no doubt that social functions, including the economic ones, need
to be subject to a superior power, but that power cannot come from an economic
policy outlined by the state. As it is well known, our sociologist assigns priority in
that regulatory capacity of the economic life to the occupational groups properly-
articulated with the state.”

Conclusion

In Durkheim’s theoretical apparatus between 1892 and 1893 to account for all the
integrating mechanisms which are typical of modern societies, a triple characterization
of the state specificity can be distinguished. Firstly, a modern state is defined by
its increasing intervention within familiar and private contractual relations, which
become more and more rigorously regulated to maintain the harmony between all the
members of a society. Secondly, the state is distinguished because of its less and less
despotic relationship with its individuals. The individual sphere and the field of action
of the state, in other words, evolve together. Thirdly, the modern state has reduced its
autonomous capacity to define crimes and sanctions in relation to the states that have
historically preceded it. This loss of legal autonomy represents the other side of the

23 David Grusky together with other specialists in topics related to stratification and social inequality departs
from Durkheim’s idea about considering professional groups as a supportive way that counteracts anomic
relationships (and he also adds, the overexploitation) to criticize both neo-Marxists who try to apply the ca-
tegory of classes to huge populations and the theorists who advocate the complete disappearance of the con-
cept of classes. From his viewpoint, it is necessary to disaggregate the concept of class, that is, applying the
distinctions of classes to occupational smaller groups instead of discarding it completely. In this respect, the
following works should be checked: Grusky (2005), Grusky and Galescu (2005), and Grusky and Serensen
(2001).
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thesis that considers the state as a translator or a social thinking organ. He considers
that the less autonomy it has, the better effectiveness because the state organ is closer
to collective consciousness.

As a backdrop of all his thoughts, there operates a thesis according to which the
state expresses a pre-existing solidarity which was generated spontaneously by
different social fabrics with no political interference. Consequently, both the state
and political actions are unable to solve the crisis that affects social cohesion. Said
crisis can be overcome exclusively by some slow automatic processes of regeneration
of solidary contacts.

To result in this imperative social solidarity, the division of labor must be regulated
by a right and a moral. Is that law a prerogative of the state? No, it is not. The
generation of those common ideas and feelings, necessary to scaffold any society
and the construction of a secular morality that fills the vacuum of a religious moral,
corresponds in these years to professional groups.

In his analysis of a modern family as a marital association that is no longer
able to fulfil the economic and moral functions it used to have, Durkheim (1892b)
suggests facing the crisis through strengthening professional groups since he thinks
that a professional may perform an integrating role similar to the one that a family
used to have.

Continuously questioning the problem of the state and politics from the point of
view of integration, Durkheim is solidly persuaded that the state instance does not
have an important role in the resolution of the national crisis around 1893.

Lacroix (1981) takes the position held by the French intellectual in his thesis of
1893 with the name of geographic materialism, since the social phenomena studied
there depended on the population’s growth. Indeed, the historical genesis of the
state is also determined by the phenomenon of dynamic density, which allows the
transformation of primitive societies made up of simple segments in others, where
differentiated organs start to form the state. Determined by morphological phenomena,
the modern state grows in volume and functions just because it must follow the pace
of the division of labor.

Equality in the external conditions of a struggle that would enable an ideal social
state characterized by the fact that social differences would reproduce exactly the
natural individual ones, is not unattainable for Durkheim under capitalist conditions.
According to his words, in contemporary societies, there is a tendency for inequality
of external conditions to become balanced. Some of these external conditions may
be: the hereditary transmission of wealth, caste systems, the elitist access to certain
university careers or to certain jobs, among others.
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The position that claims that the state must not interfere actively on the economic
world is supported in a naturalization of social inequalities by reducing them to
individual inequalities and in considering the social economic field as an area of healthy
competition that does not admit interventions. For Durkheim, organic solidarity is
deployed when spontaneity reigns in the external conditions of the struggle.

Equality between competitors must be wisely combined with discipline. For
Durkheim, there is no society without discipline, without limitations of the individual
aspirations, that are always disproportionate in relation to possible satisfactions. In
conclusion, he hopes that the growing of equality occurs spontaneously, without the
state’s intervention and without a mass mobilization. His concern for the French
separation does not derive in political activism but in the defence of moral education
as a means of installing nationalism and respect for the established laws.

There is no room for political action: everything is determined beforehand
by the society’s morphology. Overcoming the crisis depends completely on the
reestablishment of the spontaneous consensus of all its members.

He does not believe that the stability of modern societies depends on an economic
basis. From his reading of the socialist doctrine, Durkheim concludes that industrial
and commercial relations are not ordered following market rules and that they must
be subject to moral forces that regulate them and show them a higher purpose.

Instead of the minor role that the state had in De la division du travail social, it
now has a new dignity: connecting and integrating the disorganized and dispersed
economic activities. The harmful and undesirable state’s intermediation became a
necessary tendency to the order of things in Durkeim’s analysis on socialism.

Can we conclude then that Durkheim begins to value the state as a supreme
instance of social integration? Absolutely not. Although he admits in his studies about
socialism the role of the state as a growing intervention in the economy, he does not
give to the state the privilege of being an integrating influence and, therefore, moral.
It continues being, basically, a translator, an appendix of solidarities that overflows it.

Some years later the problems of the state and politics will regain certain
importance. The last chapter of Le suicide (1897), the Préface de la seconde édition
de la division du travail social (1901) and the Legons de sociologie (1890-1900)*
contains precise instructions about the limitations of the state coercive policies to
regenerate social fabrics. Besides, he also talks about the integrating and regulating

24 These lessons constitute the last edition of some courses given in 1890 and 1900 in Burdeos and repeated
in Sorbonne in 1904 and 1912. The first three chapters of these lessons, referred to professional moral were
published by Marcel Mauss in 1937. The whole text, including the lessons on the state, was ultimately
known in 1950 from a publication made by Istanbul University on the base of the original manuscripts of the
definite text from the lessons dating back to years 1899-1900 (Kubali, 1950).
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role that professional associations should perform and they are conceived as conveyor
belts of the state organ representatives of general interest, in the moral crisis that
modern societies are experiencing.

Faced with the threat of disintegration, Durkheim will insist on dismissing the
solutions centered in traditional political institutions, such as political parties, the
parliament and political leaders. He claims for the internalization of an integrating
secular moral through the already mentioned professional groups subordinated to
the state and the rational secular educational system. The state schools, guardians
par excellence of our national type, as Durkheim will call them in his courses about
L’éducation morale. (1899-1902), will appear as privileged spheres of the formal
education of moral individuals.

Meanwhile, in other works, for example in the article Deux lois de I’évolution
pénale (1900-1905) and in the course about L’Etat (1900-1905)%, Durkheim will
advance in the distinction between democracy and absolutism and recognize that the
role of the state is not limited to express and summarize the impulsive thinking of a
multitude but to conform “a power station” of rational and meditated representations
with a certain directive power.

Later, religious problems will become gradually more hegemonic than political
interrogations about Law, the state, professional associations, socialism, etc.
Although it constitutes a complex process, it can be said that from 1902 the question
for political power will begin to vanish and only war will give him grounds for some
last reflections about national states (Inda, 2008).
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When I began 15 years ago, I too thought that I would find an answer to the questions that
preoccupied me in political economy. I spent several years on it, and got nothing out of it, or
only what one can learn from a negative experience (Durkheim [1896] as cited in Fournier,
2013, p. 219)

Sacrifice and offerings do not go unaccompanied by privations that exact a price from the
worshipper (Durkheim, 1995, p. 320).

Sacrifice, and the willingness to give sacrificially—joyously even—is a nodal
point in Durkheim’s sociological enterprise. In rethinking Durkheim, this paper
argues for a radical Durkheimian political economy of sacrifice to redress theoretical
discrepancies in The Elementary Forms of Religious Life (Durkheim, 1995, hereafter
cited as EFRL, or The Forms). For Durkheim, people’s dependence on society and
on others obliges them to regularly sacrifice, laying aside self-interest and bodily
appetites as guides to conduct to act in the interests of a group to which a person
belongs and from which empowering benefits accrue. In many respects, reconciling
the austere dimensions of the Kantian imperatives of duty with a Saint-Simonian love
of humanity lay at the core of Durkheim’s sociological project of explaining morality
and how life with others was possible. Contemporary scholarship by Melissa Ptacek
(2017), Phillipe Steiner (2017; 2012/2013; 2011), Ivan Strenski (2006), Alexander
Riley (2015), Frank Pearce (2010) and Willie Watts Miller (2012) among others,
has drawn new attention to Durkheim’s account of sacrifice. These contributions
are extended here by exploring the potentials and limitations of discrepancies in
Durkheim’s account of sacrifice in The Forms, especially those stemming from his
equivocal use of political economy. Durkheim’s model is critically inspected through
the theoretical methodology of “symptomatic readings” developed by Althusser
(1970; cf. Pearce, 2001). I contend that Durkheim’s suppression of a political economy
of sacrifice, elements of which are present in The Forms, leads him to generate a
fetishistic account of sacrifice as a moral activity, one that typically renews existing
mechanisms of rule. His analysis does so because it fails to adequately account
for the role of structured inequalities in the production of the rite and the inherent
volatility and political potentiality subtending it. This theoretical work is then applied
to the axiological content of neoliberal individualism, highlighting that it depends
on, and disavows, the sacrifice of sacrifice, i.e., the sacrificing of people’s capacity
for altruism. A radical Durkheimian political economy of sacrifice? is reclaimed by
considering both mechanisms of “rule” (i.e., the reproduction of the status quo) and
those of “politics” (i.e., how the existential reference points of collective life are
contingently and creatively constituted) (Datta, 2008). The rule side is developed
by critically synthesizing Durkheim’s model with a neo-Foucauldian concept of a
dispositif (Datta, 2007; Foucault, 1980; Hardy, 2015) to better account for the impact

2 To my knowledge, a Durkheimian political economy of sacrifice does not exist, the closest contribution in
my view being Georges Bataille’s analysis of Aztec sacrifice in The Accursed Share, Volume I (1995a).
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of knowledge control, inequality, and exclusion on sacrifice. Finally, Durkheim’s
heterological sensibilities about the constitutive potential of the sacred in moments
of collective effervescence are used to put the politics back in this political economy
of sacrifice.

Sacrifices Proliferating? The Current Conjuncture

Philosopher Giorgio Agamben’s Homo Sacer (1998) began a new period of
theorizing the sacred and sacrifice. It displaced scholarly attention to Georges Bataille’s
analyses of the sacred that had arisen from interest in studies of poststructuralist
thinkers such as Baudrillard (Pawlett, 1997) and Kristeva (1982), indebted to his
conceptions of the sacred, ecstasy, abjection, heterology, communication, sacrifice,
and economics. Bataille’s heterological sensibilities refer to the ambivalent nature of
the sacred as a source of both attraction and repulsion in social life (Pawlett, 2018).
There was also renewed interest in the “sacred sociology” of College de Sociologie
in which Bataille was a key member along with Roger Caillois and Michel Leiris,
(Richman, 2002; Riley, 2010). This spurred a return to Durkheimian sociology, the
touchstone for the Collége, and to the radical potential of Durkheim’s sociology of
religion in particular. Sacrifice was a central concern for Bataille since, in his view,
it touched the depths of individual existence and its limits. The tragic identification
with the sacrificial victim is the closest we can get to knowledge of our own death
(Bataille, 1990). Sacrifice was also a great social display of what Bataille called
the non-utilitarian “general economy” in motion, illustrating one modality of the
movement and exchange of excesses of energy across the earth creating the need
for the consumption of this fecundity through war or religion, for instance (Bataille,
1995a). Agamben disarticulated “the sacred” from religious studies and sociology
and placed it at the centre of a post-humanist existential political philosophy. For him,
the sovereign power of sacral exclusion is the constitutive socio-political paradigm
of domination in the west (Agamben, 1998) and “profanation,” returning the stuffs
of social existence to unrestricted use, is key to the abolition of sacral dominance
(Agamben, 2007). Alas, Agamben is dismissive of Durkheimian sociology (1998, p.
51), unfortunately neglecting Durkheim’s attention to sacral exclusion in his studies
of incest (1963) and property (1992), among others.

From Scholastic to Political Economic Events

The aleatory convergence of renewed scholarly interest in the sacred and sacrifice
(cf. Martel, 2006) and the recent history of the global political economy, having got
its footing after the Global Financial Crisis (hereafter, GFC), spawned academic
discussion about sacrifice, morality and the economy (Brown, 2015; Fourcade,
Steiner, Streek, & Woll, 2013; Sandel, 2010; Steiner, 2017). For the advanced
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capitalist societies, economic health became more than a matter of sluggish growth,
inequality, working-class incredulity towards liberal capitalist metanarratives,
or general economic malaise. Rather, pronounced anxieties about persistent and
massive debts on the part of governments, pensioners, students, or municipalities
dealing with accumulating infrastructure debts, raised issues about the morality of
indebtedness itself. The genesis of conditions described as “zombie capitalism”
(Datta, 2018; Quiggin, 2010) in which people and governments find themselves
reliant on various credit facilities to enable participation in social life (e.g., obtain
education and training) and sustain themselves (e.g., housing), also drew attention.
Politicians’ and pundits’ repeated calls for austerity and fiscal sacrifices in the wake
of massive borrowing for economic stimulus, gained traction, repeating characteristic
themes of neoliberal governmentality (Brown, 2015; Panitch & Gindin, 2012). This
hegemonizing discourse set the terms of debate about how economic sacrifices would
be in the best interest of the country and “our children.” In this style of moral reasoning
how can it be just to saddle our children and grandchildren with our debts? If it isn’t,
we need to rein in our borrowing and cut current government spending to repair
balance sheets. That such cuts adversely affect “our children and grandchildren” in
the present with diminished public capacity for education, healthcare, the arts and
sports, affordable housing, clean air and water, and transportation, is revealing of
this economic morality. The theoretical traditions contributing to this new critical
assessment of sacrifice, morality, and the economy are quite varied, ranging from
the radical Maussian anarchism of David Graeber (2012), to the poststructuralist
Italian Marxisms of Mauricio Lazzarato (2015) and Christian Marazzi (2011), to
noted political theorist Wendy Brown (2015). Closer to sociological home is the
work of the Regulation School economists Michel Aglietta and André Oréleans that
has drawn on French conceptions of the sacred and sacrifice to generate an account
of money (Grahl, 2000; cf. Steiner, 2011, p. 147, 197). Marazzi, echoing radical
Durkheimian tropes, distills his account of the current conjuncture as follows:
“The demands of profitability imposed by financial capitalism on the entire society
reinforce social regression under the pressure of a growth model that, in order to
distribute wealth, voluntarily sacrifices social cohesion and the quality of life itself”
(2011, p. 44).

Anglo-American neoliberal morality has a soteriology promising self-actualization
and a vibrant citizenry constituted through individual initiative, innovation, and
work, facilitated by the state constitution of competitive and largely self-regulating
markets of various kinds (Brown, 2015; Rose, 1999). Neoliberal salvation though, is
predicated on the “demands of sacrifice [to be made by workers], in the imposition
of austerity and the authoritarianism of permanent crisis” (Lazzarato, 2015, p. 248).
Arguably then, sacrifice lies at the moral core of capitalist political economy: “Since
the dawn of humanity, the generations that have sacrificed the most time at work
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are those that have had the misfortune of being born under capital” (Lazzarato,
2015, p. 249). In contrast to the Regulation School, Lazzarato rejects Rene Girard’s
universalistic conception of sacrifice (2015, p. 80). He also finds Marcel Mauss’
Durkheimian model of sacrifice unpersuasive because of its purported holism and
inability to explain some empirical cases, instead preferring Deleuze and Guattari’s
Nietzschean conception of morals and debts as his guide (Lazzarato, 2015, p. 84).

From Economics to the Ubiquity of Economic Sacrifices

The dominance of neoliberal ideas (and crucially, normative ideals for a vibrant
society) supported by the hegemony of atomistic, rational-actor based economics
(Brown, 2015; Quiggin, 2010), has unwittingly contributed to the appropriateness
of applying the sacrificial trope to economic life. In some respects, this should come
as no surprise given that main figures in economics from Adam Smith to Milton
Friedman took morality seriously. As Marx astutely points out, for Adam Smith,
“Labour [is] regarded merely as a sacrifice” and “the capitalist too brings a sacrifice,
the sacrifice of abstinence, in that he grows wealthy instead of eating up his product
directly” (1973, p. 612). Central to neoliberalism is that idea that governments, when
they have properly constituted markets, can generate “the good” of inoculating
people against unresponsive, costly bureaucratic bloat in the state to be replaced by
a nimble, dynamic private sector. In turn, this dynamism offers an alternative to,
and cure for, the sclerosis of socialist welfarism that breeds and rewards apathy for
recipients while discouraging innovators and risks-takers offended by the morality of
public support for slackers. The logic of resentment on the part of entrepreneurs goes
something like this: “We’re the ones taking the risks, making the sacrifices, working
long hours, and missing our families to ensure the wealth of the nation —we make the
value, not the parasitical government workers and welfare ‘takers’. Our sacrifices
lend moral authority to our approach to governing the body politic.” Such logic has
less is common with the noble salvific ethos of the individual entrepreneur described
by Max Weber and more with the ressentiment conceptualized by Nietzsche. This
“marketization of morals” (Datta, 2018, pp. 90-91) rests on a theoretical belief in a
profoundly individualized basis of social causality, agency, and ethical responsibility.
But such moral logics of sacrificing for the economy, combined with the promulgation
of a market-inspired ethics, have sown the seeds for the proliferation of sacrificial
discourse: all and each have a price to pay to obtain “the good.”

Rousseau, and Durkheim following him (1960; 1961), recognized that modern
civilization increases the possibilities for individual freedom and flourishing. This
happens as social complexity, the division of labour, and a sophisticated education
system develop. Suitable modern education provides opportunities for children to
explore their interests and natural talents while also providing for the disciplined
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cultivation of those talents and interests. The growth in the division of labour also
encourages the emergence of new occupations and social niches as solutions to
problems arising from competition (Durkheim, 1984; Plouin, 2010). The dynamics
of'the division of labour and modern pedagogy means that the diversity of individuals
in society can increasingly harmonize with the diversity of occupations. People thus
become freer since able to find an occupation better suited to their individual talents,
inclinations, and specialized training: talent, training, and job align in a normal and
healthy organic division of labour. As opportunities multiply, and as people are
increasingly aware of a diversity of occupations and ways of life, so too multiply
concerns with “opportunity costs”: what is likely lost by pursuing one path as opposed
to another? This is the ethical sting of civilizational growth: sacrifice or suffer with
the existential impasses and disappointments of anomie, lacking criteria for choosing
among an infinity of desires (Durkheim, 20006, p. 2691f). Mutatis mutandis, economics
has thus reintroduced a mid-twentieth century existentialist theme: when one realizes
that one’s life, time, and resources are limited, one must choose, and the paths not taken
are sacrificed. We thus have a current situation in which new academic theorizing
about sacrifice has encountered circumstances in which economic sacrifices affect
broad publics. The radical Durkheimian commitment to analyzing power, inequality,
exclusion and moral irrationality, makes it a useful resource for considering this
convergence (Gane, 1992; Pearce, 2001; Stedman Jones, 2001).

Re-Reading Durkheim Symptomatically

There are a variety of approaches to reading theory rigorously to a generate
pertinent contemporary explanations of the social world. These include the influential
humanities approach to reading Durkheim developed by Robert Alun Jones and
continued by Ivan Strenski, geared toward understanding Durkheim’s own intentions
in the context of his broader milieu (Strenski, 2006, p. 9). Others include critical-
rationalist reconstructions of Durkheim’s work (e.g., Stedman Jones, 2001) and the
reflexive sociology of intellectual production developed by Alexander Riley (2010).
The approach to rethinking “Durkheim” taken here is located in the poststructuralist
Althusserian methodology of “symptomatic” readings (Althusser, 1970; Pearce,
2001). Symptomatic readings recognize that knowledge is a language dependent
enterprise (but not entirely so), and that “theory” is constitutive of knowledge
production not least since social scientists make knowledge claims and develop
research programmes in light of existing social scientific discourses (Pearce, 2001).

Althusser distinguishes between “symptomatic” readings and “dogmatic” ones
in which already existing criteria or theories, implicitly or explicitly assumed to be
correct, are used to judge other accounts of the world (1970). Dogmatic readings
however, leave the foundation of those knowledge claims beyond the reach of
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explicit rational scrutiny. They are also limited in their critical capacity because
dependent on metatheoretical assertions about knowledge production. Empiricists,
for instance, assume that through sense experience one can read the truth of the world
(Althusser, 1970, p. 35). Or, as one finds in Marx’s early works, political economy
is read and criticized through a humanist materialism that Marx deemed correct. In
contrast, a “symptomatic” reading tries first to grasp the terrain of the problematic
in a text that aims to explain the world. A “problematic” is fundamentally organized
by the questions it poses that render existing knowledge about the world a problem
to be considered and transformed, questions intelligible because of the surrounding
discursive terrain in which they occur (Althusser, 1970, p. 25). Both the knowing
subject and the object of knowledge are constituted within this same discursive terrain.
A theory is obliged to offer coherent answers to the questions it poses, drawing on the
criteria immanent in the theoretical work itself. Here, Althusser aligns himself with
Spinoza’s rationalism: “verum index sui et falsi” (“what is true is the sign of itself
and what is false”). Thus, one aims to read and assess theoretical works on their own
terms for their questions, perspicacity, and coherence (Althusser, 1976, p. 122).

Althusser illustrates the symptomatic methodology by drawing on examples from
Marx’s reading of Adam Smith. Smith “naively borrowed from everyday life the
category of ‘price of labour’ without any prior verification, and then asked the question,
how is this price determined?” (Marx as cited in Althusser, 1970, p. 20). Smith fails
to answer the question and unwittingly answers one he hadn’t posed concerning
the value of labour power. Smith’s terrain is thus shown to be incoherent because
combining two different incompatible discourses with different knowledge production
criteria, one of his political economy, the other an everyday discourse geared toward
the practicalities of life rather than rational scientific accounts. The irony is that
Smith cannot see what his own theoretical terrain had unwittingly rendered visible,
namely the need as an economist to conceptualize the determination of the value of
labour power. Marx’s theoretical revolution starts with posing the question of the
determination of the value of labour power as the basis for transforming the terrain of
classical political economy. He does so by decentring the economy as the central unit
of analysis to conceptualize the totality of the material and practical social relations
through which human life is produced and reproduced in definite forms. To (re-)read
Durkheim symptomatically then, requires attending to the questions Durkheim poses
and the “answers” rendered visible in his text, whether they be objects discussed
(e.g., rituals and myths), or engagements with other theories.

The Elementary Forms of Religious Life & Sacrifice: A Distillation

The Forms offers a sociological account of the basic components of religious life,
how they are put together, and the effects they generate, including the framework
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of human existence itself (Datta, 2008). The focus on religion was a way to analyze
the basic components of social institutions (e.g., kinship, marriage, and knowledge)
to show how these components remain foundations in even very complex forms
of societal organization. Deciding for methodological reasons to focus on the least
complicated example of religious life for which there was ample data, he focused
on Central Australian totemism. His analysis led to the following conclusion: “A
religion is a unified system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred things, that is
to say, things set apart and forbidden—beliefs and practices which unite into a single
moral community called a Church, all those who adhere to them” (EFRL, 1995, p.
44). Here I focus on the “practices relative to sacred things” and to issues of the
“moral community” since most pertinent to sacrifice.

The Forms attends to the emergence of what Durkheim in his earlier work called
“solidarity” (forms of moral rationality constitutive of enduring forms of social
relations) to account for the causes of a sentiment of obligation to others (Fournier,
2013, p. 604). The book depicts social forces like solidarity that come from outside
of the individual while also bringing individuals into (social) existence, flowing
through them and linking them to others and their broader world. In this way, The
Forms repeats a central problematic of Durkheim’s entire corpus, stressing that
the sociological analysis of human social life, in this case religion, was the path to
understanding and cultivating new forms of morality in the present (Fournier 2013,
p. 607; Watts Miller, 2012). For him, sociology must be capable of accounting for
the constitution of persons as empowered moral agents able and willing to lay aside
egotistic orientations and animalistic appetites to act in the interest of others and the
greater good; altruism, as a valued and exercised concern for the other, cannot be
assumed.

The basis of this real force capable of constituting the moral ordering of the
social world practically, emotionally, epistemically, and aesthetically, lies in the
“indefinite powers and anonymous force” (EFRL, 1995, p. 202) of society as it
exists, is experienced, and is communicated between individuals. Durkheim’s
conception of the “the sacred” tends to refer to this basic but impersonal and
anonymous force noting that belief in such powerful forces shaping people’s lives
and the fate of the group is found in quite a variety of different societies (EFRL,
1995, p. 196). Counter-intuitively then, neither religion nor altruism require belief
in a deity per se. In Durkheim’s account, a belief in such power is grounded in
people’s immersion in periodic moments of “collective effervescence” (EFRL,
1995, p. 217-218), when the assembled group engages in excessive behaviours
including spontaneous dancing, music-making, intoxication, and transgressive
sexual practices. This energizes participants as they are spurred by others’ ecstatic
conduct. All individuals thus feel and witness a transformative power radically
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different from what governs everyday life, one greater than themselves and the group.
When expressed, written, and commemorated as the collective representation of
the totem symbol, this energy becomes attached to the totem, an object representing
the transformational power witnessed, to become a shared reference point for belief
in the sacred. Collective effervescence is thus a manifestation of a constitutive
political potential in the group, one capable of renewing or completely reordering
the social world by contingently attaching different collective representations
(“words™) to “things” (e.g., people, places, animals, practices, etc. [Datta, 2008]).
In this respect, Durkheim is aiming to reframe both theological and philosophical
conceptions of “transcendence” (that which exists prior to and independent of
experience) with that of socio-historical “generality” (Ramp, 2008; Riley, 2010),
but one that is immanent to all human groups.

Through religion, the sacred comes to be separated from the profane world
(corporeal, empirical, and individualized) by forms of symbolic and practical
exclusion applied to the profane world. Such divisions are a form of cosmological
prophylaxis. Contact between the sacred and profane unregulated by religious
administration is forbidden. Tattoos, like membership badges, illustrate how
symbolic inclusion and exclusion work. Tattooing the body with a representation
of the totemic species (EFRL, 1995, pp. 116—-117) is exclusive to members of the
clan, transforming the individual from a profane thing into a kind of sacred being,
providing privileged access to that which belongs to the clan. The organization of
time into a calendar of holy days is another example of symbolic exclusion: on
certain days the regular or profane rules and tasks of daily life are suspended, and
all are obliged to follow religious practices. Among practical exclusions are the
interdictions about engaging with certain sacred objects like churingas or sacred
places (e.g., ertnatulunga where churingas are kept). Human, social existence
then, is thus characterised by an irresolvable but constitutive radical heterogeneity
between the sacred and the profane (EFRL, 1995, p. 36), lending a certain dynamic
volatility, both creative and destructive, to social life.

Sacred powers can be intentionally and beneficially administered in religious life
and “spread” to individuals through initiation rites for priests and kings (Pearce,
2003). When such rites are not respected, sacral contagion becomes baneful, requiring
the group to treat the entity polluted by the sacred with various interdictions up to
expulsion and destruction. Sacrality can be “superadded” (EFRL, 1995, p. 349) to
any person, place, thing, etc., in either regulated ways for benefit, or in unregulated
ways portending harm. The obligation to respect the division between the sacred and
profane, while also respecting and following the mechanisms of their intermingling,
distinguishes religion from magic. As Durkheim states, “There is no Church of
magic” (EFRL, 1995, p. 42) because magic, while referring to and drawing on the
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same cosmology about the sacred found in religion, does not depend on the moral
and reciprocal obligations pertinent to a group to which the practitioners belong (i.e.,
a “church”). Magic then, is more like commerce, driven by the contingent alignment
of the interests of individuals; magicians have clients, not parishioners (EFRL, 1995,
p. 42; Steiner, 2012/13 p. XI).

The always potentially volatile division between the sacred and the profane, between
religion and individual economic activity, is not something peculiar to religion: it is
the result of how social reality, that exists prior to and independently of any particular
individual, regulates, shapes, and constitutes the haecceity of an individual body with
its appetites, needs, feelings and potentials (including for language and reason) to make
“it” a person, an individual social being, a member of a group capable of minimally
organized, and maximally harmonious and expansive, life with others. As Durkheim
stressed, humans are dual beings containing both a sacred-soul and a profane-body
(EFRL, 1995, pp. 265-267). The radical heterogeneity of the sacred and profane, of
(animalistic-empirical) individuality and (representational-transcendental) society, is
thus ontogenic, being perpetually constituted and reconstituted in human societies.
Finally, while religion “is a system of ideas by means of which individuals imagine
the society of which they are members” (EFRL, 1995, pp. 226-227) it is also a
misrecognition of social forces (Lacroix, 1979). Durkheim’s problematic can thus be
distilled as a concern with the degrees of crystallization of collective representations
that express real social forces external to individuals while also being constituted
by the assembled group, in as much as social forces contribute to the moral forces
at work inside of people (e.g., the fear and respect of the sacred, or feeling obliged),
making it possible to live together and not be ruled by animalistic appetites or purely
self-interested egotism, which if universalized would undermine the conditions of
possibility of society itself. The basis of this real social power is constitutive since
it can either reproduce and stabilize an existing ordo rerum, or be creative and
revolutionary, expressing new totems that will then serve as new existential reference
points for life with others.

Durkheim’s Theory of Sacrifice in The Forms

Durkheim’s theory of sacrifice is found in Book III of The Forms, “The Principle
Modes of Religious Conduct,” where he analyses “negative” and “positive” rites,
emphasizing the obligatory character of both and their role in social reproduction.
(Book II details the emergence of beliefs, especially those pertaining to the power of
the totem symbol as an expression of the power of collective effervescence). Durkheim
deems sacrifice a “great institution” (EFRL, 1995, p. 344) because it specifies how the
sacred and the profane can and should be brought together, providing benefit to both
domains, the world of the gods (and the group), and embodied human individuals.

94



Datta / You Only Get What You Give? A New Radical Durkheimian Political Economy of Sacrifice

Durkheim takes sacrifice to be a positive rite concerned with ensuring “the well-being
of the [totemic] plant or animal species” (ERFL, p. 332). Rites are the practical result
of myths that narrate the order of the world and the impact of the “totemic principle”
in particular since it is the source that empowers the group. Durkheim’s analysis of
ritual conduct begins with “negative rites” that refer to prohibited or taboo actions,
and those that are ascetic in nature. The purpose of negative rites is to maintain an
enduring and beneficial separation between the sacred and the profane. In ascetic
rites, the frequently painful renunciation of the body prepares the person for openness
to transcendence through a practiced neglect of corporeal experience (EFRL, 1995,
pp. 347, 320-321). The period surrounding a sacrifice is one of intensified religious
prohibitions (EFRL, 1995, p. 338), serving as a reminder of the power of the group
over the (profane) individual.

Initiation rites that renew both the sacred and profane are punishing ordeals designed
to negate the influence of the profane in the novice while also demonstrating the power
of a transcendental force. Initiation involves practices of periodic exclusion from the
community, the initiate being sent away into the forest for instance, and then prepared
for return, not just into the community, but into its exclusive sacred spheres (EFRL,
1995, p. 2911f). Sacrilege in contrast, involves a failure to maintain the separation of
the sacred from the profane, resulting in serious harms to the offender and potentially
the community as a whole. This movement between sacred and profane domains can
be volatile. As Durkheim states, “There is no positive rite that does not fundamentally
constitute a veritable sacrilege. Man® can have no dealings with sacred beings without
crossing the barrier that must ordinarily keep him separate from them. All that matters
is that the sacrilege be carried out with mitigating precautions” (EFRL, 1995, p. 342).

Durkheim’s analysis focuses on the practices of the tribal Intichiuma rite celebrated
by all Arunta. The Intichiuma has two main parts: the first concerns the well-being of
the totem species and the second seeks to protect and enhance the power of the totem.
The ceremony is concluded with the ritual preparation of a collective feast in which
the group consumes the totem species. The other examples Durkheim discusses, a
consequence of his commentary on William Robertson Smith, are taken from the
Old Testament in which sacrifices are occasionally depicted as “a meal prepared
before Yahweh” (EFRL, 1995, p. 341). Offering the “[f]irst products of the harvest”
in the paschal meal for instance, illustrates that “food” is the sacrifice in the shared
meal. For Robertson Smith, sacrifice is about communion and thus “not (essentially)
renunciation” (EFRL, 1995, p. 342). Accepting part of this argument, Durkheim
concedes that sacrifice characteristically involves a shared meal in which the group
consumes some of the totem species in a reproductive act for securing the fecundity

3 In Durkheim’s day writing conventions were not gender inclusive. To avoid misleading corrections of his
masculinist language, I have retained his usages and acknowledge that gender inclusive language today is a
social right to be respected.
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of the species as indicated by “abundant lizard births” in the face of uncertainty, for
example (EFRL, 1995, p. 335, 342)

Durkheim departs from Robertson Smith’s view that sacrifice is only a communal
meal however, and instead advances an argument developed by his collaborators,
Henri Hubert and Marcel Mauss (Ptacek, 2017). He formulates his position as
follows: “Sacrifice is certainly a process of communion in part. But it is also, and
no less fundamentally, a gift, an act of renunciation. It always presupposed that
the worshipper relinquishes to the gods some part of his substance or his goods.
Any attempt to reduce one of these elements to the other is pointless. Indeed, the
offering may have more lasting effect than the communion™ (EFRL, 1995, p. 347).
Characteristically, Durkheim stresses the relational moral element of obligatory
renunciation rather than focusing on the exchange. Gifts to the gods/totem principle
must be of high value. They thus reproduce representations of the group’s ideals (e.g.,
of “perfection”). In the case of animal sacrifice and the shedding of blood, the life-
principle/power in the organism is freed so that the gods or “impersonal energies”
(EFRL, 1995, p. 320, 325) receive the food on which they also depend (EFRL, 1995,
p. 346, 349). For instance, the old men ask the young to offer their blood to “infuse”
the clan with new life.

Reflecting his rejection of sociological materialism Durkheim notes that “[w]
hat the worshipper in reality gives his god is not the food he places on the altar or
the blood that he causes to flow from his veins: It is his thought” (EFRL, 1995, p.
350). “Thought” here is important because of the role of collective representations in
sacrifice that focus consciousness on the transcendental (EFRL, 1995, p. 232ff). The
transcendental realm is but the enduring reality of the group’s life and its superior
worth relative to the individual members whose value is derived from the group.
Sacrifice reminds the individual that they are dependent on something greater than
themselves but in which they also participate (EFRL, 1995, p. 351). Durkheim
concludes that, “The true raison d’étre of even those cults that are most materialist
in their appearance is not to be sought in the actions they prescribe but in the inward
and moral renewal that the actions help to bring about” (EFRL, 1995, p. 350). The
consequence of the renunciative exchange is that each donor receives “the best part
of himself from society [...] Let language, sciences, arts, and moral belief be taken
from man, and he falls to the rank of animality” (EFRL, 1995, p. 351) — you get more
than you give. But this exchange works in both directions since “it is man who makes
his gods, one can say, or at least, it is man who makes them endure; but at the same
time, it is through them that he himself endures” (EFRL, 1995, p. 345). Sacrifice then,
is an elementary ritual because it perpetually constitutes and recreates “moral being”
(EFRL, 1995, p. 352) and hence a condition of possibility for society, but at the “price
of pain” (EFRL, 1995, p. 320).

96



Datta / You Only Get What You Give? A New Radical Durkheimian Political Economy of Sacrifice

Rethinking Durkheim’s Attenuated Political Economy of Sacrifice

Durkheim distanced his sociological approach from liberal political economy,
because of its reduction of sociality to the voluntary actions of human individuals
(see Steiner, 2011), and from Marxist political economy, because of its neglect of the
cultural and moral dimensions of social life (Durkheim, 2004; cf. Steiner, 2011, p.
57). After all, according to Durkheim, the real substance of the gift that the worshipper
gives god is “thought” and the gods “can only live in human consciousnesses” (EFRL,
1995, p. 350, 351). Durkheim does not, however, go clear over into ontological
idealism and he qualifies his position by stating that “the material interests that the
great religious ceremonies satisfy are public and social. The whole society has an
interest in an abundant harvest” (EFRL, 1995, p. 352). But, as shown below, he relies
on an economic idiom while tellingly stating in a footnote near the end of the book
that he was unable to link economic activity to religion (EFLR, p. 421; Steiner, 2011
p- 58). So, when read symptomatically, the text renders visible a political economy at
work in sacrifice, something Aidden in plain view if one accepts Durkheim’s rejection
of both political economy and ontologically reductionistic materialism. There are
though, good reasons for inspecting this attenuated political economy of the sacred and
sacrifice because it draws attention to the power relations and production conditions
in which sacrifice as a rite is imbricated. The argument developed here to resolve
the discrepancy between Durkheim’s master discourse and his attenuated political
economy is that sacrifice is a dispositif that has hegemonizing effects. These emerge
from a regime of valorization and production conditions that involve monopolistic
powers exercised by a small, dominant group with its own exclusive authoritative
discourse.

A Regime of Valorization and the Four Moments of Production

Marx’s comprehensive analysis of the terrain of classical economics in the
Grundrisse will serve as a heuristic guide for identifying consonance between
Durkheim’s account of sacrifice and political economy. Marx identified four
dialectically related moments in capitalist economies: production, distribution,
exchange, and consumption (Marx, 1973, pp. 81-88), and famously elaborated a
theory of value. Each of the moments are connected by the practical commonality
of production-reproduction (e.g., the means of consumption must be produced and
reproduced, etc.) but are dominated by the primacy of production, broadly understood
as the synthetic combination of transformative human work on the material world.
On the face of it, The Forms speaks most directly to value even if not referring to
“the economy.” Still we can note that sacrifice superadds the power of the social, as
manifested in obligatory guides to conduct, to mundane objects, impressing on them
a social/moral value to be respected by the group in exchange processes, much like
money (cf. Grahl, 2000; Steiner 2011, p. 29, 35). In this respect, that “fetish” and
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“totem” were synonyms in nineteenth century social science (Pietz, 1993) is telling for
as Zizek notes, fetishizing something like money is a “condensation, a materialization
of a network of social relations” (1989, p. 31). The sacred is also “ranked” (EFRL,
1995, p. 313) revealing the extent to which some things are deemed more valuable
to the vitality of the group than others. Evaluative processes extend to humans as
initiation rites test the “worth of the novice” (EFLR, p. 318). Other practices also
reflect a relationship between domination and the moral criteria by which conduct is
evaluated. For example, when it comes to the assessment of religious purity and what
“ordinarily impassions men,” the “elite set the goal too high” to counteract the baser
inclinations of the masses (EFRL, 1995, p. 321). Given Durkheim’s remarks then, it
appears that we are dealing in a system of valuation controlled by an elite—a regime
of valorization. The regime of valorization shapes morality through a dominant small
group that assesses and regulates what is deemed acceptable for sacrificial exchange
and doing the same for access to sacred spheres.

Concerning the production circuit of sacrifice, Durkheim remains true to the
etymology of the word; the Latin phrase “sacere facere,” from which “sacrifice” is
derived, means “to make sacred” (Shilling & Mellor, 2013). As a rite, sacrifice is a
production, a transformation of nature generated by assembling and synthesizing the
profane stuff of individualized everyday life, and the collective sacred. As a form
of renunciative giving, sacrifice also involves an exchange of something deemed
of value (e.g., the “first fruits””). Moreover, Durkheim sees sacrifice as a form of
reciprocal tribute as the worshipper “gives to sacred beings a little of what he receives
from them and he receives from them, all that he gives them” (EFRL, 1995, p. 347).
This is no simple form of exchange but one complicated by a debt concerning the
“maintenance and repair of [one’s] spiritual being” (EFRL, 1995, p. 345). Further,
the moral obligation to engage in sacrificial exchange itself specifies the nature of
the social relations involved as found the Latin formula, “‘do ut des’ 1 give in order
that you might give” (EFRL, 1995, p. 350). Gift exchange produces and reproduces
the exchange relationship by providing the recipient with an example to follow and
the wherewithal to reciprocate. Sacrifice also has a form of distribution in space and
time for group members, designating the circulation and frequency of access to the
sacred power of the totem principle. Finally, the rite is completed with communal
consumption that serves a reproductive function transferring value from the offering
to communal members. Thus, we find each of the four moments of production,
but only analytically because Durkheim fails to theorize their combination and
preconditions. Granted, one could say that the above is a “dogmatic” reading since
imposing a Marxist model on Durkheim’s text but the intent is only to show how
Durkheim’s own economistic idiom can be theorized systematically.
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Exclusivity and the Exercise of Monopoly Power

The most significant indicators of Durkheim’s attenuated political economy
of sacrifice concern the exclusivity surrounding the production of the rite, and the
monopoly power exercised. Durkheim notes that access to sacred objects is restricted
to those who are initiated (EFRL, 1995, p. 309), a sub-group that excludes women and
children, and those who don’t belong to the clan. Furthermore, initiated persons have
an exclusive sacred language and others are forbidden to speak it: religious discourse,
by which the moral ordering and re-ordering of the world is conducted, is a “rare”
exclusive discourse (EFRL, 1995, p. 310; Foucault, 1972; cf. Gane, 1983). In short,
we find a political economy of discourse in which the sacred language, the repository
of dominant collective representations shaping how the group perceives itself and
governs its conduct, is restricted in its deployment to a minority but dominant group.

