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The thesis offers an exposition and tentative solution of

two problems: a definition of the Idea of Progress, and

classification of social philosophers and sociologists ac-

cording to this definition. Twelve propositions, or

assumptions, are used to define the Idea, and works of

selected philosophers from Hesiod to Parsons are examined

in the light of this definition. Historical examination

reveals that the Idea's acceptance reaches a zenith in the

early nineteenth century, after which it lost credibility,

becoming virtually discarded by mid-twentieth century.
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INTRODUCTION

Two problems have emerged from the scholarly study of

the Idea of Progress. The first is the lack of an adequate

definition. The term is ambiguous in most studies; it is

used in many different contexts, and within each context it

has a different meaning. Because of this uncertainty,

classification of social philosophers and sociologists

according to the meaning of this concept in their works has

been faulty. Historians of the Idea cannot offer one another

valid criticism, since they rarely use the term in the same

manner.

Thus far, two methods have been used in an attempt to

solve the problem of definition. One method is to use an

extremely general definition, and hope that the definition

will become more precise as the study proceeds. The other

method is to say that the theoretical definition is irrele-

vant and that only a quantifiable definition is important.

Both of these methods have failed. The former fails because

the definition remains just as vague at the end of the study

as it was at the beginning, as a result of gratuitous

analytical techniques based on no sound definitional guide-

lines. The latter method fails because the operationalization

of such a grand concept results in reductio ad absurdum, making

any such study unsatisfactory.

iv



V

In this study, the first problem is solved by the con-

struction of a precise and complete ideal model for the Idea

of Progress. The Idea is defined in a manner which reveals

all- its supporting assumptions, which when synthesized, pro-

vide a working model for the Idea sui generus. To be sure,

no theorist's Idea of Progress fits perfectly into the model,

since once it is put into a theoretical context, a model

which is designed in a vacuum must break down. It is hoped

that this method will work for the same reason other ideal

models have, e.g., because when.the Idea is in a particular

work it will bear such a close resemblance to the model that

it can be easily identified. For example, Weber uses an

"ideal-type" in his description of a bureaucracy (1, pp.

242-247). Although one will never find this ideal-type in

complete form in empirical reality, his model still allows

for consistent empirical identification of a bureaucracy

(1, pp. 242-247). With this problem solved it is possible

to move on to the second.

The second problem is that there is no consistent history

of the Idea of Progress, because of the lack of a definition.

After using the ideal model to define the Idea in the first

chapter, it is argued in the second chapter that the ancient

world lacked such an Idea, although the first substantial

contributions to it were made by St. Augustine in the late

Roman Empire. From this point on new contributing ideas

were formulated, and a secular world-view evolved, both of
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which were necessary for the Idea of Progress to be formed.

The Idea took complete form in the eighteenth century in the

work of Turgot, and met with a century (1750-1850) of great

popularity. In the third chapter it is argued that in the

late nineteenth century the Idea lost popularity among

scholars because it was harshly criticized by numerous soci-

ologists and historians. Finally, in the last chapter, it

is shown that at the turn of the century, the Idea was com-

pletely discredited, yet it continued in a decayed form

among a small minority of sociologists.

It is hoped that this historical analysis demonstrates

the importance of the role played by the Idea of Progress in

the development of sociology.
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CHAPTER I

THE DEFINITION OF THE IDEA

OF PROGRESS

This first chapter reviews previous definitions of the

Idea of Progress. This is followed by a description of and

comments on the new ideal model, which is designed to allow

for a more precise history of the Idea's development and

decline.

When reviewing the literature pertaining to the Idea

of Progress, it soon becomes obvious that acceptance of this

Idea by certain major thinkers is a matter of great dispute.

Historians of the Idea, such as Bury, Nisbet, Hildebrand,

Popper, and Sklair, present conflicting theories as to how

the Idea of Progress developed; Bury's thesis is most conser-

vative, and Nisbet's seems the most adventurous. However,

the lack of an adequate definition of the key analytical term,

Progress, is the ultimate cause of all the historian-critics'

disagreement.

Because of this lack of definition, the term is used in

so many different ways by historians that it is impossible

to classify them as either progressive or nonprogressive.

In the major works of the Idea, the term is used variously

to mean material improvement, social progress, the

1
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development of knowledge, and as a synonym for evolution or

for economic progress. Since no single definition of

"Progress" exists, almost any social theorist can be defined

as a philosopher of Progress by strategically choosing a

couple of quotes from his work. The danger of quoting out

of context complicates the problem. Using second principles,

rather than first principles, to demonstrate a theorist's

beliefs about Progress constitutes another danger. Nisbet

is guilty of ignoring first principles in analyzing a philo-

sopher's system of thought, so that he may leave the reader

with an erroneous interpretation of the Classical world's

view of Progress, and only a fair interpretation of the

modern world's view. It is the purpose of this first section

to present a definition of Progress which can be used to

analyze the Idea's development.

