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Introduction

Emile Durkheim’s Moral Education is a curious work Originally written and
delivered as a course for prospective teachers in the theory and method of moral
education, it posits that three attributes -- discipline, attachment to social groups, and
autonomy -- are required to educate moral people. Orr, stated differently, these three
attributes are necessary and sufficient for moral education. Durkheim explained the
importance of each of the three attributes and provided curricular and pedagogic
recommendations for each What is odd, however, is that he did not really address the
interplay between discipline, attachment, and autonomy He seems to have taken it as
obvious that these attributes are not mutually exclusive, that teaching one will not undo
another, or positively, how they might augment one another. Since this was a course for
prospective teachers and not a monograph intended for sociologists or philosophers, there
is little wonder that he did not explore these issues more fully. But reading it nearly a
century later, one is left to wonder how the father of French sociology juxtaposed these
three attributes

Does not an ethic of duty clash with an ethic of attachment? That is, can people
both be compelled to action because they feel they are required to and feel compelled to
action because of love? Similarly, how can we speak of both attachment and autonomy
being required for morality? Does being autonomous not mean that one is free from
emotional attachment” Or, how can one be both responsive to external authority, part of
discipline according to Durkheim, and remain autonomous? While he argued well for each

of these attributes and explained why each is needed for morality in advanced societies, he






It seems, at first, that individual autonomy and morality are antithetical, thisis a
common misunderstanding that Durkheim sought to correct Indeed, one way to look at
his oemvre is as an attempt to reconcile seemingly disparate strands of social theory --
especially socialism, communism, liberalism, and utilitarianism -- that each contains
enough truth to make them defensible but not enough to vanquish the others Looked at
another way, Durkheim was truly a son of the Revolution, trying to produce a social
theory that at once recognises liberty, equality, and fraternity. From his first published
papers to his planned magnum opus, we can read his various attempts to explain and
justify his deeply felt conviction that all of these seemingly dissimilar social and individual
needs could be satisfied if only he could provide enough nuance and generality
Education, especially moral education, was central to his understanding of how this might
be achieved

Durkheim defined morality rather broadly “Everything which is a source of
solidarity is moral, everything which forces man to take account of other men is moral,
everything which forces him to regulate his conduct through something other than the
striving of his ego is moral, and morality is as solid as these ties are numerous and strong.”
(Division of Labour 257) In Moral Education, he argued, much as Dewey did a little
later, that the individual apart from society is an abstraction. This does not mean,
however, that autonomy is impossible; it does mean that we need to beiter understand
both autonomy and society Individual autonomy is impossible without advanced society

and advanced society is impossible without individual autonomy; autonomy is a source of



solidarity. makes people account for others, and forces them to regulate their conduct
Durkheim's analysis cuts to the quick of many contemporary educational problems

Durkheim’s four major works tried to establish a methodology and theoretical
foundation for sociology He tried to understand the structures of social action that allow
individuals to lead a moral life and societies to thrive These theories have provided ample
fodder for several theoretical traditions, but most of these traditions seem to ignore some
important aspects of his work in favour of others Much of Durkheim’s writing was
concerned with developing and defending sociology as a distinct academic discipline
Alpert feels that two major reasons underlie Durkheim’s choice of academic focus “(a)
his dissatisfaction with the state of philosophical disciplines, (b) his desire to contribute to
the moral consolidation of the Third Republic " (Emile Durkheim and His Sociology 28)
Though he had a few excellent teachers, Durkheim felt his education, especially his time at
1. "Ecole Normale Supérieure, was excessively literary, dialectic and non-scientific, and
was snobbishly aloof from social reality (Lukes, Emile Durkheim 44-65) He felt that
social theory was open to empirical study and that sociology, as a discipline, should be
distinguished from all other disciplines with its own facts, methodologies, and theories
Developing this new discipline was also very timely, propelled by the fin de siécle gloom
and despair

Durkheim's France faced a complex political situation It is often claimed that his
social theory, in juxtaposition with Marx’s, ignored social conflict But while Marx tried
to create a social theory that neatly analysed class conflict in economic terms, Durkheim

readily acknowledged the divisions between Right and Left, Bourgeois and working class,













to society without any intermediaries, society is based upon a totality of beliefs and
sentiments common to every member, and persons cannot be distinguished as individuals.
In primitive societies personal rights are not distinguished from real rights because

individuals are not distinguished from society In advanced societies

[i]t is necessary . that the collective conscience leave open a part of the individual

conscience in order that special functions may be established there, functions that it

cannot regulate  The more this region is extended, the stronger is the cohesion ihat

results from this solidarity In effect, on the one hand, each one depends much more

strictly on society as labour is more divided; and, on the other hand, the activity of

each is as much more personal as it is more specialised (Division of Labour 131)
The laws of society need no longer scare us into conformity, we comply with social
norms because we understand, at least tacitly, our dependence upon social norms.
Societies have become far too complex to prescribe action in every instance, so the
collective conscience must allow for individuality in responding to social situations. When
social norms are transgressed, most of our laws seek merely to restore the starus quo,
recognising individual rights and returning to an environment conducive to normal social
action The laws that remain juridical in nature are reserved for that relatively small
portion of transgressions against the collective couscience that still carry strong emotive
responses, ones where we feel the need for revenge and to instil fear in others who might
make the same transgression.

It is not, according to Durkheim, that the collective conscience plays a less

significant part in our lives, it is that it has changed its character to allow for the greater
individual conscience and consciousness that is required by societies relying on a great

deal of division of labour Individual conscience is still imbued with social norms, and

these social norms are what Freud was examining during this period. Schools are a prime
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(Dnvision of Labour 397) 1f division of labour is the source of individuality and the source
of society, it is equally true that individuality is required for societies that use division of
labour But he also recognises that social mores will often be contrary to individual
wishes There are two ways to overcome this conflict" first, ensure that individuals are
attached to social groups so that social goals become personal goals, second, enable
individuals to rationaily recognise that moral acts ultimately help to maintain the social
order that helps the individuai Recognising that both of these ways --arational and
rational -- of overcoming the conflict between moral goals and individual goal require
social attachment, autonomy, and discipline, we understand the source of Durkheim’s
recommendations in Moral Education.
However, Alexander does not feel that Durkheim was consistent on the role of
individuality
[Dlespite his best theoretical intentions and some crucial initial formulations --
Durkheim could not free himself in the early part of his career from the
deterministic theoretical framework that Marx had himself embraced When
Durkheim does finally construct a theory that is at once collectivist and voluntary -
- in his later writings -- he avoids the determinism of Marx’s later works only at
the cost of making the “structures” of his own theory overly dependent on the very
voluntarism they were designed to protect (7heoretical Logic, 80)
Alexander’s desire to create simple causal explanations blinds him to the idea that
Durkheim was trying to develop. That is, as we see in Durkheim’s later work, Llementary
Forms, Durkheim moved past the Positivist belief that he needed to find the foundation on
which everything else could rest, such as division of labour.

We also need to recognise that the social theory that Durkheim felr he was

constructing differed significantly from the social theories he did create This is a very
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In this way, Durkheim argued that totemic religions go beyond simple group
identification, and produce and sustain a cosmology and classification system Thatis,
their religion gives them a view of reality Durkheim was not arguing that this
classification system is random or that it denies individuals the ability to recognise an
object's characteristics Rather, he said that this system of categorisation acts as a system
of reasoning based upon very fundamental feelings of affinity (sacred) or repulsion
(profane) These feelings originate from the necessities of collective life, with the sacred
being good and the profane being bad for collective life. Thus, he agreed with Kant's
categorical imperative in that categories are in a sense given to us a priori, but he does not
agree that there can only be one such system of categorisation. He does, however, assert
that ciiteria of truth and objectivity, as well as the principles of logic, are non-relative and
non-context-dependent  So while he admitted cultural relativism insofar as the types of
categories of knowledge, he did not admit epistemological relativism. That is, while he
understood that different cultures could see the same phenomina in different ways, the
reality is the same

In trying to find the origins of these collective representations Durkheim returned
to the thesis forwarded in Suicide, that religion is a means of mediating social life and
maintaining communal equilibrium. Thus, the toternic system serves as an abstract
representation of cultural leaming As communities form, interact, and live together, they
develop these forms of collective meaning and rituals that embody their learning about the
world in which they live. The phenomena of daily life pass by, needing no explanation,

becoming constituted in the vernacular. The vernacular ideas become entrenched in
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practical sciences), are either directly or indirectly derived from religion.” (Elementary
Jorms 223) If, however, a set of rite, and beliefs outlive their utility, the religion will hurt
society This can happen by several means, though often they are kept because of the
difficulty of separating a malevolent part of a religion from the whole. It is difficult to give
up an entire system of beliefs, risking moral confusion

At its best, our collective conscience, when it optimally represents reality, allows
us to operate on the assumption that we have a greater degree of autonomy than we
actually do “In a word, the only way we have of freeing ourselves from physical forces is
to oppose them with collective forces . So those who insist upon all the social elements
of the individual do not mean by that to deny or debase the personality They merely
refuse to confuse it with the fact of individuation.” (Elementary Forms 272) This is not to
deny autonomy or to imply a deterministic ontology, but it does imply distinct bounds on
the possible sphere of personal autonomy