Most tellingly, Durkheim describes how authoritative sacred persons (chiefs and
elders) in part exercise their dominance: they use their sacred status “to monopolize
the things they choose” (EFRL, 1995, p. 312), making what they want “set apart and
forbidden” to non-sacred persons by means of sacral contagion. “In this way, religious
prohibition becomes property right and administrative regulation” (EFRL, 1995, p. 312,
n. 47; cf. Durkheim, 1992, p. 147ff; cf. Steiner, 2011, pp. 117-119). As Pearce notes
“[g]iven that generally speaking, sacred objects are scarcer than profane ones it is likely
that a normal pre-condition for the sacred is scarcity of some kind” (2014, p. 621) to
which we must add that this scarcity can itself be the effect of this exercise of monopoly
power in restricting supply via sacral contagion. So, while Durkheim distanced his
sociology from political economy, his use of it suppresses its theoretical potential: the
political economic discourse is there, with descriptive effect. A symptomatic reading
thus indicates that we are dealing with two different discourses on sacrifice in The
Forms: Durkheim’s own sociological account of sacrifice as a moral mechanism
mediating the cosmologically volatile but inescapable relations between the sacred
and the profane, and a descriptive (undertheorized) political economy of sacrifice. The
latter appears as descriptive symptomatically because of Durkheim’s insistence on his
own sociological problematic concerning the “moral community” and what belonging
to a religious group existentially entails for the individual member and the group.
Arguably, his failure to link economic activity to religion stems from this discrepancy,
blinding him to the question of the economy in religious life itself. Durkheim’s focus
on morality abstracts sacrifice from the structural assemblage marginally described in
political economic terms and instead fetishizes it as a preeminently social act.

From Institution to Dispositif
Durkheim’s definition of sacrifice as an institution helpfully shows how the cult
sustains collective representations about obligatory practices for group members, but
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this obscures the extent to which broader relations of domination are conditions of the
rite. Sacrifice cannot thus be treated in isolation as an institution without engaging in
false abstractions. An established but arbitrary combination of the monopoly powers
of sacred persons, how knowledge affects subjective orientations, the sacral regime
of valorization, a system of inclusion and exclusion, the dominance of a minority
group to which benefits accrue, and the role of authoritative persons in moments
of social crisis, has the hallmarks of what Foucault calls a dispositif. The political
economy of sacrifice is thus better conceptualized as a dispositif than an institution.
Doing so facilitates attention to the contingencies surrounding the maintenance of
societal rule. Here, I draw on some of my earlier work on dispositifs, totems, rule,
and politics (Datta, 2008).

Foucault’s concept of “dispositif” refers to an assemblage or “set-up” (Veyne,
2010) of elements combined from existing social materials to constitute modes of
experience and existence in a civilization (Datta, 2007, 2008; Hardy, 2015). They
shape how people assess themselves and their world, affecting what people do, and
how people’s activities and events are problematized, coordinated and subjected to
policy remedies applied to populations to solve problems deemed “urgent” by experts
(Foucault, 1980). Dispositifs like sexuality or government, consist of “[authoritative]
discourses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory decision, laws, administrative
measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions—
in short the said as much as the unsaid” (Foucault, 1980, pp. 194-195). The effect
of these contingent assemblages is to “dispose of” people’s actions, putting them
toward a tactical use typically in the support of some broader aim or goal postulated
by experts. The term “dispositif” also captures the sense of “disposal toward” a set of
values concerning what is worth doing in life.

A dispositif constantly depends on the discursive rendering of what is to be known
(“veridiction”) and what is to be done (“jurisdiction”), linking the “is” and the
“ought,”
Veridiction is produced by dominant “truth regimes” that combine knowledge

and power. Typically, agonistic power relations produce demands for knowledge,

words” and “things,” through relations of domination (Foucault, 2003a).

sustaining a will to know (Foucault, 2003b). Dispositifs also involve the formation
of subjectivities that make veridical and juridical judgments. The overall effect
of a dispositif is a pervasive social hegemony over what are deemed the “real
problems” deserving both expert and societal attention in which the implementation
of solutions unintentionally benefits already dominant groups, regardless of their
effectiveness. For instance, the bourgeoisie are able to use the failures of the prison,
like delinquents, in the service of their own illegalities (strike-breaking, prostitution,
trafficking, etc.) (Foucault, 1979, pp. 278-282). Such assemblages of knowledge,
power, and social institutions produce the generalized if contingent effects of class
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domination in a society (Foucault, 1994, pp. 92-94). Sacrifice depends on much the
same. An exclusive authoritative veridical discourse is used by an already dominant
group of priests and elders to assess value and worth in the group. They decide on
the deployment of the totem mark and how rites are to be conducted. This group uses
institutionalized religion to secure and extend property rights through expropriative
sacral contagion; once they touch something, their sacrality passes to the object
and others can’t touch or use it without going through the religious administration
they control. And this dominance, combined with sacrificial rites that repeatedly
combine these elements together, hegemonizes the problematization of well-being
and fecundity for the group. The concept of dispositif thus helps one resolve the
analytical discrepancy between Durkheim’s moral and political economic accounts
of sacrifice since the former refers to the inequalities described in the latter.

Durkheim’s Heterological Realism: The Politics in the Political
Economy of Sacrifice

Rethinking Durkheim’s treatment of sacrifice this way provides a critical basis for
assessing neoliberal morality today (cf. Steiner, 2017, p. 901). Durkheim understood
that liberal political economy valorized a “utilitarian egoism,” giving causal and
normative priority to individual preferences (Durkheim & Lukes, 1969 p. 20;
Steiner, 2017). Such egotism is characteristic of industrial societies with an advanced
division of labour. Liberal political economy however, failed to adequately theorize
the constitution of morality in society i.e., “the interests superior to the interests of
the individual,” rather assuming their existence (Durkheim & Lukes, 1969 p. 20).
Foucault (2008) similarly recognized that the economics informing neoliberalism
was a moral technology because providing marketized solutions to the problem of
relating “all and each” (Foucault, 2003c) in which individuals are held responsible
for the quality of their lives. Purportedly, the economy, through exchanges, becomes
the clearing house of the “goodness” and “badness” of actions derived from the
choices of individuals. In this respect, the economy is a biopolitical domain in
which markets enact the minor utopianism of “police,” generating information from
exchanges and using it “to supply [people] with a little extra life”” (Foucault, 2003c, p.
197). Financial value thus becomes the proxy for efficiently surveying moral values
in a population but without thereby deontologically judging the absolute value of
individuals’ preferences.

Durkheim though, aids the consideration of the societal implications of the
ascendance of the atomized utility maximizing individual that embodies an ethos
necessary to making actual societies correspond more closely to an idealized
image of one with “efficient markets” (Quiggin, 2010). In contrast to the neoliberal
marketization of morals, altruism morally obliges individuals to value others and
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the groups to which one belongs (including humanity) because they make possible
one’s constitution as an individual person and group member capable of deliberate
moral action (cf. Steiner, 2017, p. 900). This raises the question of what happens to
personhood (implying moral agency as it does) and society when one is implored by
experts to be to be selfish and morally obliged to pursue self-interest? What happens
to the pertinence of transcendental moral reasoning when one universalizes this
obligation to be selfish, recognizing that others are in the same boat, with everyone
doing what they must in order to survive? Moreover, feeling the social pressure to be
selfish in accordance with a neoliberal ideal of the entrepreneurial self, exacerbates
the sting of fiscal sacrifices. In neoliberal terms, fiscal sacrifices are tied to tax
burdens and user fees, cuts in public services (education, healthcare, pensions, etc.)
and infrastructure spending, threatening what one wishes one could otherwise spend
on individual utility maximization.

The denigration of individual concern for the group’s well-being suggests that
neoliberal sacrificial dispositifs have a sordid, abjected dimension too. Bataille (1995,
pp- 80-81) and Caillois (1959) both understood that social institutions constantly
generate abjects like excrement and garbage that must be radically excluded from
institutions to ensure their functioning. The obligatory neoliberal valorization of
egotism thus abjects its axiological counter-part of individuals acting in the interest of
the group to constitute neoliberal unreason (not rational but neither madness, nor art
[cf. Foucault, 2006]). As noted political philosopher Michael Sandel incisively states,
“Economists don’t like gifts. Or to be more precise, they have a hard time making
sense of gifts as a rational social practice” (2010, p. 99). Economistic axiology is
far from the Durkheimian conception that altruism is morally rational and a truly
social sensibility. Apart from wealthy philanthropists (i.e., those who have well paid
themselves first!), today, the committed altruist risks playing the part of fool, chump,
or easy prey for the utilitarian egoist. Furthermore, labour market precarity increases
the necessity of having to spend one’s time at work and preparing for work. But
this concretely and practically means sacrificing the capacity for sacrifice for want
of human time and energy for altruistic activities and actualizing one’s potential as
an active moral and political agent (cf. Brown, 2015; Datta & MacDonald, 2011, p.
91). The triumph of homo economicus over homo politicus in neoliberal axiology
(Brown, 2015) has thus made a virtue of necessity, the necessity of focusing on one’s
own struggles for existence (cf. Plouin, 2010). Sacrifice then, is not a minor or arcane
issue; it remains central to neoliberal axiology. In a performative contradiction,
neoliberalism is thus dependent on sacrifice while disavowing it. The price and pain
of this sacrifice of sacrifice, a sacrificing of altruism, is the abjection of the social
virtue that lay at the heart of Durkheim’s politics and pedagogy. The ideal of fostering
virtuous subjects capable of puzzling through the balance of cultivating the self and
participating in gestures of sacrificial giving, returning some portion of what we
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receive from society, is thus reduced to the offal of our offerings to a now totemic
capitalism. Altruism remains as an abjected virtuality, possible, but reviled, “set apart
and forbidden” from a hegemonic morality.

The fiscal sacrifices required for the massive bailouts of firms whose activities
precipitated the GFC poignantly illustrate the contemporary perversion of the
value of sacrificing for the good of the group. Ostensibly, the benefit of bailouts
is protection from a breakdown of civil society if institutions deemed “too big
to fail” actually do (Datta, 2018). But bailouts highlight the failures of markets
as effective bases of morality. Markets believed to be self-regulating, given that
rational self-interest motivates socio-economic actors to assess and price risk,
failed on a global scale. This new political economy of sacrifice constitutive of
the tension between workers’ sacrifices and obligatory taxation, illustrates the
marginalized status of an adequate democratic and contestatory political economy
(cf. Datta, 2017). Instead, excused by urgency, we had financial technocrats in
central banks providing hegemonic advice for states pragmatically engaging in
a political economy while disavowing the value of expressly political economic
discourse itself (Streeck, 2017).

And yet, altruistic sacrifice haunted the GFC even if as something Unheimlich,
the neoliberal “uncanny,” something familiar yet that isn’t supposed to be there and
for that, horrifying (cf. Kristeva, 1982, p. 59). The autumn of 2008 saw a flurry of
collective representations of the GFC. Screens around the world displayed volatile
index fluctuations, stock prices and charts (Cosgrave, 2014), mass layoffs, and
intense lobbying. The world was exposed to the elite, sacred language of finance and
central banks (e.g., “swaps,” ABS, Asset Backed Securities; CDOs, Collateralized
Debt Obligations; QE, Quantitative Easing, etc). Effervescence was found in the
rapid pace of deal-making and breaking, frantic calls between G8 finance ministers,
analyses and prognostications from a cast of characters from Alan Greenspan to
“Hank” Paulson, to leading economists such as Paul Krugman, and NYU’s “Dr.
Doom,” Nouriel Roubini. As typical of collective effervescence, the normal rules
were suspended. In an uncanny way, the quintessential neoliberal taboo against
“nationalization” was repeatedly transgressed in massive governmental interventions
on the side of capital, whether with Northern Rock and the Royal Bank of Scotland
in the UK, General Motors and Chrysler in the US and Canada, or US mortgage
lenders “Fannie Mae” and “Freddie Mac.” Something else, politically, was being
done and ostensibly in the interest of the greater good of securing global banking,
These events are indicators of the power of creative collective effervescence—
collective intervention in the interest of group fecundity was imperative. They
revealed the doing of an inventive, transgressive politics in economic life even if
partial to capital over labour.
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An account of the contemporary political economy of sacrifice must thus include
reference to the constitutive political potential of such moments of creative collective
effervescence (Datta, 2008). While Foucault’s concept of “dispositif” is limited by
its concern with already established relations of domination, Durkheim’s model of
totemism inherently refers to the political potential of an effervescent assembly to
constitute and reconstitute the central reference point for its existence. Since sacrifice
involves an assembly, it also depends on the same social forces at work in creative
collective effervescence: the potential to constitute a different ordo rerum is always
present. The sacrificial festival then is different from a carnivalesque inversion of
rule in which the system of social “places” remains while the “holders” change.
Rather, the radical Durkheimian point is that the effervescence can break loose the
structure of those places. This is not a question of the liberal agonic “political” versus
a totalitarianism wrought by prioritizing the group above all else (Falasca-Zamponi,
2011). Rather, sacrificial rituals are a reminder that their success is not a given but
must be assembled in the face of cosmological volatility, the rite perpetually flirting
with the danger of sacrilege that undoes the status quo (cf. Pearce, 2003). Analytical
then, the political economy of sacrifice requires incorporating both the “rule” and
“creative politics” sides of the matter, attending to a “parallax” produced by The
Forms itself. As Kojin Karatani (2005) explains, a parallax refers to a shift between
opposing perspectives that are the effect of a work itself, oppositions that cannot
be sublated dialectically. In this respect, Durkheim’s conception of the sacred and
social causality implies a heterological realism appropriate to the political economy
of sacrifice. These heterological sensibilities are found both in the radical differences
between the sacred and profane, and the difference between an existing ordo rerum
and the potential of the group to constitute a new politics in moments of creative
collective effervescence (Datta, 2008; cf. Pawlett, 2018). This indicates that there is
a reality in excess of priests, elders, rituals, and group members, one none other than
the potentiality of creative collective effervescence that lies at the core of sociality,
a potential held in reserve by the group whether members know it or not, actualize
it or not. Today, the ubiquitous pop culture depictions of zombie hordes well signify
this latent potential of the demos as a massive and potentially revolutionary force, if
tellingly portrayed as inarticulate, denied constitutive political symbols and rational
discourse. The zombie hordes as the contemporary neoliberal residue of altruism?
Maybe ... at least they tend to stick together!

Conclusion

Above, I have argued for the contemporary relevance of Durkheim’s approach to
sacrifice in The Elementary Forms of Religious Life given both the scholarly context
and recent economic history. Drawing on the theoretical methodology of symptomatic
readings, I explicated discrepancies in Durkheim’s account of sacrifice and retheorized
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them to elucidate a radical Durkheimian political economy of sacrifice better attuned
to social inequalities and their effects on the group. Foucault’s concept of dispositif
was used to provide a more comprehensive model of sacrifice than can be got by
reliance on Durkheim’s description of sacrifice as an institution. The results of this
critical theoretical work were then applied to the axiological content of neoliberal
individualism, highlighting that it depends on the sacrificing of people’s capacity for
altruistic sacrifices. In this respect, a radical Durkheimianism of this stripe returns
one to the political economy of sacrifice, to questions of the values for which people
make sacrifices, and the real basis through which those values can be collectively
transformed in effervescent moments.
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Even though Durkheim insisted on the continuity and consistency of his life’s
work, there is no doubt that it contains important conceptual displacements and shifts;
displacements which transcend mere changes to focus or interest and which entail
fundamental shifts in sociological concerns and concepts centered on the very relation
between the social and the individual. In this paper, I shall seek to highlight some of
these shifts and critically read out their sociological-theoretical consequences.

In particular, I wish to show that Durkheim’s /ate work —notably the descriptions
of effervescent collectivity, the generalization of the concept of the sacred object,
the emphasis placed on actual ritual participation— carries emphatic theoretical
relocations, the scope of which transcends his own treatment or understanding of the
issues at stake here. As [ will try to show, taking these descriptions seriously not only
entails a radical rupture with Durkheim’s early work, but also with the very concept
of society —in terms of an overarching normative structure— in favor of a contextual
concept of collectivity. As I also intend to show, these developments in the late work,
carry extensive empirical explanatory potential.

The paper is divided into three different scenarios or “phases”. The first phase
centers on The Rules of Sociological Method ([1895] 2013b).> T seek to show how
Durkheim, forced by his wish to demarcate an object for his new science of sociology,
ends up over-emphasizing the distinction between the individual and the social. The
emphasis placed upon this distinction goes hand in hand with a “coercive” concept
of the social, which understands the social as a mere structure of decontextualized
norms imposing themselves on isolated individuals. It thus, consequently, blends out
the collective dimension.

Thereupon I turn to what I deem the second phase in Durkheim’s work, stretching
all the way from Suicide ([1897] 2002a) to his late lectures on morality ([1906]
1965a). Here 1 focus on his writings on “integration” and morality and his attempt
to complement the early “coercive” concept of the social with a positive aspect of
“attachment” to the group or to society. I seek to show, however, that he remains
influenced by the holism of the early work in ways which block his attempts to
reintegrate the individual and the social.

The Elementary Forms of Religious Life ([1912] 1995) stands at the center of
analysis in the third phase of Durkheim’s work. I investigate Durkheim’s late
descriptions of effervescence and of the “ritual” charging of the sacred object. I
demonstrate how these passages offer a corrective to the early holism by opening up for
active participation and production of the social. I show how these descriptions entail

2 In the following, to give the reader some temporal bearings, I have decided to list the year of original
(French) publication or (if the year of publication differs decisively from the year it was first written down)
of actual production [in brackets]. I quote from the English translations referenced in the bibliography. I
have allowed myself to abbreviate recurring titles.
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an alternative concept of normativity which is inseparable from the positive sense
of collective attachment. By reintegrating the normative and coercive component in
the concrete collective context — by decisively entangling or mixing the negative and
the positive components, as it were — these descriptions move beyond the repressive
concept of the social of the early work and, ultimately, beyond the very dichotomy
between actor and structure. Finally, I sketch the sociological and empirical potential
of these conceptual developments in Durkheim’s late work.

In a fourth section, I seek to contrast my interpretation of late Durkheim with other
contemporary approaches. I compare my ideas as to the progressive tendencies in
the late work —my interpretation of the Durkheimian sacred and the relation between
myth and ritual, culture and collectivity, it implies— to similar attempts to revitalize
the late Durkheim found in, respectively, Randall Collins’ work on Interaction Ritual
Chains and in Jeffrey Alexander and collaborators’ so-called Strong Program.

Two clarifications need to be made before we start: first, on a terminological level,
I seek to enforce a distinction between the concepts of sociality and collectivity. As
already indicated, at least in early Durkheim, the concept of the social is essentially to
be understood as a structure or system of norms or rules. Contrastingly, when I use the
concept of collectivity, I mean to imply actual relations with other persons —present
or “mediated”, intimate or anonymous— as well as the (conscious or unconscious)
sentiment of sharing something with these other persons. This distinction is not
consistently carried through though; sometimes I use the concept of the social against
Durkheim himself. I hope it is clear from the context when I have such intentions.
Second, the reader should understand the idea of three “phases” in Durkheim’s work
as merely analytical or “ideal-typical”. It would be more correct to speak about a
gradual evolution and a change in the relative importance of different conceptions.
The collective and active dimension is present in glimpses even in Durkheim’s
earliest work just as the coercive, external and “de-collectivized” understanding of
the social remains with him to the end.?

First Phase: Coercion

As is well known, Durkheim strongly insists in Rules ([1895] 2013b, pp. 36-38) on
the “externality” of the social fact. The social is to be engaged with the same positivist
attitude as in the sciences of nature, and thus as decoupled from psychological or
introspective interpretation as possible. The social is to be studied analogously to the
objects of natural science, i.e. as “real” —observable— forces and causes. Nevertheless,

3 I will permit myself to overlook the earliest work of Durkheim, i.e. work from before Division ([1893]
2013a), both for reasons of space but also because I think Rules ([1895] 2013b) — which stands at the
center of my analysis of the first phase — possesses a special status as the first elaborated and authoritative
formulation of his ideas about the social and his sociological program.
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it is obvious that Durkheim’s idea of “externality” has a psychological component. It
is the sentiment or experience of suffering tangible negative sanction in one form or
another which first of all defines the social fact:

[T]here are ways of acting, thinking and feeling which possess the remarkable property of
existing outside the consciousness of the individual. Not only are these types of behavior
and thinking external to the individual, but they are endued with a compelling and coercive
power by virtue of which, whether he wishes it or not, they impose themselves upon him.
Undoubtedly when I conform to them of my own free will, this coercion is not felt or felt
hardly at all, since it is unnecessary. None the less, it is intrinsically a characteristic of these
facts; the proof of this is that it asserts itself as soon as I try to resist ([1895] 2013b, p. 21).

The sentiment of “coercion” then stands as a proof of the externality of social facts.
Externality in this sense means first of all the acting of “society” upon the individual
“from without” in terms of a normative force acutely fe/t by the individual if or when
he or she breaches a norm. Durkheim imagines a normative grid which predates
and outlasts the singular individual and which is largely taken over from previous
generations through implicit or explicit socialization, internalization and education.
It follows from this line of thinking that this lasting and transcending normative
structure cannot be explained on the basis of the active behavior of the individuals,
but rather explains (central aspects of) thereof. This is Durkheim’s methodological
holism. Society exists sui generis. It is not reducible to its parts, but has a reality of
its own which determines the parts. It thus constitutes a demarcated object for a new
science: sociology.

Now, to make sure that the eyes of the sociologist rests firmly placed on the
external, Durkheim then coins his “first and most basic” methodological “rule”: the
imperative that “social facts” should be “considered [...] as things” ([1895] 2013b,
p. 29). Again, this is meant purely methodologically. The social is to be investigated
on the basis of a scientific attitude as something external to the individual and
psychological through, for example, statistical facts (as in Suicide) or the coming into
being of certain (observable) juridical institutions (as in Division). Again, however,
the psychological asserts itself, and again the social ends up being paradigmatically
defined in terms of experience of coercion. Then, the thing-metaphor does not merely
denote something external but rather a certain (selective) form of experience of
physical things, more precisely an engagement with the external world in terms of
resistant and impenetrable opposition:

A thing is principally recognizable by virtue of not being capable of modification through a
mere act of will. [...] We have seen that social facts possess this property of resistance. Far

4 Also Suicide, supposed to carry out the methodological program of Rules (see [1897] cf. 2002a, p. xxxvi),
contains ample psychological “speculation”, not least, of course, in the construction of the three “ideal
types” of suicide (cf. Cuin, 2000).
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from being a product of our will, they determine it from without. They are like moulds into
which we are forced to cast our actions. This necessity is often ineluctable. Yet even when
we succeed in triumphing, the opposition we have encountered suffices to alert us that we are
faced with something independent of ourselves. Thus in considering facts as things, we shall
be merely conforming to their nature ([1895] 2013b, p. 37).

Coercion is the very “nature” of the social. It is hard not to see an implied ontology
here. As has been remarked by interpreters from different backgrounds, but equally
critical to the Durkheimian tradition (cf. most radically Adorno, 1979; Latour, 2014),
Durkheim’s sociology is not bereft of a certain totalitarian attitude. We now see, in
fact, how this attitude follows from the programmatic point of departure. Durkheim’s
understanding of the social in terms of authoritative norms (backed by sanctions)
follows directly from his programmatic wish to demarcate the social fact. Durkheim
then uses the metaphor of the thing to describe the action of social norms. The violent
opposition between the individual and the social literally “reifies” the social, turns it
into a question of “hard” repression or, at the very least, opposition, and this is not
without consequences.

Even though Durkheim insists that the social “acts” upon us, the metaphor of the
thing reduces this dimension to a question of mere hindrance or blockage. We may
run the head against its hardened surface or occasionally even break through it, yet
the social remains in the role of mere opposition. At this point traditional dichotomies
assert themselves. Durkheim pits the principle of freedom, the “will”, against external
“determination”, “inside” against “outside”. The metaphor of the thing parallelizes
the dichotomy of the mental versus the physical with the sociological dichotomy
of actor versus structure. One cannot overestimate the ontological consequences of

these metaphysical constructions.

The main consequence is that the social remains opposed to us. We may
“triumph”, assert ourselves against it, yet we are not allowed to unite with it or
become part of it. The social and the individual cannot overlap. But something also
happens to the social itself: it becomes decisively decollectivized or depopulated.
Opposite the individual is an abstract structure of norms, a “society” which does
not contain any real people, but is reduced to hindrances or blockages of isolated
individuals. These individuals, on the other hand, are essentially understood as
“free” in the sense of being self-contained and isolated principles of their own
agency, it is only that they are forced by the external “moulds into which they are
forced to cast their action” to limit themselves — like when a road is surrounded by
high walls on both sides which hinder the traveler in diverging from it even though
she wants to. The individuals do not meet, let alone merge and entrain. To this
should be added that the very idea of reducing the social to normative authority
de facto reduces solidarity to a question of fear. Society holds together because
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the individuals fear being different — not because they wish to share, to become
involved, to enjoy the social or to become the same.’

Now, to be fair to Durkheim’s program in 7he Rules, it must be admitted that he
explicitly concedes that not all engagement with the social is equally coercive. He
lessens the sense of constraint in two ways.

First, as already intimated, social norms are often internalized through upbringing
and education and transformed into transparent habits and traditions ([1895] 2013Db, p.
23). This means that “our sentiments” largely “conform” to the norms surrounding us
and, consequently, that we do not feel the limitations placed upon us ([1895] 2013b,
p- 20). Yet, the idea of internalization merely places the normative structure inside
the individuals, it does nothing to stop their isolation. In fact, it rather enhances it. At
any rate, it is only because of the reduction of the social to an overarching structure
of norms, that it can be placed inside the individual in the first place. Essentially,
we are dealing with an explanation of the “conformism” of solitary individuals.
Polemically, lessening of the opposition between the social and the individual
through internalization may make the individuals “more social” — but it makes them
decisively “less collective”.

More important and more interesting is, secondly, Durkheim’s admission that not
all social facts are equally solid or stable (cf. [1895] 2013b, pp. 22-26). Long standing
norms and traditions —some “‘externalized” in written form, some even backed up
by sanctions and institutions, others for instance “objectified” in architecture— are
the most “crystalized”. These are the coercive and thing-like instances of the social
analyzed above. However, other social facts are more fluid. Durkheim mentions
“movements of opinion” in regards to “religious, political, literary and artistic matters”
([1895] 2013b, p. 23); he mentions the rate of “marriage or suicide” or “higher and
lower birth rates” ([1895] 2013b, p. 24). Evidently, such dynamics haunting cultural
fields and everyday practices, display a more disorderly or ephemeral nature than
stable social norms and rules. Nevertheless, as Durkheim points out —and intends to
demonstrate in his next book, Suicide— statistical analysis of such phenomena will
show that their rates or relative frequency (in respective societies) are constant (or at
least continuous); a fact which, in turn, shows us that we can short-circuit the eventual
individual interpretation of the phenomenon and focus on the sheer social side to it as
an independent —“external”— object of study. However, it is obvious that the concept
of externality here changes dramatically in comparison with the thing-like externality
of the solid facts. The social loses its coercive edge. The felt opposition between the

5 The critic may reasonably object that Durkheim —as the Kantian he were— repeatedly insist that the social is
not reducible to naked fear of sanctions but involve a sense of respect for the moral or normative command.
This claim will be taken up in the next section. What is important here is that Durkheim —probably again
inspired by Kant here— thinks of the social in terms of precepts, maxims, rules and norms ‘followed’ by the
singular individual; a scenario which involve both coercion and de-collectivization.
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social and the individual disappears on the psychological level —often the individual
does not even know that she is part of such a “social current”.® Externality is reduced
to the analytical fact that a posterior statistical “dissociation” of the individual and the
social is possible, showing that these collective dynamics do possess a life sui generis
(transcending the meaning the singular individuals allot to them in their actions).’

The real test for Durkheim, however, is whether he can make sense of the most
spontaneous and participative instance of collectivity: the crowd. This topos was
extremely salient in the period. We are in the midst of the industrial revolution and
the masses on the street of the fast-growing Western cities are making themselves
felt with an acute —and in the upper classes disquieting— presence. Gustave Le Bon’s
infamous essay on the Psychologie des foules ([1895] 1905) came out the same
year as Rules and also Durkheim’s rival Gabriel Tarde occupied himself with these
themes. Durkheim had to accomodate the crowd —and he had to do so on the basis of
the principles of his new and anti-psychologistic (and anti-mimetic) sociology. In my
opinion this is where he runs into real difficulties. Evidently, this time the social is not
yet there, but only comes into being with the assembled individuals. But how to make
sense of concepts like “spontaneity” ([1895] 2013, p. 22) and “direct corporation”
([1895] 2013, p. 25) and at the same time insist that the social is “external” to the
individual? How to feel part of something that you are not part of — but explicitly
separated or “dissociated” from? Isn’t it simply impossible to give voice to the feeling
of excitement, presence and participation belonging to being part of a crowd, if one
insists upon understanding the social in terms of an “external” normative structure
“imposing” itself upon the individuals “from without”. Durkheim’s early accounts of
effervescence are strongly impressed by these ambivalences:

But there are other facts which do not present themselves in the already crystallized form
but which also possess the same objectivity and ascendency over the individual. These are
what are called social ‘currents’. Thus in a public gathering the great waves of enthusiasm,
indignation and pity that are produced, have their seat in no one individual consciousness.
They come to each one of us from outside and can sweep us along in spite of ourselves.
If perhaps I abandon myself to them, I may not be conscious of the pressure that they are
exerting upon me, but that pressure makes itself felt immediately if [ attempt to resist them.

6 This should not be misunderstood: Durkheim does not, of course, investigate Suicide in terms of imitation or
collective dynamics. The paradigmatic suicide is not the sectarian one —but indeed the one committed by an
isolated individual without regard to others (see esp. [1987] 2002, p. 269). The social “forces” or “causes”
behind the rate of suicide must be decollectivized.

7 Add to this that Durkheim’s critical choice of the case of suicide makes matters even more complex. Then,
given that one of the main findings in Durkheim’s study is that modern suicide results from “anomie”, the
notion of the social fact in Suicide ends up meaning exactly the opposite of what a social fact means in the
solid case. Generalizing from the case of suicide, the “externality” of the fluid social fact amounts to an
absence of norms, whereas the “externality” of the stable social fact amounts to the imperative presence of
norms. At any rate, it is hard to really make sense of what “force” and “externality” means under such priva-
tive circumstances (see again [1897] 2002a, p. 269). These questions, however, are not pursued. Durkheim
merely uses the same words and the same rhetoric to cover over this discontinuity. As to the many definitions
of the sense of constraint, see Lukes (1973, pp. 12—-14).
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[...] Now, if this external coercive power asserts itself so acutely in cases of resistance, it
must be because it exists in the other instances cited above without our being conscious
of it. Hence we are the victims of an illusion which leads us to believe we have ourselves
produced what has been imposed upon us externally. But of the willingness with which we
let ourselves be carried along disguises the pressure we have undergone, it does not eradicate
it. [...] Even when we have individually and spontaneously shared in the common emotion,
the impression we have experienced is utterly different from what we would have felt if we
had been alone. [...] It is then we perceive that we have undergone the emotions much more
than generated them ([1895] 2013a, p. 22).

Durkheim cannot allow the individuals an active role in the bringing about of the
social. Rather the social descends on each of the individuals, as it were, from above.
Evenifsuch forms of “objectivity” are softer than the crystalized ones and we do not feel
the same resistance and opposition, they are no less external and determining. Indeed,
according to Durkheim it is mere “illusion” on the part of the members of the crowd to
think that they have actually “generated” or “produced” the collective emotions they
enjoy or “undergo”. The active and the passive cannot overlap, and nor can the internal
or the external or the individual and the social. The actual production of determination,
the conflation of internality and externality finds no place in Durkheim’s account.
Rather he insists on observing the borders even when they are not there: he thus claims
the presence of an external power even when we do not feel it. But this is simply

99 ¢¢

phenomenologically wrong: when we are “willingly” “carried away” by the collective
it is exactly because we do not feel the social as an “external coercive power” or
“pressure”. That it is possible (sometimes) for us to resist or object or refrain from
participating does not mean that this “force” is always external. Most often —whether
we are talking about the enjoyment of intimate social settings or concerts or festivals—
we consciously produce and enjoy collectivity in the same breath, we simultaneously
intensify and animate, on the one hand, and “undergo” and suffer these emotions
and forces, on the other. Durkheim has no room for this simultaneity, this mixture of
the individual or psychological and the social or sociological. He insists on artificial
distinctions. He cannot leave the dichotomy between the internal and the external
behind because his sociological program is tied to it. The result is that his descriptions
violate phenomena and that he sees pressure and coercion where there is none. Again,
the reader should remark how Durkheim’s consistence in rhetoric — using the same

expressions of “externality”, “force”, “pressure” and “coercion” —covers over deep
ontological and phenomenological differences.

We cannot but conclude that the young Durkheim first and foremost understands the
social in terms of coercion and externality — in fact he stretches these concepts beyond
their breaking point. The impression that remains is the reification of the opposition
between the social and the individual. The social is not simply to be “considered as
a thing”, but rather is like a thing. In fact, even though Durkheim repeatedly insists
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—from the “Preface to the Second Edition” of Rules ([1901] 2013b, p. 16) all the way
to The elementary Forms of Religious Life ([1912] 1995, p. 214)— that the priority
given to social coercion in the early work is merely “methodological” (in the sense
that he emphasized this dimension because it is the most striking aspect of the social
fact), this is at best to be understood as a very selective reconstruction. There can be
no doubt: in Rules the social is essentially normative coercion. As Durkheim tells us:
“constraint is the characteristic trait of every social fact” ([1895] 2013b, p. 97, my
emphasis). As indicated, moreover, this idea can be found all along Durkheim’s work
(cf. Durkheim’s strongly dualistic 1914 paper on the “Homo Duplex” ([1914] 2010).
Evidently, it is not in such passages that we find a more collectivist picture of the
social or descriptions that may do justice to the crowd.

On the other hand, we do find instances even in his early work where Durkheim
contours a different relation between the individual and the social. Already at this
point he has opened a small space for the existence of positive forms of “attachment”
to society ([1895] 2013b, p. 98).® The precondition, nevertheless, is highly
individualistic: The individual should understand his “natural state of dependence
and inferiority” vis-a-vis society, a being which is so “much richer and more complex
and permanent” than his individual being ([1895] 2013b, p. 98). These ideas are
further developed in the next phase of his work. In fact, already two years after
the publication of Rules —and in the very book meant to carry out its sociological
scientific program— the coercive dimension seems to have lost its hegemonic status.
A dimension of “integration” emerges which is of equal importance to the dimension
of coercion in constituting the social. This attempt by Durkheim to complement his
coercive idea of the social as “regulation” with a dimension of positive “integration”,
is characteristic of the next phase in Durkheim’s authorship.

Second Phase: Integration

The different types of suicide developed in Suicide ([1895] 2013b) are based on the
above mentioned distinction between regulation and integration (to this distinction
see Isambert, 2000; Steiner, 2011, pp. 42—51; and notably Besnard, 1887, pp. 48—88).
Durkheim’s idea is that deficits in these two aspects of the social bond then results in
two different types of suicide: whereas a deficit in norms (and a corresponding lack
of regulation and suppression of individual desires) as already indicated, leads to
“anomic” suicide, a deficit in integration (and a corresponding lack of coherence and
“attachment” to “society”) leads to “egoistic” suicides.

So whatis “integration”? Does Durkheim begin amuch needed “re-collectivization”
or “repopulation” of his idea of the social at this point? We cannot go through

8 We find such positive attachments already in Division ([1893]; see for example 2013a, pp. 81-84).
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Durkheim’s two chapters on egoistic suicide here. Yet, Durkheim in fact starts out
with a fairly collectivist interpretation of the concept:

For [men] cling to life more resolutely when belonging to a group they love, so as not to
betray interests they put before their own. The bond that unites them with the common cause
attaches them to life and the lofty goal they envisage prevents their feeling personal troubles
so deeply. There is, in short, in a cohesive and animated society a constant interchange of
ideas and feelings from all to each and from each to all, something like a mutual moral
support, which instead of throwing the individual on his own resources, leads him to share in
the collective energy and supports his own when exhausted ([1897] 2002a, p. 168).

Durkheim is close to preempting insights belonging to his late work here: The idea
that the bond that unites a certain collective comes into being through a shared object
or “common cause”; the idea that emphatically sharing “charges” what is shared and
thus “attaches” the group to it and to each other at one and the same time. Indeed,
through “uniting” with others, we “attach [...] to life”.

Yet, Durkheim does not go that far. First of all, as a close reading of the chapters
on “egoistic suicide” will make clear, Durkheim again and again conflates the two
aspects to the social; the dimension of regulation and discipline constantly threatens
to colonize the dimension of integration (cf. Isambert [2000, pp. 102—104], on a more
general level Riley [2012]).

It seems that Durkheim’s very conception of the social contains an inherent bias
in favor of the repressive dimension to the social and its limiting function in relation
to the desires of the individual.’ Indeed, in Suicide Durkheim has acute difficulties
of conceiving of a positive —or simply non-coercive— force inherent to the social
itself, in the sense of a form of social bond or production of order which is not built
on norm-following. Tellingly, in Durkheim’s account, deficiencies in “integration”
does not primarily lead to isolation or loneliness (sentiments which still bear the
(negative) imprint of collectivity) but rather to forms of individual fatigue, loss
of ¢élan and depression. In the end all concrete collective facets of the concept of
integration disappear. The pages concluding the chapters on “egoistic” suicide and
thus Durkheim’s reflection on the phenomenon of “integration” ([1897] 2002a, pp.
168—174) entail a psychologizing and metaphysical tour de force which basically
takes the reader from the enumeration of different collectivistic phenomena emerging
among concrete humans beings or crowds or gatherings to a completely different
and normatively laden scenario where isolated individuals are meant to cultivate a
veneration for “society” as such —understood as the precondition for a civilized life
and for (respect for) the moral law. It goes fast:

9 This blind spot is equally found even in Durkheim’s most able commentators; thus, tellingly, even the au-
thoritative text on the distinction between integration and regulation in Suicide ([1897] 2002a) by Besnard
(1987) still theorizes both dimensions in terms of “norms”.
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The influence of society is what has aroused in us the sentiments of sympathy and solidarity
drawing us towards others; it is society which, fashioning us in its own image, fills us with
religious, political and moral beliefs that control our actions. [...]

Through the fact that these superior forms of human activity have collective origin, they
have a collective purpose. As they derive from society they have reference to it; rather
they are society itself incarnated and individualized in each of us. But for them to have a
raison d’étre in our eyes, the purpose they envisage must be one not indifferent to us. We
can cling to these forms of human activity only to the degree that we cling to society itself
([1897] 2002a, p. 170).

“Sympathy and solidarity” cannot play a role in the very constitution of the social,
let alone be the social. Rather, a “society” —held together by “normative beliefs”
meant to “control” action— has to be in place before such sentiments can develop.
Not only does the integrative side to the social remain secondary; it is not something
natural, instinctual or primordial —rather, in Durkheim, pre-social nature is egositic
and anti-social—but ultimately it is “sublimated” into a celebration of “’society” as such
among isolated individuals. Attachment to other humans is replaced by attachment
to society. But at the same time “society” is abstracted into a normative structure or
a cultural reservoir which has lost any sense of the experience of other human beings
or actual collective experiences.

This sublimation of the concept of “integration” or social “attachment” continues
to gain salience in Durkheim’s work — no doubt in relation to his discovery of the
centrality of religion in the mid-1890s. Thus, in the “Preface to the Second Edition”
to The Rules ([1901] 2013b, pp. 6—17), he has come so far as to openly assert that
the “coercive power that [he attributed to the social fact in the first edition] “equally
well” can “display the opposite characteristics” ([1901] 2013b, p. 16). The later
course on Moral Education ([1902-3] 2002b, pp. 54—-110) and the small lecture on
“The Moral Fact” ([1906] 1965a) equally seeks to account for this positive dimension
of attachment as equally important to the “disciplinary” side to the social ([1902-
3] 2002b, pp. 17-54). Does this mean that Durkheim is ready to let in a more
collectivistic and less norm-focused concept of the social? The answer is negative.
The actual description of the positive side does not develop a lot from Suicide to
“the moral fact”. Even though salient descriptions of collectivity are to be found in
these texts they all end up reiterating the sublimation of the social we already saw in
Suicide ([1897] 2002a, pp. 168—174).

Nevertheless, let us move a bit closer to these ideas. Our attachment to society,
Durkheim explains, is first and foremost due to the fact that society is not simply
outside us, weighing down upon us, but also a part of us —just as we are a part of it:
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[TThere is in us a host of states, which something other than ourselves —that is to say, society—
expresses in or through us. Such states constitute society itself, living and acting in us.
Certainly, society is greater than, and goes beyond, us, for it is infinitely more vast than our
individual being; but at the same time it enters into every part of us. We are fused with it. Just
as our physical organism gets its nourishment outside itself, so our mental organism feeds
itself on ideas, sentiments, and practices that come to us from society ([1902-3] 2002b, p. 71).

Durkheim essentially sees society as a form of cultural and moral container of “ideas,
sentiments and practices” in which we all take part and which, conversely, owns a part
of us. Yet this “taking part” is not understood, so much as is clear, in terms of active
participation; rather we are dealing with passive “having access to” a “reservoir” of
everything which is merely common to us. Neither is it collective in the sense of something
we, wittingly or unwittingly, mediated or unmediated, actively cultivate together in
concrete acts of emphatic sharing. Again, tellingly, society is indeed “living and acting
in” each individual (my emphasis), i.e. inside each of us taken separately. It is not to be
found between or among us. Even though Durkheim seems to insist on the collective
nature of the moral bond, the perspective remains paradoxically individualistic:

Society is the producer and repository of all the riches of civilization, without which man
would fall to the level of animals. We must then be receptive to its influence, rather than
turning back jealously upon ourselves to protect our autonomy. ([1902-3] 2002b, p. 72).

[I]s not civilized man a person in greater measure than the primitive; the adult, than the
child? Morality in drawing us outside ourselves, and thrusting us into the nourishing milieu
of society, puts us precisely in the position of developing our personalities. Someone who
does not live exclusively of, and for, himself, who offers and gives himself, who merges with
environing world and allows it to permeate his life — such a person certainly lives a richer and
more vigorous life than the solitary egoist who bottles himself up and alienates himself from
men and things ([1902-3] 2002b, p. 73).

I shall leave it to the reader to decide whether —or in what sense— the “person”
mentioned by Durkheim here, for all her intellectual development and her access to
the “repository” of the “riches of civilization”, is really less “egoistic” or “solitary”
than the child or the primitive? In such descriptions, obviously, becoming a social
person only entails bonds to other persons in a very indirect sense.