Twelve propositions must be accepted to arrive at a

complete definition of Progress. A thinker who accepts less

than twelve is a contributor to the definition of Progress,

not a user (one who accepts all twelve). This distinction

renders acceptable the thesis of Bury, Hildebrand, Collingwood,

and Arendt, who claim that the Idea of Progress did not exist

in Antiquity but is a modern phenomenon. This counters the

Teggart, Lovejoy, Edelstein, and Nisbet thesis that Progress

arose in the Classical period and was developed by the

moderns.



3

Consider the vastly differing definitions which have

helped foster dispute about the nature and origins of

Progress. Bury calls Progress "the belief that civilization

has moved, is moving and will move in a desirable direction"

(3, p. 3). Hildebrand, attempting to improve on Bury, says

"the idea of progress includes three principles: first

the belief that history follows a continuous, necessary,

and orderly course; second the belief that this course is

the effect of a regularly operating causal law; and, third,

the belief that the course of change has brought and will

continue to bring improvement in the condition of mankind"

(3, p. 4). While more systematic, this is still not specific

enough to properly categorize different philosophers into

different camps. Sklair defines Progress as follows;". . .

the end point, temporary or permanent, of any social action

that leads from a less to a more satisfactory solution of

the problems of man in society" (5, p. xiv). This defi-

nition with an emphasis on ending social problems makes

the Idea of Progress far too limited. Nisbet offers this

definition "simply stated the idea of progress holds that

mankind has advanced in the -past--from some aboriginal con-

dition of primitiveness, barbarism, or even nullity--is

now advancing, and will continue to advance through the

foreseeable future" (4, p. 4). This is but another over-

simplification of a complex idea; therefore, numerous

ambiguities remain that may cause confusion in an historical
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analysis. The Edelstein-Lovejoy definition is as follows;

"a tendency inherent in nature or man to pass through a

regular sequence of stages of development in past, present

and future, the later stages--with perhaps occasional

retardation--superior to the earlier" (6, p. xiii). This

definition is a poor one for the reason Nisbet's is so

impoverished. Ginsberg, in his definition of Progress,

follows the trend when he says that "progress is the devel-

opment or evolution in a direction which satisfies rational

criteria of value" (5, p. 39). These definitional failures

will hopefully be overshadowed by the following definition

of the Idea of Progress, consisting of twelve propositions.

Proposition One

The Idea of Progress presupposes an idea of time which

contains the notions of a past, present, and future.

For a philosopher to be considered a user of the Idea

of Progress, he must see Progress in social history: the

condition of the human race improves as time passes. An

Idea of Progress is not found in a civilization that considers

itself the first people on earth. In an excessively ethno-

centric culture which holds that more primitive cultures

which were prior to it were subhuman, neither the concept of

social history nor that of Progress can exist. There is an

idea of the present, but it must also be believed that the

present state of mankind is superior in every way to any
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previous state of mankind. If there is an idea that the pre-

sent state of mankind is equal to a prior state of mankind,

or if it is believed that man's present condition has only

excelled in some areas while regressing or stagnating in

others, an Idea of Progress cannot be said to exist.

Finally, the proposition requires belief in a future in

which the lot of mankind will continue to improve. It is

essential to believe also that future society will be

superior to all previous societies. The emphasization of

the verb "will be" here indicates that there must be a belief

in the actual, rather than the potential, existence of

future Progress. By ignoring this distinction, Nisbet has

made errors in his assessment of the history of the Idea of

Progress. For example, he claims that Hesiod expresses the

Idea of Progress by saying that mankind could improve if he

would only have some regard for justice (4, p. 18). In

Hesiod, Progress is contingent on man's unlikely development

of some regard for justice, rather than being an ineluctable

force that operates regardless of mankind's actions. Hesiod

has doubts about the nature of the future, and there can be

no room for skepticism in a fully-fledged Idea of Progress.

Proposition Two

Progress includes the concept of a process which follows

a unilinear pattern.
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There are many ways to describe the movement of mankind

through time. Progress can be seen as an unfolding process.