Thus. Durkheim sees religion as fundamental to the relationship between individual
and community

It is by common action that [society] takes consciousness of itself and realises its

position, it is before all else an active co-operation. The collective ideas and

sentiments are possible only owing to these exterior movements which symbolise

them. as we have established It is the action which dominates the religious life,

because of the mere fact that it is society which is its source (Elementary Forms

418)
Ritua! is not mere mechanical observance, but acts as a cognitive, physical, and emotional
buffer that helps to decrease sensory stimuli and the number of things that have to be

rationally considered so that the person can use their rational faculties on things that are

more important  One is reminded of RS Peters’ famous image: We enter the palace of
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reason through the courtyard of habit These rituals help us deal with the uncertainty of
life, especially the uncertainty of other people's actions “Religion. in all its manifestations,
represents, re-enacts, reinforces, celebrates this drastic asymmetry in the -- otherwise
dialectical -- relationship between society and individual " (Poggi 374)

Religions also help us to understand our world by raising the level of abstraction
with which we understand it Science, however, is taking over this role “Religion sets
itself to translate these realities into an intelligible language that does not differ in nature
from that employed by science, The attempt is made by both to connect things with each
other, to establish internal relations between them, to classify them and to systematise
them = (Durkheim, Flementary I'orms 429) The logic upon which religion and science are
based is an impersonal social system that allows us to discuss issues in a more abstract
way with greater generality It also provides a means of verification and produces a stable
body of knowledge upon which we can act with certainty “A collective representation
presents guarantees of objectivity by the fact that it is collective ™ (Durkheim,
Elementary Forms 437) °

A problem lies in Durkheim’s assumption that in advanced societies the role of
religion is being taken over by more rational domains Durkheim did not make an effort to
describe how primitive religions become advanced religions, or how advanced religions

dissolve into secular societies. Giddens infers that religion is composed of its moral ideas

* Unfortunately. Durkheim views all religions as equal and rchigion equal to science  they arc all just
forms of collectnve representation (There 1s the unspoken proviso that the rehigion must sufficicntly
resemble Judeo-Christian rehigion to qualify.) This line of thinking gocs against his basic assumption that
as socieny becomes more complex, it needs more complex representational systems It would be more
correct. follow1ng his reasoning. to say that religions cannot be compared in the abstract. They can only
be judged for their usefulness in a given society  From this. Durkheim argued in Division of Labour,
scientifically based individualism was the best “religion’ for carly twenticth-century France
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transfusion was effected ™ (Evolution 20) But the Romanisation of Christianity never did
sit well As Durkheim said, “the content and the container, the substance and the form of
this civilisation, were mutually contradictory and incompatible.” (Evolution 20)

Only in the South of Italy and Northern Ireland did classical learning continue ina
true form The Irish had a closer connection to the Eastern, Byzantine, Church with its
connection to Greek learning When the missionaries of the Irish Church clashed with the
Benedictines, the Irish ostensibly losing, the Italian order assimilated the Irish literature
and educational activities “This constituted a cross-fertilisation of influences which
played a role of considerable importance in the intellectual development of the Christian
monks " (/volution 35) Thus, the form and content of Christian learning were again
infused with the individualism of Greek thought, though it remained largely dormant. The
scientific, mathematical, and literary influences, manifested themselves in the Benedictine
cloister schools

The term “middle ages” used for this period denotes the idea that this era was
barren of creative and intellectual ideas, a void between two great civilisations. Durkheim
argued that, in fact, this era saw the creation of one of the central elements of the
proliferation of modern ideas and practices. the school. The Church could make the
transition from ancient to modern civilisation because it contained both the elements of
Christian doctrine and elements of ancient civilisations While this bipolarity allowed it to
effectively make the transition, it has also been a source of essential tension ever since.

While the Roman Empire also educated its citizens, the education was largely

decorative Charlemagne attached educational goals to the maintenance of a Christian
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certain ideas easier to understand, though these ideas were far from uncontroversial *“It
confronted dogma with reason, even though it refused to deny the truth of dogma ™
(Evolution 73) This odd merging of faith and reason produced Scholasticism

To combat the Reformation, the Counter-Reformation started to use dialectic to
teach theology Training in logic became the primary goal of bacalaureat education, with
the teaching methods entirely centred around logical argument Education became enttrely
formal, whereas in the Carolingian schools the desire was for encyclopaedic knowledge
During this long transition, education went from being almost entirely outwardly focused
to being almost entirely inwardly focused As Durkheim put it, “any education whose
subject-matter is the mind is almost entirely formal ™" (~volution 140) He argued that this
was an important transition for human consciousness Verbal and grammatical education
indicated an emphasis on the physical world Logic encouraged the student to think only
of man, indicating an increase in the level of abstraction during this time

On a practical level, education centred around teaching students to debate and
learning the art of refutation Finding ‘truth’ was not the objective of this exercise
Rather, it was simply to weigh one’s opponent down with arguments, “to vie with one
another in empty subtleties ” (F-volution 142) Durkheim is not quick to dismiss Scholastic
education, however. Scholastic education seemingly missed the point by becoming caught
up in the form of thinking rather than in the content, but Durkheim argued that dialectic is
the pathway to knowledge. The hope was that while the students were practising the form
of argument they would in fact be learning the tools needed to think about truth

“Everything was given over to public debate, because apart from special, restricted
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ages. The Reformation spread quickly, shattering the hegemony of the Holy See, and
bringing the influence of a more individualistic religion. These changes created a demand
for a new type of education.

Rabelais’ writings tell us of a great disdain for discipline and regulation
Underlying his work is a great trust in the fundamental goodness of people, in which
people only need to be left to themselves to flourish. Where Scholastic education
supposedly stunted development and produced incomplete people, humanist education
was returning to the Platonic ideal encompassing all facets of humanity, rather than
narrow intellectualism. Rabelais is to be contrasted with Erasmus, however, to get a
better picture of the theoretical foundation of this era.

On the surface, Erasmus had the same desire for encyclopaedic knowledge. He
demanded that teachers should know everything in the field they wanted to teach and its
relationship to other fields. The teacher was to learn everything so that he could teach the
students only the best. Of central importance to Erasmus is discursive ability, either oral
or written. “This is the art of intellectual analysis, of organising the elements of thought in
the best possible way and above all of rendering the form of its expression ideal ”
(Evolution 194) Also important was teaching manners, with literature as the key element
in the education for the life of relative luxury. In practice, Renaissance education began to
teach all the chivalric arts needed for polite society that had hitherto remained the preserve
of the aristocracy The difference between Rabelais and Erasmus is the difference between

the ornamental and the instrumental.












Christian form of social order, we become better integrated. in Durkheim'’s terms, or we

approach the Geist, in Hegelian terms While Durkheim would want to avoid this
idealistic conclusion, we see quite clearly that this is an important facet of his thesis -

Clearly there was, and is, extreme confusion about the process and content of
education because of an extreme confusion about the purpose of education Durkheim
notes with no small irony that whereas Humanism and the Church once battled for control
of educational institutions, in nineteenth century France they formed an alliance to try to
maintain the status quo, keeping science, and the ‘immorality’ that came with it, out of the
schools With the Third Republic, however, the factions that championed liberal
educational thinking began to make significant strides In this turf battle between the
conservatives, who favoured literature, and the liberals, who favoured science, literature
and science came to be seen as antithetical Durkheim argued that they can and should be
seen as serving the same end *

Durkheim claimed to not look at history for plots or structures LaCapra asserts
that Durkheim did not subscribe “‘to Hegel’s theodicy of history History did not have a
meaning But men in society created meaning, which existed in a tense dialectic with
anomic forces > (201) While Durkheim, still working with Positive assumptions, might
agree with LaCapra, Wallwork’s analysis is more correct. Wallwork feels that the Saint-

Simonian idea of oscillations between periods of order and chaos was important to

" It1s important to note that Durkheim's (unacknow ledged) dialectical process did not have all the weaknesses of
Hegel's  While egel represents this as an entirely discursive process, Durkheim’s empincism (not the
Posistivism he espoused) allows for an interplay between reality and theory

¥ A noteable failure in Durkheim's treatment of the mineteenth-century history of education, as Floud poinls out,
was to totally 1gnore the mstituteur Where in Professional Ethies and Suicide Durkheim argued for the
importance of professtonalisation, and where he umversally acknow ledges the importance of secularisation, it 1s
distincty odd that he would completely 1gnore this group of teachers who were formative in the
professionalisation and seculanisation of French public education
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So, to study social facts is to study the social constraints that try to maintain social
order It is quite fair, then, to call Durkheim's sociology a science of morality. He was
interested to see how the coercive power of society affects individual will  That these
social facts are coercive is plain from any attempt to contravene accepted mores, which is
to transgress the collective conscience Restraint need not be violeat: it also works by
ridicule, isolation, ostracism, and habit This social nature distinguishes social facts from
biological facts and psychological facts. Biological facts are constituted in the self and not
changeable by will, external or internal Psychological facts are constituted solely in the
individual