This critique may not seem entirely fair. In fact, elaborating on his position,
Durkheim explicitly insists that pure universalism —“mankind as source and object
of morality”— suffers the “deficiency” that there is “no constituted society” on the
universal level. He also breaks up the container image of “society” by insisting on a
pluralism of scales and more concrete group “attachments”:

Since, in fact, man is complete only as he belongs to several societies, morality itself is
complete only to the extent that we feel identified with those different groups in which we
are involved — family, union, business, club, political party, country, humanity. Invariably,
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however, these groups do not have an equal moral significance, and they perform functions
by no means equally important in the collective life. [...] There is one association that among
all the others enjoy a genuine pre-eminence and represents the end, per excellence, of moral
conduct. This is the political society, i.e. the nation [...] ([1902-3] 2002b, p. 80).

Yet, even the smallest group must be de-psychologized and decollectivized:
a “society” —no matter what size— remains a “social organism having its own
consciousness, its own individuality and its own organization” ([1902-3] 2002b, p.
76). Moreover, the reader should notice that these groups —“family, union, business,
club, political party, country, humanity”— seem to owe their “importance” to the
“function” they fulfill in “collective life”. Polemically speaking, even when he writes
about “identification” or attachment, Durkheim lists only collectives which are
important for “society” —functionally important, that is— and thus disregards the vast
multitude of concrete and more or less ephemeral collective contexts that we actually
form "

To sum up, Durkheim’s interest in positive “attachment” or the “integrative” side
to the social does not bring us closer to any admission of collectivity into his work.
Concrete participation in and production of the social cannot be allowed. At its worst,
it seems that the positive sense of the social merely consists in celebrating the very
fact of coerciveness and discipline. The following quote is from the second preface
to The Rules:

The coercive power that we contribute to the social fact represents so small a part of its
totality that it can equally well display the opposite characteristics. For, while institutions
bear down upon us, we nevertheless cling to them; they impose obligations upon us, and yet
we love them; they place constrain upon us find satisfaction in the way they function, and in
that very constraint. This antithesis is one that moralists have often pointed out as existing
between the two notions of duty and the good ([1901] 2013b, p. 47).

Durkheim’s claim that the social may equally well “display” the “characteristics”
of “love” than of “coercion” can hardly be taken at face value — what he means
is something completely different. In reality, the quote is about a tainted “love”
for (social) “coercion”. One understands why such passages rub salt in the critical
sociologist’s wounds.

For us it suffices to ascertain that such passages de facto reduce the social to its
normative side. When Durkheim is at his most disciplinary, the positive and integrative
side to the social simply disappears altogether —there are only norms— or is reduced
to a meditation on this fact. There is no equal or merely dual relation between “duty

10 Nevertheless, Durkheim’s preference for the national “group” indeed contain collective and participative
aspects — so much becomes clear at the beginning of the First World War. Otherwise, Durkheim engages
the national in a kind of universalist or cosmopolitical perspective. Each national state, he emphasizes, is to
be seen “as one of many agencies that must collaborate for the progressive realization of the conception of
mankind” (2002b, p. 79).

121



iSTANBUL UNiVERSITESi SOSYOLOJi DERGiSi

and the good” here. At any rate, it remains difficult to make sense of what is really
to be understood under a concept of “integration” or “attachment to society”” which
contains no concrete enactment (and enjoyment) of collectivity.

Yet this is not entirely true. Again, Durkheim has difficulties with the phenomenon
of the crowd. This time however, the strategy is different. In fact, there is no doubt
that the crowds of Suicide seems more collectivist than the example from Rules
analyzed above:

Let us analyze the phenomenon. A number of men in assembly are similarly affected by the
same occurrence and perceive this at least partial unanimity by the identical signs through
which each individual feeling is expressed. What happens then? Each one imperfectly
imagines the state of those around him. Images expressing the various manifestations, with
their different shades, from all parts of the crowd, are formed in the minds of all. Nothing to
be called imitation has thus far occurred; there have been merely perceptible impressions,
then sensations wholly identical with those produced in us by external bodies. (1966, pp.
125-126).

At the outset, Durkheim seems to tone down his insistence on externality. There is
no abstract “force” rising above the heads of the individuals, affecting each of them
singularly, or “causing” them to synchronize, as it were, from without. The quote
does convey a sense of resonance among concrete individuals in as much as they all,
Durkheim tells us, see or “imagine” the agitation of the others. Nevertheless, still,
these individuals remain strangely inactive. They may “imagine” something about the
emotional state of the other, but they do not actually do anything. They are not really co-
producing collectivity or animating each other; they are not entraining or engrossing.

The dismissal of the concept of “imitation” at this particular instance —we are
dealing with a rejoinder in Durkheim’s debate with Gabriel Tarde— simply means that,
according to Durkheim, “robotic” imitation —Durkheim thinks about unconscious and
unidirectional “rays” of suggestion— cannot account for the production of collective
energies. Only much later, when Durkheim engages with actual ethnographic empirical
material on ritual (and the role of imitation in ritual) will he be forced to reconsider
and enrich his idea of imitation —making it reciprocal and engrossing as well as active
and passive, internal and external. This is not possible for the Durkheim of 1897.
Arguing that these processes are felt in ways “wholly identical with those coming to
us from external bodies” he falls back into his claim to an absolute dissociation of the
social and the individual and thus to a complete exteriorization of the social.

Third Phase: Collectivity and objectivity

There is in fact a question in Durkheim that we have not yet investigated: Where
does the special sense of obligation or authority come from, with which moral rules
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are invested, and in which their “constraining” character originates. Durkheim does
not tell us much about this in Division or Rules. At this point, it seems, he simply
thinks that certain collective representations or beliefs —by their sheer fact of being
collective— gain a phenomenological surplus of intensity or “prestige”. There is no
doubt either that Durkheim in his later work complimented these constraining norms
with positive “ideals” symbolizing attachment and integration in the individualized
and sublimated sense given to these words above. Undoubtedly, this second
development is propelled by Durkheim’s discovery of the sociology of religion in
the mid-90s. What characterizes the third stage in Durkheim’s work, however, is two
further developments. The first is an enlargement, way beyond the religious sphere, of
the very scope of objects subject to (positive or negative) projection; an enlargement
which also implies an extension of the range of possible phenomenological powers,
intensities or fascinations of these objects. The second is a concrete investigation into
the mechanisms of projection. This is Durkheim’s discovery of religious ritual. In a
nutshell, as long as Durkheim has not concretely situated the actual production of
collective emotions, the mechanism of projection remains elusive. Durkheim’s idea
of a “cult of man” illustrates this point.

Durkheim’s reflections on the alleged universality of modern morals contain at
least one possible point of connection to concrete collective energies and concrete
attachments; a point where his thought —at least to a certain degree— detaches itself
from the idea of society as a pre-existing “external” container forming and shaping
the cognitive, moral and social life of isolated individuals so as to make room for
descriptions of actual co-production of collective ties. This is the “cult of man”.!
This is one of the central instances in Durkheim’s early thinking centered on the
actual consecration of on object in a participatory and yet decisively modern context.
Tellingly, even though we are dealing with a ropos, the history of which stretches
across Durkheim’s entire work, the figure of the “cult of man” is rarely found in the
context of Durkheim’s reflections on “attachments” or “integration”. We cannot here
go into detail with the development of this idea in Durkheim, yet, obviously, the
notion of the cult implies — potentially at least — a more active and contextual form
of sharing than merely having something in common. This is the decisive step from
the neo-Kantian framework into an ethnographic one. Already in Division Durkheim
talks about a concrete “rallying point for so many minds” ([1893] 2013a, p. 312);
yet it is only in The elementary Forms ([1912] 1995) that this cult really becomes
something the individual does not merely suffer, but also actively participates in.

11 Another example of a charged object which likewise is to be found across Durkheim’s work is the charis-
matic leader; again it is significant how the earliest examples (see for instance [1993] 2013a, pp. 152—153;
[1895] 2013b, p. 99) emphasize the leader’s “authority” (instrumental in “commanding” merely passive
subjects), while the late examples (see notably [1912] 1995, p. 212) focus on actual production of collective
energies, positive attachments and spontaneous dynamics of projection: “opinion” can be “infatuated” with
“aman” ([1912] 1995, p. 215).
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It is only in The Elementary Forms that the relation between the collective and the
objective really gains contour —even though, as we will see, it is never sufficiently
elaborated on the theoretical level:

It is by shouting the same cry, saying the same words, and performing the same action in
regard to the same object that [the Australians] arrive at and experience agreement [...].

The individual minds can meet and commune only if they come outside themselves, but they
can do this only by the means of movement. It is the homogeneity of these movements that
makes the group aware of itself, and that, in consequence, makes it be ([1912] 1995, p. 232).

There can be no doubt: the account of ritual given in 7he Forms includes entrainment
and imitation as central ingredients (cf. also [1912] 1995, p. 218, 220). This is what
engenders the collective emotions in the first place. Yet this time entering positively,
imitation is not the mere “automatic” and passive form, Durkheim rallied against
in Suicide ([1897: 2002a, pp. 74-82; on Durkheim and imitation see also Schiermer
[2019]). The individuals here actively produce the sentiments which will overtake
them; there is no sharp distinction between internality and externality. The “coercive”
forms or “movements” spontaneously “crystalize”; “homogeneity” merely emerges
on its own accord, as it were, inseparable from the sense of positive attachment and
enjoyment of participation. There is no experience of external “imposition” to be
found here, nor are there any “individuals” present whose desires or aspirations must
be curbed and disciplined. Rather these desires and aspirations emerge out of the
collective situation without any sense of imposition or coercion —and even with some
room for individual expression. Making room for collectivity implies a rupture with
the actor-structure or individual-society dichotomy. You cannot have both at the same
time. In the late work the crowd moves to the centre— and the early idea of an abstract
and stable system of norms and rules loses its paradigmatic status.

Durkheim’s early account of the phenomenon of fashion is instructive as a form of
contrastive folio in understanding this displacement. The following remark is found
in Rules:

If purely moral rules are at stake, the public conscience restricts any act which infringes them
by the surveillance it exercises over the conduct of its citizens and by the special punishment
it has as its disposal. In other cases the constraint is less violent; nevertheless it does not seize
to exist. If I do not conform to ordinary conventions, if in my mode of dress I pay no head
to what is customary in my country and my social class, the laughter I provoke, the social
distance at which I am kept, produce, although in a more mitigated form, the same results as
a real penalty ([1895] 2013b, p. 21).

This coercive account, however, is simply not sufficient for explaining why we
choose the clothing items we do. Granted, there are clothing conventions the breaching
of which would lead to me being isolated, ridiculed or “laughed” at. In certain situations
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—funerals, formal dinners, business etc.— [ may dress differently than I actually like to
out of respect or simply not to stick out. Yet, there are also clothing fashions (in the
narrow sense of the word), the following of which is not reducible to mere conformism.
In fact, we follow fashion, not because we do not want to stand out, but because we do
(cf. Simmel, 1997). The follower of fashion is seduced by the (collectively produced)
luster of the fashionable object and hopes to stand out positively on this basis. In other
words: fashion is not about norms but about objects; not about coercion but about
positive “attachment”, not about fear of being different (or of respect for “authoritative”
rules) but about wanting to be the same. There is no need for potential sanctions. The
“norm” in question —the appropriation of the same commodity, clothing item or object
as other individuals— is inseparable from the effervescent and imitational appreciation
and construction of its attraction. When we participate in something the normative and
the integrative, the coercive and the regulative dimension coalesce.

These examples combine collectivity and objectivity: On the one hand, collective
energies —‘experience of agreement”, tightening of social bonds— are enforced
through imitation, mutual tuning-in, entrainment, emphatic sharing. On the other
hand, everything revolves around an object upon which these energies are projected.
The imitational tightening of the common bond passes through an animation of what
“it is all about”, what is shared, the object around which the imitational processes
occur (cf. Collins, 2004, 47-101 [Ch. 2]).

As is evident, we are dealing with a generalization of the sacred. In the late
Durkheim quasi-sacred objects proliferate: “postage stamps” “
“furs” and “laces”, “articles of dress”, “luxury”, the “caprices of fashion” are

placed on the same level as the national “flag”, “blood”, the “cult of man”, religious

pearls”, “diamonds”,

“idols”. The sacredness of a totem of a clan is seen as an expression of the same
basic projective dynamic as the attribution of “value” to commodities or money (cf.
[1912] 1995, p. 228-229; [1911] 1965b). The “authority”, the prestige or charisma
—the sheer “psychic energy” or “intensity” ([1912] 1995, p. 209)- radiating from
popular cultural, political or religious “leaders” ([1912] 1995, p. 209) —is yet another
recurrent theme in Durkheim when it comes to the modern sacred. In short:

There is no active faith, how secular it may be, that has not its fetishes [...] ([1911] 1965b, p. 87).

Or in even more generalized terms: There is no collective without its quasi-sacred
object. All “actual” collectivity comes into being through the “active” charging of an
object. What Durkheim writes about the Australian aboriginals, he could just as well
have written about modern society:

Never perhaps, has divinity been closer to man than at this moment in history, when it is present in
the things that inhabit his immediate surroundings and, in part, is immanent in man himself. In sum,
joyful confidence, rather than terror or constraint, is at the root of totemism ([1912] 1995, p. 225).
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As is tangible for anyone who opens a fashion or lifestyle magazine, goes to a
museum, participates in heated ideological discussion —in short: cultivates shared
fascinations, emotions or opinions of whatever kind— there is no reason to think
that the sacred has been expelled from the “things” that “inhabit the immediate
surroundings of man”.

Finally, once we have left behind the mere contemplative and individualized
hypostatization of “society” as a sacred object “set apart”, we can also leave the
container image behind with its concomitant ideas of “society” as a benevolent
“mother” or a cultural “enrichment” exclusively covered with positive connotations.'?
From now on, the nature of the sacred object exclusively depends upon the emotions
projected upon it, and these emotions can be good or bad, full of love or desire or of
fear or hatred —depending on whether we are consecrating a loving God, an attractive
object of fashion, a democratic constitution or instigating a witch hunt or collectively
constructing a shared enemy. Unfortunately, the enjoyment of these emotions, the
energies released when these objects are animated and amplified collectively, are
themselves beyond good and evil.

The explanatory power of this collectivist template of projection extrapolated
from Durkheim’s late work can hardly be overestimated. What Durkheim tells us
is essentially that the social revolves around breathing life, fascination, importance,
sensuous attraction, presence and actuality into emphatically shared objects. This goes
on in the most intimate settings and it goes on in extended, mediated and anonymous
collectives. All the time we animate social ties by animating what we talk about or do
together — and all the time we animate what we talk about or do by animating social
ties. What we emphatically share, what we center on together with others, enhances
its powers and its hold upon us, increases its forces and its agency.'* This happens
around shopping windows, at scientific conferences or around the family table, in
blog threads and fora on the internet, just as it happens to themes on the media agenda
and in relation to all significant collective “events”. Just like a dance gain control over
the dancing couple who cultivate the “objective” contours or movements internal to
this collective practice together, so an ongoing and focused discussion gains further

12 For a critique of Durkheim’s quasi-religious relation to “society” see again the critique in Adorno (1979) or
in Latour (2014) —but see also the more loyal critique of Pickering (1984, p. 244). Durkheim is of course well
aware, on the other hand, that the crowd is in no way necessarily a loving creature (cf. for instance [1895]
2013b, p. 22; [1912] 1995, p. 213). Yet, he never explains why the crowd may be ambivalent while society
remains exclusively benevolent. However, part of the answer is that he has turned society into a sacred ob-
ject by de-collectivizing it, detaching it from the crowd; of course, he cannot do the same thing to the crowd
itself.

13 This dialectical reinforcement is also tangible in Durkheim’s “sacred mission” (Riley, 2012) of founding and
keeping afloat the Année sociologique. Doing something with others simply makes it more interesting (this re-
lation between “integration” and personal motivation or energy is also documented in Suicide which is exactly
from this period). Collectivity creates attachment to the shared object; it agitates and animates it. As Durkheim
gratefully writes one of his younger collaborators, who he had been afraid to loose: “to remain attached to [the
shared labour myself]”, “I needed, to feel your attachment to it” (cited from Riley, 2012, p. 187).
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contour, power and importance when the participant discussants become even more
engaged, so the fashionable object further increases its aesthetical allure and its
enigmatic attraction by being ardently desired together with others. The collective
and the objective interweave.

Before concluding, and in the hope of further contouring my reading of Durkheim,
I shall briefly compare my ideas — especially my distinct focus on the dialectical
and projective relation between collectivity and objectivity — with two topical and
imaginative readings of the late Durkheim. I am thinking of Jeffrey Alexander and
colleagues’ so-called “strong Program” (Alexander & Smith, 2006) and Randall
Collins idea of Interaction Ritual Chains (Collins, 2004).

The Strong Program and Interaction Ritual

The late Durkheim plays a prominent role in both the “Strong Program” and in
Collins’ work. Just as I do in this paper, and for all their differences, the two “schools”
equally highlight the timelessness of the late Durkheim’s insights. They are both
informed by Durkheim’s concept of the sacred and the possibility of extending (the
applicability of) this concept beyond the religious sphere. In this section, I will briefly
situate my own ‘collectivist’ reading of Durkheim in relation to these two positions.

Now, whereas I tend to agree with the critique directed against Collins for
remaining too focused on the interactionist level (Cf. Smith, 2012), I agree to Collins’
placement of the dynamic of collective projection —the relation of enforcement
between collective sentiment and shared object or focus— at the absolute center of
sociological analysis (Collins, 2004, pp. 47-101). In my view, we find no comparable
dialectics in the Strong Program. The latter instead emphasizes the importance and
(relative) “autonomy” of culture as the point of departure and distances itself from
Collins’ point of departure in ritual (cf. Smith, 2012; Smith & Alexander, 2008).
There is, however, a danger that this dichotomous framing pits ritual against myth
—collectivity against culture— in ways that hinder the study of the dialectical interplay
and dynamic of reinforcement between the two dimensions —indeed the exact relation
between collectivity and objectivity which interests me in late Durkheim.

Let me give you some illustrations of this blind spot in the Strong Program.
Alexander’s meticulous analysis of Watergate is a good place to start. Here he
applies the dichotomy between the good or evil sacred to analyze the dislocations
in status or popularity of Nixon as the events unfold and the eventual recharging
of universalist and republic values and important democratic institutions after the
crises; he underlines the psychological and emotional effects of these dislocations
(and criticizes structuralism for ignoring them); he spells out the details surrounding
the televised Senate hearings in the Summer 1973, which were, no doubt, to have
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enormous influence in creating a “ritual communitas for Americans to share” (1988,
p. 200). However, such formulations should not lead the reader to believe that
Alexander is interested in the collective level in its own right, let alone that he is
ready to allow it a proper role in the analysis. The movement is only one-way. There
are collective emotions to be found in Alexander, there may even be real gatherings
or rituals, yet they do not, it seems, help to blow life and importance into these values
and institutions from below. We find no descriptions in Alexander as to how the
“Americans” actually participate (in any active sense of the word) in rejuvenating
—sacralizing— these objects.

Or take another example: Alexander’s meticulous analysis of the construction and
generalization of the Holocaust as the paradigmatic example of absolute evil (2006,
pp. 27-84). On the one hand, again, Alexander’s analysis demonstrates that cultural
“form” matters. Undoubtedly, the genre of tragedy, the dramatization of trauma, the
uses (and dislocations) of prominent dualisms help to structure the material; once
more, moreover, Alexander has a keen eye for the role of media and television in
mediating and “personalizing” the terrible event; he even touches upon the dimension
of monuments and museums and processes of collective remembrance.

Nevertheless, in my view, it still feels like Alexander’s analysis only gives us half
of what really happens. At best there is an “audience” to the “performance” or the
“(trauma) drama”, yet, as is clear, this audience remains strangely metaphorical, it
does not make a difference; —as if a performance is really a performance without the
energetic ambience created by (the sheer presence of) a real audience. Likewise, isn’t
the dynamic of “catharsis” —and, in fact, already in Aristotle— further enforced by
its collective context (actually taking place in the Amphitheatre)? Don’t the visitors
to the Jewish museum in Berlin enact the architecture together to make the most of
it all? Isn’t the identification with Anne Frank cultivated in concrete school classes
and friendships among American teenagers (are there no actual collective aspects
to the enactment of rituals around her)? Isn’t, ultimately, the sheer psychological
need to tell the story, to enforce the numbers, to recall the magnitude, reanimate the
atrocities, to enter into the “spiral of signification” (Alexander, 2006, p. 93) —that
is, to cultivate and expand myth— isn’t all this —at least also— an effect of actual
collective energies, of concrete human beings wanting to entrain and actively enact
the social (around the impure object). And the other way around: Isn’t even the
imposition to refrain from myth a negative rite? Isn’t the very insistence on the
non-representational or ineffable nature of the holocaust event among historians,
writers and philosophers also a way to transmit the sheer fascination of a(n impure)
sacred object, a form of enactment of collective emotions through taboo, reinforcing
effervescent animation by insisting that the events cannot be told, cannot be done
justice, that this is a profanation, that they must be held apart, that they are dangerous
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and contagious (“it can happen again!”), —indeed there are rituals to observe and we
ought all to do so. At any event, such taboos do not merely result from the sacred,
but also help to create and enliven it.

Well, Alexander’s insistence upon the “analytical autonomy” of culture (2015,
p. 2) obfuscates exactly the possibility of focusing on the dialectical interplay —or
intraplay— of collectivity and culture. Unfortunately, to avoid making a “naturalistic
fallacy” (2006, pp. 27-33, 91-93), Alexander ends up doing a culturalist shortening.
Instead, we need to mix Collins and Alexander; find out how the cultural forms,
Alexander has such a keen eye for, not only helps to create collective resonance,
but also accommodates, transforms and channels it into discourse, making myth
reverberate and expand, —in turn, further animating the collective. Whether such a
dynamic of dialectical reinforcement actually takes place and how intense it becomes
is of course an empirical question.

What is important analytically is, however, to remind the Strong Programmers
of the fact that, without the collective, nothing happens. Also the collective side
must be granted some autonomy. Then, ultimately, the collective decides for itself:
sometimes the party just doesn’t “happen”, the applause dies half-way, a planned
fashion or invention flops, a mass ritual or concert fails, the planned hearing fails
to arouse the audience —and thus simply loses importance and impact. Now, to be
sure, this dynamic may be catered for, manipulated, provoked through all kinds of
means— notably, of course, through all kinds of staging and aestheticization of the
sacred object, through synchronization through music, through excessive circulation,
engagement of important critics or gatekeepers, through use of other sacred objects
which may rub off on it, through taboos and forced rituals —and yet, ultimately,
collective entrainment can neither be mastered nor produced on command. To answer
Alexander’s question polemically: “who controls the means of symbolic production?”’
the answer is ultimately: the collective. In the last instance it is the collective who
creates the sacred. It is the collective that bestows it with its surplus energy, its force
of fascination, its importance, its “super sensuous” attraction, its inviolability, that
is with a special appearance or “surface”, as Alexander wants it, that transcends all
deliberate aesthetizisation.'

This is indeed where Alexander’s recent “iconic turn” comes into the picture. With
this reorientation Alexander not only seeks to do justice to the phenomenological

14 Granted, Alexander does elsewhere emphasize the lack of power of the “producers” to “ensure and control
audience reaction” (2015, pp. 4-5). However, merely conceding that the “aesthetic effectiveness of the icon
remains unpredictable” since there is a “long way” “from icon to audience”, does not entail thinking of the
collective at the very least as “co-producer”. Alexander’s collective remains in the role of a passive or mere-
ly “re-active” “audience”. Instead of, as Durkheim, to insist on the actual collective forces as the creators
of the “delirium” of experience (esp. Durkheim, 1995, pp. 224-231), Alexander’s icons seem to exist apart
from the collectives needed to enliven them. Alexander does not seem to want to admit that the sacred —the
fashionable commodity— needs to be “produced” at least partly by the consumers it wants to seduce.
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surplus of the sacred and its ineffable and quasi-sensuous power of fascination. The
new-found interest in the sensuous and aesthetic, moreover, has also allowed him to
progressively extend the sacred (even further) beyond the political and moral areas
focus his earlier work (and of Bellah’s civic religion legacy). Alexander’s work on
celebrities and other popular icons (Alexander, 2008, 2010) shows his willingness to
expand the scope of analysis beyond Durkheim’s insistence on /a vie serieuse and to
do justice to the phenomenological intricacies of popular culture. This step can only be
welcomed. The privileging of the political and moral over the cultural (in the narrow
sense) is indeed a Durkheimian vice that should have been redirected long ago."”

Nevertheless, once more Alexanders’ fear that the sui generis life of culture should
somehow be reduced to the social instead leads him to reduce the social to the cultural.
Alexander insists his icons are “social objects”, yet they are so only in the sense that
they “socialize” with the individual; that the intense relation between the subject and
the iconic object is of central importance to the individual in question. Alexander
does not refrain from calling upon Durkheim’s notion of the social fact (2010, p. 332),
yet how this “social” relation between the subjective and the objective is itself co-
animated and co-agitated by collective energies is left out of the analysis. To be sure,
Alexander has a keen eye for the fact that “sensuous qualities” or “aesthetics” may
“command attention”, “compel attachment”, “trigger absorption” and fascination
(2010, p. 324), yet he has little sensibility for the fact that it is also the sheer
popularity or collective resonance of the object that creates its “sensuous qualities”
and thus, consequently, also enforces its “depth”. Then, the “depth” dimension to
the object —the intellectual or cognitive expansion of its meaning, i.e. the dimension
of myth or culture— is, as Alexander clearly sees, triggered by the ineffable aesthetic
powers of the object’s “surface”, provoking the desire to convey and further enhance
its beauty, rationalize its powers and its hold upon us.'¢ Take Alexander’s listing of
enthusiastic celebrations of Givenchy’s (version of the) famous “Little black dress”
(originally created by Chanel) worn by Audrey Hepburn in the 1961 film “Breakfast

EPREIN

at Tiffany’s™:

The front severe, elegant, very clean, but at the back this very interesting neckline,
somewhere between ethnic and Parisian; a softness that other designers in that time did not
have (Riccardo Tisci (Givenchy) as cited in Alexander, 2010, p. 328).

Givenchy’s dresses complemented that in spite of their simplicity. It shows confidence to

15 Durkheim insistence on the stable and enduring goes hand in hand with his mistrust of modern culture. In his
eyes, the strong yet ephemeral and shifting collective formations, the volatile sharing of collective energies
and objects found in cultural contexts — in the arts, in science, in fashion, in the entertainment industry, in
modern commodity culture — merely qualify as forms of “malign” or “morbid” effervescence (see notably
2002a, pp. 328-351; [1993] 2013a, pp. 8-32; cf. Riley, 2012, p. 182). Apparently, it is only in political or
religious contexts that effervescence has an integrating effect.

16 On the formal level, these mechanisms are no different from the impure case —Holocaust— touched upon
above.
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wear such simply graceful dress that is not calling attention to itself. Not showy, not flashy,
just confidence that the woman herself will attract the gaze (Actress Natalie Portman as cited
in Alexander, 2010, p. 328).

Such “accounts” present a form of cultural rationalization of a phenomenological
surplus which, in turn, results from the projection of collective energies originating in
a concrete (albeit largely mediated) cult. In a word: The attractions of the fashionable
object, in reality the effect of a projection of collective energies upon the object, are
ascribed to the object itself (or to its creator). Yet this rationalization also further
animates the object, and this animation happens, obviously, via cultural and moral
commonplaces, (gendered) binaries and values and authenticities with their own
structuring affect. Ultimately, what takes place here is also a ritual act, helping to
prolong and reanimate the cult around the sacred classic. But is it only a ritual act?
Do we have to be reductionist? Do we have to follow Durkheim in his insistence that
“any object could have played this role”? (1995, p. 230), that its inherent aesthetic
properties do not mean anything. No we do not. But neither should we believe, along
with Alexander, that the aesthetic qualities of the icon and the binaries and schemas
which structure culture are enough to create the sacred and gather the crowd.

Conclusion — and a Word of Caution

Admittedly, my reading of Durkheim and my interest in the interplay between the
collective and the objective as pictured in late Durkheim goes together with a certain
“selectivity” onmy part. I have criticized or downplayed anumber of contrary impulses;
aspects which in my view point back towards the early work and the programmatic —
and problematic — idea of the “externality” the social, but which Durkheim in no way
would renounce upon. To be sure, taking the theoretical and empirical consequences
of the collectivism of the late Durkheim seriously leads to controversial positions — at
odds, in fact, with some of Durkheim’s most central tenets, notably his over-blown
holism, his (concomitant) fascination with the disciplining and chastening side to the
social (so tangible in the first phase) and his later sublimation of real collectivity (so
tangible in the second phase). In my view, of course, it is Durkheim himself, who,
blinded by inveterate theoretical and metaphysical presuppositions, refrains from
drawing the full consequences of some of his most remarkable observations and his
most brilliant phenomenological descriptions.

Durkheim never completely renounces upon the holism and the ideas of externality
and coercion of the first phase nor of the idea of a form of religious relation between
the individual and “society” of the second phase. Maybe this explains why, even
while moving the active production of collectivity and the idea of attachment to the
center, he still falls short of adequately theorizing this move. The idea of “society” as
an extended and de-contextualized structure of norms and rules or as a mere container
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of cultural values and forms, in both cases seen in relation with isolated individuals,
still holds sway in his thinking. The distinction between individual and society still
bars him from collectivizing the individual and repopulating the social, just as it
hinders him from really appreciating —even while describing it in vivid terms— the
true entanglement of the effervescent and the objective.

Grant Support: The author received no financial support for this work.
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ARASTIRMA MAKALESI

Durkheim’da Toplum-Cevre Etkilesimi: Dislayici Toplumsal
Olgulara Karsi Cevreci Potansiyel
Gagn Eryilmaz'

Oz

Bu galismanin amaci Durkheim’in sosyolojik yaklasimini toplum-gevre etkilesimi gercevesinde incelemektir.
Doéneminin ilerlemeci endustriyel toplumunun bir Gyesi olan Durkheim’in toplumsal olgularin ancak diger
toplumsal olgular ile agiklanabilecegi yoniindeki yaklasimi, sosyoloji disiplininin kurulus siirecinde gevresel
etkenleri dislamistir. Durkheim evrim slrecindeki toplumu, tarih boyunca degismedigini vurguladigi dogal
cevreden ayri bir gergeklik olarak ortaya koymustur. Diger yandan, Durkheim sosyolojiyi ayri bir disiplin olarak
kurarken déneminin giigli ve mesru doga bilimlerinin yontemlerini kullanmigtir. Ayrica g¢evrenin topluma
etkisini; mekanik dayanismadan organik dayanismaya gegiste ekolojik kaynaklarin roli 6rnegindeki gibi
vurgulamistir. Toplumsal gercekligi agiklayan galismalarinda siklikla nifus, denge, organizma ve kaynak kithigi
gibi doga metaforlari kullanmistir. Dahasi, toplumsal isboliminin tim canli organizmalarda olup dogadan
topluma gectigine dikkat cekmistir. En 6nemlisi ise toplumu doganin karmasik bir pargasi olarak tanimlamasidir.
Durkheim gevre sorunlarinin ciddiyetinin ve yayginhginin kabul edildigi; biyolojiile ekoloji bilimlerinin gok gelistigi
glinimiizde yasasaydi, toplum-gevre etkilesimi iceren sosyolojik bir yaklasim gelistirme potansiyeline sahip
olabilecekti. Zira vurguladigi dayanisma, kolektif biling ve isbdlimi kavramlarinin yeniden yorumlanmasinin,
kiresel 6lgekteki cevre sorunlarina karsi uluslararasi bir isbirligi zemini olusturmasi mimkuindur.

Anahtar Kelimeler
Durkheim e Toplumsal olgular e Cevre ® Toplum-gevre etkilesimi ® Cevre sosyolojisi
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This paper aims to examine Durkheim'’s sociological approach in terms of society-environment interaction.
Durkheim’s methodological dictum indicates that social facts can only be explained by other social facts.
This notion excludes environmental parameters in the early years of sociology. Hence, he kept separated
evolving society from environment that hardly changed historically. On the other hand, Durkheim used the
methodology of natural sciences in the establishment of sociology as a discipline. Moreover, he implied the
role of natural resources in the transformation of mechanical solidarity to organic solidarity. In fact, he often
used metaphors from nature in his studies like population, balance, organism, and resource scarcity to explain
social reality. The division of labor, one of his most important concepts, is taken from organisms. Above all,
Durkheim defines society as a complex part of nature. If Durkheim lived in the modern world, where the
severity of environmental problems is accepted and biology and ecology disciplines are highly developed, he
would have a potential to develop a sociological approach that includes society-environment relations. In fact,
the redefinition and reuse of concepts like solidarity, collective consciousness, and division of labor provide a
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Extended Summa

Since the 1950s, environmental sociology is hardly accepted despite existing
social-environmental issues. These problems have been generated by the rapid
industrialization and urbanization causing pollution in the post-war era. Environmental
sociology was established in the 1970s when environmental problems gained public
attention and the environmental movement emerged. The theories of sociologists
Durkheim, Weber, who introduced the rationalization concept, and Marx, who
introduced the theory of metabolic rift, were welcomed in environmental sociology.
However, Durkheim was criticized that his methodological dictum was excluding
society-environment interaction.

There are two explanations for the association between Durkheim and society-
environment interaction. On the one hand, the industrialism of his era caused
the exclusion of environment from sociology. On the other hand, Durkheim’s
works have significant references to environment that indicate a potential for
environmental sociology.

This paper aims to examine Durkheim’s sociological approach in terms of
society-environment interaction. First, the foundation of environmental sociology is
summarized. Then, both examples showing the exclusion of environment and society-
environment interactions in Durkheim’s studies are shown. The paper concludes
with the assessment of Durkheim’s contribution to current environmental sociology
challenging ecological crisis that threatens society.

Although the first years of sociology were marked by geographical and biological
determinism, sociologists favoring a “world view” of development, progress, and
modernism in later years ignored environment as an issue (Hannigan, 2006). After
a century, when environmental problems had surfaced and threatened industrialized
Western societies, environmental concerns and movement were accepted in society and
from the cultural perspective. Two pioneers of environmental sociology, Dunlap and
Catton (1978) criticized human exceptionalism paradigm of causing the exploitation
of nature and Durkheim’s methodological dictum (Madappalli, 2016). The paradigm
assumes nature as an endless resource and that the human progress is limitless, while
human existence is unique as a result of its developed culture (Catton & Dunlap,
1978) that “covers the dependence of human societies to biophysical environment”
(Rice, 2013, p. 238). However, environmental problems and restrictions in the
1960s shook this paradigm and Durkheim’s methodological dictum that reportedly
ignored society-environment interaction. Hence, environmental parameters were
included in sociological researches. In fact, the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP)
scale, developed by environmental sociologists, introduced “environmental facts”
against the social facts of Durkheim. The paradigm aims to consider the effects of
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environmental problems like resource scarcity on main sociological research issues
like stratification (Catton & Dunlap, 1978). Hence, environmental sociologists, by
using the New Ecological Paradigm, challenge Durkheim’s methodological dictum
by accepting the effect of environment on society (Dunlap & Catton, 1979).

Durkheim was criticized for excluding the impact of the environment on sociology
with his methodological dictum. Sociology, a social discipline excluding environment
(Foster, 1999, p. 367), was positioned out of “psychology, biology, economics,
and geography” by Marx, Weber, and Durkheim, the three fathers of sociology
(Buttel, Dickens, Dunlap, & Gijswijt, 2002, p. 5). However, Marx and Weber were
applauded for their concepts, the metabolic rift and rationality, in environmental
sociology, unlike Durkheim who was criticized for his methodological dictum that
was believed to be against the use of biophysical parameters in sociology (Lidskog,
Mol, & Oosterveer, 2015). Durkheim defined social facts only with other social facts,
ignoring the biophysical environment (Dunlap, 2016), and implied examination of
social systems without using environmental parameters (Norgaard, 1997, p. 159).
Durkheim developed a social reductionism to resist biological reductionism (Benton,
1991, as cited in Konak, 2010). Hence, traditional sociology following Durkheim’s
approach excluded biophysical environment (Hoyen, 2013).

To objectify society within a scientific discipline (Durkheim, 2016, pp. 58, 59,
168), Durkheim defended the use of social facts and collective consciousness
against biology and psychology (Hannigan, 2006, p. 5), that social facts can only
be explained by social facts (Buttel, 2002) that have power over individuals and
are different from non-human and organic facts (Durkheim, 2016). As a result,
the methodological dictum made Durkheim and sociologists ignore biological and
physical parameters (Dunlap, 1997; Dunlap & Catton, 2007). The exclusion of
physical reality by Weberian and Durkheimian authors (Ritzer 1975; Choldin 1978,
as cited in Dunlap & Catton, 2007) should be seen as a constructive approach in the
early years of sociology (Buttel, 2002). The exclusion of environment was dominant
and environmental parameters were ignored in other subdisciplines like rural
sociology until the 1970s; these subdisciplines are the foundation of environmental
sociology (Dunlap & Martin 1983, as cited in Dunlap, 2002).

Durkheim implied the static position of nature throughout history while society
changes and evolves (Durkheim, 2010; Gross, 2000; Jarvikoski, 1996). Durkheim
separated the concept of evolution, originated from ecology and biology, from nature
and integrated it into the social sphere (Durkheim, 2014). Furthermore, he put a
sharp distinction between human society and animals, as they lack of morality and
collective consciousness (Durkheim, 2010) and they are static unlike human societies
(Durkheim, 2014).
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Although sociological theorists Durkheim, Weber, and Marx did not directly
examine society-environment interaction; their studies indirectly included this issue
(Hannigan, 2006, p. 5). Hence, Durkheim should be comprehended through the
extensive framework of human-nature systems instead of narrow anthropocentricism
(Rosa & Richter, 2008). In fact, Durkheim did not deny the importance of biological
and physical parameters in sociology (Jarvikoski, 1996). Moreover, Durkheim
followed the example of natural science during the exploration of social reality
(Durkheim, 2016). Despite a strong and common prejudice in traditional sociology,
Durkheim’s studies involve many references to the environment. However, the
methodological dictum of Durkheimian scholars reinstructed sociology (Catton,
2002), resulting in Dunlap and Catton, two founders of environmental sociology,
strongly criticizing the Durkheimian theory.

Contrarily, the limited prevalence of social facts and the emphasis on the
environmental parameters in Durkheim’s studies are important objections to their
critique (Rosa & Richter, 2008). Celebi (2007, p. 159) highlighted the importance of
the balance between population and land as social facts that affect society. Durkheim
considered the effects of the position of sun and the condition of the atmosphere to
people, and his social morphology notion had other environmental insights like the
use of land (Gross, 2000). He also implied the coevolution of nature and society in
his work of Pragmatism and Sociology (Foster, 1999). According to him, nature is
not the reverse of society, but a part, the highest representation, and complex form
of nature (Durkheim 2010; Jarvikoski, 1996). Moreover, Durkheim (2016) implied
similarities between “physical environment” and society and defined society as part
of nature.

Durkheim often referred to nature in his classical study of totemism. Tribe
members lean toward plants, animals, and rocks in understanding their society. They
imitate animals in their religious rituals. Safety and domination of nature make up
their religion (Durkheim, 2010). Durkheim often used biological terms like species,
population density, and resource scarcity in his explanation of social evolution and
solidarity concepts (Buttel, 2002). He implied that division of labor exists in all living
organisms, and transfers society from nature (Durkheim, 2014). On the other hand,
his notion of competition and division of labor undermined environmental concerns
like pollution and resource scarcity in urbanization (Lenski, 1984, as cited in Buttel
& Humprey, 2002).

This paper aims to examine Durkheim’s sociological approach in terms of society-
environment interaction. The construction process of sociology as a distinct discipline
excluded environmental parameters. However, urbanization and industrialization in
the 1950s have caused environmental concerns and movements in Western societies.
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The foundation of environmental sociology was challenged in the 1970s by the
methodological dictum of Durkheim. Although some of his studies strongly separate
society from environment like social facts, he often referred to environmental
concepts like population, balance, organism, and resource scarcity. Durkheim also
implied metabolic interaction between society and environment, and that society is a
complex part of nature.
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Durkheim’da Toplum-Cevre Etkilesimi: Diglayici Toplumsal Olgulara
Kars1 Cevreci Potansiyel

Toplum-gevre etkilesimini temel alan g¢evre sosyolojisi, sosyoloji disiplininin
kurucusu olarak kabul edilen Comte’un 6liimiinden ancak bir asir sonra kurulabilmistir
ve -tiim disiplin icinde olmasa da- kabul gorebilmistir. 2. Diinya Savasi sonrasinda
hizla gelisen endiistrilesmenin ve kentlesmenin neden oldugu hava, toprak ve
su kirliliginin halk sagligini tehdit etmesiyle, toplumda ¢evre kaygisi ve ¢evreci
hareket ortaya cikmustir. Takip eden on yillarda da cevre sosyolojisi akademideki
yerini almistir. Yarim yiizyil sonra bugiin; 21. ylizyilin basinda iklim degisikligi gibi
dogrudan toplumsal yasami tehdit eden ¢evre sorunlarmin ciddiyetine ve kiiresel
Olcekte etkinligine ragmen, ¢cevre konusu genel sosyoloji disiplini i¢inde hald marjinal
bir konumdadir.

Sosyoloji kuramlarinin tarihine bakildiginda, 20. yiizyilin ilk yarisinda Chicago
Okulu'nca gelistirilen Insan Ekolojisi gibi ¢evrenin topluma etkisini konu edinen
yaklagimlar yiizyillik gecikme iginde istisna olarak goziikmektedir. Toplum-gevre
etkilesiminin sosyolojinin calisma alanina dahil edilmesinde yasanan ylizyillik
gecikmenin nedenleri arastirildiginda, ilk olarak klasik sosyoloji geleneginin
Onci isimleri olan Marx, Weber ve Durkheim’a bakilmaktadir. Marx ve Weber’in
caligmalarinda metabolik yarilma ve aragsal rasyonalite gibi ¢evre sosyolojisi icinde
farkli yaklagimlara temel olan kavramlar ortaya konmaktadir. Ancak Durkheim,
sosyolojide temel alinan toplumsal olgular yaklagimimin ¢evreyi dislamasindan
sorumlu tutulmaktadir. Literatiirde Durkheim ve g¢evre iliskisi konusunda iki farkli
egilim dikkat gcekmektedir: ilkine gore, Durkheim’in yasadigi déneme hakim olan
endiistrilesme, doga bilimlerinin sayginligi ve pozitif bir sosyal bilim ihtiyaci ¢evreyi
dislayan bir sosyoloji disiplini ve beraberinde toplumsal olgular tabusu ortaya
cikarmustir. Tkincisine gore ise, Durkheim’in 6zgiin calismalari iginde toplum-cevre
etkilesimini ifade eden referanslara siklikla rastlanmaktadir; bunlar giiniimiizde yeni
kuramsal yaklasimlara temel olma potansiyeline sahiptir. Ayrica, ¢evre sorunlarinin
ciddiyetinin toplumda ve sosyal bilimlerde kabul edildigi, biyoloji ve ekoloji
bilimlerinin gelistigi giiniimiizde yasasaydi, toplum-gevre etkilesimini igeren bir
kuramsal ¢er¢eve ortaya koyma potansiyeline sahip olacakti.