This organic analogy is used in conjunction with the above

proposition, and was used by Comte, Spencer and others. The

two are often used together, and in such a case unilinear

Progress, as Sklair says, becomes a sociological version of

the theory of evolution (5, p. 113). The idea of an unfolding

process need not be used with the unilinear form; it can also

be used with a spiral theory of Progress. Bodin, according

to Nisbet, was the first to use such a theory (4, p. 121).

He believed that history moves in an ever forward cycle. A

rise would always be followed by decline, yet the cycle which

would follow the declining cycle would be superior. Unfor-

tunately, the spiral theory of Progress should probably be

called the spiral theory of improvement, since it falls short

of the logic used by those who accepted the unilinear pat-

tern. The unit of analysis for those who use the spiral

theory is civilization; e.g., each civilization is in a

better starting position than the one before it. The theory

is weakened because certain empirical examples are an em-

barassment to it. For example, it cannot explain why some

primitive cultures never progress or decline, nor can it

explain why different civilizations progress at different

rates. This is not meant to be an apology for the above

proposition; it is only meant to show why the unilinear
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pattern met with greater popularity when the Idea of Prog-

ress was at its zenith.

In the proposition of unilinear movement, there is no

allowance for "backsliding." None of the theorists of

Progress thought that there was even a possibility of regress,

nor did any of these thinkers accept the principle of decay.

If any type of social object is no longer observable, it is

because it has been replaced by something better. Nothing

is lost unless it is replaced by something superior. The

rate at which mankind moves toward the better can vary. Some-

times movement will become extremely slow, but this should

not be confused with the degeneration of Humanity, according

to the theorists of Progress. For example, Comte was quite

aware of this Idea (3, p. 20). He hated the revolutionary

era of France, yet he would not go so far as to say that

Humanity was decaying because the political strife among the

French was the very strife that aided in the realization of

a positive philosophy. Also, it was not fair to say that

what was happening in France was representative of what was

happening to Humanity. Conversely, Progress can also move

very rapidly under certain conditions. For many of the

philosophers of Progress in the nineteenth century, the

conditions were believed to be ripe for rapid forward move-

ment. Comte, Saint Simon, and Spencer are excellent

examples of thinkers who held this belief.
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Proposition Three

The concept of Progress is a macro-level concept in the

most extreme sense of the term.

It might be unfair to use the term "macro" when analyzing

past social philosophies, since the term is one that has only

recently been introduced (2, pp. 49-50); however, it seems to

fit rather well. The term macro-level, when used in sociology,

refers to the structure and dynamics of large scale social

phenomenon such as a culture, a civilization, or a society

when seen as a single unit. When it is being used in its

"most extreme sense" it refers to mankind or Humanity as a

whole, or relative to a few theorists of Progress it could

refer to the West.

The concept of Progress can only be used to interpret

the development of mankind as a whole, or at the very least,

the movement of the West, assuming that the East follows the

pattern set by the West. For those who sympathize with the

unilinear theory of Progress, Humanity or the West must be

the unit of analysis. Using any unit smaller than the West

would give any pessimist or decadent a very strong case which

could not be denied. (It should be remembered that skeptical

pessimism seems to have won the debate with progressive

optimism, despite this slick bit of sidestepping.) Progress

cannot be analyzed on a psychological, group,or societal

level. To do so would not explain why some groups do not
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progress on both the ideal and material levels in the former

two cases. In the latter case, as has already been shown,

empirical counter examples are too numerous for such a unit

of analysis to be used. At the societal level it is impos-

sible to deny a principle of decay. It can hardly be denied

that Athenian society declined between the fifth century B.C.,

its Golden Age, and the fourth and third centuries B.C., the

Hellenistic Period. No one denies the decay of Roman civili-

zation although the causes of the decay are debatable.

The problem of societal stagnation which so worried

Turgot (3, p. 17) is another argument against using society

as a unit of analysis. The final option is to use societal

institutions as the analytical unit. This is also inadequate

because one societal institution may progress while another

regresses. Ferdinand Toennies, one of the great sociologists

of decadence, has quite adequately argued the above statement,

as shall be shown in part three of the study. For example,

Toennies shows that while there are advances in the means of

production, there is also a decline in the institution of

the family. The best institution for the satisfaction of

natural needs--the family--becomes the servant of the economy,

acting only as a consumer unit to replace members of the

labor force (8, p. 166). The only remaining option is that

Humanity is progressing. Within the historical context in

which the Idea of Progress flourished (1750-1850) this option

seemed acceptable, and undeniable. For the more politically
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minded, an idea of a universal state rather than the concept

of Humanity can be used. The important thing to remember is

that the Idea of Progress cannot have meaning except at this

extreme macro-level, as was realized in the Modern Period by

Turgot and his admirer Condorcet (4, p. 207).