It is important to understand that for Durkheim,

all education is a continuous effort to impose on the child ways of seeing, feeling,
and acting which he could not have arrived at spontaneously.... If in time this
constraint ceases to be felt, it is because it gradually gives rise to habits and to
internal tendencies that render constraint unnecessary. but nevertheless it is not
abolished, for it is still the source from which it is derived. (Rules 6)

Pedagogic methods that allow children complete freedom are an abdication of the
pedagogue's responsibility to prepare the child for civil society “The unremitting pressure
to which the child is subjected is the very pressure of the social milieu which tends to
fashion him in its own image, and of which parents and teachers are merely the
representatives and intermediaries " (Rules 6) Education must impose the discipline
required for social life The obligatory nature of social facts is the source of the authonity
of society and its representatives

Durkheim was certain that morality could be separated from philosophy, theology
and speculative ethics, and that we could determine the correct mode of social conduct
with scientific methods He tried to find an objective means of defining subjective

qualities Especially important is his attempt to define normality
It is very possible for us to vindicate the legitimate rights of reason in the solution
[of ethical problems], without reverting to ideology... If, then, we can find an
objective criterion, inherent in the facts themselves, which enables us to distinguish
scientifically between health and morbidity in various orders of social phenomena,



(Rules 57) Thus, we need to consider how an attribute or characteristic affects peorie as
society changes But “[i]t would be incomprehensible if the most widespread forms of
organisation would not at the same time be, at least in their aggregate, the most
advantageous  The greater frequency of the former is, thus, a proof of their
superiority " (Rules 58) For Durkheim, normality is defined by an attribute being the most
common, and most common because it is the most useful The difficulty is. especially
where society is changing so rapidly, that what is most common and average now may not
be what is needed as society changes The aggregate may not be able to adapt quickly
enough to new situations requiring new norms Durkheim clearly did not fully grasp the
importance of diversity in a group.

However, Wallwork argues that “it is appropriate in Durkheim's view for the
social scientist to make use of the paradigm of evolutionary biology " (Religion and
Social Structure 164) He bases this argument on, among other things, the fact that no
other model can account for the development of altruism That is, aitruism 1s a
development of selective socio-cultural development While I would not argue with this, 1
would argue that if this is what Durkheim had in mind, he also frequently confused it with
teleological assumptions Durkheim’s cultural relativism indicated that he understood that
cultures evolved to satisfy their needs, but he could never seem to completely separate
himself from Spencer’s teleological evolution It is difficult to separate Durkheim’s
understanding of the importance of cultural myths, such as Spencer’s evolution, from the
underlying rationale

Fortunately, connecting normality, and hence morality, with the average enables
Durkheim to recognise a useful theory that explains how societies evolve It would seem,
from Darwin, that it is the outliers, criminals, that lead social evolution by providing
diversity for times of change. Durkheim makes the provocative assertion that criminality
is inevitable because of the nature of morality, a certain portion of the population will

always act in ways that are outside accepted behaviour This is useful because as the







about the benefits of society and dismissed any problems in society as simply temporary
problems that will be corrected withtime His tendency to look at what was supposedly
best for society led him to ignore the individuals who were to be venerated and who were

to lead social change

Suicide

Suicide is probably the best demonstration of Durkheim’s sociological method By
looking at broad social phenomena and their affect on the rates of suicide, he
demonstrated the importance of sociological method But this book also drew a great
amount of criticism for its methodology, fortunately very little of this criticism affects the
present discussion as I will not be looking at his empirical methods

In this study he was not concerned with the causes attributed to individual
suicides. Rather he wanted to examine the effect of various conditions in the soctal milieu
that cause individuals to make this ul'imate protest He defines suicide as *‘any death
which is the direct or indirect result of a positive or negative act accomplished by the
victim himself ” (Swrcide 42) For a death to be a suicide the person must have intended
harm to himself, so one who is hallucinating does not intend this outcome '* However,
Durkheim dismisses the necessity of intent in general because of the difficulty of
determining what the victim intended A person may intend another result but know that
death may result If the victim knows that this will likely be the result, Durkheim defines it
as a suicide Similarly, an attempted suicide is an act so defined that does not produce

death

I* Giddens point out one major problem with Durkheim's definition of suictde. While Durkheim 1nsists
that a person must mtend to kill themself to be a swcide. he shortly dismisses intention 1n favour of a
model that 1gnore the individual agent in favour of social causcs. external to the person  “[Hjis theory of
suicide does not allow room for the idea of the rationalised character of human action' the mntrinsic
feature of human conduct that actors reflexively ‘momnutor” their behaviour 1n conjunction with its
purposive content In other words. 1t is a deterministic theory. which treats suicide as the outcome of
social causes. as these operate on particular tvpes of individuals ™ (Emile Durkheim 119) Gidder.s misses
the point. however. because Durkheim wanted to understand the social conditions that increase people’s
propencity to kall themselves.
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Durkheim also introduces the idea of partial suicides That is, the possibility that
an individual will not have the optimal leve! of individuation or that their needs are
mismatched with their resources, and this will cause them to not take as good care of
themselves as they might So while they do not attempt or succeed in taking their life.
partial suicides are aware that their actions may lead to their early demise through poor
health or careless actions In this way, Durkheim can use the ideas of egoism, malevolent
altruism, and anomie in a general way by relating social integration with mortality, and
hence morality Education plays a vital role in society by helping the students to develop
the right amount and quality of social integration

Durkheim’s definition allowed him to discard the psychological theory that suicide
is always the result of a psychosis, because the psychotic may not intend his death or may
be motivated by imagined causes Some psychotic self-deaths are founded in reality and

must be considered suicides, so the cause lies in reality. not in the psychosis So, for

Durkheim. suicide is not the result of insanity That a greater proportion of suicides are of
psychotics did not concern him, because he was interested in the sociological conditions
that causes these particular individuals to be predisposed to suicide.

Similarly, he dismissed the idea that race, heredity, ‘cosmic factors’ (such as
weather or geography). and imitation cause suicides While he demonstrated meaningful
correlations between these factors and suicide rates, he felt that it was misleading to
attribute causation to these factors While they might point us to important social factors,
such as social relations between Blacks or that in a given region a certain religion
predominates, he insisted that suicide is a social phenomenon and that it is best to look
there for its causes As for imitation, he felt that it only affects trose individuals who are
already predisposed, for sociological reasons, to self-death

Durkheim defined three categories of suicide -- egoistic, altruistic, and anomic --
each resulting from an improper relationship between individual and society. More

specifically. each type of suicide indicates a different problem with “social integration.”













voluntarism Orm takes the standard view of Durkheim and argues that his ethical and
cognitive position on anomie is of the former, conservative type, in both cases Ormi
recognises that Durkheim insisted that autonomy is the factor that distinguishes secular
morality from religious morality, yet he asserts that “the autonomy that Durkheim
advocates is only a fictitious one Since moral understanding comes from science, science
is certainly a source of autonomy ™ (111) Orru rejects Durkheim’s autonomy as being
based on a deterministic perspective in which one is only free to do what society and
science tells one to do

It is a common misunderstanding to try to fit Durkheim into either the materialistic
or the idealistic genre of social thought Orru sees Durkheim placing himself in opposition

to Guyau
Guyau states [in the introduction of his Esquisse] that the vaniability of moral rules
caused by the elimination of obligation and sanction should be considered the
characteristic of morality in the future  The history of ethics shows a gradual
shift from collective and external criteria for ethics and conduct towards individual
and internal criteria (Orru 100)

For Guyau, anomie is not evil It is merely an emerging reality of modern society Orru
makes the very simple mistake of seeing Durkheim and Guyau in opposition when they are
using the same word in different ways. Guyau uses the word anomie to mean what
Durkheim uses the word individuation for While it would be a mistake to think that they
have the same ideas on the subject, it would be correct to say that Durkheim was trying to

show that Guyau’s anomie, individuation and increasing autonomy, need not be immoral
One of the aims of The Division of Labour was precisely this to show that the
spread of the ideals of individualism is not a symptom of a pathological condition
of society, but on the contrary is the ‘normal’ and healthy expression of the social
transformations that are engendering a new form of social solidanty It was a
diagnosis which Durkheim never abandoned, even if he later came to be
dissatisfied with some aspects of his initial formulation of it. (Giddens, FEmile
Durkheim 11)
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society they need to be given reasons Durkheim felt that his science of society would
provide these reasons so that individual autonomy could coexist with social attachment

When this belief in the supremacy of reason has achieved the status of general
acceptance and is generally practised by the community it deserves the status of religion.
This intellectual and moral commitment is necessary for community. We need a religious
system tha. will accommodate itself to a diversity of situations and to increasing social and
individual mobility, capable of dealing with individual variations Industrialisation, as we
saw in ivision of Labour, encourages the individuation of citizens. Increasingly people
have little in common except their common humanity, so the only system compatible with
all of these variations would be a system that would enable people to relate on this basis
“The communion of spirits can no longer be based on definite rites and prejudices, since
rites and prejudices are overcome by the course of events. Consequently, nothing remains
which men can love and honour in common if not man himself.” (/ndividualism 52) Any
existing religion cannot hope to deal with this social diversification because it is based on
given assumptions and cannot deal with the rapid change of social life We must then go
to the common denominator of people, their individuality, and encourage rites, such as
rational discourse, that will act to reduce social friction.