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci Durkheim’in sosyolojik yaklasimini toplum-cgevre etkilesimi
acisindan incelemektir. Makalede, Once c¢evre sosyolojisinin kurulus siireci
Ozetlenecektir. Sonra, Durkheim’in c¢aligsmalarinda ¢evrenin dislandigi Srnekler
aciklanacaktir. Devaminda, yine Durkheim’in ¢aligmalarindan ¢evreye ve toplum-
cevre etkilesimine dair referanslar bagliklar halinde ve alintilarla sunulacaktir. Son
boliimde, Durkheim’in ¢aligmalarinin toplum-gevre etkilesimini diglayan ve kapsayan
yonleri ile Durkheim’in giiniimiizde ¢evre sosyolojisine katkilar1 degerlendirilecektir.
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Durkheim ve Cevre Sosyolojisi

Sosyolojinin kurulug yillarinda dénemin bilimsel topluluguna hakim olan cografi
ve biyolojik belirlenimcilik egilimi, sonraki donemde etkisini kaybetmistir. Doganin
giizelliginin, zorlugunun ve iklim sartlarinin topluma etkisi ile sosyal Darwinizm gibi
temalar sosyoloji kuramlarinda yer almamistir. Zira kurulus déneminin kalkinmaci,
ilerlemeci ve modernist bir “diinya gdriigii”nii savunan sosyologlari i¢in, ¢evre dnemli
bir konu degildir (Hannigan, 20006, s. 2-5). Toplum-gevre etkilesimini reddeden bu
egilimin degismesi i¢in bir ylizy1l gegmesi gerekmistir. Cevre sorunlarimin 1950’lerle
birlikte endiistrilesmis Bati lilkelerinde kent yagsamini ve halk sagligini tehdit etmeye
baslamasiyla topluma yayilan ¢evreci kaygilar ve ortaya ¢ikan ¢evreci hareketler,
nihayet 1970’lerde ¢evre sosyolojisi disiplininin ortaya ¢ikmasina imkan saglamastir.

Cevre sosyolojisinin 6ncii isimlerinden Catton ve Dunlap’a gore (1978), sosyoloji
disiplinininkurulus siirecinde cevre konusunun diglanmasinedeniyle, sonraki donemde
ayr1 bir alt disiplin olarak kurulmasi zor olmustur. Bu durumun baslica nedenleri, Bati
diinyasina hakim olan, dogay1 dislayan Insan Istisnalig1 Paradigmasi ve bu cercevede
yer alan Durkheim’in toplumsal olgu? yaklagiminin sosyolojideki gii¢lii etkisidir. Zira
Durkheim da Insan Istisnaligi Paradigmas1 kapsaminda, insanin dogay1 istedigi kadar
somiirebilecegini diisiinmektedir (Madappalli, 2016, s. 1020). Ayrica “islevselcilik,
sembolik etkilesimcilik, ¢atisma kurami, Marksizm ve diger sosyoloji kuramlar1”,
aralarindaki farklara ragmen toplum-cevre etkilesimine yaklasimlari agisindan Insan
Istisnalig1 Paradigmasi ¢ergevesinde yer almaktadir. Sosyoloji disiplininin de i¢inden
¢iktig1 Bati kiiltliriine hakim olan bu paradigmaya gore, dogal kaynaklar sinirsizdir ve
“ilerleme” sonsuza kadar devam edecektir. Insanlar gelistirdikleri kiiltiir nedeniyle,
diger canlilar iginde “essiz” bir konumda yer almaktadir. Zira kiiltiir, biyolojik
ozelliklerden daha hizli degismekte ve toplumsal degisim sayesinde biyolojik farklar
kolayca asilmaktadir. “Kiiltiirel birikim” sayesinde, ilerlemenin kisitlama olmaksizin
devam ettigi ve her tiirlii toplumsal sorunun ¢oziildiigii kabul edilmektedir (Catton ve
Dunlap, 1978, s. 42-43). Béylece, insan Istisnalig1 Paradigmasi “insan toplumlarmin
biyofiziksel ¢evreye olan bagimliliklarini gizlemektedir” (Rice, 2013, s. 238).

Endiistrilesmis Bat1 diinyasinin lideri konumundaki ABD’de hakim olan toplumsal
ilerleme, yiikselme ve toplumsal diizen algisi, 1960’larda ¢evre kaynakli sorunlar
ve kisitlar tarafindan sarsilmistir. Cevresel degiskenlerin toplumu etkilediginin
goriilmesiyle birlikte, toplumsal olgularmm ancak diger toplumsal olgular ile
aciklandig1 Durkheimci gelenege dayanan “sosyolojik saflik normu” da sarsilmaya
baslamistir. Cevre hareketleri, dogal afetler ve kaynak yonetimi gibi konularda
toplum-cevre etkilesimini temel alan “gcevresel degiskenler” sosyolojik aragtirmalarda

2 Kavramin Fransizca orijinali “fait social” olup ingilizceye “social fact” olarak cevrilmektedir. Tiirkgede ise
“toplumsal gercek”, “sosyal olay” gibi cevirileri varsa da bu metinde en yaygin kullanimi olan “toplumsal
olgu” tercih edilmistir. Bu konuda danistigim Prof. Dr. Himmet Hiiliir’e tesekkiir ederim.

141



iSTANBUL UNiVERSITESi SOSYOLOJi DERGiSi

kullanilmaya baslanmistir. Bu ¢ergevede, 1970’lerde diger sosyoloji derneklerini
takip eden Amerikan Sosyoloji Dernegi (American Sociological Association, 2017)
ayr1 bir “Cevre Sosyolojisi Bolimii” kurmustur (Catton ve Dunlap, 1978, s. 42—44).

Toplum-cevre etkilesimi, sosyolojinin i¢inde ayr1 bir boliim olmanin 6tesinde ayr1
bir paradigma sunma potansiyeline sahiptir. Zira Catton ve Dunlap’mn 1978’de, Insan
Istisnalig1 Paradigmasmnin karsisina ¢ikardigi Yeni Ekolojik Paradigma’® toplumsal
gercekligi yeniden tanimlama iddiasindadir. Yeni Ekolojik Paradigmaya gore, insan
yasami diger canlilardan bagimsiz degildir, aksine insan ve diger canlilar karsilikli
etkilesim i¢indedirler. Diinya sinirsiz degildir; toplumsal ilerlemeyi, ekonomik
biliylimeyi ve diger toplumsal olgular1 kisitlayan “fiziksel ve biyolojik sinirlar” vardir.
Bu cergevede, Insan Istisnaligi Paradigmasma dayanan Durkheimci “toplumsal
olgulara” karsi, ¢evre sosyologlari tarafindan Yeni Ekolojik Paradigma ¢ergevesinde
yer alan “¢evresel olgular” ortaya konmugstur. Doganin sinirlar1 ve kaynak kitlig: gibi
¢evre sorunlarinin topluma etkilerini dikkate alan ¢evresel olgular, tabakalasma gibi
sosyolojinin temel arastirma konularinin sosyolojik analizinde de kullanilmaktadir
(Catton ve Dunlap, 1978, s. 42-45). Yeni Ekolojik Paradigma c¢ergevesinde
caligmalarmi yiirliten ¢evre sosyologlari, fiziksel c¢evrenin toplumsal davranisi
etkiledigini kabul ederek Durkheim’in toplumsal olgu hiikmiine karsi ¢ikmiglardir
(Dunlap ve Catton, 1979, s. 255). Sosyolojinin kurulus siirecinde ¢evre konusunun
dislanmasindan sorumlu tutulan Durkheim, ironik bir bi¢gimde gevre sosyolojisinin
ortaya ¢ikis slirecinde diglanmistir.

Toplumsal Olgu Anlayisinin Cevreyi Dislamasi

Sosyoloji disiplininin, 6zellikle kurulus siirecinde toplum-gevre etkilesiminin
dislanmasindan Durkheim sorumlu tutulmaktadir; maruz kaldig: giiclii elestiriler bu
boliimde 6zetlenecektir: 11k olarak, toplumsal olgulari sosyolojinin temel nesnesi
olarak tanimlayan Durkheim’in, donemine hakim olan biyolojik indirgemecilige
kars1 koymak isterken sosyolojik indirgemecilige kaydigi vurgulanmaktadir. Ikinci
olarak, dogay1 insanlardan ayri, degigsmez ve etkisiz olarak tasavvur ederek toplum-
cevre etkilesimini gdrmezden geldigi one siiriilmektedir.

Foster’a gore (1999, s. 367) ¢evre konusunu dislayan sosyal bilimler arasinda,
sosyoloji en 6n sirada yer almaktadir. Toplum-doga ve sosyoloji-biyoloji ayrimlarina
caligmalarinda yer veren sosyolojinin li¢ kurucu figliri olan Marx, Weber ve
Durkheim, aralarindaki farkliliklara ragmen “sosyolojiyi psikoloji, biyoloji, iktisat ve
cografya” gibi disiplinlerin disinda konumlandirmislardir. Sosyolojik analizlerinde
“toplumsal smif, giic ve kiiltlir” gibi ¢evreyi dislayan toplumsal kavramlar ve
degiskenler kullanmiglardir (Buttel, Dickens, Dunlap ve Gijswijt 2002, s. 5). Diger

3 Baslangicta “Yeni Cevresel Paradigma” olarak kullanilmis, sonradan “Yeni Ekolojik Paradigma” tercih edil-
mistir.
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yandan, sosyolojinin kuramsal gelenegi i¢inde yer alan “Marx ve Weber’in ¢evre
sosyolojisi i¢inde (Allan Schnaiberg, James O’Connor ve John Foster’in Neo-
Marksist gevre sosyolojisi ile Patrick West, Raymond Murphy, John Hannigan ve John
Foster’in Neo-Weberci ¢evre sosyolojisi) ¢okea takdir edilmesine karsin” Durkheim
ise siklikla elestirilmektedir. Zira Durkheim, “biyolojik degiskenlerin sosyolojide
kullanilmasina karsit olmasini iceren metodoloji tabusu” ile 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Cevre
sosyolojisinin 6nde gelen isimleri ve Yeni Ekolojik Paradigmanin kuruculari olan
Dunlap ve Catton, yaymladiklart “hemen her makalede” bu tabuyu vurgulamiglardir
(Lidskog, Mol ve Oosterveer, 2015, s. 4).

Durkheim insanin dogadan bagimsizlasmasi sebebiyle, “toplumsal sistemlerin
cevresel etkenlerden bagimsiz” olarak incelenebilecegini savunmustur (Norgaard,
1997, s. 159). Durkheim’a gore toplumsal olgular ancak diger toplumsal olgular
ile agiklanabilir, biyolojik, cografi ve psikolojik etkenlerle agiklanamazlar. Bu
miras, c¢evre sosyologlarmi “biyofiziksel cevrenin gdérmezlikten gelinmesi” ile
miicadele etmek zorunda birakmistir (Dunlap, 2016). Aslinda, Durkheim biyolojik
indirgemecilige kars1 ¢ikmaya ¢alisirken sosyal bir indirgemecilik ortaya koymustur
(Benton, 1991°den akt., Konak, 2010, s. 274). Bu gelenegi takip eden klasik sosyoloji
gelenegi icinde, Durkheim’in “toplumsal olgular ancak diger toplumsal olgular ile
aciklanmali” hilkmii nedeniyle “fiziksel diinya dislanmistir” (Hoyen, 2013).

Toplumsal Olgular Hiikmiiniin Toplum-Cevre Etkilesimini Dislamasi

Durkheim, “sosyolojinin kuramsal bagimsizligi”n1 koruma amaci dogrultusunda
biyoloji ile psikoloji gibi “sosyoloji dis1 yaklasimlara” karsi, toplumsal olgular ve
kolektif biling kavramlarini kuvvetli bir bigimde savunmustur (Hannigan, 2006, s. 5).
Zira sosyoloji de psikolojinin yaptig1 “devrim” gibi, 6znelligi asip calisma konusunu
nesnellestirmek durumundadir. Dahasi, “sosyoloji felsefeden arindirilmali” ve
sosyolog “felsefeci gibi davranmaktan vazgecme”lidir (Durkheim, 2016, s. 58, 59,
168). Sosyolojiyi psikoloji ve biyolojiden ayirma gabast i¢indeki Durkheim, sosyoloji
disiplininde toplumsal olgularin ancak diger toplumsal olgular ile agiklanabilecegini
vurgulamistir (Buttel, 2002, s. 38).

Durkheim’a gore ‘“sosyolojinin alani yalnizca belli bir olgular grubundan
olugmaktadir. Toplumsal bir olgu, bireyler iizerinde uygulayabildigi veya
uygulayabilecegi dissal bir zorlayici giigle kendisini gosterir” (2016, s. 39). Durkheim
toplumsal olgulari, toplum dis1 dogal olgulardan kesin ¢izgilerle ayirmaktadir:

Degismez veya degisken nitelikte olan ve bireyin {izerinde digsal bir zorlama yaratabilen
biitiin yapma bigimleri toplumsal bir olgudur; yahut kendine 6zgii bir varligi olmakla birlikte,
verili bir toplumun kapsamui icerisinde genellik niteligi tasiyan ve bireysel tezahiirlerinden
bagimsiz olan biitiin yapma bicimleri toplumsal bir olgudur... ... Bunlar bireyin disinda
var olan davranis, diisiinme ve duyumsama bigimlerine dayanirlar; bir zorlayicilik giicline

143



iSTANBUL UNiVERSITESi SOSYOLOJi DERGiSi

sahiptirler ve bu sayede bireye kendilerini dayatirlar. Dolayisiyla bunlar organik olgularla
karistirllmamalidir, ¢linkii eylemlere ve temsillere dayanirlar (Durkheim, 2016, s. 33, 42, 43).

Toplumsal olgularin ancak baska toplumsal olgularla agiklanmasimin yani sira
psikolojik ve biyolojik gergekliklere karsit olmasi, Durkheim’1 toplumsal ger¢eklikte
biyolojik ve fiziksel degiskenleri diglamaya sevk etmistir (Dunlap ve Catton, 2007,
s. 116). Durkheim’in fiziksel etkenleri dislayan “toplumsal tanimlama” yaklasim
ve cografi belirlenimcilikten kaginmasi sosyologlarin da fiziksel g¢evreyi goz ardi
etmelerine neden olmustur (Dunlap, 1997, s. 21; Dunlap ve Catton, 2007, s. 118).
Bu cercevede, Durkheimcei gelenegin yani sira Weber’i takip eden Mead, Cooley ve
digerleri de toplumsal gergekligi aktdrlerin baglami ¢ercevesinde ele almis ve fiziksel
gergekligi diglamiglardir (Ritzer 1975; Choldin 1978’den akt., Dunlap ve Catton, 2007,
s. 117-118). Ancak vurgulamak gerekir ki, sosyolojinin kurulus déneminde klasik
kuramcilarin “organizmacilik” ile diger dogal ve sosyal bilimlerden uzak durmasi
“yapic1” bir yaklasim olarak goriilmelidir (Buttel, 2002, s. 39). Sosyolojinin ilk
yillarda ihtiya¢ duydugu bu yalitim, disiplinin kendi alanini kurmasi ve geleneklerini
olusturmasi agisindan gereklidir. Bu nedenle 1970’lere kadar ¢evresel degiskenler
ciddi bicimde dislanmistir. Ornegin kir sosyolojisi alanindaki calismalarda yagmur
ve toprak tipi toplumsal degisken olmadiklar1 gerekgesiyle, ¢iftgilerin yas ve egitim
diizeyleri gibi toplumsal degiskenlerin yaninda degerlendirilmemislerdir (Dunlap ve
Martin 1983’ten akt., Dunlap, 2002, s. 16).

Durkheim’in Dogaya Bakisi

Durkheim’mn dogaya yaklagiminda evrim, degisim, kaliim ve hayvanlar gibi
basliklar {izerinde toplumsal olgular1 dogadan ayr1 bir konumda tanimlama cabasi
dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Doganin tarihsel siirecte ciddi bir degisim gegirmedigini ve
toplumsal evrim siirecini 6nemli bir bigcimde etkilemedigini vurgulamaktadir.
Doga icinde insanlar, toplumsal 6zellikleri nedeniyle hayvanlardan kesin ¢izgilerle
ayrilmaktadir.

Durkheim’a gore tarih boyunca toplumlar degisirken fiziksel sartlar degismemistir;
doga “diizenli, hatta tekdiizedir” (Jarvikoski, 1996, s. 80). Doga dengede kalip
degismezken, doganin bir pargast olmayan toplum ise (Durkheim bazen aksini iddia etse
de) degismektedir (Gross, 2000, s. 282). Doga zaman ve mekana gore de degismemektedir:

Doganin, en temel 6zellikleri agisindan, yere gore koklii farkliliklar gostermesi olanaksizdir...
...Doga her zaman ve her yerde kendi kendisine benzer. Sinirsiz genislikte olmasinin pek az
onemi vardir: Gorligiimiin ulasabildigi en uzak sinirin Stesinde, berisinde oldugundan daha
farklr degildir. Ufkun &tesinde tasarladigim uzay da gordiigiimiin tipkisi bir uzaydir. Sonu
gelmez bigcimde akmakta olan su zaman, benim yasamis olduklarimim tipki benzeri olan
anlardan olusmaktadir. Genislik de siire gibi durmamacasina yinelenmektedir (Durkheim,
2010, s. 41, 127).
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Durkheim fiziksel ¢evrenin degismedigi yoniindeki iddiasini, toplumsal ve
fiziksel kosullar1 karsilastirdigi kalitmin bireye etkisi konulu tartigmasinda da
vurgulamaktadir:

Bireylerin, hem fiziksel hem de toplumsal agidan ortalama ortam denilebilecek kosullara,
demek oluyor ki tiir iiyelerinin en biyiikk bdliimiiniin iginde yasadigi kosullara nasil
uyarlandiklarint gosterir. Bu ortalama kosullar, kendilerini bugiin en yaygin duruma getiren
ayn1 nedenlerden dolay1 gegmiste de en sik goriilen kosullardi; demek ki atalarimizin en
genis boliimiiniin i¢inde bulundugu kosullar boyleydi. Zaman iginde degismis olabilecekleri
dogrudur; ama degigmeleri genellikle yavastir (Durkheim, 2014, s. 375).

Durkheim biyoloji ve ekoloji disiplininin temel kavramlarindan biri olan evrim
konusunu da dogadan ayirip toplumsal alana dahil etmektedir. Insanligin evrimsel
gelisiminde dogal ¢evrenin degil toplumsal ¢evrenin etkili oldugunu diistinmektedir.
Uygarligin kaynagi, degismeyen cevresel etkenler degil toplumsal gelisimdir. Bu
noktada toplum-gevre etkilesimini agik¢a diglamaktadir:

Birey, eger daha biiyiik mutluluk elde etmeyecek ise, kendisine her zaman bir ac1 veren
degisimlere ni¢in kendiliginden yol agmak istesin? Demek ki toplumsal evrimin belirleyici
nedenleri bireylerin disinda, yani onu kusatan ortamda bulunmaktadir. Eger toplumlar
degisiyor ve eger birey degisiyorsa, ¢evre degistigi icindir. Ote yandan fiziksel ortam gérece
kalict oldugundan, art arda gelen bu kesintisiz degisimleri onunla agiklayamayiz. Bu nedenle
onlarin temel kosullarini toplumsal ortamda aramak gerekir. Toplumlardaki ve bireylerdeki
degisimlere yol agan sey, toplumsal ortamda ortaya ¢ikan degisimlerdir (Durkheim, 2014, s.
292-293).

Durkheim insani, toplumsal 6zellikleri nedeniyle hayvanlardan ayri tutmaktadir.
Zira insan tiim 6zelliklerini toplumdan almistir; toplumun yoklugunda ahlakini, yani
kolektif bilincini kaybederek hayvanlarin seviyesine diigmesi kaginilmazdir:

Gergekten de, tipki tapinma yasami gibi, toplumsal yasam da bir daire i¢inde cereyan
etmektedir. Bir yandan birey, kendisinde bulunan en iyi pargayi, baska varliklar arasinda
kendisine ayr1 bir yiiz gériiniimii ve ayr1 bir yer veren her seyi, diisiinsel ve ahlaki kiiltiiriini
hep toplumdan almaktadir. insandan dil, bilimler, inanglar, sanatlar, ahlak almacak olursa
hayvan seviyesine diiser (Durkheim, 2010, s. 473).

Durkheim’a gore insanlarin kiiglik hayvan topluluklarindan en 6nemli farki ¢ok
degisken olmalaridir. insanlar biyolojik ve gevresel sinirlarini toplumsal iligkileri ve
etkilesimleri sayesinde asmaktadirlar:

Her seyden 6nce bireyler organizmanin boyundurugundan gittik¢e daha ¢ok kurtulmaktadirlar.
Hayvan, hemen tiimden fiziksel ¢evreye bagimli durumdadir; biyolojik yapilanisi yasam
bicimini 6nceden belirlemektedir. Insan ise, bunun tersine, toplumsal nedenlere bagldir.
Kuskusuz hayvanlarin da olusturdugu toplumlar vardir, ama onlar ¢ok dardir ve oradaki
ortak yasam ¢ok yalinkattir; bu yasam ayni zamanda ¢ok durgundur, ¢linkii bunca kii¢iik
topluluklarin dengesi zorunlu olarak durgundur... ... Insanda ise durum tiimden farklidir,
¢linkii insanlarin olusturdugu toplumlar ¢ok daha genistirler; bilinen en kiigiikleri bile,
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hayvan topluluklarinin pek ¢ogundan daha genistir. Onlardan daha karmasik da olduklarindan
ayni zamanda daha degiskendirler ve bu iki neden birlikte, insanlardaki toplumsal yasamin
biyolojik bir bi¢im altinda donmasint engellemistir. En yalinkat oldugu yerde bile 6zelligini
korumaktadir (Durkheim, 2014, s. 396-397).

Durkheim, hayvanlarin dar olgekte de olsa toplum olusturabildiklerini
belirttikten sonra insan toplumlarinin daha genis, karmasik ve degisken oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Hayvanlar ile insanlar arasindaki farkin yani sira tarihsel siirecte
doganin sabit kalirken toplumun evrimsel dogrultuda degisken oldugunu vurgulamasi,
Durkheim’mn kavramsallagtirmalarinda toplum-gevre etkilesimini diglama ¢abasina
Oonemli birer 6rnektir. Yukaridaki drneklere karsit olarak Durkheim’in ¢alismalarinda
toplum-cevre etkilesimine dair 6rnekler de vardir ve asagidaki boliimlerde alintilarla
birlikte agiklanmaktadir.

Durkheim’da Cevreci Potansiyel

Genel kaninin aksine, Durkheim’in g¢alismalarinda g¢evre ile ilgili referanslar
siklikla yer almaktadir. Sosyologlara metodolojik olarak doga bilimcilerini 6rnek
gosteren Durkheim, toplumu dogadan ayri tutmaya calisirken doga bilimlerinin
evrim, organizma ve hiicre gibi metaforlarin1 da ¢ekinmeden kullanmistir. Cevre
sosyologlari tarafindan siklikla elestirilmesine neden olan toplumsal olgu kavramini
aciklarken bile cevresel etkilere ve biyoloji disiplinine ¢aligmalarinda yer vermistir.
Niifus ve mekan gibi degigkenlerin topluma etkisini belirtmistir; 6zellikle evrim
konusunda toplum-gevre etkilesimini ortaya koymustur. En ¢arpici 6rnek ise, toplumu
doganin bir parcast olarak gdrmesi ve arada “sadece bir derece farki” oldugunu
vurgulamasidir. Durkheim’in ¢evre ile ilgili kullandig1 referanslara 6rnekler asagida
verilmektedir.

Sosyolojinin klasik dnciilerinden Marx, Weber ve Durkheim “doga ve toplum”
konusunu dogrudan ele almasalar da, ¢alismalarinda dolayli ve igkin olarak
bahsetmislerdir (Hannigan, 2006, s. 5). Bu nedenle, Durkheim’a insanmerkezci
ve dar bir ¢ergeve yerine genis agidan ve insan-doga sistemleri iligkisi tizerinden
bakilmalidir (Rosa ve Richter, 2008, s. 186). Durkheim sosyolojiyi ayr1 bir bilim
olarak kurma siirecinde, yasadig1 déneme hakim olan doga bilimlerinin iistiinligii
diistincesinin etkisi altinda kalmistir. Toplumu ayr1 bir ¢alisma nesnesi olarak
kurgulayip felsefe, psikoloji ve doga bilimlerinden 1srarla ve titizlikle ayirirken doga
bilimlerinin yéntemlerini ve metaforlarin1 gok¢a kullanmustir. Ironik bir bigimde,
doga kategorisini diglayan bir toplum bilimi tasarlarken dogadan uzak durmay1
basaramamustir.

Durkheim sosyolojinin kurulus stirecinde psikolojik, biyolojik ve fiziksel etkenlerin
Oonemini reddetmemistir; ancak toplumsal olgularin yaninda daha az 6nem vermistir
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(Jarvikoski, 1996, s. 79). Sosyologu dogadan uzak tutmaya ¢alisan Durkheim, diger
yandan da kendisine doga bilimcilerini 6rnek almaktadir:

Bizim istegimiz, bir fizik¢i, kimyact ve fizyolog kendi bilim dallarinda heniiz kesfedilmeyen
bir alana adim attiklarinda nasil diisiiniiyorlarsa, sosyolog da 6yle disiinsiin. Toplumsal
diinyaya niifuz ederken, bilinmeyene niifuz ettiginin bilincinde olmalidir; biyoloji biliminin
heniiz var olmadig1 bir anda yasamsal yasalar ne denli siipheden uzaksa, o denli siipheden
uzak yasalara dayanan olgularla kars: karsiya oldugunu hissetmelidir; kendini sasirtacak
ve lizerine yerlestigi zemini kaydiracak kesifler yapmaya hazir olmalidir. Sosyolojinin bu
entelektiiel olgunluk seviyesine ulasmasi gerekir. Fiziksel dogay1 inceleyen bilim insani bu
doganin kendisine gosterdigi ve agmakta zorlandig1 direnci canli bir bigimde hissederken,
aslinda sosyolog, aklin karsisinda saydam duran seylerin icinde hareket ediyor gibidir;
ozellikle en karanlik sorunlari biiyiik bir kolaylikla ¢ozdiigiini goérdigiimiiz zaman
(Durkheim, 2016, s. 17).

Zira, sosyologun gorevi doga bilimcilerinden farkli degildir; doga yasalarina tabi
olan ve sosyolojinin ¢alisma nesnesi olan toplumsal olgular1 arastirmaktir. Sonugta
Durkheim sosyolojiden, fizik ve kimya gibi doga bilimlerinin fiziksel dogay1
incelemedeki yetkinligine ulagmasini beklemektedir.

Hakim Toplumsal Olgu Anlayisinin Elestirisi

20. yiizyilda gerceklesen hizli niifus artist ve gelisen endiistriyel teknoloji
“insanoglunun biyosferdeki ekolojik durumu”nu degistirmistir. Aym1 donemde,
Durkheim’in “entelektiiel mirascilarinin ¢ogu”nun toplumsal olgular anlayisini
“as1r1 vurgulamasi” nedeniyle sosyoloji, ¢ok dar bir alana sikismak zorunda kalmistir
(Catton, 2002, s. 90-91). Toplumsal olgular tabusu nedeniyle siirekli ve sert bir bigimde
Durkheim’1 elestirenlerin basinda, ¢evre sosyolojisinin kurucu isimlerinden Catton
ve Dunlap gelmektedir. Onlar i¢in “sosyolojinin ¢evresel korliigiiniin™ temel nedeni
Durkheim ve onun gelenegidir. 1978-2002 yillar1 arasinda yayinlanan ve Catton’in da
ortak yazar oldugu caligmalarda Dunlap, Durkheim’m toplumsal olgular kavramim
sosyolojinin ¢evreyi diglamasindan sorumlu tutmaktadir. Ancak bu elestiriye karsi
Rosa ve Richter (2008), ii¢ giiclii itiraz one siirmektedir: Ilki, toplumsal olgularin
sadece toplumsal olgularla agiklanabilecegi 6nermesinin gecerliligine ve yaygmlhigina
yoneliktir. Ornegin, sosyoloji disiplininin énde gelen isimlerinden Homans ve
Garfinkel gibi isimler toplumsal olgular1 sorgulamaktadir. ikinci itiraz ise Durkheim’in
kendisinin de ¢evrenin topluma etkisinden bahsetmesine yéneliktir. Ornegin, Durkheim
mekanik dayanigmadan organik dayanigmaya gecilen evrim siirecinde, “ekolojik
kaynaklar lizerindeki rekabetin artmasi”n1 vurgulamaktadir. Son itiraz ise Durkheim’in
toplumsal olgu taniminda dogay1 toplumdan tamamen ayirmadigint 6ne siirmektedir.
Ayrica, toplum tasavvurunda kullandifi organizma ve sistem kavramlarindaki
biyoloji vurgusu ve yapisal-islevselci ilkeler, ¢cevre sosyolojisinin “siirdiiriilebilirlik”
kavramini ¢agristirmaktadir. Bu g¢ergevede, Durkheim’in yaklasiminin toplumsal ve
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dogal sistemlerin karsilikli iliskilerinin incelenmesinde yardimci olabilecegi kabul
edilmektedir (Rosa ve Richter, 2008, s. 182—186).

Durkheim’mn toplumsal olgu kavramini agiklarken dogaya verdigi referanslar
dikkat ¢ekicidir. Toplumsal olgularin digsalligini ve bireye etkilerini drneklerken
niifus/arazi dengesindeki degisimlerin ekonomik sonuglarinin bireyle olan iligkisini
vurgulamaktadir (Celebi, 2007, s. 159). Toplumsal olgular1 agiklarken “fiziksel
ortam” olarak adlandirdig1 ¢evre ile toplumsal ortamin benzerlik ve farkliliklarim
anlatmaktadir:

Gergekte, her fiziksel ortamin, kendisinin etkisine maruz kalan varliklar tizerinde bir
zorlama yaratti1 sdylenmektedir; zira bu varliklar, belli bir 6l¢iide, fiziksel ortama uyum
saglamak durumundadir. -Ancak, bu iki farkli zorlama bigimi arasinda, fiziksel ortam ile
sosyal ortami ayiran bir fark vardir. Bir ya da birden fazla bedenin baska bedenler hatta
iradeler lizerinde yarattig1 baski, bir grubun bilincinin kendi {yelerinin birinci iizerinde
yarattig1 baskiyla karigtirilamaz. Toplumsal baskinin en spesifik yani, bir takim molekiiler
diizenlemelerdeki zorunluluklara degil, bazi temsil ve tasavvurlarin tasidigi degere ve
sayginliga dayanmasidir... ...Dogadaki olgularin, farkli bigimler altinda, toplumsal olgular
tanimlamak i¢in bagvurdugumuz niteligi tasimalar1 bizi sasirtmamalidir. Bu benzerlik hem
dogal olgulari hem de toplumsal olgularin gercek bir sey olmasindan kaynaklanir (Durkheim,
2016, s. 25-26).

Toplumsal olgular1 tanimlarken Durkheim, ¢evresel etkileri ve biyoloji disiplinini
kullanmaktan cekinmemektedir. Ornegin, birey-toplum ile parca-biitiin farkin1 ve
toplumun bireye iistiinliigiinii agiklarken dogadaki tiim canli organizmalarda yer alan
atomlar1 ve mineralleri referans gostermektedir ve biyolojide kullanilan bir ilkeyi
sosyolojide uygulamaktadir:

Canli hiicre yalnizca mineral parcaciklart igerir; ayni sekilde, toplum da bireylerin disinda
hicbir sey icermez; ancak, surast kesindir ki, yasami olusturan karakteristik olgularin
hidrojen, oksijen, karbon ve azot atomlarina dayanmasi miimkiin degildir... ...Canli hayat
bu sekilde ¢oziimlenemez; hayat birdir ve dolayisiyla onun dayanag: bir biitiin olarak canlt
6zdektir. Hayat parcalarla degil, biitiiniin i¢indedir. Beslenen, iireyen, tek kelimeyle yasayan
sey hiicredeki cansiz parcaciklar degildir; hiicrenin kendisidir yasayan ve yalnizca odur.
Hayat hakkinda sdylediklerimiz biitiin muhtemel sentezler i¢in de sdylenebilir... ...Bu ilkeyi
sosyoloji uygulayalim. Eger her bir toplum olusturan sui generis sentez bireysel bilinglerde
var olanlardan farkli ve yeni olgular yaratiyorsa (ki bu diisiincemiz kabul edilmektedir), o
halde, bu 6zgiil olgularin bizzat onlar1 yaratan topluma dayandigini, toplumun parcalarina
yani liyelerine dayanmadigini kabul etmek gerekir. Bu anlamda, s6z konusu olgular bireysel
bilinglere digsaldir (bireysel bilingleri boyle kabul edersek); ayn1 sekilde, yasamin belirleyici
nitelikleri de canli varlig1 yaratan mineral maddelere digsaldir (Durkheim, 2016, s. 19-20).

Toplumsal olgulara dair bir bagka alintida Durkheim, toplum ve organizma arasinda
“yalnizca derece farklar1” gordiigiinii ve “sosyolojideki ¢ikarimlarin biyolojide
uygulanabilecegini” vurgulamaktadir:
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Yasam ile yapinin, organ ile islevin bu yakin iliskisi sosyolojide kolaylikla ortaya konabilir,
¢linkii bu iki ug arasinda, dolaysiz olarak gézlemlenebilen ve kendi aralarindaki bagi gosteren
tam bir ara unsurlar dizisi vardir. Biyolojinin bdyle bir kaynagi yoktur. Fakat bu konuyla
ilgili sosyolojideki ¢ikarimlarin biyolojiye uygulanabilecegini ve toplumlarda oldugu gibi
organizmalarda da bu iki olay dizisi arasinda yalnizca derece farklart oldugunu diisiinebiliriz
(Durkheim, 2016, s. 43).

Durkheim’in toplumsal ortami fiziksel ortam ile karsilagtirmasi, toplumsal olgularin
digsalligini agiklarken tiim canlilardaki hiicreleri ve igerdikleri mineralleri kullanmasi
ve nihayet toplum ve canli organizmalar arasinda “yalnizca derece farklar” oldugunu
vurgulamasi sosyoloji disiplininde hakim olan toplumsal olgularin ¢evreyi disladigi
anlayisi ile ¢elismektedir.

Toplum ve Cevre

Durkheim’in ¢alismalar1 kendisinin “doga toplum iliskisi temasini tamamen
dislamadigini” géstermektedir. Ornegin mevsimler, giinesin pozisyonu ve atmosferin
durumu gibi degiskenlerin toplumsal yasama dair etkilerini dikkate almaktadir. Zira
insan Oznesi toplumsal ve ¢evresel digsal gergeklik tarafindan kisitlanmaktadir. Bu
cergevede Durkheim, sosyolojiyi genel sosyoloji, sosyal fizyoloji ve sosyal morfoloji
olarak tice ayirmaktadir. Sosyal morfoloji “toplumun ¢evre temelinde calisiimasi”
anlamina gelmektedir ve sehir gibi yasam alanlarinin yani sira toprak kullanimini da
igermektedir (Gross, 2000, s. 280-282).

Durkheim toplumu dogadan ayr1 bir bicimde kavramsallastirmaya caligsa da
toplum-cevre etkilesimini kabul etmektedir. Durkheim ve Weber “doga ve toplum
arasindaki metabolik etkilesim” konusunu kendi yaklagimlar1 ¢ergevesinde dikkate
almiglardir. Bu konuda yeterli ¢aligma yapilmamis olmasina ragmen ikisinin de
sosyolojik yaklagimlari “ekolojik sorunlara dair 6nemli kavrayislar” icermektedir. Bir
diger toplum-cevre etkilesimi 6rnegi de evrim konusunda gorilmektedir. Durkheim,
Darwin kurami gercevesinde doganin ve toplumun birlikte evrim gecirdiklerini
belirtmektedir. 1955’te yaymlanan Pragmatizm ve Sosyoloji adli ¢alismasinda
da toplum ve doganin birlikte evrim gecirdigini belirten “esevrimci” bir yaklagim
benimsemistir. Buna gore organik, fiziksel ve toplumsal diinyalar aralarinda ¢atigma
olmadan birlikte var olabilmektedir (Foster, 1999, s. 396-401).

Durkheim’a gore toplum ve doga birbirine karsit degildir. Zira toplum doganin
bir parcasidir, onun en yiiksek gorlingiisiidiir ve en karmasik halidir. Dahasi,
“dogay1 bir toplumsal kategori olarak gérmektedir” (Jarvikoski, 1996, s. 73-79).
Durkheim’in Dinsel Yasamin Ilk Bicimleri (1912/1982) adli eserinde “doga”
kelimesi 476 kez ge¢mektedir. Bunlarin biiyiikk cogunlugunun “esyanin tabiat1”
anlaminda kullanilmasina ragmen “dogal diinyay1” kasteden kullanimlar da dikkat
cekici dlgiidedir. Ornegin Durkheim sosyolojik bilgi kurami tartismasinda toplumu
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doganin bir pargasi olarak gérmekte ve arada sadece bir karmasiklik farki oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir:

Ama bir toplumbilimsel bilgi kuramimni béyle yorumlamak, toplumun 6zel bir gergeklik
olmakla birlikte devlet iginde bir devlet olmadigint unutmak anlamma gelir; toplum doganin
bir pargasidir, onun en yiiksek bicimde belirisidir. Toplumsal alan da dogal bir alan olup bagka
dogal alanlardan yalnizca daha karmasik olusu dolayisiyla ayrilir (Durkheim, 2010, s. 41).

Durkheim normal ve anormal kavramlarii agiklarken yine canli organizmalari
referans vererek sosyolojik olgular ile biyolojik olgularin benzerligini 6rnek
gostermektedir:

Her sosyolojik olgu, tipk1 her biyolojik olguda oldugu gibi, temelde kendisi olarak kalmakla
birlikte bazi durumlara gore farkli bi¢imler kazanabilir. Bu bigimler iginde iki ayr1 tiir ortaya
¢ikar... ...En genel bigimleri sergileyen olaylari normal olarak adlandiracagiz; diger olaylara
ise hastalikli veya anormal adin1 verecegiz (Durkheim, 2016, s. 84).

Durkheim farkl tiirler arasinda yaptig1 normal ve patolojik karsilastirmasinin
sosyolojide de gecerli oldugunu vurgulamaktadir:

Her tiiriin kendine 6zgli bir saglik olgiitii vardir, ¢iinkii kendine 6zgli bir ortalama tipe
sahiptir; en alt tiirlerin saglik Ol¢iitii en geligmis tiirlerin saglik dl¢iitiinden daha diisiik
degildir. Bu ilke sosyolojide ¢gogunlukla bilinmemekle birlikte, ayni sekilde sosyoloji i¢in de
gegerlidir. Bir kurumu, bir pratigi veya ahlaki bir diisiinceyi sanki bunlar kendi i¢lerinde ve
kendi baslarina k&tii ya da iyiymis gibi, biitiin sosyal tiirler i¢in ayn1 sekilde degerlendirmek
seklindeki yaygin aligkanliktan vazgecmek gerekir (Durkheim, 2016, s. 85).

Insan dis1 canli organizmalar cevre kavrami igine girmektedir. Bu cercevede
Durkheim, biyolojinin doga alanindaki yaklasim ve ilkelerini 6rnek alarak kurmaya
calistig1 sosyoloji disiplinine ve toplumsal ger¢eklige uygulamaya calismaktadir.

Din Anlayisi ve Cevre

Durkheim’a gore din “kutsal, yani ayr1 ve yasak sayilan seylere iliskin olan ve
kendisine katilan herkesi tapinak denilen bir manevi topluluk durumunda birlestiren
tutarli inang ve eylemler dizgesidir” (2010, s. 76). Dinsel Yasamn Ilk Bicimleri
(1912/2010) adli eserinin ilk yarisinda odaklandig1 Totemizm’i agiklarken ise sik
stk dogaya referans vermistir. Totemizm’deki kutsal ve kutsal olmayan ayriminin
nedeni doga degildir. Ancak, toplum kendisini anlamaya c¢alisirken dogaya
bakmaktadir. Bu nedenle, her dinin temelinde animizm ve natiirizmin “dinsel
dizgeleri” vardir:

Bunlardan biri riizgarlar, seller, yildizlar, gokyiizii vb. biiyiik goksel giigler, ya da yeryiiziindeki
bitkiler, hayvanlar, kayalar vb. her tiirden nesneler gibi doga olgularina yoneliktir; bu nedenle
ona dogacilik (natiirizm) adi verilmektedir (Durkheim, 2010, s. 81-82).
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Durkheim’a gore dinin olusumunda insanin dogaya hakim olma ve onun karsisinda
giiven i¢inde olma ihtiyaci dnemlidir. Din doganin giiglerine ve insanin acizligine
anlam bulma yerine, doga karsisinda insanin kendine giivenmesine yardimci
olmaktadir. Modern bilimsel gelismenin giiclinden yoksun olan insan, dogaya hakim
olabilmek i¢in dine sigmmaktadir:

(insan) ¢evrenin &geleri icin yasa koyabilecegine, riizgar estirebilecegine, yagmuru
yagdirabilecegine, bir isaretle giinesi durdurabilecegine vb. inanmaktadir. Dinin kendisi de
insana bu giliveni vermeye katkida bulunmaktadir; ¢iinkii dinin insant doga iizerinde biiyiik
etkide bulunabilecegi giiglerle donattigina inanilmaktadir. Dinsel torenler, bir dl¢iide, insanin
isteklerini diinyaya kabul ettirmesine yonelik araglardir (Durkheim, 2010, s. 128).