Proposition Four

Progress assumes a movement from the simple to the

complex.

This proposition is directly related to the idea of a

unilinear movement of mankind toward the better. Spencer

clearly believed that the division of labor in society must

be increasingly complex to allow both material and ideal

acquisition and development (4, p. 234). To be sure, the

history of the West verifies this assumption. Stage theories

of Progress in the nineteenth century (as well as theories

from the eighteenth and seventeenth centuries) reveal a

strong awareness of this proposition. Generally speaking,

in the simple stage (what Comte and Turgot call the theo-

logical stage), all members of a given society have the

same values, beliefs, and similar roles in the economic

division of labor. Lack of specialization in the social

system leads to economic inefficiency, and thus material

acquisition, innovation, and production are low. So much

time is spent working to survive that innovation and ad-

vancement in knowledge is also slow. As the division of
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labor becomes more complex, and specialization on both the

material and ideal levels increases, change becomes more

rapid. Interpretations of the nature of complex society

differ greatly from theorist to theorist; however, the. fact

that the rate of change increases with increased differen-

tiation in the division of labor, and the fact that Western

civilization has moved from the simple to the complex, are

both accepted by philosophers of Progress.

This proposition by itself is not a definition of

Progress. All the other eleven propositions must be accepted

as well. To call this idea alone "Progress" is to confuse

Progress with evolution. It is essential that these ideas

remain analytically separate. Toennies uses this proposition

in his work, Community and Society. Toennies sees society

moving from the simple, i.e., the community (a natural

aggregate which is held together by natural will, mani-

festing itself in the institutions of the family and religion)

to the complex, i.e., society (an artificial structure held

together by rational will, with the economy being the dom-

inant institution). As mentioned earlier, Toennies postu-

lates continual degeneration as society becomes more complex.

The fourth proposition is, therefore, neutral and can be

used to advantage by both proponents and antagonists of

Progress. By itself it does not constitute a definition of

Progress. The most important amendment to this proposition

is the fifth proposition.
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Proposition Five

Progress assumes an idea of improvement in the general

condition of mankind.

If a theorist claims that the condition of mankind is

changing and improving according to a unilinear process,

from the simple to the complex; that it has done so throughout

history, is doing so at present, and will undoubtedly con-

tinue to do so in the future; then he is very close to a

fully-realized concept of Progress. But the term which

determines whether this definition applies to a theory of

degeneration or to a theory of Progress is the term

"improving."

The idea of improvement is an extremely ambiguous one

in terms of both reliability and validity. Reliability is

greater during certain periods; during the nineteenth century,

for example, among theorists of Progress (Saint-Simon, Comte,

Spencer), there was general agreement that a machine capable

of increasing production, or a medical discovery that would

lengthen human life span, would be an improvement. Spengler

doubted the value of overly-efficient production since he

thought material luxury would corrupt and lead to the decline

of the West (7, pp. 34-36). Malthus would deny that in-

creased longevity would be an improvement, since it would

only exacerbate the imminent population explosion--yet

another nemesis of Western society (1, pp. 228-230). More
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than any other proposition discussed, this fifth proposition

has the least evidence for support; it is purely a priori

valid and must be accepted on faith. With such a fragile

foundation, the Idea began to decline. The question remains

unanswered as to what criteria those theorists of Progress

who accepted improvement used to define social improvement.

One criterion the theorists of Progress often use to

judge relative improvement in the state of mankind is the

belief that whatever helps man solve his problems on earth

(not in heaven) can be considered an improvement. Anything

that lengthens life span, so that an individual has the

maximum amount of time in which to think, create, and produce,

must be considered an improvement. That which helps to

sustain or increase a population may also be an indicator

of improvement. The idea of improvement is clearly very

subjective; improvement is imposed on phenomena rather than

being inherent in them. Depending on the context of the

situation, even longevity can be a curse both to the indi-

vidual and society. Even when considering what is beneficial

to man as the criterion, the fifth proposition rests on faith

in an a priori interpretation of social phenomena developing

toward the better.