It is important to note that Durkheim’s understanding of individualism changed
through his major works In Division of Labour individualism is egoistic individualism,
which is focused on “the needs, interests and desires of the concrete individual.” (Seidman
284) “Individualism and the Intellectuals™ represents something of a departure for him in
this regard because he introduces the idea of moral individualism, which features an
altruistic ethic of obligation and social responsibility. No longer is he speaking of self-
interested individuals, but rather the ideal individual with inherent integrity and which
evokes a feeling of sympathy and responsibility for others, the religion of humanity is a

socially unifving moral force.
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difficulty, in Durkheim’s terms, is that people are placing their own needs before the needs
of other people The source of this strife is a mismatch between perceived needs and
resources Qur educational and other social institutions have allowed us to become
egoistic rather than autonomous

So we find Durkheim’s most clear defence of autonomy in modern societies.

To be autonomous means, for the human being, to understand the necessities he
has to bow to and accept them with full knowledge of the facts. Nothing that we
do can make the laws of things other than they are, but we free ourselves of them
in thinking of them, that is, in making them ours by thought. This is what gives
democracy a moral superiority. Because it is a system based on reflection, it
allows citizens to accept the laws of the country with more intelligence and thus
less passively Because there is a constant flow of communication between
themselves and the State, the State is for individuals no longer like an exterior
force that imparts a wholly mechanical impetus to them. Owing to constant
exchanges betwecn them and the State, its life becomes linked with theirs, just as
their life does with that of the State (Professional Ethics 91)

But while there is constant communication between the citizens and the State, they are
separate and there will be ¢ci:sion between them as all individuals will not be happy with all

State decisions

While Durkheim’s thought is neither complete nor internally consistent, neither is it
readily dismissed. In the end, he tried to produce a theory that did what he told his
students they should be doing. That is, "that we must fashion rationalists, that is to say
men who are concerned with clarity of thought; but they must be rationalists of a new
kind who know that things, whether human or physical, are irreducibly coniplex and who
are yet able to look unfalteringly into the face of this complexity.” (Evolutic 2 348)

Integral to Durkheim’s understanding of morality was his theory of moral education.












a new phenomenon or that it is the source of social problems Rather, the changes
resulted from an intense disagreement about the function of education and the best way io
achieve these ends “Nothing is more futile than complaining immoderately about these
incessant changes and recommending patience; one does not cure a fever victim by
advising him to keep calm ” (Evolution 308) Durkheim argued that people have
chronically felt that education need only be tweaked with this change or that when what is
needed is a complete reorientation of its ineffective orientation Durkheim is disingenuous
with this argument- he both dismisses the revolutionary changes and demands a complete
reorientation

The Republican ideal of democracy required that everyone have a basic education
and that this education be based on rational ideas rather than on revealed religion
Durkheim's work on education is very nationalistic, especially Moral Education *“The
schools must be the guardians par excellence of our national character " (Moral F:ducation
3-4) But to see in Durkheim the embryonic stages of fascism, as some have asserted,'” is
clearly wrong.

As we have seen, Durkheim wanted to explore morality scientifically That is, he
felt that he could explain moral phenomena rationally His secular understanding was
central to his conception of moral education He wanted schools to no longer indoctrinate
students with the religiously based social mores, but rather to teach students to understand
the rational foundation for the social conventions. “In order to do this, it was crucial to
provide a rational, not a symbolic or allegorical, explanation of the nature of morality, one

could then discern what moral rules and ideals were latent in and appropriate to the

'" see footnote 15 in chapter 2
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Durkheim refused to admit that morality is not subject to reason and must be
explained by mysticism “As it is a human creation, fashioned by men and of men, one
cannot see in what way or in what respect it could be shielded from the judgement of
reason.” (Morality Without God 34) As we just saw, however, that does not mean that
morality can be understood by brute force reasoning alone.

Morality is not a geometry, it is not a system of abstract truths which can be

derived from some fundamental notion, posited as self-evident. It is a complexity

of a different order. It belongs to the realm of life, not to speculation. It is a set of
rules of conduct, of practical imperatives which have grown up historically under

the influence of specific necessities. (Morality Without God 34)

This is the province of sociology Not only is this the only way that we can come to
understand and articulate morality, it is the only way “which will enable it 10 be iaught in a
rational way " (Morality Without God 35) Thus, if we want to cleave morality from the
province of mysticism, as Durkheim felt we must, we need to be able to explain morality
with reasons If we understand the reasons for our morality we can adjust it when the
conditions of social life change

In a very sympathetic review of Lévy-Bruhl's La Morale et la science des moeurs
(1903) Durkheim agreed with Lévy-Bruhl's position that “[m]orality seeks to discover
what goals man should pursue, and what the hierarchical relation of these goals should be
with one another. The only function of sciences, whatever they are, is to discover what is,
not to prescribe or legislate.” (Lévy-Bruhl 29) He rejects that idea of a normative science
as oxymoronic Durkheim starts with a study of social facts to determine the actual moral
norms of a society, or, at least, that is what he tried to do in his major studies.

The morality of a people at a given moment in its history does not have to be

created. It exists: itis a reality. The old conception, according to which there is
one natural morality and only one, to wit, the morality that is based on the human






73

Discipline

The first requirement of morality, which we distil from religion, is the need for a
spirit of discipline. Durkheim saw the initial year of schooling as the “critical moment in
the formation of moral character.” (Moral Education 17) Before this period the child has
not developed enough to understand the complex ideas and sentiments that are the
foundation of morality But from school age “all one can do is to complete the job already
begun, refining sensibilities and giving them some intellectual content, i.e., informing them
increasingly with intelligence ™ (Moral Education 18) Thus, the educator must carry on
from the foundation laid by the family life. “For ifit is the family that can distinctly and
effectively evoke and organise those homely sentiments basic to morality and -- even more
generally -- those germane the simplest personal relationships, it is not the agency so
constituted as to train the child in terms of the demands of society.” (Moral Education 19)
He understood that the family has the key role in developing the foundation of morality
and understood that the school is ill equipped to deal with this necessity.

The first common aspect of all behaviour we consider moral is that it conforms to
pre-established rules. “To conduct oneself morally is a matter of abiding by a norm,
determining what conduct should obtain in a given instance before one is required to act.”
(Moral Fducation 23) This is the domain of what he calls duty -- acting in a prescribed
way This is not to say that the moral person does not encounter situations where he does
not know what to do, but he understands the general rules of social conduct and can apply
these rules to the specific situation fairly well. It is the rules that are important to learn so

that the child can eventually master them to be free of them. These rules of social conduct



tell us how to act properly, that is conscientiously. This commonsensical first principle
underscores a facet of morality that is often misunderstood. Looking particularly at i3 ant
and the Utilitarians, Durkheim notes the moralist's tendency to reduce moral action to as
simple a formula as possible. The difficulty is that Kant's categorical imperative leads
logically to the Utilitarian conclusion of egoism, which is to say a virtual absence of
morality Applying this general formula leads to the view that morality resides in the
individual. Durkheim argued that this view of morality looks at reality backwards.
Morality consists of myriad specific rules that individuals must master. These individual
rules exist independent of one an« ther and vary according to the conditions of socia! life.
The various general principles and schemratic representations are nothing but metaphors
that try to represent reality, not reality itself. Thus, like any good scientist, Durkheim tried
to ensure that people do not confuse reality with the theories we use to try to describe it
Teaching the child his social duty is teaching the child the specific rules of social
conduct and must begin with prescribing seemingly arbitrary action. People who
transgress social mores, purposefully or by ignorance, are immoral or amoral. *“Morality
thus presupposes a certain capacity for behaving similarly under like circumstances, and
consequently implies a certain ability to develop habits, a certain need for regularity.”
(Moral Fducation 27) This ‘certain capacity’ is what Durkheim calls duty. In more
primitive societies this would have been a capacity for living by God’s (or gods’) rules.
But these rules are not simply a matter of habitual behaviour, “itis a way of acting that
we do not feel free to alter according to taste.” (Moral Education 28) What keeps us

from feeling free to alter our conduct according to taste is the authority inherent in moral
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Attachment to Social Groups

We need to look further into the purpose of morality to understand it  All possible
objectives are divided into two groups. those concemed only with the self, and those
concerned with something other than the self The former are personal objectives, the
latter are impersonal objectives Personal cbjectives that seek merely to sustain life are
amoral, or morally neutral But if in seeking to sustain life for oneself one is also leoking
out 1o protect others, then this is a moral act Trying to preserve oneself is good, but it
does not have any moral value. Personal objectives that go beyond simply sustaining life,
such as personal aggrandisement or development, are also morally neutral We may
admire a person who develops themselves well, but unless they are doing so for others'
benefit, we do not see these actions as moral

If personal objectives lack in any moral value, morality must remain entirely in the
domain of impersonal objectives. But simply acting to benefit specific other people in an
economic arrangement, doing for another person in expectation of receiving in like, is also
morally neutral in-and-of-itself, this is the difficulty with social contract theory and
Utilitarianism Moral action must “necessarily involve something other than individuals.