Durkheim toplum ile Tanrinin ayni oldugu ¢ikarimini; ironik bir bi¢imde toplumdan
ayr1 tuttugu doga ve onun simgeleri lizerinden agiklamaktadir:

Yaptigimiz ¢oziimlemeden, totemin birbirinden farkli iki tlirli seyi anlatip simgeledigi sonucu
¢iktyor. Bir yandan totem 6zii ya da tanrisi dedigimiz seyin duyularla algilanabilir, digsal
bi¢imidir. Ama &6te yandan oymak denilen belli bir toplulugun da simgesidir. Bu bir bayraktir;
her oymag: &tekilerden ayirt eden isaret, oymak kisiliginin gézle goriiliir damgasidir; oymagin
degisik tiirden biitiin {iyeleri, insanlar, hayvanlar ve esya bu damgay: tasirlar... ... Demek ki
oymagin tanrist, yani totem ilkesi, oymagin kendisinden baska bir sey olamaz; yalniz bu tanri,
imgelemde, totem isini goren, duyularla algilanabilen bitki ya da hayvan tiirleri bigiminde
kisilestirilip tasarlanmaktadir (Durkheim, 2010, s. 290).

Durkheim bireyin din aracihigiyla yasadigi toplumsallagsma siirecini, totem
simgesi lizerinden agiklarken hayvanlara referans vermektedir. Insan toplumu, dini
ritiiellerde hayvanlar1 taklit etmeye ¢alismaktadir. Boylece, kendilerini hayvanlarin
yerine koyarak inanglarini ve dolayisiyla toplum olmalarini algilayabilmektedirler.
Durkheim ilkel toplumun kendi farkina varma siirecinde hayvanlarin 6nemini net bir
bicimde vurgulamaktadir:

(Insanlar) Kendilerini hep, belli bir hayvanm niteli§ine katiliyor gibi sayryorlar. Bu
kosullarda onlar i¢in toplum durumundaki birlikte varoluslarini anlatmanin yalniz bir yolu
vardir: Kendilerinin de o tiire giren birer hayvan olduklarini diisinmek ve bunu yalniz
diisiincelerinin sessizliginde birakmayip, maddi hareketlerle de sergilemek. Iste dinsel
tapinmay1 olusturacak olan sey, bu hareketlerdir; bu hareketlerin de insanin kendisini
0zdeslestirdigi hayvani yansilayan hareketler olacag agiktir. Bu anlamda alininca yansilayici
dinsel torenler dinin ilk bi¢imi olarak belirirler (Durkheim, 2010, s. 526).

Yukaridaki alintilarda gosterildigi {izere, Durkheim’in baglica arastirma
konularindan Totemizm ¢alismas1 yogun bir bi¢imde doga referanslar1 igermektedir.
Zira Totemizm, insan toplumunun dogaya hakim olma ihtiyacin1 karsilamaktadir.
Ayrica, bireyler toplumsallagma siirecinde hayvanlar taklit etmektedirler. Sonugcta
bitki veya hayvan tiirleri totem olarak toplumu simgelemektedir.
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Evrim, Organizma ve isboliimii Kavramlarinda Cevre Konusu

Durkheim, ¢alismalarinda Marx gibi bir evrim semasi, organizmaci kavramlar ve
“Darwinci evrimden metaforlar” kullanmistir. Sosyolojik Yéntemin Kurallari’nda
(1895/2016) toplumsal evrim ve dayanmigma kavramlarini agiklarken “biyoloji
kavramlarin1” kullanmaktan ¢ekinmemistir. Ilkel toplumdan modern topluma
dogru ilerleyen evrim siirecini “tlirler veya toplumsal tiirler” kavrami iizerinden
anlatmustir. Toplumsal Isboliimii (1893/2014) adli eserinde agikladign iizere, ilkel
toplumdan modern topluma gegiste isbdliimil karmasiklagmaktadir; anomi artarken
“organik” dayamisma zayiflamaktadir. Toplumsal Isboliimii (1893/2014) adli eseri,
insan ekolojisi kuramimin “klasik” versiyonu olarak goriilmektedir. Zira mekanik
dayanigmadan organik dayanismaya gegis siirecinde “niifus yogunlugu, kaynak kitlig
ve hayatta kalmak icin rekabet” kavramlari, modern insan ekolojisinin terminolojisi
ile benzesmektedir (Buttel, 2002, s. 40). Ornegin Lenski’ye gore rekabetin daha
iretken toplumsal oOrgiitlenmelere yol agacagimi ongoéren Durkheim’in “iyimser
etkisi”, kentlesmenin yol actig1 cevre kirliligi ve dogal kaynaklarin tiikenmesi
sorunlarinin dikkate alinmamasina neden olmustur (Lenski 1984’ten akt., Buttel ve
Humphrey, 2002, s. 40). Ayrica, niifus artisinin ortaya ¢ikardigi Malthuscu sinirlari
agmak i¢in gerekli teknolojik ilerlemeler ve isboliimii anlayist da yine Durkheim’in
toplumsal igb6liimii caligmasindan alinmistir (Buttel ve Humphrey 2002, s. 41).

Durkheim “doga” kelimesini nadir olarak kullanmasina ragmen “fiziksel kosullar”
ve “organizma” kavramlarmi siklikla kullanmigtir. Organizmadan kasti insanin
biyolojik organizmasidir (Jarvikoski, 1996, s. 79). 1950’lerin ABD’sinin “Oncii
sosyoloji kurami1” olan yapisal islevselci yaklagim, “ironik” bir bigimde Durkheim’in
“toplumsal bir organizma” yaklasimini takip etmistir (Hannigan, 2006, s. 3).
Durkheim toplumsal isboliimii tartigmasinda isbolimiiniin “canli organizmalarda”
var oldugunu ve dogadan topluma gectigini vurgulamaktadir:

... isboliimii yasasinin toplumlarda uygulandig: gibi canli organizmalarda da uygulanmakta
oldugunu biliyoruz. Dahasi, bir organizmanin canlilar merdivenindeki goreli yerinin,
igindeki etkinliklerin uzmanlagmishk 6l¢iisiiyle dogru orantili oldugu bile séylenebilmistir.
Bu bulus, isbolimiiniin etki alaninin simirsiz bir 6l¢iide genis oldugunun diistiniilmesine
yol agtig1 gibi, yeryliziinde yasamin dogmasiyla birlikte basladigi kabul edildigine gore,
kokenlerinin de en ilk zamanlara degin gerilerde aranmasi gerektigini gosterdi. Bdylece
isboliimi, artik yalniz kaynagini zeka ve istenclerinden alan bir toplumsal kurum olmaktan
¢ikmis, kosullar1 organik maddenin 6zelliklerinde aranmasi gerekli bir genel biyoloji olay1
olmugtur. Bu durumda toplumsal igbdliimii artik bu genel siirecin yalnizca 6zel bir bigimi
olarak goriilmektedir; toplumlarin da, bu yasaya uymakla, kendilerinden ¢ok 6nce dogup tiim
canlt diinyasina ayni yone dogru siiriikledigi anlagilan bir akima kapildiklar1 diisiiniilmektir
(Durkheim, 2014, s. 65).

Durkheim metodoloji tartismasinda, sosyolojide kullandigi karsilagtirma
yontemini agiklarken toplum ile hayvanlari karsilagtirmaktadir. Hayvanlarda yasanan
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degisimlerle karsilastirildiginda, toplumsal degisimlerin ¢ok daha zengin oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir:

Yalnizca tek bir deneysel yontem kullanabildigi i¢in sosyolojinin diger bilimlere kiyasla hissedilir
derecede asagida oldugunu diisinmemek gerekir. Aslinda bu durum, sosyologun yaptigi
karsilastirmalarda kendiliginden ortaya cikan ve diger dogal alanlarda bir benzeri bulunmayan
degiskenlerin zenginligiyle telafi edilmektedir. Bireysel bir yasam siirdiiren bir organizmada
gerceklesen degisimler az sayida ve siirhidir; organizmanmn yasamini tehlikeye atmadan
yapay olarak yaratilabilecek degisimler de dar smirlar icinde kalmaktadir. Hayvansal evrim
sliresince ¢ok daha 6nemli degisimlerin yasandig1 dogrudur; fakat bunlardan geriye yalnizca
seyrek ve belirsiz izler kalmistir ve onlar1 belirleyen kosullart saptamak ¢ok daha zordur. Buna
karsin, toplumsal hayat kesintisiz bir degisimler dizisidir ve bu degisimler kolektif yasamdaki
kosullarda gergeklesen diger degisimlerle paraleldir; elimizde yalnizca yakin bir doneme ait
degisimler yoktur; tarih sahnesinden silinen halklarin gecirdigi ¢ok sayida degisim de bize kadar
ulagmustir. Baridirdigi bosluklara ragmen, insanlik tarihi hayvan tiirlerinin tarihinden ¢ok daha
acik ve bitiinliiklidir (Durkheim, 2016, s. 161).

Sosyolojiyi biyoloji ve diger doga bilimlerinden ayr1 tutmaya ¢aligmasina ragmen
Darwin’in evrimci yaklagimindan etkilenmesi nedeniyle, Durkheim 7oplumsal
Isboliimii (1893/2014) adli eserinde “evrimci bir gerceve” sunmaktadir (Catton,
2002, s. 92). Eserde sunulan mekanik dayanismadan organik dayanismaya gecilen
toplumsal evrim modelinde, “biyoloji kavramlarini ve metaforlarini” kullanmaktadir
(Hannigan, 2006, s. 5). Ornegin, toplumdaki farklilasmayi niifus artisi, kisitli mekan
ve kaynaklarla iliskilendirmektedir (Gross, 2000, s. 280). Durkheim’in toplumsal
igboliimiindeki degisime dair aciklamasi, artan niifusa kargi azalan kaynaklar
sorununu igeren “ekolojik bir krize” ¢6ziim bulma c¢abasidir. Aslinda Durkheim,
1880’lerde hakim olan Darwinci evrim anlayigimin etkisi altindadir. Ancak, kit
kaynaklar karsisinda cesitliligin artisinin rekabeti azalttigini one siirerek Darwin’i
yanlig anlamistir. Zira Darwin’e gore, uzmanlasma siirecindeki bir tiir, digeri ile
rekabetinde avantaj elde etmektedir; Durkheim’in diislindiigli gibi rekabet azalip
karsilikli bagimhilik artmamaktadir. Modern ekoloji biliminde ise farkli tiirlerin
bir aradaligi dengeli olmak zorunda degildir. Buna gore, iki tarafin birbirinden
faydalandigi mutualizm; bir tarafin zarar vermeden faydalandigi komensalizm
ve nihayet bir tarafin digerinden zararina faydalandigi aver ve parazit ornekleri
goriilmektedir (Catton, 2002, s. 92’den akt., Hannigan, 2000, s. 6-7). Sonug
olarak, Catton (2002, s. 91) Durkheim’in Darwin okumasinin “se¢ici” oldugunu ve
bu se¢ici okumanin onu “yanlis yola sevk ettigini” vurgulamaktadir.

Degerlendirme

Bu caligmanin amaci Durkheim’in sosyolojik yaklagimini toplum-gevre etkilesimi
agisindan incelemektir. Bu ¢ergevede, 6nce ¢evre sosyolojisinin sosyoloji disiplini
icindeki ortaya ¢ikig silireci anlatilmistir. Sonra Durkheim’in ¢aligmalarinda

153



iSTANBUL UNiVERSITESi SOSYOLOJi DERGiSi

¢evreyi dislayan ve iceren 6rnekler sunulmustur. Bu boliimde ise dnceki boliimler
degerlendirilecek ve Durkheim’in 6zgiin kavramlari ile onlar1 temel alarak gelistirilen
yeni ¢evre sosyolojisi yaklasimlar1 6zetlenecektir.

19. ylizyilda doga bilimlerine Oykiinerek pozitivist bir bilim olarak kurulan
sosyoloji disiplini i¢inde ¢evre ve diger etkenler, Durkheim’in “toplumsal olgular”
yaklagimi1 6rneginde oldugu gibi dislanmistir. Ancak 1950’lerde endiistrilesme ile
kentlesme kaynakli toprak ve hava kirliligi gibi ¢evre sorunlarmin Bat1 toplumlarim
tehdit etmesiyle, once toplumda cevre kaygisi olusmus; sonra cevre hareketi ve
akabinde c¢evre sosyolojisi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Cevre sosyolojisinin, sosyoloji i¢inde
dislanmasindan Durkheim ve onun “toplumsal olgular” kavraminda 6rnegini bulan
sosyal indirgemecilik sorumlu tutulmaktadir.

Marx ve Weber gibi diger klasik sosyoloji dnciilerinden farkl olarak, Durkheim’in
cevreyi disladigi 6nermesi, cevre sosyolojisi literatiiriinde siklikla 6ne ¢ikarilmaktadir.
Durkheim’in -doga bilimlerinden izole bir bigimde kurmak istedigi- sosyolojinin
temeline yerlestirdigi “toplumsal olgularin ancak bir diger toplumsal olguyla
aciklanabilir” anlayisinin toplum-gevre etkilesimini disladigi diisiincesi, ¢evre
sosyolojisinin kurucu isimlerinden Dunlap ve Catton’un hemen her ¢aligmasinda
vurgulanmaktadir. Durkheim da, bu goriisleri hakli ¢ikaracak bicimde toplum
evrilirken doganin pek degismedigini, toplumu olusturmus insanligin hayvanlardan
¢ok farkli oldugunu ve genetik kalitimin evrimde etkisinin ¢ok sinirli ve giinlimiizde
etkisiz oldugunu One siirmiistiir.

Durkheim’in ¢alismalarinda c¢evreyi dislayan ornekler kadar caligmalarina
temel olan ve siklikla kullanilan doga referanslar1 da dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Toplumu
dogadan ayr1 bir bilimsel nesne olarak ortaya koyarken biyoloji ve ekoloji gibi
pozitif doga bilimlerinin organizma, denge, kaynak kitlig1 ve niifus yogunlugu gibi
metaforlarim siklikla kullanmistir. Cevre sosyolojisinin Onciilerinin iddia ettiginin
aksine, toplumsal olgular kavraminda Durkheim g¢evresel etkenleri dikkate almistir.
Zira mekanik dayanismadan organik dayanismaya gegisin temel nedenlerinden
birini dogal kaynaklarin kithgr olarak gdstermistir. Ayrica, sosyolojide toplumsal
olgular yaklagimmin kullanimi iddia edilenin aksine kisitli kalmistir, tiim sosyoloji
disiplinine yayilmamuistir.

Durkheim doga ile toplum arasindaki metabolik etkilesime ve birlikte gegirilen
evrim siirecine dikkat ¢ekmektedir. En ¢arpict 6rnek ise toplumu doganin karmagik
bir parcasi olarak gérmesidir. Totemizm ¢alismasinda, dinin hem toplumun kendisini
algilamasimi sagladigint hem de doga gii¢lerine karsi insanlara giiven verdigini
vurgulamaktadir. Tlkel topluluklar, dini etkinliklerde hem bitki ve hayvan sembollerini
kullanmakta hem de hayvan taklidi gibi ritiieller gergeklestirmektedir. Durkheim
dinin kaynagini agiklarken yine dogadan faydalanmaktadir.
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Doneminin diisiince yapisinin ve tarihsel baglaminin etkisindeki Durkheim,
sosyoloji disiplinini kurma siirecinde biyolojik indirgemecilige meydan okumustur.
Bu nedenle Durkheim, biyoloji kuramlarmin degistigi ve gelistigi glinlimiizde
yasasaydi farkli bir yaklagim ortaya koyma potansiyeline sahip olacakti (Parsons,
1978, s. 217°den akt., Jarvikoski, 1996, s. 82). Ciinkii 20. ylizyilin 6zellikle ikinci
yarisinda dogal cevre de toplumlar da biiyiik degisimler gegirmistir. Ozellikle
1950’lerden itibaren endiistrilesmenin neden oldugu ¢evre sorunlari ortaya ¢ikmistir
ve giinlimiizde tilke sinirlarini asarak kiiresel 6l¢ege ulasmistir. Ayni1 zamanda, ulus-
devletler birbirlerine ekonomi ve siyasetin yani sira ¢evre konularinda da bagh
durumdadirlar. Bu ¢ercevede, c¢evresel siirdiiriilebilirlik ve gelismis tlkelerden
gelismemis lilkelere para akisi konulari 6ne ¢ikmistir. Doneminin insanmerkezci
yaklagimina sahip olan Durkheim’in, giiniimiiziin kiiresel vatandaslik ve bagimlilik
déneminde, nihayet farkli bigimde degerlendirilmesi miimkiindiir. Zira Durkheim’in,
yiizyil 6nce Malthusgu ve insan karsiti yaklagimlara karst gelistirdigi “entelektiiel
¢oziimlerin” (dayanigma ve igboliimii) yeniden tanimlanmasi, gliniimiiziin ¢evresel ve
toplumsal sorunlari karsisinda faydali olabilir. Bu ¢er¢evede, Durkheim’in ¢aligmalari
temel alinarak ¢evre koruma alaninda ortak ¢alismalar yapilmasi ve ¢evrenin duyarli
kullanilmasi imkan dahilindedir. Ornegin, iklim degisikligi ve buzullarin erimesi gibi
kiiresel sorunlar karsisinda, uluslararasi 6lgekte isboliimii ve dayanigma kavramlar
yeniden tanimlanabilir (Madappalli, 2016, s. 1019-1025).

Onceki béliimlerde orneklenen Durkheim’in dogaya dair referanslari ve
genel kavramlari, toplum-gevre etkilesimini temel alan ¢alismalara ilham verip
gelistirilecek yeni kavramsal yaklagimlara temel olma potansiyelini icermektedir.
Ornegin, kiiltiir ve kolektifbiling kavramlar1, toplumda cevre bilincinin yayilmasinda
etkili bir ara¢ olma potansiyeline sahiptir (Konak, 2010, s. 275). ikinci olarak,
bugiiniin diinyasinda niifus artis1, kaynaklarin tiiketilisi ve iklim degisikligi gibi
sorunlar karsisinda Durkheim’in organik dayanigsma yaklagimi insanlig1 bir arada
tutabilir (Catton, 2002, s. 108). Ugiinciisii, doganin nesnel gergekliginin yaninda
toplum tarafindan algilanis1 ve kiiltiirel alandaki yeri dnemlidir. Zira ilkel topluluk
ile modern toplumun dogaya bakis1 farklidir (Jarvikoski, 1996, s. 81). Dinsel
Yasamun Ik Bicimleri (1912/2010) adli eserinde yer alan “doga ve evrenin 6znel
tanimlanmasi® ile kiiltlirel uygulamalara dair “zengin analizler”, Durkheim’daki
dogal ¢evreye dair insaci bir yaklasima isaret etmektedir (Gross, 2000, s. 282).
Biitiin bu olumlu etkilere ragmen, ¢evre sosyolojisi igin zengin bir potansiyel igeren
risk toplumu ve yeni diinya sistemleri kuramlarinda Durkheim, simdiye kadar genis
bir bi¢imde tartisilmamistir (Madappalli, 2016, s. 1024).*

Finansal Destek: Yazar bu ¢alisma i¢in finansal destek almamuistir.

4 Bu makalenin son seklini almasinda degerli katkilar1 olan Ogr. Gér. Mukaddes Kilig’a tesekkiir ederim.
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Extended Summa
This essay examines Durkheim’s conception of society as a subject (agent) and

social fact as a thing. What makes this idea worth investigating is that almost all of
the founding fathers of sociology, including Ibn Khaldun, Marx, Weber, and Tonnies,
talk about society as if it has attributes of a true or real subject capable of agency that
are comparable to attributes of an individual human being, but they never provide
a precise definition of society through which its agency can easily be identified as
a concrete phenomenon rather than a metaphoric expression. Instead, their concept
of society and the nature of its agency must be construed from the content of
their writings. This may be considered an insignificant issue since, in many cases,
sociologists deal with a specific aspect of society conceived of as a group of people
living within the boundaries of a given territory under the authority of a single political
entity, as is the case in Durkheim’s definition of horde as the simplest form of society.
This lack of a precise definition is odd because Durkheim himself makes a strong
methodological claim for the need to begin sociological investigation with clear and
precise definitions of the objects under scrutiny by concentrating on their external
traits and then proceeding to their inner essential natures. One such construction of
Durkheim’s conception of society has been provided by Poggi (2000), who argues
that, for Durkheim, society begins where instinct ends, which means that it is cultural
in nature and thus not a material thing to be observed existing in nature; therefore, it is,
in essence, something that is both external to individuals’ consciousness and finding
its place of residence in the very thing to which it is external. It is this conception
of a dual form of existence that, according to Poggi (2000, pp. 85-87, 96), leads
Durkheim in his later works to an increasing awareness of the contingent nature of
society stemming from the fact that it depends upon the individuals’ willingness to
act according to the rules or norms of that same society. According to Poggi (2000, p.
96), society in Durkheim’s thought is the totality of collective representation guiding
interactions between individuals by creating feelings of moral obligations. This paper
argues that although this conception of society exists in Durkheim’s thought, there is
still room for an alternative interpretation of his concept of society not as contingent
in its nature and not involving representations exercising authority over individuals;
this alternative interpretation suggests that, for Durkheim, society is a moral being
that is able to manifest itself and exercise its authority through these representations.
This argument presents a different conception of society available in Durkheim’s
thought, which is that it exists and that its agency manifests itself in the act of turning
this contingency into real action at the level of individuals.

Durkheim’s conception of society as a real agent-subject and collective
representations in the forms of rules and norms for conduct, currents of thought and
action, and forms of organization is not given at once but seems to develop gradually in
his major works. In its essence, society is the name of and the answer given by human
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beings for their survival in nature. This concept finds its first expression in the Division
of Labour (Durkheim, 1893; Lukes, 1973), where the forms of division of labor are
examined by Durkheim as the manifestation and representations that give this survival
its more concrete forms. The forms are not the society itself, but the external traits of
its struggle for survival, and they provide the door to penetrate into society itself. In the
Rules of Sociological Method (Durkheim, 2004), society is conceived of as an emergent
moral being or a “moral density”, transcending individuals and represented by forms
of collective action for common or collective survival and also guiding and directing
its members’ efforts to this common goal. In Suicide (Durkheim, 2002), its agency is
perceived through currents and norms of over- and under-performance in providing
its members with guidance for a life balanced between responding to the demands of
collective existence and the demands and requirements of becoming of an individual.
These pressures are produced by and inserted into the minds and hearts of individuals
by the society itself. The agency of society is also perceived through its over- and
under-performance in providing its members with strong and weak attachments to the
collective body. These states of performances and strengths of attachment, in turn, are
considered as the causes of suicide and represented in material life by qualitatively
different forms and rates of suicide. It is in the Elementary Forms of Religious Life that
perhaps not a final but a last perception of society as an agent is presented by Durkheim
(2005, p. 27) in his definition of religious phenomena and ceremonies as collective
representations arising from actions of individuals in a group (in an over-exited state)
that has come together to create and recreate itself and thus leads to the annihilation of
all forms and states of individuality that its members might have had and maintained in
their ordinary and mundane lives, with their efforts heightened in the hot spirit arising
from feelings of group unity and solidarity.

The question of how to imagine and conceptualize society as a true subject capable
of agency is not unique to Durkheim. On the contrary, there are many similarities
between his approach to this issue and Marx’s struggle to provide a precise definition
of social class as an agent, and between his approach and Tonnies’ conception of
Public opinion. A short comparison of these ideas sheds some light on Durkheim’s
stance. For Marx (1983, pp. 173-182, 189-195, 212-217), social classes do not
exist simply by being in a definite and objective position in the social relations of
production, and this is expressed by the metaphor of peasants being like potatoes in
a sack: although they look like a class with regard to their objective conditions of
existence, they lack the quality of being a social class until they create for themselves
a common consciousness, organization, and perform collective actions for the sake
of their collective interests. Class formation and agency for now, and to change
the course of history, can and should only be created with some intellectual input
from outside—but only in the very conditions of existence that exist mostly in work
places with the coming together of people who are objectively in the same class
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position. Similarly, for Tonnies, according to Heberle (1948, pp. 155-157), “Public
opinion” (which differs from public opinion with lower case p) does not simply mean
a gathering of many diverse forms and currents of opinions about matters relating
to public affairs. It must be created by intellectuals and should unify the energies,
thoughts, and actions of all members of society as if it were the will of a single
individual, and it has to be put in the service of or against the implementation of a
particular policy relating to public affairs. There is, however, one essential difference
that separates Durkheim’s conception of society from Marx’s conception of social
class and Tonnies’ conception of public opinion. The latter two forms of existence
and agency have a temporal character: they have to be created and abandoned or
annihilated when the objective is achieved. When created, they look like the moments
in which a society feels itself and reinvigorates its collective consciousness. But
Durkheim would consider these moments as secondary or lesser forms of existence
and agency that do not necessarily attest to the existence of a full society in its single
moral unity. On the contrary, these moments may arise simply because of group life
somehow lacking the quality of being a society and looking more like a network of
relations and exchange of atomic units, each trying to achieve its own objectives. This
is because, in Durkheim’s conception, society as a true and real subject exists insofar
as it directs the efforts of all its members toward securing its own collective survival
as a single moral being, in the socialization of its members who are committed to this
objective, and the application of corrective sanctions against actions that threaten its
survival. All efforts and actions other than these are but manifestations of a subject
that is lesser than a society.
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Durkheim’m Toplumu Bir Ozne, Toplumsah Bir Nesne Olarak
Kavramsallastirma Cabasi

David Emile Durkheim (1858-1917) sosyolojik diisiince tarihinde bir klasik ola-
rak distiniilir.? Onu klasik yapan ¢aligmalarinin sayica ¢oklugu® ya da hacim olarak
biiyiikliigli degil, ilgilenmis oldugu hususlari ele alma bi¢imi ve igeriginin kendi do-
neminde ve ardindan gelen sosyologlar kusaginin iiyelerince dikkate alinmasi veya
elestirilmeye ve agilmaya deger goriilmesinden kaynaklanir.

Durkheim’mn geride biraktig1 entelektiiel mirasin temel konusu doktora tezinin ilk
taslagint sundugunda belirtmis oldugu birey ile toplum arasindaki iligkinin ruhsal ve
ahlaki niteligidir. Coziimiinii aradig1 temel sorun ahlaken yozlasmadan ya da toplumu
biitiinliyle yok etmeden toplumun bekasinin nasil saglanabilecegidir. Bu sorunun ceva-
bini aradig1 yer toplumun bizatihi kendisi ya da toplumun varolus ve beka miicadelesin-
den ortaya cikan olgularin kendisi, cevabi saglamasini umdugu arag ise sosyal bilimdir.
Bu ayni sorular ve sorunlar bilimden daha 6nce felsefe, edebiyat, din, ideoloji, siyasetin
de konusu olmus ve olmaya devam ettiklerinden, fakat her seyden 6nce bizzat sagduyu
tarafindan ele alinmis olmalarindan dolay1 Durkheim’m entelektiiel ¢abasi ve tavri cok
farkli alanlarda hiikiim siiren ¢esitli bilgi ve anlayis bigimleri ile ayn1 anda miicadele
etme ve onlara bir nevi meydan okuma seklinde de tarif edilebilir.*

2 David Emile Durkheim, 15 Nisan 1858’de Fransa’nin kuzey dogusunda ve Almanya sinirinda yer alan Lor-
raine vilayetinin merkezi yerlesimi olan Epinal’de dogdu ve 15 Kasim 1917°de Paris’te 6ldii. U nesildir din
adamlig1 yapan bir Yahudi ailesinin dordiincii ve son ¢ocugu olarak diinyaya gelen Durkheim’in ¢ocukluk ve
ergenlik donemi bu kentte yerlesik ve geleneksel Yahudi aile ve cemaat baglarinin giiglii oldugu bir cemaatin
i¢inde gecti (Lukes, 1973, s. 39-40). 1878 yilinda Paris’te Ecole Normale Supérieure’da {iniversite 6grenimi-
ne basladi ve 1882 yilinda ise {istiin basari ile mezun oldu (Lukes, 1973, s. 42—43). Mezuniyetinin ardindan
bir siire liselerde felsefe gretmenligi yapt: ve 1887 yilinda Bordeaux Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi’ne
sosyal bilim dersi vermek iizere bir nevi okutman veya hoca olarak atandi (Lukes, 1973, s. 86—103). Sosyolo-
jinin bir ders olarak Fransiz tiniversite sisteminde okutulmaya baslanmasinin ve bdylece akademide kendine
miistakil bir yer edinmesinin baglangicini da s6z konusu bu girisim ve yil olusturmaktadir.

Durkheim 1887 ile 1902 yillar1 arasinda Bordeaux Universite’sinde bir yandan egitim ve sosyal bilim dersle-
ri okuturken diger yandan diizenli olarak halka agik konferanslar verdi ve onun sosyolojik diisiince tarihinde
iyi taninan eserlerinden tigiinii yayinladi-Toplumsal Isbéliimii (1893), Sosyolojik Yontemin Kurallar (1895),
Intihar (1897) ve sosyoloji alanindaki ampirik ve kuramsal galigmalart bir araya getirmek amacinda olan
Sosyoloji Yilligr dergisini (1898) yaymlamaya bagladi (Lukes, 1973, s. 109-177).

Durkheim’in Bordeaux tiniversitesinde sosyoloji ile egitim arasinda kurdugu iliski (yani teorinin hayata ge-
girilmesi) ve bunu hizmetine sundugu toplum iilkiisii nihayetinde onu, yoneticiler katinda, Sorbonne Univer-
site’sinde Bilim Egitimi kiirsiisiiniin basinda bulunan ve 1879 ile 1896 yillar1 arasinda Egitim Bakanligi’nin
[lkégretim Dairesi’nin bagkaligin yapmis olan Ferdinand Buisson’dan bosalan kiirsiiye atanmak igin uygun
bir aday kild1 ve atama 1902 yilinda gerceklesti. Durkheim’m entelektiiel mirasinin 6nemli kose taslarindan
olan Dini Hayatin Ilkel Bicimleri onun bu {iniversitede calistigi donemde, 1912 yilinda yaymland: (Lukes,
1973, s. 359-484).

3 Durkheim entelektiiel {iretimine A. Schaeffle’in “Bau und Leben des sozialen Korpers: Erster Band” isimli ¢alig-
masl1 hakkinda kaleme aldig1 ve Revue Philosophique’de 1885 yilinda yayinlanmis olan uzun bir inceleme yazist
ile baglamustir. Otuz iki yillik entelektiiel {iretim hayat: sonunda ise ardinda toplam 154 ¢aligma birakmistir. Bun-
lardan toplam 11 cildini yaymnladigt Sosyoloji Yilliklarindan her birini birer eser sayarsak bu ¢alismalarin 121°i o
hayatta iken, diger 33’ii de onun 6liimiinde sonra yayinlanmistir (bkz. Lukes, 1973, s. 561-589).

4 Toplumsal Isbéliimii adli doktora tezinin ardindan Durkheim’1n Latince yazdig1 ve Ingilizceye Montesquieu
and Rousseau: Forerunners of Sociology ad1 ile ¢evrilen kitap hakkinda kaleme aldig1 inceleme yazisinda
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Giddens’a gore, biitiin entelektiiel hayati boyunca Durkheim’t mesgul eden dort te-
mel husus veya sorun vardir. Bunlardan ilki Condorcet, Montesquieu ve Comte tara-
findan bir tarih felsefesi olarak birakilmig olan sosyolojinin ampirik bir disiplin olarak
kurulmasidir. ikincisi, modern hayatta yiikselise ge¢mis olan bireycilik sorununun nasil
ele alinmasi gerektigidir. Fransiz muhafazakarlarinin kiiltiirel dokunun yozlagsmasi ve
¢lirlimesinin bir ifadesi, dolayisiyla marazi-hastalikli bir durum olarak gordiikleri bu
hususu Durkheim yeni bir tiir toplumsal diizenin ortaya ¢ikmas olarak ele alir. Uciin-
cii husus ahlaki otoritenin kaynagi ve dogasinin anlagilmasidir. Durkheim’a gore, hem
Fransiz muhafazakarlarin hem de liberallerin goriislerinin ve yaklasimlarinin aksine,
modern toplumda ortaya ¢ikmakta olan yeni toplumsal igboliimiiniin ahlaki bir karak-
teri vardir ¢linkii toplumu bir akitlesme (ya da sdzlesme) olarak goren liberallerin ak-
sine, bir akit, kendisi bir akit olmayan ve onu baglayici kilan bir otoriteye dayanir. Son
olarak, sosyal bilim bilgisinin pratikte ne ise yaramasi gerektigi sorunu (Giddens, 1978,
s. 10) ya da toplumsal hayatt kurma ve saglikl bir sekilde stirdiirmede sosyal bilim bil-
gisinin hangi vasiflar1 tagimasi halinde bize kilavuzluk edebilecegi sorunudur.

Bu sorularin cevabini aramak adina giristigi entelektiiel tartismalarda Durkheim
mubhatabi olan fikirler, yaklagimlar ve tartismalar karsisinda kendi goriislerinin dog-
rulugunu gostermek adina farkli yontem veya stratejilere bagvurmustur. Lukes’in
(1973, s. 30-34), tespitlerine gére bu yontemleri sunlardan olusur: 1) Onermeyi so-
nucu icerecek sekilde kurma (petitio principi), 2) eleme yontemi ve 3) yanlislayici
kanit1 kabul etmeme.

Birinci yontem olgularin baska bir sekilde degil, ancak yazarin veya diistiniiriin
kendi zihnindeki haliyle tarif edilebilecegini iddia etmeye karsilik gelir. Bu yaklasi-
min bir 6rnegi Durkheim’m intihar olgusunu ele alma bi¢iminde goriiliir. S6z konu-
su calismada o, Once, intiharlar1 sebeplerine gore tasnif eder, ardindan intihar etmis
kisilerin kendileri ve i¢inde yasamis olduklar1 toplumla ilgili durumu tarif eden yas,
cinsiyet, medeni durum, dini mensubiyet gibi bir dizi toplumsal vasfin bagka degil,
sadece onun ifade ettigi sebebi/sebepleri igerdigini gostermeye girisir. Dini Hayatin
Ilkel Bigimlerinde dini ortaya cikardigmi diisiindiigii kamusal atesli cosku halinin
dretimimin dinin aslinda kendisinin mevcudiyetini varsaymasi sorununda izledigi
tartigma tarzi bu tavrin bir diger 6rnegidir.

Eleme yontemi ayni1 soruya verilen alternatif cevaplar ya da ayni sorun hakkindaki
alternatif aciklamalar arasindan kendisinin muhatap alinmaya deger bulduklarinin
sistematik olarak reddedilip, kendi cevabinin veya agiklamasinin ilgili soruya ya da

Harry Alpert, “bir kisilik olarak Durkheim’1 diizgiin bir sekilde yansitmaya [Michigan’in] Madison Caddesi
bile yetmezdi” der. Zira, Alpert’a gore gore, Durkheim’in “karmasik kisiligi en azindan iki farkli goriintii-
niin bir harmanlamasiydi. Biri mantiksal akil yiiriitme ve kati metodolojik yordamlari uygulama konusunda
tavizsiz davranan ciddi, sert, otoriter ve asik suratl profesor ve bilim adami goriintiisii. Bununla esit derece-
de gecerli diger goriintii ise hararetli bir peygamber ve sosyal elestirmen, tutkulu ahlakg1, atesin vatansever
ve akil ve aciklik ile hakikati arayan gayretli bir filozof” (Alpert, 1960, s. 972-973).
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soruna verilebilecek yegane cevap oldugunu iddia etmeye karsilik gelir. Ornegin,
toplumun ve toplumsal isbdliimiiniin ortaya ¢ikisi ile ilgili yararci veya toplumsal
sozlesmeci agiklamalar (Durkheim, 2004, s. 191-242), intihar1 sosyal olmayan yani
“Orgensel-ruhsal egilimler ile fiziksel ortamin niteligi”ne bagl sebeplere dayandiran
aciklamalar (Durkheim, 2002, s. 39—151) ve dinin kaynagi ve mahiyeti hakkindaki
ruhgu ve dogaci agiklamalar1 (Durkheim, 2005, s. 69—114) bu yolla reddeder. Bunun
sebebi, hayatin ve dolayisiyla hayat olgularnin tabakalagmis oldugu kabulii ile ha-
reket etmesi ve belli bir sonucun veya olgunun ancak kendi tiirtinden, kendi tabaka-
sinda yer alan ve ancak ve ancak tek bir sebep tarafindan meydana getirilebilecegi
ilkesini (Durkheim, 2004, s. 225-226, 236—237) benimsemis olmasidir.

Yanlislayic kaniti kabul etmeme ise ya eleme yonteminin bir uzantisi olarak kendi
fikir veya kuramlariin aksine isaret eden kanitlar1 dikkate almama ya da bu aksi ka-
nitlarin yahut olgularin karakter ve anlaminin yle olmadigi halde degismis oldugunu
iddia etme seklinde ilerlemektedir: 6rnegin Ilkel Siniflama iizerine ¢aligmasinda top-
lumsal orgiitlenme ile sembolik siniflamanin 6rtiismedigi 6rneklerin yahut Dini Ha-
yatin Ilkel Bigimlerinde totemsiz kabile toplumlar1 ile kabilesiz totem inamslarmin
mevcut oldugu 6rneklerin kanit olarak kabul edilmemesi veya dikkate alinmamasi
(Lukes, 1973, s. 33-34).

Lukes’e gore, Durkheim’in bir¢ok agiklamasi aslinda ve basit¢e yanlis ya da yeter-
sizdir ama ayn1 zamanda onun fikir ve agiklamalari intihardan dine toplumsal hayatin
bir¢ok 6zelligini fikri planda diizenleme, aciklama ve aydinlatmada hatir1 sayilir bir
giice de sahiptir (1973, s. 34).

Bir Ozne Fail ve Varhk Olarak Toplum ve Durkheim

Sosyolojinin kurucu sahsiyetlerinin, miinhasiran ibn Haldun, Marx, Durkheim,
Weber ve Tonnies gibi klasik kurucular arasinda sayilan sahsiyetlerin, bir yandan
topluma bilingli bir 6zne-failde bulunabilecek eylem kapasitesi atfettikleri ya da
bunu ima edecek nitelendirmede bulunduklari halde bu 6zellikler bir araya geldi-
ginde toplumun tam olarak nasil bir sey oldugu iizerinde pek durmamis olmalar1 ya
da en azindan &yle goriiniiyor olmalar1 hayli dikkat ¢ekicidir. Ornegin Ibn Haldun
ilk kez kendisinin ihdas ettigini séyledigi umran ilminin konular1 arasinda dogrudan
toplumun kendisine yer vermez. Aksine yeni ilmin konusu umranin asamalari ile
yine umrandan zorunlu veya arizi olarak ortaya ¢ikan fakat ayni zamanda onu su
veya bu sekilde kuran, gelistiren, ¢okerten veya onun bu vasiflarin1 yansitan hal-
ler, sliregler veya olgulardir: “Simdi biz bu kitapta miilk, kesb, ilimler ve sanatlar
bakimindan umranin ahvalinden olmak iizere beseri igtimaa ve insan cemiyetlerine
ariz olan hususlar1 delile dayal1 olarak beyan edecegiz” (ibn Haldun, 1982, s. 207).
Weber, kendi bakis agisindan, sosyolojinin konusu olan seyin toplumsal eylemin
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seyrini ve sonucunu nedensel olarak yorumlamak ve agiklamak oldugunu belirtir
(Weber, 1995, s. 10). Durkheim sosyolojinin konusunu bireysel bilinglerin diginda
ve onlar tizerinde etkide bulunan hissetme, diisiinme ve eylemde bulunma bigimleri
yani toplumsal olgular olarak tarif eder (Durkheim, 2004, s. 67). Dolayisiyla nasil
kuruldugu aciklanmaya muhtag oldugu hallerde bile toplum varlig1 kanitlanmaya
ihtiya¢ duyulan bir sey degildir.

Ancak, bilimsel incelemeye dnce incelenecek olgularin digsal 6zelliklerinden ha-
reketle agik bir taniminin yapilarak baglanmasi gerektigini yonteminin temel ilkele-
rinden biri (Durkheim, 2004, s. 102—103) olarak ilan eden Durkheim ag¢isindan toplu-
mun agik¢a ne oldugunun tanimlanmamis olmasi bir ¢eliski hali gibi de diistiniilebilir.

Nitekim ayni husus Poggi’nin de dikkatini ¢ekmis goriinmektedir. Poggi’ye
(2000) gore, Durkheim’in diisiincesinde toplum i¢giidiiniin bittigi yerde baslamak-
tadir (s. 86) ve maddenin yasalar1 ya da i¢giidii tarafindan degil, insanlarin zihin-
lerindeki imajlarin yani temsillerin onlarin etkilesimlerini ve faaliyetlerini kontrol
ettikleri miiddetge vardir (s. 87). Bu haliyle toplum bireysel psikolojilerin uzantisi
ya da bireyler arasinda cereyan eden etkilesimlerin toplami degil, bu etkilesimlere
yon veren toplumsal psikolojinin kendisidir (s. 86). Bireylerin etkilesimlerini kontrol
eden Oriintiiler ya kurumsallagsmis olan kurallar ya da onlari bir sey yapmaya mecbur
birakan kolektif nitelikteki duygu akimlaridir. Toplum bir madde, olaylar veya faali-
yetler dizisi veya bunlarin toplami degil, bir enerji akimi gibi diisliniilmelidir. Onun
mevcudiyeti bazi seylerin devamina baglhdir (s. 85) Poggi’ye gore, sdyledikleri bir
araya getirildiginde, Durkheim’a gore son tahlilde toplum

... bireylerde bir ahlaki mecburiyet duygusu olusturarak onlar arasindaki etkilesimlere hem
kilavuzluk eden hem de onlar1 kontrol eden kolektif nitelikteki temsillerdir. Toplum, bu tem-
siller bireyleri kendilerine uymaya tesvik ettikleri ya da kendilerine uyulmadig: takdirde yap-
tirimlar vasitastyla kendilerini teyit ettikleri miiddetge mevcuttur. Bu nedenle, kac¢inilmaz
olarak, toplum sartlara bagli ya da arizi (contingent) bir gergeklik, yani bireylerin kisisel
¢ikar diisiincelerinin {istesinden gelmeye istekli olmalari, kolektif olanin 6zel, kisisel ¢ikar-
lardan iistiin oldugunu kabul ve teslim etmeleri ya da bu iistiinliigii giiglendirecek diizenle-
melerin etkin olmalari sartina baghdir. Ahlaki bir gergeklik olarak toplum ancak ve ancak
kendisi disinda yegane ahlaki varlik olan bireyler tarafindan girisilmis olan ahlaki ihlallerin
cezalandirilmasi da dahil olarak, ¢ok sayidaki ahlaki eylem i¢inde ve bu eylemler marifetiyle
varligini siirdiirebilir (s. 96).