It must be supra-individual ”* (Moral Education 59) Durkheim limits his argument so that
the object of moral action must be conscious and sentient. In short, moral actions are
those whose object is society. “To act morally is to act in terms of the collective interest.”
(Moral Educanion 59) This is true if the collective is the family, group, nation, or all of
humanity He is not saying that all of these actions are of equal moral worth, but simply

that the action must be directed at a group to be moral.
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of the will.” (quoted in Moral Education 109) Kant argued that for a purely rational
being, moral laws lose their obligatory nature because the individual would under. . n¢ *he
causality of moral action. For anything less than this ideal, moral law must maintain .
coercive manner But ‘coercive’ is not quite the right word We only sense the tension
between submitting to social obligations and our individual will because we are neither
automata nor autonomous. “Thus, the contradiction is resolved in terms of the dualism of
our nature autonoiny is the product of reasoned will, heteronomy the product of the
senses.”” (Moral Education 109) Moral laws are only obligatory when they oppose the
passions, else we comply of our free will. Kant’s genius was explaining the role of
religion, the embodiment of the collective conscious, in helping reason Durkheim goes
further than Kant, however, by insisting that only ‘reasoned will’ and not complete
autonomy is necessary, and not sufficient, for morality

Moral theory is fraught with dichotomies “the contradiction between the good
and the obligatory, between the individual and group, between the limitation imposed by
the role and the self-willed unfolding of human nature ** (Moral Fducation 111)
Durkheim’s conceptual framework eliminates these dichotomies by relegating each of
them to its proper role. For example, there is no dichotomy between the content of
education and its process, because you cannot have one without the other As Bantock
putit: “if mind determines what is taught, what is taught also determines mind. In their
haste to demolish metaphysics and superstition, some eighteenth-century philosophers had
tended to forget this.” (18) Choosing an extreme is not necessary, nor is flaccidly saying

that both are correct We must devise a coherent framework that can encompass the truth
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It would seem, however, that if our society has declining discif: ~ it is because the
rate of secularisation has outpaced the rate of development and articulation of rational
explanations of the necessity and function of morality. If our society has endemic anomie
it is quite possibly because our collective representations portray an ideal of individual
autonomy that is unattainable for all but a very few These romantic ideals of
individualism, coming from various sources, have led us, much like the philosophes and
the Ultilitarians, to see any infringement of our personal freedom as a personal affront.
Remembering Durkheim’s “Individualism and the Intellectuals,” the proper form of
individualism upholds the rights of the individual in the abstract and does not seek to place
individual rights above collective rights because the collective is composed of other

individuals

Pedagogic Recommendations

We now have a good grasp on Durkheim’s conceptual framework for moral
education His recommendations for curriculum and instruction support this framework.
The recommendations parallel the analysis of moral education, looking at punishment and
reward as a means of attaining discipline, classroom practices for attaining social
attachment, and the curriculum for attaining autonomy. Durkheim did not expect, say, the
curriculum to cover all facets of moral education. School must be a ‘total environment’,
with the curriculum and method being internally and mutually coherent.

Durkheim began by refuting the assumption common in his day that children are
without any form of natural restraint and that all socialisation must come from “vithout and

must be taught While he agreed that children are not social creatures from day one, they
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it is best to expose the child to a variety of authority figures to give the child a vanety of
examples No single person can represent the authority of society without also
transmitting his or her vices Only through a well-chosen combination of people can the
child learn the best that their civilisation has to offer It is also important to have a variety
of authorities so that the child will not simply learn allegiance to a single person but to
society itself Through properly developing the child’s habits with well-placed suggestions
we can begin the process of moral development We can also see why Wallwork views
Durkheim as not simply an important theoretical perspective for Piaget and Kohlberg, but
also as providing a prototype stage-theory of psychological and moral development

The family must provide the foundation for establishing discipline and self-control
But the limits of the family require an external mechanism, the school, for preparing the
child for social life  Schools provide the first opportunity to learn to respect rules, to
complete assignments, and to do well. The child learns responsibility and obligation But
the process should not degenerate into “a tyranny of complicated rules " (Moral
Education 148) This serves only to try to induce the child into a bland uniformity by
trying to enforce peace in the classroom. when it works the students emerge without
personality, when it does not they emerge without respect for rules Durkheim sees the
class as a small society that must have its own morality that corresponds to its size,
character, and function It is not as rigid as the morality of the workplace or society in
general, but also not as forgiving as the family

The morality of the classioom must take into account the first function of the

classroom, learning and teaching. Egoism in the children cannot be allowed because this
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interferes with lessons, both intellectual and moral If the classroom is to encourage
discipline, class rules and discipline must not be arbitrary and must take into account the
various elements of the small society that is the class. The teacher derives hic authority
from the society that puts him in charge of a given class. To allow a loss of discipline is to
reflect badly on society and to allow the impression that the children are not bound by
social rules The discipline of the classroom also applies to the teacher He cannot allow
arrogance, vanity, or pedantry to enter into his relations with the students because this
undermines his authority The authority he uses must be seen as emanating from society
and the rules of the class must be seen as emerging from this context and not from the
whims of the particular teachers One has to wonder, however, if this is true for all
grades, or if the teacher’s personality should be obvious in later grades as an example for
the students It is impossible to imagine older students seeing their teacher as the
embodiment of society rather than a person In requiring so much from the teacher,
Durkheim opens himself up to the same criticism as Dewey: they both expect the average
teacher to be at least as competent as themselves That their theories would have to be
implemented by lesser mortals may make them untenable.

As we saw in Division of Labour, sanctions are at the heart of social regulations.
There are (wo types of sanctions used in schools' punishments and rewards. The purpose
of punishment in school is to let the child know that he has transgressed some rule of the
classroom But Durkheim had no use for teachers who use excessive exuberance in
punishing students He saw this as a transgression of the moral authority entrusted to the

teacher Further, Durkheim wanted to eschew all forms of punishment that might harm
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Durkheim argued that we do not need to design humanities education from
scratch The humanist tradition was almost untouched in Durkheim's day and had served
to teach students about the general idea of man for many centuries Durkheim starts his
analysis by questioning how well this curriculum accomplished this, why it no fonger
serves the needs of sociery, and what needs to be changed He pointed to two
fundamental principles in Humanism' human nature is universal and eternal, and people
need to be initiated into a common Christian culture through Latin literature When
Durkheim was writing, these ideas had been under attack for well over a century and a
half because it was obvious that an education entirely centred around human thought,
especially millennia old Latin thought, was no longer sufficient to manage an increasingly
complex society

Durkheim felt that the fundamental substance of people, which affects the way they
perceive the world and the way they conduct themselves, is in a constant state of flux and
varies from place to place History and anthropology show that there are as many
different moral systems as there have been societies The diversity of these systems is

simply the diverse contexts in which people live collectively, each system having its origin

or Roman civilisation, those civilisations would collapse. Each of these moral systems is
represented in the symbolic system of religion, each religion developing and changing to
suit the needs of its society Durkheim insists that his society needed the symbolic form of
understanding that is science Thus, the Humanist desire to teach children about human

nature in general, whiie it might have been appropriate during its time, was fundamentally




from a historical and cultural perspective. Since he includes learning the literature in
learning the history of a civilisation, he is almost back where he started Tuming back to
again grasp Greco-Latin culture probably indicates just how tied up in this tradition he
was Indeed, I suppose, this conservative perspective is consistent with Durkheim. He
has essentially shown us why the system of the Jesuits is suitable, with minor changes to
provide a more complex view of man. Yet, preferring to be seen in the tradition of the
humanists, he says *“[I]et us, therefore continue the work of the humanists, but by
transforming it and infusing it with new ideas ™ (Durkheim, Evolution 381) It is difficult
to not see this turn as a cop-out
Aesthetics are also useful curricula in schools for teaching moral ideas. But, like
science, we cannot take arts education -- both the beaux arts and literature -- at face
value This is because the arts are expressions of ideals In neither fine arts nor literature
is the idea to slavishly copy nature, but rather to produce aesthetically pleasing pieces;‘ a
process that requires discipline This is useful because “[o]ne cannot be at’tached to an
ideal, whatever it may be, without being connected at the same time with something other
than one’s self ” (Durkheim, Moral Education 268) This avenue into something other
than the self is the one Durkheim wished to use.
The artist’s mental processes, or, for that matter, those of a person experiencing
aesthetic pleasure, are in their internal make-up identical at every point to the
process that leads to great acts of devotion and sacrifice. The man who gives
himself wholly to the beauty that he contemplates is at one with it, as the man who
gives himself to a group of which he is a part, wholly identifying himself with it, is
at one with that group When we awaken a taste for the beautiful, we open the

avenues of the mind to disinterestedness and sacrifice. (Durkheim, Moral
FEducation 269)
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an empirical relativist It is empirically true, he tells us, that human consciousness is
central to ourselves and that education needs, first and foremost, to teach us about our
common humanity ‘While Durkheim disagrees with the humanists about a universal
human character, he wants to teach about a common humanity: it is difficult to
understand if he is being conservative or inconsistent.

Rather than imparting reductionist principles, the role of science teaching is to help
the students understand the enormous complexity of reality. Any generalisations must be
understood as provisional Without training in the sciences we tend to over-simplify
reality *“This state of mind is characterised by the fundamental tendency to consider as
real in this world only that which is perfectly simple and so poor and denuded in qualities
and properties that reason can grasp it at a glance and conceive of it in a luminous
representation, analogous to that which we have in grasping mathematical matters.”
(Moral Fducation 250)

Understanding complexity is the basis of his sociology. Society cannot be
understood as the simple sum of its individual constituents any more than biology can be
understood as the simple sum of atoms or molecules. To develop and inculcate the
science of morality we need to understand that society cannot, for example, be reduced to
a mere amalgam of economic transitions “Only such a reality can draw us out of
ourselves and sc perform the function of providing a moral goal.” (Durkheim, Moral
FEducanon 251) He also blamed the French (and supposedly the English) language for
being excessively analytic, making connections too easily, and obscuring what we do not

know This is apparent in the Western narrative tradition in which heroes are archetypal
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then understand them in a contemporary context An important part of making them
amenable to contemporary educational theory is to compare them with psychological
theories 1 begin this task in the next chapter by comparing Durkheim’s theories with
psychogenetic theories of autonomy Before we can do that, however, we need to better
understand the shortcomings of Durkheim’s theories.

Piaget chides Durkheim for recommending a “traditional model and rely[ing] on
methods that are fundamentally those of authority” (341) when it is likely only that
progressive forms of education wiil produce a rational authority. Where Durkheim saw all
constraint as the same, Piaget saw internal obligation and external coercion as separate.
For Durkheim, the internal obligation is simply a reflection of the external collective
conscience Even where the individual has so-called autonomy, that autonomy is limited
to rational consideration of external factors Piaget understood the situation as being
much more complex The advance Piaget made over the behavioural psychologists was
the introduction of stages of cognitive development Simply, the individual’s cognitive
processes cannot be reduced to a simple reaction to external stimuli. While Freud’s
psychoanalysis also had a stage theory and went beyond cause/action theories, it placed
tou much emphasis on the unconscious and failed to define operationally useful
mechanisms. Piaget provided a means, if relatively primitive, of understanding cognitive
processes. Piaget was willing tc concede that “society is always the same, and the
differences between co-operation [internal causes] and obligation [external causes] are
more a matter of degree than quality” (343), however, in practice, one is not entirely

reducible to the other. So, while Piaget agreed with Durkheim that morality is social, he is
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argue for the benefit of their way. so long as they do not harm other people, because we
cannot say which modes of life will be needed as society evolves

We also need to question Durkheim’s assertion that we can rely on an entirely
secular education While it is obvious that Durkheim was correct in interpreting the social
trend toward greater secular society, we need to look at the recent backlash from
fundamentalist religious groups throughout the world Durkheim’s interpretation would
say that these groups are simply retaining an unhealthy social attribute Looked at from
another perspective, however, we might see that these people are entirely uncomfortable
in a secular world, and we need to understand why It seems clear to me that
fundamentalists are uncomfortable with secular society because it does not explain for
them their place in the world. The truth is that we do not yet, and possibly might never,
understand society in an entirely rational way Durkheim’s ‘civic religion’ requires us to
be able to explain our reasons; only a very small portion of the global population is able to
do that in an entirely secular way Indeed, it is quite likely that even they rely on religious
and other dogma to make it through the day. Durkheim was also certain that nationalism
was integral to social integration. Today, as nationalism changes to internationalism, with
international trade organisations making social control even more remote from the masses,
there is an ever increasing sense of lost control So, while I do not niecessarily disagree
with Durkheim’s interpretations of the historical trend, I do belicve that we do need to at
least question the pace we have been trying to enforce a secular society with centralised
government As we have seen in North America, religious groups are becoming

increasingly powerful and right-wing paramilitary organisations are stockpiling provisions
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Chapter 4

Autonomy: A Normative and Descriptive Account

Terms like individuality, individualism, freedom, autonomy and liberty have
become conflated in vernacular discourse and educational theory alike. Dworkin points
out that if there has been something of a renairsance of the use of the term of autonomy,
very few people have paid much attention to what exactly it might mean.

It has been used sometimes as an equivalent of liberty (positive or negative in

Berlin’s terminology), sometimes as equivalent to self-rule or sovereignty,

sometimes as identical with freedom of the will. It is equated with dignity,

integrity, individuality, independence, independence, responsibility, and self-
knowledge It is identified with qualities of self-assertion, with critical reflection,
with freedom from obligation, with absence of external causation, with knowledge
of one’s own interests. It is even equated by some economists with the
impossibility of interpersonal comparisons. It is related to action, to beliefs, to
reasons for acting, to rules, to the will other persons, to thoughts, and to

principles. (6)

Durkheim used almost all of these meanings without distinguishing between them or
coherently connecting them. In this chapter I want to use Haworth’s psychogenetic
theory of autonomy as a conceptual framework to highlight the tensions inherent in, and
the conceptual advantages of, Durkheim’s theory of autonomy in moral education. I will
use Haworth as a primary source here because he presents a well-unified analysis of
autonomy.

Autonomy derives from the Greek, autos (self) and nomos (rule). Hence, self-rule
is “the condition of living in accordance to laws one gives oneself, or negatively, not being

under the control of another.” (Haworth 11) Thus, autonomy has both a descriptive and a

normative sense. One can be described as autonomous, meaning that the person is neither
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than others This implies degrees of ability Piaget’s model of psychological development
interpreted these degrees of ability as developmental siages *' Autonomy requires that a
person first adopt an evaluative stance toward his desires and then reflect critically on his
evaluative stance Early in life, as Durkheim argued, one's evaluations are derived from
other people, likely parents, teachers and peers (and, increasingly today, the media)

Later, one is able to reflect on these evaluations and determine if they are consistent with

other evaluations

Minimum Autonomy

We value someone who has a high degree of self-control and independence, but
we need to look at attributes more fundamental than self-control and independence to
understand the genesis of autonomy. “Independence and self-control qualify behaviour:
one acts independently and exhibits self-control in action. But being able to act, setting
aside for the moment any concern of acting skilfully, is an achievement highly relevant to
autonomy ~ (Haworth 13) This initial stage of being able to act is the first hurdle we need
to clear in becoming individuated. The child must learn to perform an action at will to be
said to have acted To become competent suggests that one is able to act and that the
action is adequate for the purpose. To be smiling, the baby must be trying to smile. “By
barely trying, the infant establishes himself as a minimal agent. Development of
coripetence beyond this involves gaining the ability both to conceive goals and to perform

so that they are in some measure realised. It consists in becoming able to produce

*" Unlthe Kohlberg's scheme of moral deveiopment. neither Durkheim's nor Haworth's theory excludes
archetypally female morality That 1s. they do not exclude an ethic of caring in favour of an ethic of
Justice. but see both as contributing to full rationality and moral society
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intended effects ™ (Haworth 14) To make the jump from minimal competence to minimal
autonomy requires the involvement of the self. With the selt” interposed in action, the
action is no longer directed by others. The self must become a subject, an agent capable
of executing intended results. As one gains the ability to act wilfully, one gains a self It is
this striving for minimal autonomy that Durkheim’s attributes to the child’s propensity for
mimicry, that leads to discipline and altruism.

Competence is integral to autonomy because without competence there can be no
self, let alone self-rule. Without a sense of occurent agency one cannot be seen as trying
“This institutes a self and reflects development of a rudimentary repertoire of skills
forming the substance of the self's competence.” (Haworth 17) Minimal autonomy is the
beginning of independence and self-control.

Independence and self-control are different before a person is intellectually capable
of reflecting than they are after. We mean different things when we speak of self-control
in a child and in an adult If moved to violence, the self-controlled child strikes well, the
self-controlled adult refrains from striking Similarly, the difference between independence
in a child and an adult is the difference of being able to act without direction and acting
with conscience The difference is of critical reflection. The capacity for critical reflection

is the difference between minimum autonomy and the autonomy of a normal adult.

Normal Autonomy .
To understand the jump from minimal autonomy to normal autonomy, Haworth
differentiates between substantive and procedural dependence. “Substantive dependence

refers to the relation between how one acts and how others would have one act, and
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This does not exhaust the limits of his possible control. Economic rationality
ignores the rationality of the options, their assigned utility, and their assigned probability.
If we limit rationality to mere economic rationality, we say that one's autonomy does not
depend on his ability to determine his preferences To be fully autonomous, a person needs
to go beyond choosing from given ends and means Haworth points out several other
issues that need to be addressed First, if he acted on his preference, would it satisfy him?
This is another way of asking if his preference is accurate Second, if the preferred action
causes unforeseen circumstances to occur, had they been foreseen, would he have revised
his choice? Possibly his choice makes future actions impossible or changes the way he
makes choices in the future Third, are the preferences based on sound reasons? Fourth,
is his choice consistent with his principles? Fifth, is his choice consistent with his other
values?™ Asking these questions may cause one to change one’s preference ranking or
probabilities. The self-rule of the technically or economically rational person is limited by
his inability to question his assumptions, possibly uncritically borrowed from another or an
expression of a strong impulse The non-fully rational person lacks procedural
independence and/or self-control This may have no impact on his technical or economic
rationality, or on his limited autonomy. *“But a life guided by preferences uncritically
borrowed from others is obviously not finally guided by reasons and so in the full sense
lacks rationality and autonomy.” (Haworth 37)

Deliberation on preferences, such as the questions above, can occur on several

levels One might ask if a choice is consistent with one's principles, but one can also ask if

** By values. Haworth reans things that the person considers good. and principles are rules that he tries
to Iine by,
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critical competence is not antithetical to discipline -- they aid one another. Critical
competence allows one not only to function as an agent, it requires that one engage in
thinking about the problems of moral society because one understands the problems of
maintaining moral society. This does not, however, resolve Durkheim’s ambivalence
about substantive independence. While we see that it is not required for autonomy, it may
be required for moral society Being critically competent may lead one to understand that
a social more is not in the best interest of society. So, while autonomy and social
attachments are not necessarily in conflict, one’s desire to help a group may lead to

conflict if they do not share your reasoning.