Poggi’nin olaganistii glizellikteki bu 6zetlemesi toplum karsisinda bireylerin bir
seye istekli olmalar1 ve istekli olduklar1 seyi yapma konusunda irade gdstermeleri ge-
regine oncelik veriyor gériinmesi, buna karsilik Durkheim’1n 1srarla toplumu bireye
oncelik ve ustiinliik tagiyan bir konumda tutmasi ile pek de uyumlu gériinmemekte-
dir. Ayrica, her ne kadar kastedilen dyle olmasa da kendi bagina dikkate alindiginda
toplumu sadece bireylerin zihinlerinde mevcut bir varlik hiiviyetine indirgemektedir.

166



Soénmez / Durkheim’in Toplumu Bir Ozne, Toplumsali Bir Nesne Olarak Kavramsallagirma Gabasi

Buna karsilik bu denemenin ¢ok genel ve gegici bir hipotez olarak ifade etmek iste-
digi sey bir varlik, ahlaki bir otorite, enerji veya gli¢ sifatlarinin ifade ettiginden daha
fazla bir sey olarak Durkheim’in bir 6zne fail olarak bir toplum algisina da sahip oldu-
gu; onun kendi entelektiiel iiretiminde mevcut oldugunu iddia ettigi bu seyi gosterme-
ye, 0gretim faaliyetlerinde ise mevcudiyetini iddia ettigi seyi yaratmaya veya yeniden
yaratmaya calistigidir ve onun bu konudaki anlayisi 6zetle su sekilde ifade edilebilir:

Bir 6zne fail olarak toplum en genel anlamda ve en kamil haliyle tek tek bireyler
veya gruplar halinde {iyelerinin diisiincelerini, duygularini, enerjilerini, faaliyetleri-
nin tekil hiiviyetini kaynastirip ortak bir amaca yonelttigi ve elde ettikleri sonucun
ahlaki degerini bu ortak amaca hizmetine kiyasla takdir ettikleri noktada mevcuttur.
Dabhasi, bu sadece ulagilmasi ve bir kere ulasildiktan sonra oldugu gibi stirdiiriilmesi
gereken bir mevcudiyet hali degil, hem toplumun i¢ ¢cevresinden hem de onu kusatan
dis ¢evreden gelen baskilar karsisinda siirekli olarak ve sartlarin gerektirdigi dlgiide
ve dogrultuda farkl bir sekilde yeniden iiretilmesi ve konumlandirilmasi gereken bir
ozne faillik halidir. Bireyler veya gruplar arasindaki aligveriglerin, iktisadi veya diger
tiirden iligki ve faaliyetlerin kusursuz bir sekilde koordine edildigi ve herkesin kendi
istedigini elde ettigi, amaci ger¢eklestirdigi bir yerde toplum degil, bir miibadele
ag1 veya sebekesi vardir. insani1 ifade etmek adina onun fiziki varligmi ve bedenini
dikkate almak ne dl¢iide bir agirlik tagiyorsa, benzer sekilde bir toplumdaki insan-
larin ve gruplarin sayilari, miibadele vasitalari, aglari, orgiitleri ve islemlerin tiird,
bigimi, siklig1 (yani toplumsal morfoloji) da ayni 6l¢iide bir deger ve anlam tasur.

Durkheim’m, yukarida ifade edilen “entelektiie]l muhatap ve muhasimlari ile miica-
dele bigimleri veya stratejileri” kendi meramini onlara anlatmak ve toplumun asli ma-
hiyetini ve bu mahiyetten ortaya ¢ikan halleri anlamak, gdzlemek, iligkilendirmek ve
aciklamak i¢in gelistirdigi yontemin sadece bir par¢asini veya boyutunu olusturur. Do-
layisiyla yontem sorunu merami anlatmanin yollarimi da igerir fakat onun asil amacin
ve islevini gostermez. Onun nazarinda yontem sorunun asl iki seyden olusmaktadir.
Bunlar: (i) toplumsal durum hakkinda dini veya felsefi olarak degil de bilimsel yargi-
da bulunmaya ve bu suretle topluma kilavuzluk etmeye yarayacak bir sosyal bilimin
hangi metodolojik temeller iizerine insa edilebilecegini ortaya koymak ve (ii) neyin ne
sekilde incelenmesi suretiyle bu yontemin istenen veya ihtiyac duyulan bilgiyi tiretebi-
lecegidir. Sosyolojik Yontemin Kurallar: adli caligmasi onun bu iki iglevi birlikte yerine
getirecek bir bilimin kurucu ilke ve kurallarinin nelerden olusmasi gerektigi hakkinda
iirettigi bir manifesto niteligi tasir. Bu manifesto bir taslak veya niive olarak Toplumsal
Isbéliimii’niin yazildig: siirecte viicut bulmus, dnce parca parga, ardindan biitiinlesik ve
sistematik bir biinye olarak yaymlanmis ve onun diger ¢aligmalarina kilavuzluk etmis-
tir. Birinci amaci bakimindan aslen felsefe ve dine karsi konumlandirilmis olan calis-
ma, ikinci amaci bakimindan agikea psikolojiye karst konumlandirilmistir. Dolayisiyla
¢aligma Durkheim’in farkli sorunlari ele alirken izlemis oldugu tartisma stratejileri ka-
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dar, izlemis oldugu yontemin ve biitiin bu faaliyetlerinde sahip olmus oldugu toplum
anlayisinin temel unsurlarini biinyesinde barindiran adeta bir kavsak noktasidir.

Temel bir anlayis olarak Durkheim agisindan toplum insanin tabiatta var olma yahut
beka miicadelesinin hem adi hem de cevabidir. Bu miicadele insanlarin bunun nasil
miimkiin olacagina dair bir 6nsel fikre veya bu diinyaya geldikleri anda zihinlerine hali
hazirda naksedilmis ve diisiincelerine sekil veren nazim-anlayislara (master-concepti-
ons) dayali olarak bir belli bir ¢6ziim yolu konusunda uzlagsma veya anlasmaya varma-
lar1 neticesinde ortaya ¢ikmis bir sey degildir. Aksine, toplum, bilingli veya bilingsiz
olarak fakat birlikte, birbirleriyle etkilesim i¢inde hareket ederek insanlarin duruma
miidahale i¢in giristikleri eylemlerin dnce aligkanlik, sonra kurallar ve aralarindaki hak
ve sorumluluklari tayin eden kurallara doniismesi sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan bir seydir.

Disaridan bakan gdzlemci agisindan goriilebilecek olan sey bu miicadelenin kendisi
degil, bir yanda belli bir toprak pargasi {izerinde bulunan tabii varliklar arasinda bir varlik
olarak insan bedenleri, onlarin degisik tiirden tekil veya tekrarlayan hareketleri ve onlarin
eylemleri sonucunda toprak {izerinde olusmus olan kiimelenmeler ve izlerdir. Dolay1siy-
la, disaridan bakan goziin gorebilecegi sey sebebi degil, sebepten kaynakli olarak ortaya
¢ikmig olan halleri yani toplumsal olgularin digsallagmis hallerini gosterir. Bu nedenle
goze geleni kendisini meydana getiren sebebe baglayacak baska bir goze veya anlayisa
ihtiyac vardir ki, onun da bulundugu yer akil veya zihindir. Bu haliyle toplum arastiran
Oznenin kendi zihninde kurguladigi bir seydir ve bunun bir vehim mi yoksa ger¢ek mi
olup olmadiginin geriye doniiliip teyit edilmesi gerekir. Bundan dolay1 Durkheim’in yon-
teminin en temel ilkeleri Sosyolojik Yontemin Kurallar: nin ayrintilarinda ifade edilmis
olanlar degil, bunlarin iizerine dayandig1 daha genel iki temel ilkedir. Bunlar (i) bilim-
sel faaliyette zihinde kurulmus olan biitiinden onu olusturan parcalara dogru gitmek ve
biitliniin ne marifetiyle bu biitiinliigii kazandigimi agikca ifade etmek, (ii) zihindeki bu
kurgunun atifta bulundugu seylerin gergeklik alaninda bir karsiligimin olup olmadigimn
arastirmak ve gozlem verileri yoluyla teyit etmek (yani tekabiiliyet kurami).

Psikolojinin ilgilendigi olgulardan ayri, onlardan farkli bir varlik diizleminde ve
nevi sahsina miinhasir olgular kiimesi olarak toplumsal olgular ancak bdyle bir 6n
anlayisin ardindan goze gelen; fiziksel 6zelliklerinden veya kapasitelerinden dolay1
degil, varolus miicadelesinin i¢inden ¢ikmis, “diislinsel ya da ahlaki tistiinliiklerinden
dolayr” (Durkheim, 2004, s. 241, dipnot 1) kendilerine uyulmasi veya itibar edilme-
si yoniinde birey lizerinde manevi baski uygulayan, ona distan gelen, yani bireyin
toplumsallastirilmast marifetiyle kazandirilmis olan her tiirden “hissetme, diisiinme
ve eylemde bulunma big¢imleri ve kaliplaridir” (Durkheim, 2004, s. 49). Toplumsal
olgular bu vasiflar1 ile hem bir yandan toplumun kurulusuna taniklik eden ama ken-
dilerine miiracaat edildikleri ve harekete gecirildikleri miiddetce de toplumu yeniden
kuran ve tireten temsillerdir.
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Ornegin, sug, bir toplumun iiyelerinden bazilarmin bir toplum olma halini veya
bunu siirdlirmeyi temsil eden duygu, diisiince veya kurallara aykir1 veya onlarin say-
ginligimt incitici mahiyette oldugu diisliniilen hareketlerine verilen addir ve boyle
bir eyleme kars1 bir yaptirim uygulama toplumun bir 6zne olarak mevcudiyetinin
belirtisi veya kanitidir. Ancak, buradan hareketle, mahiyetleri itibariyle maseri vic-
dani incitmesi beklenen eylemlere karsi toplumun tepki gostermemis olmasi onun
kendisinin artik gayri-mevcut bir varlik oldugunun ifadesi olarak alinamaz. Ciinkii bu
halin maseri vicdanin igeriginin degismesinden mi yoksa toplumun toplum olmaktan
uzaklagmis olmasindan m1 kaynakladiginin incelenmesi ve degerlendirilmesi gerekir.

Bu genel metodolojik yonelimler cergevesinde Toplumsal Isbéliimii adli galisma-
sinda Durkheim’in temel meselesi ¢cagdas toplumda artan ve endise ile karsilasilan
uzmanlagma, mesleki ihtisaslagma, bireycilesme, sug, sapma ve intihar gibi vakalarin
toplum olarak varolusun yeni bir merhalesinin kolektif temsilleri mi yoksa bir yok
olusun belirtileri ve yansimalar1 m1 olduguna karar verme ve gelismelerin ahlaki de-
gerini bilimsel bir lisan ve anlayisla tespit ve takdir etme meselesidir. Yontemsel ve
kuramsal olarak bu mesele yiizeysel bir sekilde ve ozellikle iktisadi igbdlimiiniin
kendisine bakmak suretiyle halledilemez. Zira “toplumsal isboliimii, bilhassa iktisadi
igboliimil asli hiiviyeti olarak toplumsal hayatin yiizeyinde meydana gelen devsirme
ve tali (ikincil) bir olgudur. Bu nedenle bir toplumun toplumsal merdivenin han-
gi basamaginda olduguna onun uygarlhiginin, dzellikle bir taklitten ibaret olabilecek
olan iktisadi uygarliginin haline bakarak karar verilemez” (bk. Aron, 1967, s. 23).5
Durkheim bu nedenle dikkatini 6zellikle “biitiin giiclinii toplumdan aldig1 halde bire-
yi topluma degil, kendisine baglayan “bireycilesme” olgusunun (Durkheim, 1893, s.
147°den akt., Lukes, 1973, s. 156) kendisine ve onun ahlaki niteliginin anlagilmasina
yoneltir. Durkheim’in cevabi bu olgunun her ne kadar varolus miicadelesindeki bir
safhaya isaret eden ve ondan ortaya ¢ikan yeni bir ahlakin alameti oldugu yoniinde
olmakla birlikte, durum yine de net degildir. Bunun nedeni, bdyle bir maseri vicdan
ortaya cikiyor olsa bile bu cok zayif ve birey ile toplum arasindaki bag: tek ve ince
telli bir baga indirmektedir. Halbuki kirilmalara ve kopmalara karsi direncli baglar
¢ok telli, birbirlerinin giiciinii destekleyen baglardir. Dahasi toplumdan gii¢ alan bu
bireycilesme olgusu bireyin fiziki varligini kendi eliyle sonlandirmaya varacak 6l¢ii-
de dizginlerinden bosalmis bir hal bile almaktadir. Dolayisiyla duruma toplumun mii-
dahale etmesi gerekir. Bu miidahale, bir yandan bireyin ufkunu, faaliyetlerinin 6niinii
acarken diger yandan onu topluma baglamalidir. Cilinkii toplum iiyelerinin enerjisini
ve ufkunu ortak varolusa yoneltmis oldugunda bile bunun dengesiz bir sekilde ya-
pilmasi ya bireyleri sug ya da intihar yoluna saptirabilir veya toplumun bizatihi ken-
disinin fiziken sona ermesine varincaya kadar degisik tiirden ve dereceden sonuglar

5 Tek tirnak ig¢inde 6zet yorum bigiminde terciime etmis oldugum bu ifade Aron’nun kendi yorumuna degil
onun sayfa belirtmeksizin Toplumsal isboliimii (De la division du travail social) 'den yaptig1 uzun bir alintiya
dayanmaktadir.
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dogurabilir. Ornegin, Mestrovi¢’in tabir ettigi haliyle, Durkheim’a gére, “arzularin
artmas1 mutsuzlugu getirir. Bunun sebebi basittir, arzu edilenin bir nesnenin elde
edilmesi demek kapsaminin genislemesi demektir; arzu edilen, elde edilen, tekrar
arzu edilen nesneleri iceren bir sonsuzlukta” (Mestrovig, 2015, s. 104). Her sey isle-
rin tabiatina uygun, dl¢iilii ve dengeli bir sekilde yapilmalidir. Zira yine Mestrovig’in
tabir ettigi haliyle, Durkheim’a gore “tabiat ve gerceklik yozlagsmis degildir, aksine
yozlagmay1 yaratan insanogludur” (Mestrovig, 2015, s. 105).

Durkheim’imn bir egitimci olarak verdigi konferanslar ve gelecegin neslini yetisti-
recek 6gretmenlere ve entelektiiellere verdigi dersler toplum adina birey diizeyindeki
failligin viicut bulmus halidir. Bu derslerin amaci “bazi temel zihni yatkinliklar ya
da insanin zihninde dogustan mevcut olmayan fakat bir tarihi olan ve mantiklr dii-
stinmek i¢in ¢erceve ve araglar saglayan”, gergekligin yorumlanmasina hiikkmeden
(govern) ve i¢inde bulunulan zaman itibariyle temel bilimlerle uyumlu “kategori-
ler, nazim-alg1 ve anlayis odag1” kazanilmasina yardimer olmaktir (Lukes, 1973, s.
120). Yapilan sey aslinda sosyalizasyon denilen seyin bir 6rnegidir ve dolayisiyla da
genel veya 0zel, degisik bi¢im ve amaglari ile sosyalizasyon faaliyetleri toplumun
Ozne-failliginin ve bu suretle kendini yeniden yaratacak ve siirdiirecek 6zne birey-
lerin varliga getirilmesinin 6nemli bir vechesidir. Bu Durkheim agisindan oldukga
anlagilir bir seydir zira toplum kendisinden 6nce var olan fikri bir tasarima gore viicut
bulmus olmadigina, aksine kendisi hakkindaki fikirleri kendi faaliyetlerinden, kendi
yonelimlerinden sonra irettigine gére onun failliginin énemli bir veghesi olarak da
bu siirecin bizatihi kendisine isaret edilmesi yerindedir.

Entelektiiel mirasinin 6nemli bir halkasim1 olusturan Dini Hayatin Ilkel
Bigimleri’nde Durkheim toplumun 6zne-failliginin asli vasfini ortaya koymaya yo-
nelir. Sik¢a alintilanan baglangi¢ tanimina goére “bir din, kutsalla, yani digerlerinden
ayrilmis ve yasaklanmis seyle ilgili inanglar ve amellerden olusan tutarli bir sistem-
dir. Bu inanglar ve ameller, kendilerine inanan biitiin insanlart kilise/cemaat diye
isimlendirilen tek manevi bir toplum halinde bir araya getirir” (Durkheim, 2005, s.
67). Bu tanimda toplumun 6zne failligine dair bir sey yoktur; tanimin amaci “mevcut
bir dinin nelerden olustugunu” (s. 21) géstermek veya ona isaret etmektir. Ancak eger
amag dinin asli mahiyetinin ne oldugu ise Durkheim’in bu tanimi1 vermeden 6nce dik-
kat ¢ektigi husus konumuz bakimindan daha dnemlidir: “Dini tasavvurlar, kolektif
gergeklikleri ifade eden miisterek tasavvurlardir; ayinler yalnizca, bir araya gelmis
gruplar arasinda dogan hareket tarzlaridir. Bu gruplarin hedefi, bu gruplart meydana
getirmek, onlar1 devam ettirmek ya da yeniden yaratmaktir. Ancak, eger kategoriler
dini kokenli ise, o zaman onlarin, biitiin dinlerde ortak olan seye dahil olmalar1 ge-
rekir: Onlar[in] da, toplumsal seyler ve kolektif diislincenin iiriinii olmalar1 gerekir”
(Durkheim, 2005, s. 27).
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Calismanin devaminda Durkheim ilkel topluluklarin kendi bir araya gelislerin-
den nasil, hangi tasavvurlar1 ve sembolleri iireterek kendilerini iirettikleri, yeni-
den iirettiklerini ve bu yolla nasil ayn1 zamanda tarihsel gelisme dolayisiyla ko-
ken ile menzil arasindaki zamansal ve algisal mesafe agildigi i¢in goriinemez hale
gelmis olan bilimsel ve felsefi diisiincenin temellerini olusturan ilk kategorileri,
yani “bilginin énemli bir parcasi olan icerigini degil, fakat ayn1 zamanda bilgi-
nin islendigi sekli” (s. 26) yarattiklarin1 gostermeye girismektedir. Durkheim’in
bu dogrultudaki iddialarinin 6zii soyle ifade edilebilir: Toplum, kendisinin i¢
¢evresini olusturan maddi ve beseri varliklar, bunlarin faaliyetleri ve {iyelerinin
aralarindaki iliski ve baglar1 saygiya deger (kutsal) ve siradan olarak ikiye ayi-
rarak es zamanli olarak hem dini hem de kendini yaratir. Dolaysiyla dinin asli
hiiviyeti kutsal ve siradanin birlikte ve bir biitiin i¢inde toplum tarafindan kendi-
sinin, kendini olusturan unsurlarin sayginliginin tanimlanmasidir. Tanimlayan ve
tanimlanan kendisi oldugu i¢in tapilan ve taptiran da yine toplumun kendisidir.
Dolayisiyla, toplum basitce kendi mevcudiyetinden ayrismis ve sistemlestirilmis
bir inanclar sistemi {ireten bir din makinesi degildir, aksine din toplumu var eden
ve tanimlayan seyin bizatihi kendisidir:

Bir tanri, yalnizca bizim kendisine tabi oldugumuz bir yetke degil fakat ayn: zamanda gii-
cliniiziin kendisine dayandigi bir kuvvettir. Kendi tanrisina boyun egen ve bundan dolay: da
tanrisinin kendisiyle beraber oldugunu diisiinen insan, diinyaya giivenle ve artan bir enerji
hissiyle yaklagir. Ayni sekilde, toplumsal eylem, bizden fedakarliklar, yoksunluklar ve ¢aba-
lar istemekle yetinmez. Ciinkii, miisterek giig, biitiinliyle bizim disimizda degildir; bize biitii-
niiyle disaridan etki etmez. Ancak toplum bireysel bilinglilikte [bireysel vicdan ve suurda] ve
onun vasitast olmaksizin var olamayacagindan, bu giiciin bize niifuz etmesi ve kendisini ici-
mizde yapilandirmasi gerekir; bunun sonucu olarak, varligimizin biitiinciil bir pargasi haline
gelir ve boylece onu yiikseltir ve onu olgunlastirir”. Dolayistyla, “bir tanri, kendisine inanan
icin ne ise, bir toplum da tyeleri i¢in odur (Durkheim, 2005, s. 256-257).

O zaman esas olarak, yanlis olan higbir din yoktur. Biitiin dinler, kendilerine gore dogrudurlar.
Hepsi, beseriyetin verili sartlarmi, farkli yollarla da olsa yerine getirirler (Durkheim, 2005, s. 19).

O zaman bilim adaminin gorevi inceledigi olgular1 dnyargilari, tutkular1 ve
aliskanliklarindan hareketle incelemek ve yargilamak degil, bu olgularin toplu-
mun varolus miicadelesinden ortaya ¢ikan maseri vicdan halleri (kolektif biling)
ve miisterek temsiller (kurallari, kurumlari, hukuku) olduklarini fark etmek, on-
larin kutsal olup olmadiklarini tartismak degil, bu vasiflar1 nereden ve nasil ka-
zandiklarini veya kaybettiklerini, tarihsel olarak nasil gelisip bugiinkii hallerine
ulastiklarini veya ulasamadan yok olup gittiklerini anlamak ve agiklamaktir. Ol-
gular1 “bir sey gibi ele almak onlar1 birer veri olarak ele almaktir ve bu bilimin
baglangi¢ noktasini teskil eder” (Durkheim, 2004, s. 91).
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Marx ve Tonnies’in Ozne-Fail Algis ile Bir Karsilastirma ve Sonug

Bir 6zne fail olarak bir grubun veya toplumun tasavvur edilmesi sorunu sadece
Durkheim’in degil, ondan 6nce Marx’in ve kendi ¢cagdasi olan Tonnies’in de sorunu
olmustur. Marx, kendi i¢inde ve kendi basina bir kuramsal muamma olarak toplum
olma sorunu ile degil, bir 6zne olarak toplumsal sinif olma sorunu ile ilgilenmistir.
Bununla birlikte toplumsal bir 6zne olarak sinif olma sorununa verilecek kuramsal
cevap toplum olma sorununa da uygulanabilir. Marx’in bu soruya verdigi cevap soy-
le 6zetlenebilir: Bir grup insanin iiretimin toplumsal iligkileri icinde belli bir mevki
veya mahalde bulunuyor olmalar1 onlar1 toplumsal 6zne niteligi kazanmig bir sinif
olarak tanimlamaya yetmez. Aksine bunun ger¢eklesebilmesi i¢cinde bulunulan ma-
hallin maddi kosullarini ortak ¢ikar yoniinde yorumlayan, enerjileri ve ¢abayi bu sart-
lar1 agma iilkiisiine gerceklestirmeye yonelten bir idrak ve eylemi gerektirir. Marx’a
gore, ihtiya¢ duyulan idrak ve anlayis i¢inde bulunulan maddi sartlardan zorunlu
olarak yaratilacak veya ortaya ¢ikacaktir (bkz. Marx, 1983, s. 173—182, 189-195,
212-217). Ancak, yine de, bunun i¢in gozlerdeki perdeyi kaldirip, bireyleri harekete
gecirecek bir anlayisa veya kavrayisa da ihtiya¢ vardir ve kendisinin yaptig1 sey de
bu tetikleyici veya kurucu anlayisi liretmektir, yoksa sonunda ulasilacak olan iilkii-
niin somut toplumsal hayatta almas1 gereken bigimlerini tarif etmek degil.

Toplumu bir 6zne-fail olarak tanimlama ve yaratma konusunda Tonnies’in yak-
lasim1 onun Kamuoyu kuraminda yer alir. Kuram, onun on yili agsan kuramsal ve
tarihsel ¢alismalar1 sonunda viicut bulmus, Birinci Diinya Savasi yillarinda Alman
Kamuoyu Olusturma Merkezi’nin baskani olarak yaptigi calisma ve uygulamalardan
etkilenmis ve Kritik der oftenlilichen Meinung (Berlin, 1922) ismi ile yaymlanmis-
tir. Heberle’ye (1948, s. 155-157) gore, Tonnies’in ilgisinin odaginda bulunan asil
sorun kamu meseleleri ile alakali ve tek tek bireylerin veya gruplarin ciliz, dagi-
nik ve istikametsiz fikirleri anlamindaki kamuoyundan farkli olarak bir toplumun
bireylerinin tek bir bireyin sergileyebilecegi bir kararlilik ve iradeye benzer sekilde
bir kamu meselesinin ardinda nasil tutulabilecegi; fikirlerin, enerjinin ve eylemlerin
yekviicut olarak ortak bir hedefe nasil yonlendirilebilecegi, yani bir 6zne-fail olarak
Kamuoyu’nun nasil yaratilabilecegi meselesidir. Meselenin halli su ii¢ temel islemin
birlikte yapilmast sartina baglidir: (i) Gosterilen hedefin ahlaki veya akilc1 degerini
bir dini varlik, ilke veya kuralin sahip oldugu deger mertebesine yiikseltmek, (ii)
Her makbul bireyin ve sadik vatanseverin bagka degil, gosterilen veya tarif edilen
sekilde inanmasi ve eylemde bulunmasi gerektigini akilct bir islupla ifade etmek
ve (iii) Bundan sapan veya sapmay1 diigiinenlerin vicdanlarn lizerinde eskiden sadik
miiminin dinden sapma halinde hissedebilecegi tiirden bir duyguya kapilmalarina yol
acacak bir manevi etki dogurmaktir.

Ancak, Tonnies her daim hazir ve nazir bir Kamuoyu’nun degil, amacini ger-
¢eklestirdikten sonra dagilan ve yeni bir kamu meselesi etrafindan yeniden olus-
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turulmasi gereken bir fail-6zne Kamuoyu’nun yaratimi ile ilgilenmektedir. Buna
karsilik, Marx’1n yaratilmasini arzu ettigi 6zne aslen kendini yok etmek i¢in bir
6znedir, ebediyen var olmak i¢in degil. Zira {ilkiiye erismek demek 6znenin ken-
disi var eden kosullarin ortadan kaldirilmas1 anlamina gelmektedir ve higbir sey
ve bu arada hig¢bir biling veya idrak kendini var edecek kosullar olmaksizin var
olamaz. Bu iki diisiiniirlin tavr ile kiyaslandiginda Durkheim’in meselesi her
zaman mevcut olabilecek bir 6zne-failin yaratilmasi ve degisen varolus sartlari
altinda bekasinin temin edilmesi sorunudur. Zira Marx ve Tonnies’in yaratmak
istedikleri yahut tasavvur ettikleri 6zne ancak kendisinin tasavvur ettigi ve ya-
ratilmasina destek verdigi 6zne icinde mevcut olabilecek ve ahlaki bir deger ve
anlam kazanabilecek ikincil 6znelik halleridir. Durkheim ag¢isindan ise bir 6zne
fail olarak toplum ayn1 tekil ahlaki varligin ortak bir varolus miicadelesine yonel-
tilmis bilingli kolektif ¢cabada, bu ¢abay1 gosterecek bireylerin sosyalizasyonunda
ve bu varligin varolusunu tehdit eden eylemlere karsi diizeltici miieyyidelerin
oldugu yerde bir fail olarak mevcuttur. Bunun disindaki ¢abalar ve faaliyetler
degisik derecelerde ve mahiyette olmak {izere, bir toplumdan daha az bir varlik
ve faillik haline karsilik gelirler.

Finansal Destek: Yazar bu ¢alisma i¢in finansal destek almamuistir.
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Emile Durkheim? died on 15 November 1917 just when Europe’s Great War was
getting worse. He died of despair over the death of his son, André, who was killed in
the war.

1917 was also the year of the beginning of the revolutions that ended Czarist Russia
as well as the year in which the Americans entered the fight against Germany. Not quite
two years later, on 28 June 1919, the disastrously punitive Treaty of Versailles assured
that the Great War ending Europe’s liberal nineteenth century would, in historical fact,
turn out the have been a latter-day Thirty Years War. It threatened the very interstate
system the Treaty of Westphalia inaugurated in 1648 to end the original Thirty Years’
War. As time would tell, Hitler, in particular among the German people, was so
obsessed by the disgracing wounds inflicted by Versailles that when France capitulated
on 22 June 1940 he humbled the French by demanding that the Armistice be signed at
Compiegne in the very train car in which Germany had been forced to capitulate on 11
November 1918. Then too when the Americans entered that grand but not-so-great war
it would not turn out to be—as the American President Woodard Wilson had naively
hoped—the war to end all wars. Anything but! On the contrary, the short twentieth
century from the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand 28 June 1914 to the end
of the Cold War with Mikhail Gorbachev’s resignation on 25 December 1991 would be
riddled by wars that grew more violent as they became ever more local.

Now, a full century since the war that killed Durkheim and so countless many
others, the killing and violence continues at, if anything, a faster pace. He would not
be happy. But, also, Durkheim might not be surprised that his noble ideas did so little
social good. A differential diagnosis of Durkheim’s cause of death would have to
include not just the stroke and the anomic despair at the loss of his son, but also the
deeply sad failure of his life’s work to save France from the modern world.

What, specifically, would Durkheim have thought of the century following 1917?
He had only lived 59 years, of which the last few, after 1914, he devoted to France.
Had it not been for André’s death, it might have been just as likely that he would
have worked himself to death in national defense efforts and a strenuous schedule of
teaching and lecturing. Through those terrible years he somehow remained cautiously
optimistic (Lukes, 1975, pp. 547-555). But why, while still among the living, might
Durkheim have been optimistic? Little in his personal or social time encouraged the
notion that the very social disorder he meant to heal could be or would be healed.
Then too he would surely have been deeply discouraged, to say the least, by the
disaster that arose not more than a decade after his death.

2 This article consists of two parts. The first section that was previously published in Soziopolis is cited in the
special issue of Durkheim with the permission of the author and Soziopolis. The author wrote the second
section as a continuation of the first section for the Istanbul University Journal of Sociology. The first section
of the manuscript is also available at the following link: Attps.//soziopolis.de/erinnern/jubilaeen/artikel/
durkheims-ghost/
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It is well known that Durkheim was born in rural Epinal to a long line of rabbis.
What he could not have known is that the Jewish village of his birth was not far
from the border with what would become Nazi Germany. Had Durkheim remained in
Epinal to become a rabbi in the tradition of his father’s fathers he very possibly would
not have survived. He was, if nothing else, more than ready to go against the grain.
Still, having left for the modern, secular world, had he lived to learn of Kristallnacht
(9-10 November, 1938 when he would have been 71 years old), Durkheim would
have understood more about the Nazi pseudo-religious cult that led to Hitler’s “Jewish
Problem.” In truth, any prescient sociological study during the early years of the Nazi
cult would have had to have been Durkheimian. (A Weberian study of the kind would
likely not have been able to manage Hitler’s attempt to fuse Weber’s many spheres
into a singular Aryan nation-state.)

Still, it is far from clear (to me at least) how much, if at all, Durkheim suffered
from his ethnic identity. He of course joined Emile Zola in defending Captain
Alfred Dreyfus (and was married to Louise Dreyfus who must have been related at
a remove to Alfred). France today, as it was then, still experiences a virulent strain
of anti-semitic violence, as do many other so-called modern societies. Anti-semitism
and its rabid affines had not gone away in 2017, even if they are hidden under the
cloak of post- (or, better, ill-) liberal politics. Whatever may have been Durkheim’s
personal struggles, there can be little doubt as to what he would have thought of the
Nazi regime that was ever more severe an assault on a nation’s social bond than the
secularization that so troubled him in modernizing France.

Apart from the founding of scientific sociology, Durkheim devoted his life to
saving France from the chaos he associated with the decline of religion as the
moral glue holding together the splintering parts of a secular social order. In this
respect, he shared, in his way, a version of Max Weber’s belief that modernization,
whatever its benefits, was an iron cage of rationality because it left scant room for
the charismatic moment (of which the religious prophet was Weber’s exemplar). By
the comparison, the key passage in Durkheim’s opening salvo on egoistic suicide
in Suicide introduces a little remarked upon irony of modern religious life which
must have had its origin in his childhood experiences in a Jewish family in Epinal.
The irony is in the fact that Jewish people were among the most highly literate
of modern people, yet they enjoyed a strong coefficient of preservation against
suicide. Durkheim’s idea was that education is individuating because (in a notion
quite similar to Weber’s thinking on the matter) learning breaks the bond with the
traditional religious society, for which he takes Catholicism as the prime example.
Protestants were more highly educated than Catholics, yet they suffered from a
morbidly feeble immunity to egoistic suicide.
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Hence, Durkheim’s implied question: If among Protestants education induces a
higher social suicide rate, how could it be that, of the three major European religious
groups in that day, Jews were more immune to suicide than even Catholics who were
protected by the social solidarity of a then very traditional religious community?
The answer was that Jewish people, notwithstanding their supposedly individuating
learning, were a persecuted minority which required a strong communal solidarity
for defensive purposes. “The Jew, therefore, seeks to learn, not in order to replace
his collective prejudices by reflective thought, but merely to be better armed for the
struggle (Durkheim, 1951, p. 168).” Or, to rephrase in Weber’s terms, Catholics then
were subject to traditionalism and Protestants were the ideal type of the modern rational
ethic. Thus, it is possible that Durkheim, were he to have used Weberian terminology,
might have said that Jewish people were an ideal type of the after-modern person. It
is only partly right to put “after-modern” in Durkheim’s mouth because he showed
little direct interest in the political economy of the modern world in Europe. As a
consequence, Durkheim would have been far less likely than Weber—not to mention
Marx—to consider that the actual history of the Protestant modern ethic has been
the story of the nightmares Capitalism (whatever its benefits) has visited on those it
exploits. One can only hope for an after-modern culture able to learn, as Durkheim’s
Jews are said to have, from a solidarity derived from a long history of persecution.

This being so, and granting that Durkheim died before he could have seen what
came to pass after 1917, we can wonder still more what he would have made of
Hitler’s slaughter of so many Jews. From a moral point of view he would have been,
needless to say, horrified. Still, from a scientific point of view, as a student of culture
and its workings, Durkheim would have well understood how the Holocaust after
Kristallnacht came to be. Hitler’s culture of Aryan supremacy was the very antithesis
of the healing moral culture Durkheim had hoped France’s secular educational system
might create. Hence another irony associated with Durkheim’s thinking. As much or
more than Weber, the son of rabbis upon rabbis became the interpreter of the role of
religion in societies, traditional and modern. But also, Durkheim carefully argued in
Elementary Forms of the Religious Life that religion was in the very inner workings
of knowledge as inherent and necessary to social life itself. In this, Durkheim turned
Marx on his head (though not in a Hegelian or even a Kantian sort of way). Alvin W.
Gouldner once said in reference to Marx’s Camera Obscura that the figure of speech
was brilliant except for the fact that Marx had no way to account for cameraman.
Durkheim, by contrast (and in spite of his thin theory of the individual), argued
precisely that culture is anything but obscure because culture provides the only
picture of the social world in which all social individuals are the picture-takers.

Inthis respect, Durkheim would have taken interest, perhaps pleasure, in the writings
of the German critical theorists of culture whose very purpose was, in significant
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degree, a response to the sad fate of Germany under the National Socialists. Durkheim
would have well appreciated such works as Horkheimer’s and Adorno’s 1944-45
essay, “The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as Mass Deception,” for its critique of
the deep structure of mass culture. Hitler’s nationalism was, in effect, a forerunner of
the mass culture that came to be so influential after 1945. Curiously, Durkheim might
well have agreed both with their ideas on the industrialization of mass culture and
their famous essay’s critique of Enlightenment. But, Durkheim would have certainly
held a more restrained attitude toward the German Enlightenment even though his
Elementary Forms of the Religious Life in 1912 was a direct assault on Kant’s mental
categories of understanding from which issued the ideas of knowledge as based on
a synthetic a prior and of the categorical imperative to act as though one’s actions
pertain to, and sustain, the moral order of social life.

Similarly, Durkheim would have been skeptical of the very idea of mass culture
insofar as the expression has come down over the years as dismissive of any culture
that might be appreciated by those not among the cultural elite. Yet, he did put forth
a theory of mass culture in the more generous sense of a widely, perhaps universally,
shared culture necessary not just to knowledge but also to the moral order that
made social life possible in the first place. If Durkheim had somehow lived into the
early 1940s (when he would have been just over 80 years old), even he—the most
provincial of French intellectuals—would likely have reached out to the German
critical theorists in exile in the United States. Had he done so, he might have been a
more critical sociologist, as perhaps Horkheimer and Adorno might have come to a
more robust appreciation of aspects of mass culture—and especially of cinema and
jazz, if not television and all the other subsequent technomedia. Still one of early
critical theory’s heirs, Herbert Marcuse, was the first to describe in the plain language
of One Dimensional Man (1964) how the newer mass cultural technomedia destroys
the basic human genius for critical thinking. However mystified Durkheim surely
would have been by televisual media, Marcuse’s critique would have caught his eye.

Then too, one could well wonder what Durkheim would have thought of the state of
global affairs after the end of the thirty years war in 1945? The first, and all-too-casy
answer, is that it is likely that he would have been puzzled for more reasons than his
by then extreme age. The confusion would not have had to do with Europe’s post-war
efforts to reconstruct its infrastructures, social institutions, and democratic cultures.
Even if (improbably) Durkheim would have enjoyed another good decade of life to
see the results in France, he would have relished the necessity of the reconstruction.
Still, since Claude Lévi-Strauss lived to 101 years, it might not have been impossible
that Durkheim could have, in principle, lived long enough to see the sensational
effect of Pierre Bourdieu’s 1964 Les héritiers: les étudiants et la culture (Bourdieu &
Passeron, 1979) on the restructuring of France’s university system. Durkheim would
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have been delighted, one assumes, that Bourdieu’s own Durkheimian disposition had
the effect it had in and on French culture.

Durkheim’s ghost would have certainly taken pleasure at Lévi-Strauss’ College
de France Legon Inaugurale (Lévi-Strauss, 1967) on 5 January 1960. The Chair
of Social Anthropology was created in 1958. Lévi-Strauss took the occasion of his
appointment to it to acknowledge the year of Durkheim’s birth a century earlier
in 1858. The most striking aspect of that 1960 lecture was the way Lévi-Strauss
claimed Durkheim as the inspiration for his own studies of culture. Not only that,
but Lévi-Strauss honored Durkheim’s nephew, Marcel Mauss who had previously
held the Collége chair in Sociology. This of course was part of a general affirmation
of Durkheim’s equipe including Maurice Halbwachs as well as Mauss. Halbwachs
is often considered more of a philosopher, yet his writings on collective memory
are directly in the lineage of Durkheim’s collective representations to Lévi-Strauss’
structural anthropology. Mauss was much more of a cultural ethnographer and,
with Durkheim, the author of De quelques formes primitives de classification
(Durkheim, 1967) which, in 1903, set down not only the basic principles of
Durkheim’s Elementary Forms of the Religious Life in 1912, while also securing
a footing for Durkheimian sociology’s primitive notion of what today some would
called comparative social research.

As aresult, had Durkheim been alive to hear Lévi-Strauss’ tribute to him he might
have given thought to the limitations of his own sociologies of knowledge and culture.
Whatever he carried forth from his 1903 essay with Mauss, after 1945 Durkheim
might have realized that he had been too absorbed in a sociology for France. It is at
least possible that he would have had to rethink his basic principles as, in the wake of
its liberation from Nazi occupation, France had to rethink itself. I have long thought
(Lemert, 2006) that, beyond the limitations of his scheme, even of his more famous
concept, anomie, Durkheim’s most enduring concept is collective representations
in Elementary Forms of the Religious Life in 1912. There, and in Ferdinand de
Saussure’s courses in general linguistics® (offered in Geneva at about the same time,
1906-1911), are found the formal principles of the structuralism that earned Lévi-
Strauss his chair in the Collége de France. Structural anthropology was but one line
among the variety of structuralisms that, immediately after the war, rivaled Sartre’s
existentialism for the attentions of the Parisian intellectual elite. Structuralism won, if
one can put it this way, because France—having been the victim of the Nazi effort to
steal and otherwise destroy its political and artistic cultures—had to rethink itself as
a whole. France, like Germany (but unlike Britain and the United States), very much
needed a stronger program for understanding its national culture.

3 Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics (Fontana/Collins, 1977) is a transcription of Sauss-
ure’s lectures, published in 1916.
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Many (especially careless American readers) thought of the structuralisms
(including so-called post-structuralism) as some sort of off-beat, even absurdist,
digression. The structuralist moment in France was, in fact, part of a necessary
rethinking of France’s place in the world. The long, sorry reign of Gaullist politics
was part of that rethinking. On the other hand, the Parisian literary elite stood firm
as a culture of resistance (in spite of its, to some, excessively elegant normalien
discourse). Still, as time went by, even a few Anglophone clear-thinkers begrudgingly
took to heart some of the writings of France’s public vedetfes from Lévi-Strauss to
Foucault, Derrida, Bourdieu—even the tragic Louis Althusser. It would be silly to
suppose that Durkheim was behind all this. But he did contribute to the deep structural
background of these movements by his habit of always taking a structural attitude
toward culture, especially French national culture. Had it been possible that, after
Versailles in 1919, for some version of Weimar culture to survive, perhaps Germany
would have been able to stand up to the National Socialists. But the Versailles Treaty
that Hitler so hated saw to it that what Weimar might have been would not survive to
put a brake in his insanity. After 1933 many of the artists and intellectuals of Weimar
culture were in exile.