A common word used to explain adulthood is ‘responsibility’. This implies that
one is an agent, capable of producing intended results, and capable of being irusted.
Autonomy establishes agency and agency entails responsibility. But with added autonomy
comes added responsibility. As Durkheim pointed out, we hold people who are more
capable to a higher standard of responsibility than we hold those who are less capable
The assumption is that highly autonomous people should be responsible for actions that
they can control Since we consider autonomy sacred, we have initiation rights to signify
when a person has gained the competence, self-control, and independence to reach a new
level of autonomy in a given sphere The initiation right often entails explicit or implicit
increases in responsibility

To help us understand the evaluative stance autonomous people have over their

desires we need to understand the distinction Haworth makes between first- and second-
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For this cntical reflection to be meaningful, and for the child to not simply replace certain
beliefs with others, a certain intellectual competence is required The stage of minimal
autonomy is related to childhood and normal autonomy is related to adulthood Thus, the
period of development of critical capability is associated with adolescence: teen angst
The transition from technical to economic rationality is realised with the development of
second-order volitions. The shift from economic to full rationality is realised with critical
appraisal of these second-order volitions

What Haworth calls a shift from stage two to stage three in personal development
is the shift from what Durkheim calls mechanical to organic solidarity in societies
Organic solidarity develops where the collective conscicusness expects people to develop
the capacity for reflecting on social mores. The advantage of Haworth’s scheme is that it
allows for higher than normal levels of autonomy, where Durkheim is ambivalent
“[B]eyond normal autonomy, we meet the ideai of fully developed autonomy which
inspires only some and is approximated by few This ideal condition can be conceived in
two, importantly different, ways.” (Haworth 63) The romantic view “stresses the power
the individual wouid gain over himself if, as fully auionomous, he was capable of being
totally self-determined in the sense of self-made " (Haworth 63, emphasis added)
Durkheim tells us that this romantic ideal of full autonomy is a central myth in the modern
cult of man, with the desire to attain this ideal being central to his secular morality

In “Pedagogy and Sociology” Durkheim calls our attention to the effect of the
romantic ideal of autonomy on contemporary educational theory, stemming in large part

from Kant and Mill, seen also in Rousseau and Spencer, that education exists solely to
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calls a ‘decision map’. One starts with an idea of how to proceed (a cognitive map) and
finds new and missing information along the way. As a person gains experience witha
certain decision map he will possibly reconfigure it to take new information into account.
“The activities the decision maker undertakes, in completing his decision tasks, are
information search and processing activities, carried out under the control of a decision
map which may undergo changes as the decision activity proceeds.” (Haworth 92-93)

At one extreme, a complete decision map would pre-program every step and
substep in the process At the other extreme, one has no decision map whatsoever and
hence no guidance In between, an incomplete map will give direction on how to carry on
with the process and tell you what information is needed to complete the task. Important
in the decision map will be the decision rules that help to find relevant information and
process it Experienced decision makers will have a repertoire of decision maps and will
start a problem solving process by trying to fit a problem into a known map Sensitivity to
feedback will tell the problem solver if success is likely or whether they need to try another
approach

This will help us to begin to understand how the autonomous decision making
process differs from the nonautonomous. Above we saw that three things hinder
autonomy incompetence, procedural dependence, and lack of self-control. Each factor
affects the decision making process. We are dealing in degrees, from complete
competence to complete incompetence, complete procedural dependence to complete
procedural independence, and complete self-control to being completely inner impelled.

Each of the five steps in the decision making process will fall somewhere on the scale of
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Haworth’s perspective nicely captures the salient ideas about autonomy In his
model, the decisions a person makes contribute to the making of his life, and what is

important is the degree to which the life he creates is his own and under his control

Institutional Life and Limits on Autonomy

This is to look entirely at the individual and exclude his environment, which is of
central importance in Durkheim’s moral education. Haworth’s theory rests on the
assumption that normal autonomy is possible if and only if the environment is conducive to
the development of autonomy At first this might seem to conflict with Durkheim’s notion
that individuation came from the needs of division of labour, but we will see that it does
not. They come to the same conclusions from opposite directions To understand the
decisions a person makes, we have to understand the task environment (all the features
that are relevant to the problem) and how the person relates to it. More specifically,
Haworth is interested in the way that institutional structures channel feedback By looking
at the generic features of the institutional task environments he is able to emphasis the
difficulty of living an autonomous life.

He begins by looking at the naive conception of a task environment that is
prominent in philosophical and economic literature. This is what he calls the ‘frontier
view’ that sees the environment as devoid of form and waits for an individual to bring his
agenda to give it shape. This prevalent view of reality ignores that “the resources and
obstacles the agent confronts are organised into structures of action.” (Haworth 108)
This naive theory also views the decision maker as detached from the world The decision

maker’s purpose is supposedly entirely internal and he confronts the external world to
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intellectual education is seen as a means of gaining intellectual autonomy while having to
conform to constraints, hence the moral nature of intellectual education

The means of action embodied in social institutions are constraints on the exercise
of autonomy and confine the domain of critical reflection To enjoy the opportunities an
institution can bring, such as increased autonomy, one also has to agree io follow its rules
Society is possible because opportunities and resources are within one organisation or
another, and it is all but impossible to enjoy the liberties of an organisation without
subscribing to its rules and techniques These institutions structure the world by
organising resources to realise common purposes. Hence, institutions serve social
purposes and respond to social needs.

As the developing person tries to master the practices embodied in these
institutions with their largely fixed nature, they gain autonomy within those structures as
they learn the operating logic of the institutions “As each individual matures, his
participation in institutional practices expands.” (Haworth 110) Thus, people are not
developing in a world that is devoid of shape, so they are not free to structure it to their
will They have to learn to live in a largely structured environment These preordained
structures constitute the necessity of education and why Durkheim considered all
education to be moral education at its foundation

An interesting facet of this institutionalised life is that people seem to want to live
in the way that the institutional structures dictate. This has two main sources First,
institutions such as the family, school, language, religion, television, employment, and so

forth, are powerful mechanisms of socialisation that try to fit people to society’s
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expectations Second, society is structured to fit human needs and desires. In Durkheim’s
terminology. the collective conscience embodies the best of human knowledge through
processes of natural selection and solidified into social institutions We see that people are
bent to fit society and society bends to fit its people. Naive theories, such as Marxist
educational theories, argue that only the children bend. It is important to recognise that
everyone has to bend to society’s will, but it is easier for some and the oenefit is greater
for some

The interplay of needs keeps the institutional structures of society surprisingly
static This is because these institutions need one another for their mutual existence.
Haworth shows the underlying truth of Marxist economic determinism by asserting that
social institutions take and hold the form required to facilitate productive forces. But
Haworth, like Durkheim, has more sympathy for speaking of institutional momentum
rather than determinism He does not agree that social institutions are unstoppable and
require revolutions to change, merely that their internal logic makes them very hard to
properly understand and hence change.

So we see the two sides of social life It offers the opportunity to do things that
could not be done without them, but it also requires discipline to be able to use its
benefits Organisations are developed to realise a purpose; to expect them to perform
another function is to expect too much. But while institutions are required for good life,
they are not sufficient We have many institutions that contribute to poor life and we lack
institutions for many things we would like to do Durkheim’s preference for gradual

social change -- not surprising after a century and a quarter of a series of revolutions --
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argued that the value of autonomy stemmed from its social benefit Haworth does not
deny the social benefit of autonomy -- he concludes by arguing for it To better
understand how Haworth's theory combines with Durkheim'’s, we need to better
understand autonomy not just in a descriptive sense but also in a normative sense

The first concern is whether autonomy is derivative or intrinsic That is, is
autonomy valuable because it allows us to achieve another desirable goal, such as
happiness, liberty, or a moral society, or is it good in-and-of-itself” From the Utilitarian
perspective, for example, the value of autonomy is derivative because it contributes to
increased happiness. The difficulty is that we cannot be certain that autonomy and
happiness can be separated such that the former is a derivative of the latter

Haworth argues that autonomy is both valuable and a fundamental nght He starts
with the libertarian assertion that adults have the right to live their lives as they will,
subject to the constraint that they do not harm others This assumes that no person’s idea
of the good life is better than any other’s, so no one can force another to do what he does
not want This brings in the necessity that people be protected from harm and that they be
left to do as they will This assertion is based on the assumption of a person’s capacity to
live autonomously This is why this assumption is restricted to adults, as children are
assumed not to be capable of autonomy. To be able to enjoy the rights of liberty, his
‘domain of autonomy’, one must qualify as an autonomous person. From these
assumptions and arguments it is obvious that autonomy must be seen as valuable in its

own right and not derivative.
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knowledge, and dispositions are is certainly a non-trivial exercise, especially if we consider
Durkheim’s argument that they vary with society. It is important, however, to avoid
thinking that there is a single set of these attributes that the child must accumulate before
being able to think in a reasoned way. Rather, it seems likely that the ability to think in a
reasoned fashion will develop gradually, along with additional attributes the child learns, in
school and out, and that the development of reason will only help with the acquisition of
these attributes.

The role of the compulsory education provided by the state is to provide a
generative core of skills, knowledge, and dispositions that will enable the students to gain
the competence, independence and self-control expected for normal autonomy in their
society This issue is clearly beyond the scope of this thesis, but understanding the
problem in this way seems to shed light on the contribution psychogenetic approaches to
autonomy lend to resolving the dichotomy between the individual and social in moral
education More generally,

[e]ducation is the influence exercised by adult generations on those that are not yet

ready for social life. Its object is to arouse and to develop in the child a certain

number of physical, intellectual and moral states that are demanded of him by both
the political society as a whole and the special milieu for which he is specifically
destined . . [Education is the] methodical socialisation of the young generation.

(FEducation and Sociology 71)

To develop a child’s capacity to live an autonomous adult life, the child requires
formal and informal education that will “nurture both an ability to think critically and an
ability to act on the results of such thoughi. And very often it will be necessary to require

the child to submit to discipline, in the interest of nurturing capacities on which

development of the capacity for autonomous life depends.” (Haworth 127) Thus, while



157

personthood that explains the frequency with which that principle has found a place in the
writing of political philosophers over the past four centuries ** (Haworth 133)

To understand the normative value of autonomy, we need to look at the closely
allied value of liberty. In saying that each person owns himself, Haworth is saying that
each person has a night to develop his potential for autonomy

The function of the no-harm constraint is to define the limits of the domain within

which autonomous life is to be respected’ autonomy exercised to harm others is

converted by that fact from a distinctly human achievement pre-eminently worthy

of being encouraged to a distinctly human capacity for destruction (Haworth 152)
Durkheim provided a more general explanation by arguing that our belief in the sacred
nature of individuality had a functional explanation.

For Kant, the right to liberty 1s an innate right, as opposed to a junidical nght To
have a right is to be authorised to limit another's freedom in that area. “Freedom
(independence from constraint of another's will), insofar as it is compatible with the
freedom of everyone else in accordance with a universal law, is the one sole and original
right that belcngs to every human being by virtue of his humanity ” (quoted in Haworth
155) All juridical rights prevent another from interfering with this innate right. These
juridical rights form the social contract that enables people to exercise their right to
freedom. The state enables people to be moral persons by allowing them to exercise their
freedom

Kant argued that autonomy is only possible when ore strictly obeys the laws of a
well-developed state. This is to overstate the necessary condition fo: autonomy. Haworth

differs from Kant by not identifying autonomy with morality. It is obvious that a person

can be both autonomous and amoral or immoral. One’s critical competence enables one
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[Kant’s] peint is, 1 think, that we must distinguish from the rest of morality those
principles regulating the proper distribution of human freedom which alone make it
morally legitimate for one human being to determine by his choice how another
should act, and a certain specific moral value is secured (to be distinguished from
moral virtue in which the good is manifested) if human relationships are conducted
in accordance with these principles even through coercion has to be used to secure
this, for only if these principles are regarded will freedom be distributed among
human beings as it should be And it is I think a very important feature of a moral
right that possessor of it is conceived as having a moral justification for limiting the
freedom of another and that he has this justification not because the action he is
entitled to require of another has some moral guality but simply because in the
circumstances a certain distribution of human freedom will be maintained if he by
his choice is allowed to determine how that other shall act (quoted in Haworth
159)
This line of thinking coincides with Durkheim’s definition of individualism in
“Individualism and the Intellectuals ™ In advanced societies, the fundamental right is
human liberty in the abstract This right is ‘in the abstract’ because we recognise that we
must respect not enly our own right to licerty, but also everyone else’s Social mores are
maintained in an aitempt to sustain an optimal level of individual liberty This is the line of
reasoning that led Cladis to conclude that Durkheim provided a ‘communitiarian defence
of libertarianism’  Only by creating and maintaining social institutions that respect the
right to liberty 1n the abstract can we expect to maintain specific rights to liberty
However, liberty is meaningless unless it is autonomous liberty Hence, we see that
attaching students to social groups and giving them the capacity for autonomy are not
antithetical (in the abstract)
In short, “the right to liberty is not a fundamental right, if that means that people
are entitled to be free regardless of the uses to which the freedom will be put and

regardless of their capacity to exercise the freedom in a certain way . [T}he right to

liberty is accorded in order that the individual may exist in an environment that nurtures
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and endorses autonomy ~ (Haworth 167) Haworth sees the often used distinction
between negative and positive freedoms as the difference between open options and
autonomy. Another way to put this is to say that one has a right to liberty if and only if
one is capable of enjoying that right and does not interfere with another’s right to
developing and maintaining an autonomous life. To be capable of enjoying a right to
liberty one must have gained normal autonomy. Until one has developed normal
autonomy, it is an infringement on one's rights to not be coerced into activities that will
enable one to eventually gain normal autonomy. This articulation of the harm clause is not
a call for minimal government, however, because we need publicly funded social
institutions, possibly quite large and complex ones, to ensure that people are able to
develop their capacity for autonomy. Neither does this harm clause does not endorse all
facets of life being taken ove: uy social institutions because it is quite possible that this

would reduce people’s capacity for an autonomous life.

Autonomy and Community

Nothing in Haworth's argument implies that autonomy is a goal to be pursued to
the exclusion of all others If he makes it clear that liberty and happiness are nearly
worthless wi*hout autonomy, he is not saying that autonomy is a sufficient condition for a
good life, only that it is a necessary one. Neither is Haworth, nor Durkheim, happy with
the prevalent idea that one needs to trade some autonomy for some other desirable goal,
like community Rather, he would rather we understood the inherent limits of personal
autonomy, limits that are the result of the very institutional life that made a greater degree

of personal autonomy possible To desiic autonomy as an ideal means that we desire two
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ideas to support their arguments I am not so certain of what Durkheim really meant and
I hope that I have provided enough reasons to demonstrate that any definite or unitying
ideas that summarise his work should be treated with suspicion In short, Durkheim
probably knew what he wanted his ideal society to look like, but he was unable to develop
a social theory that would explain how it would work or how we could develop it from
existing society He knew what ideas he did not agree with, but he never articulated a
social theory he was entirely happy with. I do think, however, that Cladis comes closest
to a unifying theme by describing Durkheim’s sociology as a communitarian defence of
liberalism

I am not as certain as Cladis, however, that Durkheim successfully or consistently
articulated this idea As I demonstrated in Chapters One and Two, reconciling the
essential truths of French and German Socialism with the ideas of English Liberalism was
a major thrust of Durkheim's work from the earliest published pieces to his barely-started
magnum opus Looking over Durkheim’s oeuvre, we can see his various attempts to
reconcile the seemingly antagonistic traditions But Durkheim was a man of his era and
his concern for social stability at times overcame his concern for developing a more
general social theory Saying that Durkheim was unsuccessful or inconsistent in achieving
this “crown jewel” of social theory is, by no means, a damning criticisin. Indeed, that he
had any success is an testament to his immense insight

The notion of a communitarian defence of liberalism helps us to understand the
difficult idea of autonomy being necessary for moral education Durkheim’s arguments

for the necessity of autonomy are based on the necessity of a new social consciousness
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Appendix A

Economically Rational Decision Process

To present a schematic representation of the problem of choosing ends, Haworth
represents the preference for an outcome by “O”, the function of rational behaviour is the
ability to choose an action, “A”, that will maximise the likelihood of realising that
outcome Typically cne is able to order preferences and choosing to satisfy one precludes
satisfying others. I will follow Haworth’s example The technically rational person is able
to find the actiun that will most likely satisfy a given outcome. In thinking about his day, a
mechanic is able to decide the best means (A1) of fixing his engine (O1) He also wants to
read a book (02), spend time with his girlfriend (O3) and garden (O4) For each possible
outcome he is able to determine the best possible action (Al through A4). This
demonstrates his technical rationality in each of these areas. The ability to chose which
outcome he wants to pursue is the demonstration of his economic rationality.

This is the problem our mechanic must choose, but it does not tell us which criteria
he must satisfy to be an economically rational choice Let us assume that the criterion the
mechanic wants to use is to “maximise expected utility.” (Two other alternatives Haworth
suggests might be appropnate are to maximise the probability of either avoiding the worst
outcome or realising the best outcome.)

Haworth also points out some other assumptions about the choices. First, while
the mechanic must choose one of the alternative actions, his preference depends on his
preferred outcome, not his preferred activity. So, while he may prefer gardening as an

action, here Haworth is only concerned with the outcome of having gardened. Second,