Hence, also, another irony associated with Durkheim and his ghost. There is no
reason to believe that his strong program for national education could have saved
secular France from Hitler. But there is reason to consider that certain of Durkheim’s
core ideas would endure, not as ghosts, but as social scientific and cultural ideas that
would contribute to the many attempts to come to terms with what we now think of
as global realities. The Cold War from 1946 to 1991 would have made some sense
to Durkheim, if only because it so obviously set two very different, post-national
collective representations of societal cultures against each other. The West’s over-
determined attachment to its various and vague ideologies of a righteous democracy
was to a considerable degree a shadow of Soviet and Maoist global ideologies. Mao’s
cultural revolution of the 1960s was not all that different culturally from the Red
Scare in the 1950s in the United States. Mao’s was vastly more violent, but on both
sides lives were ruined, literally, for no good reason.

Just after the collapse of the Cold War in 1991, technomedia of many kinds
contributed to what we now call globalization—a truly global reality of economic,
political, as well as cultural change that has plunged national societies into a state of
uncertainty. There are, it hardly needs to be said, lingering and palpable differences
among American, British, German, and French national cultures—not to mention
among other of the 195 entities considered as independent countries. Still, as soon
as one crosses into any of these, they will recognize very familiar manners and
institutions, if only Starbucks or Kentucky Fried Chicken.
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Where the line between sameness and difference among national cultures now
lies is hard to say. Such a world as ours after 2017 would have made the urban social
conflict that so worried Durkheim more than a century ago seem like child’s play.
Yet, down to the 100th anniversary of his death in 2017, Durkheim’s ghost would
find a haven in any attempt to think, even to understand, the whole of social things—
or, more to the Durkheimian point, to gather those social facts that would permit
amelioration of our anomic world order.

koK

Then again?, the story of Durkheim’s after-life in this world could have been
different. What if Durkheim’s beloved son had not been killed on the Eastern Front
of what the West called the Great War? Had he not grieved so deeply for André,
Durkheim might not have died in 1917. One can never know of course, but without
the terrible pain only a father feels following a son’s death, he might have survived
and spent his considerable energy on France’s agony—then not just its war, but also
the crisis he believed France faced in a world without a healing moral bond. What if
also, after 1921, he might have felt himself free enough to travel?

If one can imagine Durkheim traveling, it is all but certain that he would not
have gone on holiday to the South of France to lie on the beach after a long mid-
day déjeuner with wine. More likely Durkheim would have ventured abroad where
something sociologically interesting was happening. If so, he might well have
thought of Turkey. Perhaps also—in this fantasy of Durkheim’s ghostly after life—he
would have paid poignant attention to Gallipoli as a great battle in the East of the
West’s Great War. Then, after 23 April 1920, the first steps toward Mustafa Kemal’s
Republic of Turkey would have been of unique sociological interest to Durkheim.
That fact alone might well have caused him to plan a trip to Istanbul, if not Ankara—
at least because it would have been a more direct and comfortable journey by the
Orient Express from Paris. But also because, especially then, because Istanbul was,
as still it is, the Turkish city where monuments to the long history of premodern and
traditional religions was still in evidence.

If Durkheim were to have disembarked in Istanbul on any given day, perhaps in
1922, when the Republic of Turkey was well formed, he would have been drawn to
the fact that Turkey under Mustafa Kemal (not yet Atatiirk) was at the time engaged
in precisely the kind of social and political reform he had imagined for France. In
Turkey, as foreigners may not remember, the long declining Ottoman Empire, in spite
of a brief revival in 1908, collapsed after the Great War ended. Then Ankara became
the capital of the Republic. Istanbul, however, had been the capital of the Islamic
Ottoman Empire since 1453 when Mehmed II, the Conqueror, led the overthrow

4 This section is written by Lemert for the Istanbul University Journal of Sociology.
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of Greek Orthodox Constantinople. Mehmed’s diplomatic genius lay in forging an
agreement that assured the Orthodox Church autonomy in exchange for granting state
authority to the Ottoman Empire—an accord signified by Mehmed’s having assumed
the ridiculous titular name Caesar Romanus.

The Roman/Byzantine Empire held sway improbably from 330 to 1453—with
a brief interlude from 1204 to 1261 created by the fervor of the Roman Catholic
Crusades. Byzantium was, thus, the Greek Orthodox center of what remained of
Roman Christianity after the fall of Rome in 410. Durkheim—had he prepared for the
journey he could not make—would surely have been impressed by the fact that the
Byzantine Empire endured more than a millennium as the global center of Christianity.
Then too, if we were to extend this this prehistory to include the Ottoman period from
1453 to 1920, once Durkheim might have disembarked in Istanbul he would have
probably come to the ever more sociological realization that for the better part of two
millennia one or another global religion was a force in the deep history of the Turkey.

France, by contrast, could be said to have had something of a similar history—
but only if Gaul under Roman rule is taken to be embryonic France unified to a
degree under the Frankish King, Clovis I, in 481. If, however, the Frankish period
is taken to be the origin of the modern France Durkheim knew, then its prehistory
is wildly different from even the Frankish period that came to be a dominant force
in Gaul by conquest and a succession of minor kingdoms and cultures. The Salians,
Chamavi, Frisians, Ripuarians, and Merovingians followed one after the other until
the Frankish but Christian Carolingians consolidated a vague sort of religious social
order. Then too, there is a body of French opinion that France owes its beginnings to
Vercingétorix who in 52 BC led a Celtic revolt against the Romans occupying Gaul.
Soon after, Caesar “crushed the rebellion with extraordinary savagery.” The very idea
that the 52 BC rebellion could be considered the origin of France seems to be very
French—elegantly imaginative if factually rickety.

Where Turkey was continuously religious from its prehistory after 330 AD late in
the Roman period, France was a melange of what some still call barbarian tribes with
a variety of cultic values of which even Gaul under Charlemagne (742-814)—that is:
Charles the Great, King of the Franks, then of the Lombards—who like his predecessors
served the papacy in order to serve his and Gaul’s own independent interests. Charles
the Great—often thought of as the Father of Europe—melded a collection of ethnic
cultures into the so-called Holy Roman Empire in 800. Charlemagne’s kingdom was,
at best, a pretense for a political, only vaguely religious, accord with Pope Leo III in
which the Carolingians agreed to protect the papacy from its political rivals. In due
course, after 900, the Holy Roman Empire fell under the spell of the Byzantium. If
Charles the Great deserves recognition as the Father of Europe it may be due him
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only because his alleged Empire came to the beginning of its end with the Peace of
Westphalia in 1648 where the Holy Roman Empire was chief among the signatories
who agreed to respect the autonomy of political entities in Europe, thus creating the
modern, secular nation-state.

This sketch of the history line along which modern Europe was fashioned out of
a vaguely religious Holy Roman Empire suggests just how different the religious
history of Durkheim’s France was from that of the Roman-Byzantine Empire.
The definitive end of Charlemagne’s Empire came, ironically, in the aftermath of
the French Revolution of 1789. And here we come back to our what-if fantasy of
Durkheim’s life after death.

Durkheim was nothing if not preoccupied with France and its fate. Yes, he drew
ethnographical and numeric as well as philosophical data from sources as distant and
different as Hebrew and Hindu Laws, suicides in Wiirttemberg and Saxon, totemic
cultures among the Wotjobaluk in Australia and the Sioux in North America, and
the philosophical ideas of Immanuel Kant in Konigsberg. Yet, most, if not all, of
what he did led to a program of discovering the underlying causes of the troubles
of modern life—failed laws, suicides, loss of the moral bond religion traditionally
provided. Hence, the irony that the social scientific prophet of education in the
culture of France could be the moral glue that might hold its conflict-ridden society
together. The irony of it all is that, unlike Turkey, France’s deep history was anything
but one of a continuous moral order arising from a coherent religious order. Again
it seems that Durkheim was writing out of his childhood experience in Epinal the
small traditional, Jewish village of his birth—not exactly the pervasive religious
order his theory supposed France had lost in his day. The France he experienced upon
entering the Ecole Normale Supérieure in 1879 was quite unlike the Jewish schuls
his rabbinical father and his father’s fathers guided for generations. ENS then as now
was sternly competitive. Students were meant to succeed intellectually even when
only the special few can lead a given class. Their reading was not of scriptures except
in the sense of that philosophy in particular is worshipped among the Parisian literati.
Durkheim’s sense of a national moral crisis may have been shaped as much by his
personal experience as by the anti-clerical measures of France’s 1789 revolution.

If Durkheim had disembarked the Orient Express in Istanbul, perhaps in 1922,
he would have surely been impressed right off his first morning upon hearing the
Islamic calls to prayer which, even without amplification, would have drifted across
the Bosporous. He might also, on the first day, walked about to find the city’s then
still most famous architectural wonder, the Ayasofya in the Fatih district of Istanbul.
In our time this miracle of human inspiration and art is the Ayasofya Miizesi—a
secularized museum since 1935. But on Durkheim’s imaginary visit to Istanbul early
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in the 1920s he might have seen in the Ayasofya a surprising confirmation of his
theory of the importance of religion in creating a social bond. Ayasofya had been the
Eastern Orthodox Cathedral of Constantinople from the earliest days of Christian
presence in the region Turkey would come to dominate under the Ottomans. Then in
1453 Mehmed the Conqueror had the Christian cathedral converted into the Ayasofya,
the religious center of his Empire. It was the same building, ordained in time to serve
two gods.

Even more, Durkheim would have been at least interested in the historical fact
that the bouleversements of the Ottoman rise to power in 1453 seemed to have been
a near letter-perfect confirmation of his idea that traditional religion—as opposed
to any given religion—had served as the moral glue that held traditional societies
together. This was a disposition formed it would seem by Durkheim’s Jewish
childhood in Epinal. Still, on this central point of his thinking, it is too bad that he
hadn’t known Max Weber better. Not long after Durkheim’s writings on the anomie
in Suicide (1897), Weber offered his own theory of the prehistory of modern urban
societies in his stunning Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (1904-05).
When Durkheim published Suicide, Weber was still in the throes of the depression
provoked by disputes with his father that seem to have led to Max Weber Sr’s death in
1897. Given the differences between German and French intellectual life in the day,
it would have been somewhat more likely that Weber, had he not been suffering so,
would have discovered Durkheim’s book.

Even in the early period of L ’Année Sociologique (1896-1924) in which Durkheim’s
group was reviewing sociologies outside France, Weber could have taught his French
peer about the effects of modern economics on the religious sphere. For whatever
reason, Durkheim seems not to have taken seriously the then looming reality that the
rational instrumental ethic of capitalism is not only destructive of traditional values
but leads to an entirely different social order in which economic values dominate. It is
likely that his attitude on the modern world was fixed by his obvious optimism as to the
positive values of the organic division of labor as opposed to the mechanical solidarity:

...[Mechanical] solidarity does not link men with the same force as the division of labor, and
that, moreover, it leaves outside its scope the major part of phenomena actually social, it will
become still more evident that social solidarity tends to become exclusively organic. It is the
division of labor which, more and more, fills the role that was formerly filled by the common
conscience. It is the principle bond of social aggregates of higher types.

This was Durkheim in 1893 launching his career with the The Division of Labor
in Society. But was he not creating a double-bind for himself? If the modern “higher-
type” of organic solidarity provides a place for “phenomena actually social” by its
social division of labor, then what is to be made of the early appearance of conscience
collective in this text?
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It is worth noting that Steven Lukes makes the important point that here Durkheim
is revising by inversion Ferdinand Toennies’s famous gemeinschaft/gesellschaft
dichotomy in which community is distinguished from society. Weber is known
to have been of like mind with Toennies whose dichotomy is somewhere in the
deep background of Weber’s systematic formulation of traditional versus modern
authorities. Likewise, Durkheim’s knowledge of Toennies was likely to have been
at work when the French sociologist was staking out new intellectual territory. In
any case, the trouble Durkheim made for himself in the reversal of the German
concepts is already evident in The Division of Social Labor. If organic solidarity
is the higher, more modern division of labor then why does it seem to lack the
conceptual sense of community captured by the German term gemeinschaft? 1f, as
both Toennies and Weber thought (in different ways), traditional societies are more
gemeinschaftliche than modern gesellschaftliche societies, then how could it be, as
Durkheim thought, that the traditional is the instance of mechanical solidarity in
which their communal order is so severely mechanical, and not (as he also thought)
imbued with a viable collective consciousness while being organically dispersed
among its socially divided social labors—or, as Weber called them, the spheres of
the modern world. Hence, the not so obvious complications of Durkheim’s The
Division of Social Labor contributed to a contradiction in his subsequent concerns
in Suicide with respect to the anomic aspects of the modern world. If anomie arose
from a collective consciousness that was too feeble to ward off the deadly effects of
the modern urban societies, then what is to be made of the proposed higher social
values of the organic division of social labor?

Thus, if Durkheim’s ghost had embodied itself as a Durkheim who survived death
in 1917, a visit to Istanbul in 1922 might well have relieved the confusion he not
only created for himself but which also would likely have caused him to rethink his
last great book. The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life in 1912 was as close
as Durkheim came to writing something like an all but pure theory of knowledge.
In this one respect his thinking was closer to the comparably theoretical Division of
Social Labor in 1893, than to Suicide in 1897 and Primitive Classifications in 1903.
Of course, theory for Durkheim was never pure theory (if there is such a thing).
Still the richly empirical Primitive Classifications was the opening salvo that led,
a decade later, to Elementary Forms in 1912 in which the organizing concept is the
collective representations typical of elementary religions which, he thought, served
as something of a model, if not the precursor of the ideal modern society.

Collective representations are the result of an immense co-operation, which stretches out not
only into space but into time as well; to make them, a multitude of minds have associated,
united, and combined their ideas and sentiments; for them, long generations have accumulated
their experience and their knowledge.
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This from the beginning of Elementary Forms and repeated at the end of the book
in his famous summary statement of collective representations: “The nature of the
concept, thus defined, bespeaks its origin. If it is common to all, it is the work of
community.” Yet, this brilliant book betrays its title. Religious life, when all is said
and done, is no more than the traditional basis of social life—thus the elementary
form not of religion but of human knowledge, thus of culture and society itself.

It is possible that the Great War of 1914, coming just two years after Durkheim’s
optimistic Elementary Forms, might have shaken his intellectual assumptions as much
as it seems to have disturbed his emotional and moral commitments. At the least, had
André not been killed and had Emile survived to experience the short-lived triumph
imposed on Germany in the 1919 Treaty of Versailles, Durkheim almost surely would
have understood the reasons why John Maynard Keynes quit the British delegation
that signed the vengeful treaty of 1919. Thus it is also possible that he could have gone
to Istanbul for any number of reasons of which one, as I suggested, might have been
to study the effects of the long enduring social role of traditional religions. Another, of
course, would have been, as I have also said, to study the facts and features of the then
burgeoning democratic republic. Then too, after realizing the potential for disaster
in the flawed Treaty of 1919, he might have come to Istanbul, away from familiar
intellectual territory, to reflect on the contradictions in his life’s work.

If indeed he had taken the Orient Express to get away to dig deeper, he would surely
have known enough to be intrigued by Mustafa Kemal’s vision for a secularizing
Turkey bent upon entering the modern world of Western Europe. As time then went
by, the Republic of Turkey would in fact become its own version of democratic
republic Durkheim had never experienced in France. France’s 1789 Revolution
was so structurally and morally flawed that whatever one thinks of the civilizing
purposes that from time to time peeked out from its blanket of blood, French history
in the 1800s until Durkheim’s time was at best a still-born democracy shrouded by
unrelenting conflict. In a certain sense one could say that Durkheim’s complaint
ought not to have been directed at French society so much as French politics.

Had Durkheim’s ghost been patient enough to hover about well into the twentieth
century to the decades after the Second World War it might have seen a better world.
In the decades after recovering from the ruins of war, Europe formed itself into a union
of people and politics. Such a political, even social, phenomenon would have surely
moved Durkheim’s ghost to report back beyond the grave in Epinal that a societal
miracle had occurred. Beginning with the Treaty of Rome in 1958, the European
Union fashioned a relatively stable accord of eventually 28 member nations that could
be viewed as the fulfillment of the Peace of Westphalia in 1648. In 1959, the year
after its founding, the EU entered into membership negotiations with Turkey. In 2018
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those negotiations were stalled in light of President Recep Erdogan’s abandonment
of modern Turkey’s secular democratic ideals. Just the same, the Republic of Turkey
would not have drawn so close to the rest of Europe had not Kemal Atatiirk succeeded
in fashioning a secularized Turkey—a nation with blemishes like all others but also
one able from time to time to grow a robust economy and a modern state that served
the EU’s strategic interests in the Middle East.

Of course, the EU states had to be secure enough in their own values to look beyond
the fact that, late Ottoman Turkey even as it was drifting toward a secular democracy,
was responsible for the genocide of Turkish Armenians. Today, it might be objected
that this was in Turkey’s distant past. Yet, unlike Germany’s attempt to remember so
as not to forget Hitler’s holocaust, modern Turkey does not recognize its holocaust that
killed so many and sent others seeking refuge in Syria. In 2004 Turkey’s most globally
respected writer, Orhan Pamuk, was indicted for violating the specious Article 301 of
the Penal Code making it a crime to insult the Republic. Pamuk’s insult was that he
had denounced his government’s role in the violence done against both Armenians and
Kurds. The charges were dropped in 2006 after world-wide protest led by the EU.

Then too, in our day, as before, more than a few EU member states have condoned,
even approved, attitudes toward immigrants that, as in the United States after 2016,
are at least racist and at worst inclined toward something like fascism.

Democracy is a hard game to play. It commits sins against its own high principle
and nowhere more so than in the United States which has long had a preposterously
high regard for its values while suffering the moral dilemma of having been a nation
of slave holders, that also killed and removed its aboriginal people, put Japanese
citizens in confinement camps during WWII, and most recently after 2018 incarcerated
immigrants while splitting apart their families. This is my country and, as the saying
goes, | love it—but love (if that is the word) always runs up against terrible truths of
its own making. Durkheim, it would seem, loved the France of his day. He devoted
his considerable intellectual powers to explaining its situation and seeking a way out
of its dilemmas. Had he survived the war that killed him, he would have been at first
excited then disappointed (to say the least) by what his ghost would have learned not
just about Turkey but about most, if not all, modern democratic societies.

Yet, in our day, the world with all its blemishes (a far too innocent term) needs
hopeful, perhaps gentle, souls like Durkheim. On that what he brought from Epinal
could be broadcast to and, even, inscribed on this wider world! Perhaps our children
will figure out how this can come to pass.’

Grant Support: The author received no financial support for this work.

5 The views are those of the author and not the editors of the Istanbul University Journal of Sociology.
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Avrupa Refah Rejimleri ve Tiirkiye’de Oznel iyi Olus
Ummiigiilsiim Aysan'

Oz

Bu galismanin temel amaci Avrupa Yasam Kalitesi aragtirmasi (2012) verilerine dayanarak, Avrupa ve Turkiye'deki
dznel iyi olus seviyelerinin, refah rejimi tarismalari baglaminda mukayeseli analizini ortaya koymaktir. Oznel iyi
olug yasam memnuniyeti ve mutluluk gibi bilissel ve duygusal bilesenlerden olusan gok boyutlu bir kavramdir.
Kisilik yapisi, cinsiyet, yas, gelir, medeni durum gibi bireysel 6zellikler yaninda tlkenin ekonomik durumu,
toplumsal yapi ve politik yapi gibi makro faktorlerden de etkilenir. Dolayisiyla bireylerin ve toplumlarin
yasam kalitesine etki eden refah devletinin ve sosyal politikalarin nitelikleri de 6znel iyi olus seviyelerine tesir
etmektedir. Analiz sonuglari sosyal politika uygulamalarinin kurumsallastigi gelismis refah rejimlerinde 6znel iyi
olus seviyelerinin az gelismis refah rejimlerine gére daha yliksek oldugunu géstermektedir. Mutluluk ve yasam
memnuniyeti Sosyal Demokrat ulkelerde en yiiksek iken, Gliney Avrupa ve Post sosyalist refah rejimlerinde en
dustk seviyelerdedir.
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Subjective Well-Being in European Welfare Regimes and Turkey

Abstract

The aim of this study is to analyze the subjective well-being levels of Europeans and Turkish citizens within the
context of welfare-regime typology using the European Quality of Life Survey’s (EQLS) 2012 data. Subjective
well-being, which consists of cognitive factors such as life satisfaction and affective factors such as happiness,
is affected by individual factors such as personality, gender, age, income, and marital status, as well as macro
factors such as macroeconomic indicators, political institutions, and quality of society. Welfare-state types
and the quality of social policies are also related to subjective well-being. This study demonstrates that
the subjective well-being levels in institutionalized welfare regimes are higher through high levels of social
expenditures and developed social services. Furthermore, differences between the lowest and highest income
quartiles for subjective well-being are lowest in social-democratic welfare regimes.
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Extended Summary

People have questioned the qualities of a good life since ancient times. Researchers
of subjective well-being are interested in how humans feel about and judge the quality
of'their lives, notwithstanding others’ opinions. Numerous causes are found, including
health, marital status, job status, and income, for the variations of subjective well-
being at the individual level. Furthermore, the populations of different countries have
revealed marked differences in subjective well-being. A country’s prevalent economic
situation is the first plausible reason. Individuals in affluent societies are expected to
be happier than people in economically poor countries. However, subjective well-
being differences also are present among rich Western societies. Researchers have
claimed that social democratic welfare states are able to produce more happiness
for their citizens (Radcliff, 2001; Rothstein, 2010). Furthermore, differences in
subjective well-being among various social groups such as the lowest and highest
income groups are lower in these countries. This study will compare the subjective
well-being levels of the welfare regimes in Europe and Turkey using 2012 data from
the European Quality of Life Survey.

Subjective Well-Being

Subjective well-being is a field that studies the perceived quality of life. In other
words, it is the psychology of quality of life, it refers to individuals’ evaluations of
their lives, and encompasses both cognitive judgments of satisfaction and affective
appraisals of mood and emotion (Diener et al., 1999).

The field of subjective well-being has three characteristics. First, it is subjective
and about individual experiences. Secondly, it requires both the absence of negative
factors and presence of positive factors such as happiness. Last but not least, emphasis
is usually placed on the global assessment of all aspects of an individual’s life, not on
specific domains like income satisfaction (Diener, 1984).

Two main approaches exist for measuring subjective well-being. While the hedonic
approach defines well-being in terms of pleasure attainment and pain avoidance with
a focus on happiness, the eudaimonic approach targets meaning and self-realization,
defining well-being with respect to the degree to which an individual fully functions
(Ryan & Deci, 2001). Adopting a broader perspective in the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) Guidelines on Measuring Subjective Well-
being (2013), subjective well-being is maintained to encompass three elements: life
evaluation, affect, and eudaimonia. Life evaluation is deliberate appraisal of a person’s
life, usually measured by life satisfaction. Affect is about both positive (happiness and
joy) and negative (anger and fear) feelings and emotions while eudaimonia is related
to meaningfulness and purpose in life (OECD, 2013).
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Numerous causes exist for the variations in subjective well-being at the individual
level. Empirical research has indicated that being married, having children, feeling
free and healthy, and participating in religious activities increase individuals’
subjective well-being. Mental and physical health problems, personal sorrows, long-
term unemployment, and bereavements make people unhappy. Aside from individual
factors, many macro factors are found to affect the level of subjective well-being.
Economists are interested in the relationships among macroeconomic indicators such
as gross national product inflation, unemployment, inequality, and happiness. Various
studies have demonstrated people living in rich countries to be happier than those
living in poor countries (Frey & Stutzer, 2010). Culture may be a good reason as to
why people in the culturally similar countries of Latin America have high subjective
well-being, whereas the subjective well-being of those in post-socialist countries is
lower than their earnings would forecast.

Welfare regimes differ in how they create and distribute well-being. Tremendous
literature exists on the classification of welfare regimes. In his seminal book The
Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism (1990), Esping-Andersen classified 18 OECD
countries up to the 1980s according to their social stratifications and levels of
decommodification. Decommodification is “the degree to which individuals, or
families, can uphold a socially acceptable standard of living independently of market
participation” (Esping-Andersen, 1990, p. 37). Three distinct welfare regimes are
found in his classification: the Liberal (Anglo-Saxon or English Speaking), the
Conservative (Continental European or Corporatist), and the Social Democratic
(Scandinavian) regimes.

In liberal welfare regimes, market plays a crucial role while social expenditures
are very limited compared to other welfare regimes. Rights and benefits are
distributed through means-testing, and welfare recipients are generally stigmatized.
In conservative welfare regimes, rights and benefits are distributed according to
occupational status, and benefits increase as contributions increase. Conservative
welfare regimes maintain and reinforce the existing social classes. The social
democratic welfare regime is also defined as the universalistic welfare regime and
has a broad range of social services and benefits covering the entire population.
Benefits are delivered on the basis of uniform rules of eligibility (Rothstein, 2010).
Later, Southern European welfare states and post-socialist welfare states were added
to this classification (Aidukaite, 2009; Ozdemir, 2007).

Although numerous studies exist on welfare regimes, most scholars are interested
in the indicators of objective quality of life. Only a handful of studies are found to
focus on how people genuinely assess their lives through indicators of subjective
well-being. Radcliff (2001) found a strong positive relationship between welfare state
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and life satisfaction. He claimed life satisfaction increase to the extent that states
decrease market reliance and adopt social democratic welfare regimes. On the other
hand, contrary to his expectations Veenhoven (2000) found no connection between
welfare state and happiness.

Data and Method

This paper uses the European Foundation’s (Eurofound) European Quality of Life
Survey (EQLS; 2012) and its data. The questionnaire contains many questions about
both the objective and subjective aspects of quality of life. The EQLS records many
aspects of the quality of life in Europe and involves social, financial, and environmental
determinants, alongside European societies’ well-being and life quality. This survey
is the third wave of quality-of-life surveys started in 2003. Eurofound has created a
consolidated methodological approach and quality-assurance system through these
cross-national studies, not only for the European Union but also for other nations
in the region. This survey covers over 40,000 people from 28 EU member countries
and six candidate countries (Iceland, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, and
Turkey), a total of 34 countries.

Results

Welch-ANOVA tests have been conducted to check whether statistically significant
variations of subjective well-being exist among the means of different welfare regimes.
Analysis has shown significant mean differences to exist among the welfare regimes
for both life satisfaction (F = 249.526, p <.000) and happiness (F = 154.422, p <.000).

The Games-Howell post-hoc tests have been conducted to confirm where the
differences occur among the groups. Life satisfaction has no statistically significant
differences between the liberal (M = 7.30) and the corporatist (M = 7.25) regimes,
which respectively rank second and third after the social democratic regime (M =
7.94). No statistically significant difference exists between the post socialist regime
(M = 6.62) and Turkey (M = 6.61), both of which come after Southern European
welfare regimes (M = 7.02).

Social democratic welfare regimes also have the best scores (M = 7.89) for
happiness. The Games-Howell post-hoc tests show the differences among all groups
to be statistically significant. The mean values are as follows: MLiberal = 7.89,
MConservative = 7.43, MSouthern European = 7.28, MPost-Socialist = 7.05, and
MTurkey = 6.87.

Furthermore, the distribution of happiness is mostly even in these countries. The
difference in life satisfaction between the first and fourth income quartiles (i.e., the
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difference between the 25% with the highest income and the 25% with the lowest
income) is lowest in social democratic welfare regimes (0.71). This difference is
highest in post-socialist countries (1.48) and liberal countries (1.37).

Conclusion

This study has analyzed the variations in subjective well-being across welfare
regimes, with particular focus on life satisfaction and happiness, using the individual
data obtained from the third wave of the EQLS. The results provide evidence that the
citizens of social democratic welfare regimes have reported the highest happiness and
life satisfaction scores. These regimes also compensate best for income differences
in subjective well-being compared to other welfare-state regimes. In light of the
aforementioned variations across welfare regimes, social policies can be concluded
to affect subjective well-being.
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Avrupa Refah Rejimleri ve Tiirkiye’de Oznel Iyi Olus

Son yillarda daha ¢ok mutluluk ve yasam memnuniyeti alt bilesenleriyle anilan
oznel iyi olus (subjective well-being) alanina olan ilgi artmistir. Oncii calismalar
psikologlar tarafindan yapilmis olsa da (Diener, 1984; Veenhoven, 1996); ekonomist
ve siyaset bilimcilerin de bu alana ilgisi artmaya baglamistir. Yas, egitim, genetik
yatkinlik, bireysel gelir, medeni durum, saglik durumu, aile ve sosyal gevre gibi
pek cok bireysel ve sosyal etmen yaninda; enflasyon, igsizlik, milli gelir gibi
makroekonomik etmen ile demokrasinin gelismislik diizeyi, kurumlara giiven,
yolsuzluk gibi kurumsal etmenlerin de 6znel iyi olusa etki ettigi tespit edilmistir
(Frey ve Stutzer, 2000).

Refah devleti ve sosyal politika ile 6znel iyi olus iligkisi de, bu baglamda
calisilmaktadir (Pacek ve Radcliff, 2008; Veenhoven, 2000). Temel amaci
vatandaglarinin yasam kalitesini yiikseltmek olan refah devleti vatandaslarini sosyal
risklere karst koruma altina alir; dzellikle yashilar, engelliler, yoksullar, igsizler
gibi toplumun en riskli gruplarin1 sosyal diglanma tehlikesine karsi muhafaza
eder; temel ihtiyaclarmi saglamada sikinti yasamadan toplum icinde varliklarim
stirdiirebilmelerini saglar. Bunun muhtemel sonucu ise gelismis refah devletlerinde
Oznel 1iyi olus seviyelerinin diger devletlere nazaran daha yiliksek olmasidir. Ancak
bu konuda yapilan ¢alismalar c¢eliskili sonuglar ortaya koymaktadir. Veenhoven
(2000) refah harcamalarmin yiiksek olusu ile mutluluk arasinda bir iligki olmadigim
belirtirken, Radcliff (2001) ve Rothstein (2010) gelismis refah devletlerinde mutluluk
seviyelerinin daha yliksek oldugunu iddia eder.

Bu ¢alismanin temel amacit Avrupa’da farkli refah rejimlerine dahil ilkeler
ile Tiirkiye’nin 6znel iyi olug seviyelerinin Avrupa Yasam Kosullar1 Arastirmasi
(EQLS, 2012) verileri kullanilarak karsilastirmaktir. {lk boliimde 6znel iyi olus
kavramiin tanimi, bilesenleri ve 6znel iyi olusa etki eden faktorler ile refah devleti
siniflandirmasindan  bahsedilecektir. Ikinci boliimde ise veri ve yontem kisaca
aciklanacak, arastirmanin bulgular1 sunulacaktir.

Oznel Iyi Olus

Insanlarm yasamlarini degerlendirmelerini anlamaya calisan dznel iyi olus genel
olarak yasam kalitesi olarak adlandirilan daha kapsamli bir arastirma alaninin
parcasidir. Alanin temel amaci “iyi yasam” kriterlerinin belirlenmesi, mevcut
durumun bu kriterlere ne kadar yakin oldugunun ve ideale ulagmak i¢in yapilmasi
gerekenlerin tespit edilmesidir (Veenhoven, 1996).

Oznel iyi olus kavramma dair pek ¢ok tanim mevcuttur ancak en gegerli tanim
alanda sayisiz arastirma sahibi olan Ed Diener’e aittir. Diener’e gore 6znel iyi olus,
bireyin sahip oldugu olumlu ve olumsuz duygular ile yasamdan aldig1 doyuma iligkin
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olarak yaptig1 6znel degerlendirmelerin biitiiniidiir (Diener, 1984). Bireyin ¢esitli
olaylara verdigi tepkiler, i¢ginde bulundugu duygu durumu ve yasamdan aldigi doyuma
iligkin diisiinceleri, is, arkadaslik, okul, evlilik gibi cesitli yagam alanlarina iligkin
tatmin seviyeleri bu degerlendirmede dikkate alinir (Diener, Oishi ve Lucas, 2003).
Oznel iyi olma iizerine yapilan ¢alismalarda kisinin kendi yasamini sevmesinin “iyi
yasam”m en dnemli gelerinden biri oldugu kabul edilmektedir. Onemli olan kisinin
kendi yasamimi degerlendirmesi ve yargi bildirmesidir. Yargilar olusturulurken
bireyin hem biligsel hem de duygusal degerlendirmeleri 6nemlidir. Yani olaylara
gosterilen duygusal reaksiyonlar da yasam doyumuna dair biligsel degerlendirmeler
de yargilarin olusturulmasma etki eder (Diener, Lucas, Oishi, Snyder ve Lopez,
2002).

Oznel iyi olma kavraminm {i¢ unsuru; yasam memnuniyeti, olumlu duygulanim
ve olumsuz duygulanimdir. Yagsam memnuniyeti 6znel iyi olusun biligsel boyutunu,
olumlu ve olumsuz duygulanim ise duygusal boyutunu olusturur. Oznel iyi olma
halinin biligsel boyutuna isaret eden yasam memnuniyeti, kisinin kendi yagaminin,
se¢mis oldugu kistaslara uygunluguna gore degerlendirmesidir. Kiginin kendi
hayatiyla ilgili beklentileri ile sahip oldugu hayatin nitelikleri arasinda yapilan
karsilagtirma yasam memnuniyeti diizeyini belirler. Kisi idealize ettigi hayata ne
kadar uygun bir yasam siirdiigiinii diisliiniiyorsa yasam memnuniyeti de o derece
yliksek olacaktir (Diener, 1984).

Yasamin genel olarak degerlendirmesi bireyin tiim degerlendirme kistaslarini igerir:
bireyin nasil hissettigi, beklentilerinin ne derece karsilandigi, ¢esitli degiskenlerin ne
derece arzu edilir oldugu gibi sorular bu degerlendirmelere 6rnek olarak verilebilir
(Saris, Veenhoven, Scherpenzeel ve Bunting, 1996). Hayatta basar1 ve paraya biiyiik
O6nem veren bir insan yasam memnuniyeti degerlendirmesini yaparken bu alanlardaki
mevcut durumuna daha biiyiik agirlik atfederken; sosyal ¢cevre ve aile iligkilerine daha
cok dnem veren bir insan aile ve gevresi ile ilgili durumuna bakarak degerlendirme
yapacaktir. Ilk durumda kisinin basarili ve zengin olmasi yasam memnuniyetinin
daha yiiksek olmasina sebep olabilecekken, ikinci durumda sosyal iligkiler ve aileden
duyulan memnuniyet yiiksek yasam memnuniyeti getirebilecektir.

Duygulanim (affect) ise 6znel iyi olusun duygusal boyutunu ifade etmektedir.
Tiirk Dil Kurumu duygulanimi “isteng(irade) ve anliktan(bilme yetisi) ayri goriilen,
duygusal tepkiler gosterme durumu” olarak tanimlamaktadir. Olumlu duygulanim
igerisinde mutluluk, seving gibi genelde bireyler i¢in kendilerini iyi hissedebilecekleri
duygulart ifade eder. Olumsuz duygulanim ise bireyi kotii hissettirebilecek 6fke,
nefret, kizginlik gibi duygular1 kapsar (Diener ve ark., 2002). Olumlu ve olumsuz
duygulanim birbiriyle ters orantili ancak bagimsiz yani birbirinin ziddi olmayan
kavramlardir (Cacioppo ve Berntson, 1999). Mesela, olumsuz bir duygu olan stres ve
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olumlu bir duygu olan gurur es zamanli olarak deneyimlenebilir. Yani olumlu duygu
durumu her zaman olumsuz duygu durumuyla ters iliskili olmayabilir. Oznel iyi olusu
yiiksek olan kisinin yasam memnuniyetinin yiiksek olmasi, ¢ogunlukla hos duygular,
haz duygulari igerisinde olmasi ve nadiren {iziintii, gerginlik, tedirginlik gibi olumsuz
duygular1 hissetmesi beklenir. Tyi olusu diisiik kisinin ise yasam memnuniyetinin
diisiik olmasi, az diizeyde hos duygular ve haz yasamasi, 6fke, tiziintii, keder gibi
olumsuz duygular1 daha siklikla yagamasi beklenir (Diener, 1984).

Hedonik ve Eudaimonik Yaklagim. [yi bir hayatin nasil olacagina dair tartismalarim
kokeni ilk ¢ag filozoflarina kadar uzanir. Glinlimiize kadar uzanan tartigsmalarda iyi
olusa dair iki farkl1 yaklasim gbze carpar. Aristippus ve Epikiir’iin fikirlerine dayanan
hedonist yaklasim ile Aristo’nun fikirlerine dayanan eudaimonik yaklasim. Hedonik
yaklagim mutluluga odaklanir, iyi olmay1 hazzi elde etme ve acidan kagis; yani pozitif
ve negatif duygularin dengelenmesi olarak tanimlar. Aristippus hazzin mutlak iyi
oldugunu, insan eylemlerinin sonucunda haz saglayacak bir bicimde diizenlenmesi
gerektigini, en uygun davranis bigiminin siirekli haz verene yonelme oldugunu iddia
etmistir. Her davranigin nedeni mutlu olma istegidir ve mutluluk haz dolu anlarin
toplamidir (Ryan ve Deci, 2001).

Eudaimonik yaklasim ise bireyin kendini gerceklestirmesi ve erdemli eylemlere
odaklanir. Aristo’ya gore insan eylemleri sonucu ulasilacak en yiiksek iyi olan
eudaimonia bireyin erdemli potansiyelini ger¢eklestirmesi sonucu ortaya ¢ikar (Ryan
ve Deci, 2001). Ona gore en yiiksek iyi herkes i¢in bireysel yetenek ve egilimine gore
degisen, kendini ger¢eklestirme eylemidir. Aristo’ya gore bu eylemler ayn1 zamanda
erdemli olmalidir. Bir bagka deyisle, kisi kendisini bilecek ve var olan potansiyelini
maksimum seviyede gergeklestirebilmek i¢in erdemli davraniglarda bulunacaktir.
Aristo’nun yaklasiminda gercek mutluluk hazlarn tatmini sonucu ortaya cikan bir
sonu¢ degil, kendini gerceklestirme yolculugunda sergilenen erdemli davraniglar
esliginde hissedilen bir durumdur. Yani bir sonug degil bir siiregtir (Akarsu, 1998).

Oznel iyi olus literatiiriinde hedonist yaklasimm hakim oldugu goriiliir. Ancak
eudaimonik ve hedonik iyi olmay birlikte ele alan ¢alismalar da mevcuttur. Ornegin,
OECD daha kapsayici yaklagimi benimseyerek ulusal hesaplamalarda kullanilmak
iizere hazirladigit OECD Oznel lyi olus Ol¢iim Kilavuzu’nda (OECD Guidelines on
Measuring Subjective Well-being) Sekil 1’deki tiglii kavramsallagtirmay: kullanir
(OECD, 2013). Buyaklasima gore 6znel iyi olus hedonik ve eudaimonik bilesenlerden
olugmaktadir. Duygulanim iyi olusun hedonist bilesenidir. Ancak yasam memnuniyeti
ya da yasam degerlendirmeleri sadece hedonist degildir; eudaimonik boyutlar1 da
vardir (Ryan ve Deci, 2001). Ryff’in psikolojik iyi olus kuraminda (Ryff ve Keyes,
1995) belirttigi bagimsizlik, hayatin anlami ve amaci, kendini gerceklestirme ve
yeterlik gibi eudaimonia bilesenleri de 6znel iyi olusun belirleyicilerindendir. Bireyler
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yasamlarini degerlendirirken bilingli veya bilingsiz bu boyutlar1 da gdzden gegirirler.
Anlamli ve kendini gerceklestirebildigi bir hayat yasadigini diislinen bireyin yasam
memnuniyeti degerlendirmesi bu durumdan olumlu etkilenecektir.

' Gelir memnuniyeti Ofke Yeterlik
Alt Bilesenler Saglik memnuniyeti Kizginlik Bagimsizlik
o~ Is Memnuniyeti Mutluluk Anlam ve amag
Yasam Memnuniyeti Duygulanim +/- Eudaimonia
«—— S >
Gelir 4 - Kavram
Saglhik Durumu ~
Sosyal Iliskiler '%
Is Durumu ‘ E
Kisilik Ozellikleri| &
Kiiltir v

Sekil 1. Oznel iyi olus (OECD, 2013, s. 33).

Oznel Iyi Olusun Olgiimii. Oznel iyi olusun Sl¢iimiinde kisinin kendi &znel
yargilarina dayali, beyan esasli taramalar kullanilir. Bunun sebebi 6l¢egi yanitlayanin
kendi iyi olus deneyimini bilmede ve bunu bildirmede 6ncelikli olmasidir. Yalnizca
degerlendirmede bulunan kisi kendi hazlarmi ve acilarini degerlendirip, igsel
deneyimleri sonucunda yasamimin ne kadar degerli oldugunu hesaplayabilir. Oznel
iyi olus mutluluk, yasam memnuniyeti, yasam alanlarindan memnuniyet gibi pek
¢ok kavrami kapsayan iist bir kavramdir. Bu nedenle genellikle her bir kavramin
Ol¢iimiinde farkl 6l¢ekler kullanildig goriiliir. Ancak 6znel iyi olusu bir biitiin olarak
Olcen dlgek calismalart meveuttur (Tuzgdl-Erdost, 2005).

Oznel iyi olusun her bir boyutunu dlcen tek-nesne veya goklu-nesne Slgiimleri
mevcuttur. Tek-nesne Olgeklerde katilimcilara tek bir soruyla yasamlarindan
ne kadar memnun olduklar1 ya da ne kadar mutlu olduklar1 sorulur. Coklu-nesne
Olcekleri ise birden fazla soru sorularak genel memnuniyet seviyesi veya duygulanim
diizeyi olgiiliir. PANAS (Pozitif ve Negatif Duygu Durum Olgegi) Watson, Clark
ve Tellegen (1988) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve Gengdz (2000), tarafindan Tiirkgeye
uyarlanmistir. Bu Olgcekte bireylerin pozitif ve negatif duygulanimini belirlemek
iizere toplam 20 ifade bulunmaktadir. Diener, Emmons, Larsen ve Griffin (1985)
tarafindan gelistirilen SWLS (Yasam Memnuniyeti Olgegi) 5 maddeden olusan
ve dznel iyi olus calismalarinda siklikla kullamlan bir 8lgektir. Oznel iyi olusu
Olcen uluslararas1 aragtirmalar Cantril (1965) ve Gallup’un (1976) calismalariyla
baslamistir. Hali hazirda Diinya Degerler Arastirmasi, Gallup Diinya Arastirmasi,
Avrupa Sosyal Taramasi gibi pek cok uluslararasi arastirmada tek maddeli 6znel
iyi olus sorulari sorulmaktadir. Bu arastirmalarda katilimcilara tek bir soruyla
yasamlarindan ne kadar memnun olduklari, ya da ne kadar mutlu olduklar1 sorulur ve
mutluluk ve/ya memnuniyetlerini derecelendirmeleri istenir. Ekonomi literatiiriinde
bu arastirmalardan siklikla istifade edilmektedir.
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Oznel Iyi Olusa Etki Eden Faktorler. Yasam memnuniyeti iizerine ilk
caligmalardan birini yapan Wilson’a gére mutlu insan geng, saghkl, iyi egitimli,
iyl kazanan, dindar, evli, sosyal, 6z giiveni yiiksek, isinden memnun, beklentileri
orta seviyede olan, farkli zekd seviyelerinden kadin veya erkektir (1967, s. 294).
Bu ¢alismanin iizerinden gegen yarim asir i¢inde yasam memnuniyetini etkileyen
faktorler iizerine ¢ok sayida arastirma yapilmistir. Frey ve Stutzer (2010) 6znel iyi
olusla iliskili faktorleri 5 grupta inceler: 1) kisilik yapisi; disadontiklik, 6z saygi,
nevrotiklik, ii) sosyodemografik 6zellikler; yas, cinsiyet, medeni durum, dindarlik,
egitim, iii) durumsal faktorler; Saglik durumu, is ve calisma kosullari, kisilerarasi
iligkiler, iv) ekonomik faktorler: gelir, is durumu, milli gelir, v) kurumsal faktorler;
demokratik kurumlarin kalitesi.

Bireylerin kisilik ozellikleri, yasama bakis ve olaylar1 algilayislarinda ¢ok
etkilidir. Benzer sekilde kisilik 6zelliklerinin iyi olma hali lizerinde de diger biitiin
faktorlerden ¢ok daha fazla etkili oldugu goriilmistiir (Lykken ve Tellegen, 1996).
Yani bazi insanlar fitratlar1 geregi yasama ve olaylara olumlu yaklasirken, bazilari
kotiimser olabilmektedir. Myers ve Diener (1995) mutlu insanlarin 6zgiiven sahibi,
iyimser, diga doniik ve igten denetimliligi yiiksek bireyler oldugunu dne siirer.

Yas ve Oznel iyi olus iliskisini inceleyen pek c¢ok arastirmaya gore ilerleyen
yasla birlikte objektif yasam kosullarinda gozle goriiliir gerilemeler yasanir. Saglik
durumunda bozulmalar, emekli maas1 ile yasamak zorunda kalmak, islev kayiplari,
yakilarmm kaybi nedeniyle sosyal iligkilerin azalmasi 6znel iyi olusu olumsuz
etkileyen onemli degismelerdir. Ancak ilerleyen yaslarda objektif kosullarda olusan
problemlere ragmen 6znel iyi olusun azalmadigini, hatta arttigin1 gosteren pek ¢ok
arastirma da mevcuttur (Gana, Bailly, Saada, Joulain ve Alaphilippe, 2013). Yasliligin
getirdigi kayiplara ragmen, 6znel iyi olusun diigmemesi literatiirde memnuniyet
paradoksu olarak adlandirilmaktadir (Schilling, 2006).

Medeni durum ve Oznel iyi olus arasinda kuvvetli bir iligki mevcuttur. Yapilan
aragtirmalarin ortak sonucu evli bireylerin, bekar, dul veya esinden ayri yasayan
bireylerden daha yiiksek yasam memnuniyeti diizeyine sahip oldugudur. Yas, egitim,
gelir diizeyi gibi faktorler kontrol edildiginde dahi medeni durum yagam memnuniyetini
giiclii sekilde etkilemektedir (Lucas, Clark, Georgellis ve Diener, 2013).

Aragtirmalar saglik ve yasam memnuniyetinin gii¢lii sekilde iligkili oldugunu
gostermektedir. Saglikli kimseler kendilerini daha iyi hissettikleri, yapmak istedikleri
seyleri yapabildikleri, sosyal ve fiziksel olarak aktif olduklar1 i¢in daha mutludur
(Argyle, 1999). Bireylerin yalnizca nesnel saglik gostergeleri degil saglik durumlar
ile ilgili hissettikleri de yasam memnuniyeti iizerine etkilidir. Diener bireylerin saglik
durumlartyla ilgili degerlendirmelerinin 6znel iyi olus lizerindeki etkisinin, objektif
saglik durumlarinin etkisinden daha biiylik oldugunu iddia eder (Diener 1984).
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Is durumu ve mutluluk iliskisi iizerine yapilan ¢ok sayida arastirmanin ortak sonucu,
igsizligin yasam memnuniyetini bilylik dl¢lide digiirdiigiidiir (Aysan ve Aysan, 2017;
DiTella, MacCulloch ve Oswald, 2003; Clark ve Oswald, 1994). Issizligin mutluluk
seviyesine olumsuz etkisinin ¢ok biiyiik olmasimin temel sebeplerinden biri gelir
seviyesindeki azalmadir. Gelir seviyesi kontrol edildiginde igsizligin olumsuz etkisinin
azaldig1 goriilmektedir (Argyle, 1999; Aysan ve Aysan, 2017). Nitekim gelir 6znel iyi
olusa etki eden en 6nemli etmenlerdendir, gelir seviyesi arttik¢ca yasam memnuniyeti
artmaktadir. 1975-1992 yillar1 arasinda yapilan Eurobarometer aragtirmalarina gore
en list gelir grubunda yasamindan memnun veya ¢cok memnun oldugunu belirtenlerin
orant %88 iken, en alt gelir grubunda bu oran %66 seviyesindedir (DiTella ve ark.,
2003). ilgili alan yazinda yapilan bazi calismalarda zengin olmayan toplumlarda gelir
ve mutluluk arasindaki iligkinin daha gii¢lii oldugu bulunmustur (Diener ve Biswas-
Diener, 2002). Yani geliri belli standartlarin altinda kalan iilkelerde gelir artiglar:
bireyleri daha fazla mutlu etmektedir. Clinkd bu gibi iilkelerde temel ihtiyaglarini
karsilayacak asgari gelirden yoksun olan ¢ok fazla kimse mevcuttur.

Ulkeler arast mukayeselerde gelir seviyesi yiiksek toplumlarm yasam
memnuniyetlerinin diisiik gelirli lilkelere gore daha yiiksek oldugu goriiliir (Sekil
2). Ancak gelismis iilkelerde iyi olusun yiiksek olmasinin tek sebebi yiiksek hayat
standartlar1 degil; bu tilkelerin esitlik, demokrasi, insan haklari, su¢ oranlari, saglik,
egitim gibi alanlardaki yiiksek performansidir (Frey ve Stutzer, 2010).
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Sekil 2. GSYTH ve yasam memnuniyeti iliskisi (OECD, 2016).
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Bir {ilkedeki ortalama gelir artisinin ise uzun vadede mutluluk seviyesini artirip
artirmadigina dair bir goriis birligi yoktur. Ekonomi literatiiriinde mutluluk alanindaki
ses getiren caligmalara imza atan Easterlin (1974); Amerika, Avrupa ve Japonya
iizerine yaptig1 calismalarda gayri safi yurt i¢i hasila (GSYIH) biiyiimesi ve mutluluk
arasinda net bir iliski bulamamistir. Bireysel mutluluk ve gelir diizeyi arasinda pozitif
bir iliski oldugu halde, uzun vadede iilkelerdeki gelir artiginin mutluluk seviyesini
artirmamasi Easterlin Paradoksu olarak adlandirilir.

Karsilastirmali aragtirmalar devletlerarasinda ~ yasam memnuniyeti
degerlendirmelerinde tutarli farkliliklar oldugunu gostermektedir. Ornegin,
Japonya’nin yasam memnuniyeti ortalamasi 1958-1987 yillar1 arasinda 10 iizerinden
6 civarinda iken, ayn1 donemde Danimarka’nin ortalamasi 8 civarinda seyretmistir
(Diener ve ark., 2003). Japonya yiiksek gelirli bir iilke olmasina ragmen orta seviyede
bir memnuniyet ortalamasina sahiptir. Ayn1 sekilde gelir diizeyi birbirine benzer
olan Giiney Amerika’daki yiiksek, eski komiinist Dogu Avrupa tilkelerindeki diisiik
memnuniyet ortalamalari dikkat ¢ekicidir. Yani iilkelerin gelir durumu tek basina
memnuniyet farkliliklarini agiklamakta yeterli olmamaktadir.

Farkli kiiltiirlerin mutluluk algilari ve mutluluk kavramina yaklagimlari da yasam
memnuniyetine etki eder. Kolektivist kiiltlirler ve bireysel kiiltiirlerde mutluluk
anlayislar1 dolayisiyla mutluluk ortalamalar1 da farklidir (Oishi ve Gilbert, 2016).
Ornegin, Amerikallar icin mutluluk, pesinde kosulan, maksimize edilmeye ¢alisilan
bir duygu iken Cinliler mutluluk kavramini siikinet ve dinlenme gibi diislik uyarici
duygularla iliskilendirirler (Joshanloo ve Weijers, 2014). Hazza yonelik olumsuz
bakis acis1 ile bilinen Konfiigylis ahlakinin Uzak Dogu’da mutlulugun disiik
olmasinin sebeplerinden biri oldugu iddia edilmektedir (Ng, 2002).

Gelir ve kiiltiir disinda iilkeler arasinda 6znel iyi olus farkliliklart olugsmasina sebep
olan etmenler arasinda gelir esitsizligi, issizlik oranlari, enflasyon gibi ekonomik
etmenler; refah ve sosyal giivenlik sistemleri ve demokrasinin gelismislik diizeyi
gibi politik etmenler; kentlesme, iklim ve ¢evresel kosullar, ¢cevrenin gilivenlik ve
yoksunluk diizeyi gibi etmenler yer almaktadir. Tiim bunlar bireylerin igerisinde
yasadig1 toplumun gelismisliginin gostergeleridir ve 6znel 1yi olusa eder.

Refah Devleti ve Oznel Iyi Olus

Refah devleti 6znel iyi olusa etki eden kurumsal faktorlerdendir. Ancak refah devleti
tek tip homojen bir yap1 degildir. Refah devletlerinde, donemden déneme ve iilkeden
iilkeye farkli sosyal politika uygulamalar1 gzlemlenmektedir. Refah devleti tanimlart,
minimum standartlarin saglandigi refah devletinden, genis bir faaliyet alanina sahip refah
devletine dogru farklilik gdstermektedir. Refah devletleri ile 6znel iyi olus iligkisine
gecmeden Once farkli refah rejimlerinin 6ne ¢ikan 6zelliklerine deginmek gerekir.
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Vatandaglarin1 hastalik, issizlik, yaslilik, yoksulluk vb. sosyal risklere karsi
koruyarak yasam kalitelerini artirmay1 hedefleyen refah devletinin olduk¢a kapsamli
bir gorev alani vardir. Her {ilkenin kendi sosyal refah modeline gore farklilasan
uygulamalarla karsilasilmakla birlikte; 6ne ¢ikan bes biiyiik gorev alani sosyal
giivenlik, barinma, egitim, saglik ve sosyal hizmetlerdir (Spicker, 2008). Refah devleti
dezavantajli gruplar olarak da ifade edilen yaglilar, cocuklar, gencler, kadinlar ve
ailelerin korunmast; engellilere, yoksullara, diigkiinlere yardim; ¢alisma kosullarinin
diizeltilmesi, istihdam hizmetleri gibi sosyal politika uygulamalariyla toplumdaki
farkl1 sosyoekonomik ve demografik gruplar arasindaki esitsizlikleri gidermeye
calismaktadir (Ozdemir, 2007).

Refah devletlerinin siiflandirmasina yonelik pek ¢ok calisma mevcuttur. Ancak
uluslararasi karsilastirmalarda en ¢ok kullanilan smiflandirma Esping—Andersen’in
3’lii refah rejimi siiflandirmasidir; Liberal refah modeli (ABD, Ingiltere), muhafazakar
veya Kita Avrupasi refah modeli (Fransa, Almanya, Belgika) ve sosyal-demokratik
veya Iskandinav refah modeli (Isve¢, Danimarka) (Esping-Andersen, 1990).
Sonrasinda yapilan arastirmalarda {i¢ rejim tiirii yetersiz goriilmiis ve siniflamaya daha
baska rejimler de dahil edilmistir. Kurumsallagmasini tam olarak tamamlayamamig
“Gliney Avrupa refah devletleri” (Ferrera, 1996) ve Sovyetler Birligi’nin ortadan
kalkmasinin ardindan komiinizmden liberal sisteme gegis halindeki “Post-Sosyalist
Refah devletleri” (Aidukaite, 2009) bunlara 6rnek olarak verilebilir.

Esping—Andersen’in siniflandirmasi temelde ii¢ boyut iizerine oturmaktadir.
Bunlar; refah rejimlerinin ticretli isgiiciinii dekomodifikasyonu (decommodification),
refah hizmetlerinden yararlananlar1 tabakalastirma (stratification) ve hizmet
saglayicist (devlet—piyasa—aile) boyutlaridir. Esping—Andersen dekomodifikasyonu
“bireylerin ya da ailelerin piyasadan bagimsiz olarak sosyal acidan kabul edilebilir
bir yasam standardini siirdiirebilme dereceleri” olarak tanimlanir (Esping-Andersen,
1990, s. 37). Tabakalasma, sosyal refah onlemlerinin farkli meslek mensuplarina ve
smiflara gore farklilagmasidir. Hizmet saglayicisi boyutu sosyal refah hizmetlerinin
agirlikli olarak kimler tarafindan sunuldugunu belirler. Esping—Andersen daha sonra
bu ii¢ boyuta “aileleri yiikten kurtarmak ve bireylerin yakinlari tizerindeki refah
bagimliligin1 azaltmak” anlamima gelen “aileden bagimsizlik” (defamilialization)
boyutunu eklemistir. Ik simiflandirmasina ilave dérdiincii bir grup olarak, Giiney
Avrupa refah devletleri olarak siniflandirdigs iilkelerde (italya, Portekiz ve Ispanya),
kamunun aileler i¢in yaptig1 harcamalar ve dolayistyla aileden bagimsizlik en diisiik
diizeydedir (Esping-Andersen, 1999).

Sosyal demokrat refah rejimi “evrensellik”, “dayanisma” ve “dekomodifikasyon”
iizerine kuruludur (Cox, 2004). Evrensellik simif ve stati ayrimi yapilmaksizin
biitiin vatandaslarin ayn1 hak ve hizmetlerden yararlanmasini ifade eder. Buna gore
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sosyal yardim ve hizmetler biitlin bireylerin vatandaslik hakkidir ki bu da evrensellik
ilkesine tekabiil eder. Devlet refahin saglanmasindaki esas aktordiir ve minimum
bir yasam standardini garanti etmekle yiikiimlidiir. Dekomodifikasyonun en tist
seviyede oldugu, tabakalasmanin diisiik oldugu ve devletin refahin saglanmasindaki
esas aktor oldugu bu rejimde yer alan iilkeler Norveg, Danimarka, Isvec, Finlandiya
ve Hollanda’dir (Ozdemir, 2007).

Liberal refah rejimlerinin en 6nemli 6zelligi piyasanin merkezi konumudur.
Sosyal harcamalarin minimum diizeyde tutulmasi ve refahin miimkiin oldugunca
piyasa tarafindan saglanmasi hedeflenir. Bireyler kendi refahlarini piyasa kosullarina
gore saglarlar, yani dekomodifikasyon diisiiktiir. Devlet en son bagvurulan mercidir,
yalnizca en diiskiin ve en fakir vatandaslar i¢in devreye girmektedir. Bu yardimlar1
alabilmek i¢inse damgalayici olarak nitelendirilen gelir testinden gegme kosulu aranir.
Bu rejimin 6nde gelen drnekleri ABD, Kanada ve Avustralya’dir (Esping-Andersen,
1990). Pek ¢ok calismada ingiltere ve Yeni Zelanda da bu rejime dahil edilmektedir.

Korporatist veya muhafazakir model olarak da adlandirilan kita Avrupas: modeli;
giiclii ve muhafazakar devlet, giiclii Kilise, gii¢lii aile ve mesleksel statiilerin
korunmasi esaslari iizerine kuruludur. Sosyal harcamalar liberal iilkelere gore daha
yiiksektir; ancak haklar statii ve smif esasina dayalidir. Ornegin, kamu calisanlarma
saglanan haklar diger gruplardan daha yiiksektir. Sosyal demokrat iilkelerde oldugu
gibi biitiin vatandaslar1 kapsamaz. Sistem var olan bu siniflarin devami esasina
dayanir yani tabakalagma ytiiksektir. Giiglii sosyal sigorta sistemi, sosyal sorunlarla
karsilagildiginda tazmin etme/gidermeyi 6ngérmektedir. Almanya, Fransa, Avusturya
ve Belcika gibi iilkelerde goriiliir (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Ozdemir, 2007).

Ispanya, Portekiz, Yunanistan, Italya ve bazi ¢alismalarda Tiirkiye nin de dahil
edildigi Giliney Avrupa refah rejimi, “tam gelismemis refah rejimi” olarak da
adlandirilmaktadir. Bunun nedeni, anayasalardaki giiclii refah devleti kurallar1 ve
vurgusunun aksine, sosyal politika uygulamalarinin oldukca yetersiz kalmasidir.
Cok parcgali sosyal koruma sistemleri, az gelismis kurumlar yoluyla kismen
gerceklesen ulusal saglik sistemleri ve hizmet sunumu, aile ve dini kurumlarin
sosyal destek saglamadaki giiclii konumu bu iilkelerin temel 6zellikleridir (Aysan,
2012; Ferrera, 1996).

Komiinizmin sert ¢okiisiinden sonra pek ¢ok Dogu Avrupa iilkesi Sovyet tarzi
sistemlerden liberal piyasa ekonomisine gecis yapmaya basladi. Devletin refahi
yeniden dagittig1 eski sistemin yerine, dzellestirme dalgalariyla birlikte piyasanin
sisteme hakim olmaya basladigi, hizli bir ekonomi politik doniisiim yasandi. Hem
genel iktisadi diizen, hem de yeni devletlerin yonetim anlayisiyla ilgili olarak bu
iilkelerde biiyiik dalgalanmalar ve doniisiimler ortaya cikti (Aidukaite, 2009;
Ozdemir, 2007). Bu iilkelerdeki mevcut yapt homojen bir goriiniimde olmasa da
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ortak sosyalist gecmigleri ve yasadiklari doniisiim itibariyle Post-Sosyalist iilkeler
olarak adlandirilmaktadirlar. Bulgaristan, Romanya, Litvanya, Macaristan, Slovakya
bu gruba dahildir.

Refah rejimleri literatiiri refaha vurgusu itibariyle mutluluk ve yasam
memnuniyetine de odaklanmaktadir. Ancak mukayeseli ¢aligmalar refah devletinin
yasam memnuniyetine etkisi tizerine farkli sonuglar vermektedir. Veenhoven (2000)
refah harcamalar: ile yasam memnuniyeti ortalamalar1 arasinda herhangi bir iligki
olmadigimi saptarken, DiTella ve arkadaslar1 (2003), Avrupa’da refah harcamalar
ve yasam memnuniyeti arasinda pozitif bir iliski tespit etmislerdir. Radcliff
(2001) ise sosyal demokrat refah devletlerinin vatandaslarina en yiiksek iyi olusu
sagladigini iddia etmektedir. Bu farkli sonuglarda aragtirmacilarin kullandigi farkli
degiskenler etkilidir. Veenhoven (2000) refah harcamalarindaki degisimin yasam
memnuniyetine etkisini degerlendirirken; DiTella ve arkadaslar1 (2003) ise sadece
igsizlik yardimlarina odaklanmistir. Radcliff (2001) ise dekomodifikasyon ve sol
parti hakimiyetinin yasam memnuniyetine etkisini incelemistir.

Bu c¢alismada yukarida bahsi gecen 5 refah rejimi ile Tiirkiye’nin 6znel iyi olus
seviyeleri mukayese edilecektir. Tiirkiye bazi calismalarda Giliney Avrupa refah rejimi
i¢ine dahil edilmektedir; ancak bu calismada diger rejimlerle mukayese edebilmek
adma diger gruplardan ayr olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Veri ve Yontem

Bu ¢alismada Avrupa Yasam ve Calisma Kosullarim lyilestirme Vakfi (Eurofound)
tarafindan yaptirilan Avrupa Yasam Kosullar1 Arastirmast (EQLS) 2012 anketi ve
mikro verisinden faydalanmlmistir (Eurofound, 2012). EQLS arastirmasinin amaci
hem Avrupa vatandaglarinin hayatlarina dair objektif kosullari, hem de vatandaglarin
bu kosullarla ve genel olarak yasamlariyla ilgili ne hissettiklerini incelemektir.
Istihdam, gelir, egitim, konut, aile, saglik ve is-yasam dengesi gibi pek ¢cok konuyu
ele alir. Ayrica katilimcilara mutluluk seviyeleri, yagamlarindan ne denli memnun
olduklar1 ve yasadiklar1 toplumun kalitesine dair pek ¢ok soru yoneltilir.

2003 yilindan beri 4 yilda bir tekrarlanan aragtirmanin ti¢linciisiiniin saha ¢aligmasi
Mayis-Agustos 2012 tarihleri arasinda yapilmistir. AB’ye {iye 28 iilke ile AB’ye
iiye olmayan 6 iilkede (Izlanda, Kosova, Makedonya Karadag, Sirbistan, Tiirkiye)
yapilan aragtirma 18 yas {istil tim niifusu kapsamaktadir. Bu genis drneklem, farkl
iilkeler ve iilke gruplari arasinda karsilastirma yapmaya imkan saglamaktadir. Hedef
orneklem biiyiikliigii daha kiiciik {ilkelerde 1.000’den en biiyiiklerde 3.000’e kadar
degisiklik gostermektedir. Ulkelerin refah gruplarina gére dagilimi ve memnuniyet
ortalamalar1 Tablo 1°deki gibidir.
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Tablo 1
Avrupa Ulkeleri ve Yasam Memnuniyeti, 2012

Refah Rejimi ve Ulke Memnuniyet Refah Rejimi Dlke Memnuniyet
Ortalamalar Ortalamas1 ve Ortalamalar Ortalamasi
Danimarka 8,37 {zlanda 8,32
Sosyal Demokrat Finlandiya 8,08 z;i,l;;l;al irlanda 7,39
(7.94) Isveg 8,03 Ingiltere 7,29
Hollanda 7,69 Polonya 7,07
Litksemburg 7,79 Slovenya 6,95
Avusturya 7,66 Hirvatistan 6,78
?;I;l;;lfazakﬁr Belgika 7,38 Romanya 6,73
Fransa 7,23 Post-Sosyalist Litvanya 6,70
Almanya 7,20 (6,62) Cekya 6,43
Ispanya 7,47 Slovakya 6,39
Malta 7,23 Estonya 6,28
Giiney Avrupa Kibris 7,16 Letonya 6,24
(7,02) italya 6,88 Macaristan 5,77
Portekiz 6,77 Bulgaristan 5,55
Yunanistan 6,16 Tiirkiye Tiirkiye 6,61

Refah rejimleri arasindaki farklarin istatistiksel olarak anlamliligin1 6lgmek i¢in
tek faktorli varyans analizi (one way ANOVA) kullanilmistir. Tek faktorlit ANOVA,
li¢c ya da daha ¢ok grup arasinda, belirli bir degiskene dayali olarak farklilik olup
olmadigimi belirlemek amaciyla kullanilir. Gruplar arasindaki degiskenlik, gruplarin
icindeki bireyler arasindaki degiskenlige oranlanir. Temel amag, gruplar arasindaki
farklilagmanin, bireyler arasindaki farklilasmadan biiyiik olup olmadiginin tespitidir.
Hangi gruplar arasinda farklilagma oldugunu test etmek amaciyla ¢oklu karsilastirma
(Post-hoc) testleri kullanilmistir.

ANOVA’nin 6nkosullarindan biri grup varyanslarinin esitligidir. Levene testi
ile bu varsayim test edilir. Grup varyanslari esit olmadiginda Welch ve Brown-
Forsythe gibi farkli testler uygulanmasi tavsiye edilir. Bu ¢alismada Levene testi
grup varyanslarinin farkli oldugunu gostermektedir (Levene Statistic = 211,114,
p < .000). Bunun temel sebebi farkli refah gruplarindaki katilimei sayilarinda
farkliliklar olmasidir. Welch testi farkli refah gruplarindaki niifusun ortalama yagam
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memnuniyeti degerleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik oldugunu
gostermektedir (F = 249,526, p <.000).

Hangi gruplar arasinda farklilik oldugunu test etmek amaciyla, grup varyanslar
ve Orneklem sayilar1 farkli oldugu i¢in, Games-Howell coklu karsilastirma testi
kullanilmastir.

Bulgular

Avrupa Yasam Kosullar1 Arastirmasinda 6znel iyi olusun biligsel boyutu olan
yasam memnuniyetini 6lgmek iizere katilimcilara “Yasadiginiz her seyi géz oniinde
bulundurarak, bugilinlerde hayatinizdan ne derece memnun oldugunuzu 1-Hig
memnun degilim, 10- Cok memnunum olmak iizere 1 ila 10 arasinda bir rakam
kullanarak belirtir misiniz?” sorusu yoneltilmistir.

Yasam memnuniyeti literatiirii, ge¢cim sinirmin {izerinde, yagantisindan memnun
veya ¢ok memnun olanlarin oraninin memnun olmayanlarin oranindan bir hayli
yliksek oldugunu ortaya koyar. Benzer sekilde EQLS sonuglarina gore tiim iilkeler
toplaminda yasamidan memnun olmadigin ifade edenlerin oran1 %22’de kalirken
memnun olanlarin oran1 %78 dir.

Sekil 3, farkli refah rejimlerindeki ortalama yasam memnuniyeti degerlerini
gostermektedir. Sosyal Demokrat refah rejimi 7,9 ile en yiiksek yasam memnuniyeti
ortalamasina sahiptir. Sosyal Demokratlar1 sirasiyla Liberal, Muhafazakar, Giiney
Avrupa gruplari izlemektedir. Post-Sosyalist {ilkeler ile Tiirkiye yasam memnuniyeti
ortalamasinda bu iilkelerin altinda yer almaktadir.

8,50
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7,50 7,30 7,25
7,02
7,00 = | 6,62 6,61

6,50 Eig Eﬁ
o B ;E?
5,50 '.".'*?- e

Sosyal Liberal Muhafazakar Giiney Avrupa Post sosyalist Tiirkiye
Demokrat

Sekil 3. Refah rejimlerinde yasam memnuniyeti ortalamalar.
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ANOVA bulgular1 Sosyal Demokrat gruptaki iilkelerde yasam memnuniyetinin
diger tiim gruplardan istatistiki olarak anlamli diizeyde yiiksek oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu grubu takip eden Liberal ve Muhafazakar iilkeler arasinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik yoktur. Giiney Avrupa iilkelerindeki yasam
memnuniyeti ise Liberal ve Muhafazakar iilkelerden istatistiksel olarak anlamli
Olciide diigliktiir. Sirastyla en altta yer alan Post-Sosyalist iilkeler ile Tiirkiye’de ise
yasam memnuniyeti diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamaktadir. Ancak
tilkeler arasi farkliliklar detayli incelendiginde Tiirkiye’deki yasam memnuniyeti
ortalamasinin post-Sosyalist grupta yer alan Bulgaristan, Macaristan gibi iilkelerin
bir hayli listiinde yer aldig1 goriilmektedir.

EQLS arastirmasinda 6znel iyi olusun duygusal yoniinii (duygulanim) 6lgen
pek ¢ok soru mevcuttur. Duygulanimin en yaygin 6lgiilen boyutu mutluluktur.
Genel mutluluk durumunu 6l¢mek i¢in “Peki biitiin bu saydiklarimizi diisiiniirseniz
hayatinizdan ne kadar mutlu oldugunuzu 1- Hi¢ mutlu degilim ve 10- Cok
mutluyum olmak tizere 1 ila 10 arasinda bir rakam kullanarak soéyler misiniz?”
sorusu kullanilmaktadir.

Welch testi iilke gruplarinin mutluluk diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak
anlaml farkliliklar oldugunu gostermektedir (F = 154,422, p <.000). Games-Howell
post-hoc testi tiim refah gruplariin birbirlerinden istatistiksel olarak anlamli 6l¢iide
farkli olduklarini ortaya koymaktadir. En yiliksek mutluluk ortalamasi 7,89 ile Sosyal
Demokrat gruptaki iilkelere aittir. Bu iilkeleri sirasiyla 7,63 ortalama ile Liberal, 7,43
ortalama ile Muhafazakar, 7,28 ortalama ile Giiney Avrupa ve 7,05 ortalama ile Post-
Sosyalist rejimlerindeki iilkeler izlemektedir. Tiirkiye ise mutluluk seviyesinde 6,87
ortalama ile en alt sirada yer almaktadir (Sekil 4).

8,50
8,00 7,89
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7,43
7,50 7,28
7,05

7,00 6,87
6,50 1
6,00
5,50 L

Sosyal Demokrat Liberal Muhafazakar  Giiney Avrupa  Post sosyalist Tiirkiye

Sekil 4. Refah rejimlerinde mutluluk ortalamalari.
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Sosyal Demokrat refah rejimlerinde en iist ve en alt gelir gruplart arasindaki
mutluluk farklarinin en diisiik oldugu gériilmektedir. En yiiksek mutluluk esitsizlikleri
Post-Sosyalist iilkeler ve Tiirkiye’dedir. Gliney Avrupa memnuniyet esitsizliklerinde
oldugu gibi mutluluk esitsizliginde de ikinci sirada yer almaktadir.

Refah devletleri farkli gruplar arasindaki esitsizlikleri giderme ve refahin yeniden
dagitiminda degisen Olgiilerde etkili olmaktadir. Memnuniyet esitsizliklerinin en
yaygm oldugu gruplar incelendiginde gelir, isttihdam durumu ve medeni halin
memnuniyet esitsizligini dnemli 6l¢iide etkiledigi goriilmektedir. Tablo 2 farkli gelir
gruplarinin memnuniyet ortalamalar1 ve bu gruplar arasindaki farklar1 gostermektedir.

Tablo 2
Gelir Gruplarina gére Yasam Memnuniyeti ve Mutluluk

Ortalama Memnuniyet Ortalama Mutluluk
Refah Grubu Eéleﬁll.t E(;leﬁls_t Fark %‘eﬁ:t Eéle:g:t Fark
Sosyal Demokrat 7,53 8,24 0,71 7,57 8,10 0,52
Giiney Avrupa 6,34 7,33 0,99 6,80 7,48 0,67
Liberal 6,43 7,81 1,37 7,07 7,88 0,81
Mubhafazakar 6,57 7,67 1,10 6,91 7,88 0,97
Tiirkiye 5,89 7,20 1,31 6,22 7,49 1,27
Post-Sosyalist 5,82 7,30 1,48 6,29 7,61 1,32

Her refah grubu kendi i¢inde 4 gelir grubuna ayrilmis ve Tablo 2’de en alt ve en
iist refah gruplariin ortalama yasam memnuniyet ve mutluluk degerleri verilmistir.
Buna gore Sosyal Demokrat iilkelerde farkli gelir gruplari arasindaki memnuniyet
farklar1 en disiiktiir. En yiiksek refah memnuniyet esitsizlikleri ise Post-Sosyalist
iilkeler ile liberal gruptaki iilkelerde gozlenmektedir. Giiney Avrupa’da memnuniyet
ortalamasi ¢ok yiiksek olmamakla birlikte en yiiksek ve en diisiik gelir gruplari
arasindaki memnuniyet esitsizliginin diisiik olmas1 dikkat ¢ekicidir.

Bu veriler gelir adaletini saglamaya calisan vergi ve yardim politikalar1 uygulayan
Sosyal Demokrat iilkelerin memnuniyet 6zelinde basarili sonuglar yakaladiklarini
gostermektedir. Diger taraftan Esping-Andersen’in (1999) da vurguladig: gibi piyasa
merkezli ve esitsizligi azaltic1 sosyal politikalarin zayif oldugu liberal {ilkelerde ise
farkl gelir gruplar1 arasindaki memnuniyet farki oldukea yiiksektir. Benzer bir sekilde
piyasa ekonomisine geciste ciddi sikintilar yasayan, 6nemli yolsuzluk ve siyasi
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¢ekigmelerle bogusan Post-Sosyalist iilkelerde zengin ve fakirler arasindaki mutluluk
farki diger gruplara gore oldukga yiiksektir. Tiirkiye’nin memnuniyet esitsizlikleri
Ozelinde bu iki gruptan daha iyi bir performans sergiledigi goriilmektedir. Her ne
kadar daha ayrintili analizler yapilmasi gerekse de ozellikle son yillarda yapilan
saglik reformlariyla her vatandasa genel saglik sigortasi sunulmasi, yoksullar i¢in
yapilan ayni ve nakdi desteklerin artmasi ve diger sosyal politika hizmetleri zengin
ve fakir arasindaki memnuniyet farkini azaltmada etkili oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.

Tartiyma

Farkli refah rejimlerinde 6znel iyi olusun iki temel etkeni yasam memnuniyeti ve
mutluluk boyutlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklar oldugu goriilmektedir.
Geligmis refah kurumlarina sahip, refah harcamalarinin yiiksek oldugu refah
devletlerinde hem memnuniyet, hem de mutluluk ortalamalari, refah devleti
kurumsallagmasini tamamlayamamis ve refah harcamalarinin daha diisiik oldugu
iilkelere gore daha yiiksektir. Radcliff (2001) Sosyal Demokrat refah devletlerinin,
vatandaglarmi refahin temininde pazardan bagimsiz kildig1 i¢in daha yiiksek
memnuniyet degerlerine sahip oldugunu iddia eder. Benzer sekilde, DiTella ve
arkadaglar1 (2003), Avrupa’da refah harcamalar1 ve yasam memnuniyeti arasinda
pozitifbiriliski tespit etmislerdir. Bu ¢alismada da Sosyal Demokrat refah devletlerinin
hem yasam memnuniyeti hem de mutluluk ortalamalarinin en iist seviyede oldugu ve
bunlarin anlamli olarak diger refah rejimlerinden farkli oldugu bulunmustur.

Uluslararas1 anketler ve arastirmalar Post sosyalist iilkelerde 6znel iyi olus
seviyelerinin gelismis Batiiilkelerine gore diisiik seviyelerde oldugunu gdstermektedir.
Komiinizm vatandaslarina yiiksek bir yagsam kalitesi sunmamis olsa da saglik, egitim
ve ig glivencesi gibi énemli alanlarda sagladigi yiiksek sosyal korumanin ortadan
kalkmis olmas1 bu iilkelerdeki diisiik yasam memnuniyetini agiklayan sebeplerden
biri olarak gosterilir (Ono ve Lee, 2016). Bu ¢alismada da Post-Sosyalist iilkelerde ve
Tiirkiye’de 6znel iyi olusun Avrupa’nin gelismis refah rejimlerinin gerisinde kaldig1
goriilmektedir. Hayat standartlarinin diisiik olmasimin yaninda; devletin sosyal refah
uygulamalarmin bu iilkelerin gerisinde kalmasi bunun temel sebeplerindendir. Hayat
standartlarinin yiikselmesi ve basarili sosyal politika uygulamalari bu iilkelerde 6znel
iyi olus seviyelerini yiikseltecektir. Ornegin, Tiirkiye’de 2003 yilinda 10 iizerinden
ortalama yagam memnuniyeti 5,6, mutluluk ise 6,5 iken; 2012 yilinda bunlar sirasiyla
6,6 ve 6,9’a yiikselmistir. Yasam memnuniyetindeki 1 puanlik artis standart sapmasi
cok diisiik olan bu degisken i¢in oldukca dikkat cekicidir. Tiirkiye bu artigla bazi
Avrupa iilkelerini gegerek AB ortalamasi olan 7,1°lik degere yaklagmistir. Bu artigta
hayat standartlarindan duyulan memnuniyet artiginin yaninda (2003=4,6; 2012=5,9)
kamu hizmetlerinden, 6zellikle saglik hizmetlerinden duyulan memnuniyet (2003=
3,9; 2012= 6,7) artis1 ¢cok etkili olmustur (Eurofound, 2014).
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Sosyal Demokrat refah rejiminin basarili oldugu bir diger husus ise farkli gelir
gruplarn arasindaki 6znel iyi olus esitsizliklerinin en aza indirilmesidir. Ono ve Lee
(2013) Sosyal demokrat iilkelerin mutlulugu ¢ok imtiyazli olanlardan az imtiyazlh
olanlara dogru yeniden dagittigini bu sebeple yiiksek gelir gruplar ile diisiik gelir
gruplar1 arasindaki mutluluk farkinin ¢ok kii¢lik oldugunu iddia eder. Bu ¢alismada
da Sosyal demokrat iilkelerdeki diisiik memnuniyet esitsizliklerine karsi, Liberal
ve Post sosyalist lilkelerdeki yliksek memnuniyet esitsizleri dikkat ¢ekmektedir.
Sosyal Demokrat refah rejimlerini digerlerinden ayiran sosyal refah uygulamalarinda
evrensellik ve toplumsal uzlagsmaya verilen 6nemdir. Sosyal sigortalar ve yiiksek
kaliteli sosyal hizmet uygulamalar1 Muhafazakar refah rejiminde de mevcuttur; ancak
Sosyal Demokrat tilkelerde haklar korporatist degil evrenseldir, meslek gruplarina
gore farklilasmaz, ayrica liberal iilkelerdeki gibi damgalayic1 degildir. Rothstein
(2010) bunu risk altindaki bir birey 6rnegiyle agiklar. Egitim diizeyi diisiik bekar bir
anne gelir testi ile sosyal yardim verilen bir lilkede, kres masrafini karsilayamadigi
icin muhtemelen igsiz olacaktir. Bu kadin ve ¢ocugu segici sistemde damgalayici
refah yardimlar ile toplumda varhigini siirdiirmeye ¢alisacak; ancak ¢alismayan ve
vergi 6demeyen biri olarak damgalanip sosyal dislanmaya maruz kalacaktir. Evrensel
sistemde ise bu kadinin ¢ocugu diger biitiin vatandaglar gibi krese gidebilecek; kadin
calisip diisiik de olsa kazandigi para ve devletin sundugu diger imkanlar ile yagamini
idame ettirirken, sosyal dokunun bir pargasi olmaya devam edebilecektir. Sonugta
bu iki Ornekteki birey ve bu bireylerin yetistirdigi ¢cocuklar farkli 6znel iyi olus
seviyelerine sahip olacaktir.

Sonug olarak; neoliberalizmin yiikselisi ve diger ¢agdas etmenlerle ortaya ¢ikan
refah rejimi krizinden nasibini alan refah rejimleri iginde Sosyal Demokrat iilkelerin
vatandaglar1 hala en yiiksek 6znel iyi olus seviyelerine sahiptirler. Sosyal politika
uygulamalart gelistirirken bu iilkelerdeki basarili uygulamalarin titizlikle analiz
edilmesi vatandaglarin yasam memnuniyeti ve mutlulugunu yiikseltebilmek adina
oldukc¢a 6nemlidir.

Finansal Destek: Yazar bu ¢alisma i¢in finansal destek almamustir.
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Tablo, sekil, resim, grafik vb. metin igerisinde yer almalidir.

Kaynak¢a (Hem metin i¢inde hem de kaynakgada Amerikan Psikologlar Birligi (APA) tarafindan yaymnlanan Publication Manual
of American Psychological Association adli kitapta belirtilen yazim kurallar1 uygulanmahdur).

Yayim Siireci Uzerine Notlar

®  Yayimlanan yazilarin igeriginde ya da alintilarinda olabilecek ¢arpitma, yanls, telif hakk: ihlali, intihal vb. hususlardan
yazar/yazarlar sorumludur.

B Yayimlanan yazilarin igeriginden yazarlar1 sorumludur. lgili calismada, eger etik onay alinmasi gereken durumlar séz
konusu ise yazarlarin etik kurullardan ve kurumlardan onay aldig1 var sayilmaktadr.

®  Hem metin iginde hem de kaynak¢ada TDK Yazim Kilavuzu (Yazim Kilavuzu, 2009, Tark Dil Kurumu, Ankara) veya
www.tdk.gov.tr adresindeki online hali) yazim kurallari, akademik atif ve gelenekler baglaminda ise Publication Manual of
American Psychological Association [6. Baski] esas alinir.
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v Please Note
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innovative approach to the topic in question.

= Manuscripts based on thesis-related research should include all data used in the thesis. Zstanbul University Journal of
Sociology does not publish any article including unethical practices such as sliding.

= [stanbul University Journal of Sociology believes that the data collection process for original research should have been
done in the last 5 years.
Authors of manuscripts that do not meet the general publication criteria or the criteria specified above will be notified of the
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Authors bear responsibility for the content of their published articles.

= Authors are assumed to have conformed to an ethical code of conduct during research. Ethical problems that may arise
after publication are binding for authors only.

= [stanbul University Journal of Sociology is not responsible for the content and opinions expressed in the published articles
and these do not necessarily reflect the opinions the Istanbul University Department of Sociology, being the author
entirely responsible for the scientific content in the paper. The publisher/editor of Zstanbul University Journal of Sociology
is not responsible for errors in the contents or any consequences arising from the use of information contained in it. The
opinions expressed in the research papers/articles in this journal do not necessarily represent the views of the publisher/
editor of the journal.

= Publishing rights of the manuscripts belong to the Istanbul University Department of Sociology.

= Articles may not be quoted without citing Zstanbul University Journal of Sociology and the author(s).
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