Proposition Six

Progress assumes that the material and ideal aspects

relating to the improvement of mankind are interrelated and

thus inseparable.
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In order to have a complete concept of Progress, im-

provement must be seen to have a general effect on all

categories of that which is social. The material category

contains those objects which can be perceived and easily

measured. This would include all artifacts, but especially

those artifacts which contribute to a more efficient pro-

duction process. The ideal aspects, being intangible, refer

to those objects which are contained within the mind; whether

they are objective or not is irrelevant to the goals of this

paper. These aspects would include knowledge, morals, laws,

etc. The philosophers of Progress disagree on which of these

is the determining variable, but they do not disagree on the

fact that when one changes, the others must change. In most

cases the crucial aspect seems to be knowledge. When there

is an improvement in knowledge, the economy will capitalize

on it and laws will be enacted in accordance with it. It is

thus incorrect to say that because a thinker believes that

one aspect of society has improved that he is a philosopher

of Progress, since all areas must improve if Progress is to

actually occur. For example, Bacon seems to have a very

clear conception of Progress in scientific theory. It was

his belief that the moderns had surpassed the ancients in

the sciences due to their understanding of the experimental

method and the principle of utility (1, pp. 51-53); however,

it is not at all clear that Bacon had a good understanding

of social and moral progress (5, p. 12). Partly for this
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reason, the Bury thesis that Bacon was not a theorist of

Progress must stand (5, p. 12). Bacon can be seen as an

important contributor to the Idea of Progress since he pro-

vided evidence for the contention that the moderns were

superior to the ancients, but that is all. As can be seen

from this example, if there is Progress in one area, while

others are stagnating or regressing, mankind in general is

not progressing. Progress may occur in one area, but if

every other area is declining, a representative statement on

the general condition of Humanity would have to emphasize

decay or stagnation. Therefore, a theory of Progress must

assume that both material and ideal conditions of mankind

are improving; otherwise, the thinker admits too much counter

evidence to use the Idea as a general interpretive device,

as it was used in the nineteenth century.

Proposition Seven

Progress is a secular idea.

In the critical-historical works on the Idea of Progress,

there is confusion as to whether Progress can be associated

with mystical world-views. In the definition of Progress so

far presented, it should be obvious that the two views are

mutually exclusive. While mystics and theologians have made

contributions to the idea, they should not be categorized

with those who accept a complete Idea of Progress. This

confusion leading to miscategorization is well exemplified
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by Nisbet in his argument that Saint Augustine is a philo-

sopher of Progress (4, pp. 47-72).

The problem is merely a matter of priority. First

principles should be given priority over second and third

principles. If second principles are taken out of context,

it is often very easy to construct a case which is a very

twisted version of the philosophical system as a whole. For

present purposes the example of Saint Augustine will be used,

but the argument also applies to scholars such as Plato

and Pascal in the years after his conversion.

Augustine'smost important belief is that there is an

all powerful Creator-God. God created mankind so that it

might contribute to His greater glory. Since the Fall,

Humanity lives in a world which is subject to decay and also to

evil in the form of privation. Man is free to choose as to

whether he will serve God or fall to the temptation of evil.

In a sense, each individual soul is put on temporary trial

to see if he is worthy of entrance into God's.Kingdom. The

individual's only real purpose in life is to do good works

(add to God's greater glory), so that he may find salvation

in the after life. Anything else in life other than seeking

salvation by serving God is insignificant, since it would

not have an eternal nature. One serves God by unmoved faith,

membership in His church, prayer, aceticism, and good works

such as pilgrimages, crusades, aid to the church, etc. Good

works do not have a secular nature. A man's time should
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thus be divided between hard work for the purposes of sus-

tenance and doing one's devotions to God, for that is the

only way into heaven.

These central ideas of early Christian theology make it

clear why mysticism is antithetical to an Idea of Progress.

First, since the material world will always have an evil or

inferior nature, depending on the system, perfection cannot

be established. Second, collecting earthly knowledge is a

waste; the knowledge gained in the terrestrial city does not

contribute to redemption (in the case of Christianity),

yield episteme, make a person one with God, etc. Third, in

the case of Christianity, the good is not measured in terms

of the human condition, but in terms of God's glory. Whether

life for the people of the terrestrial city gets better or

worse is of no consequence, if it does not add to the greater

glory of God. (The same is true of other mystical systems,

though for different reasons.) A good man's suffering on

earth is not important, since he receives an eternal heavenly

reward. An evil man's earthly pleasures are insignificant

in light of his spiritual punishment. Progress in the mate-

rial world is really nothing of serious concern; only

spiritual progress in the other world is essential. Thus,

while Saint Augustine's suggestions on the improvement of

society deserve consideration, and he indeed did contribute

to the Idea of Progress, he should not be classified as a

proponent of Progress, like Condorcet or Comte.
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Hopefully, this should show why ideas should not be

taken out of their philosophical contexts; why metaphysics

of first principles must be considered; and also why eschat-

ology will always exclude a fully-realized concept of

Progress; and finally why a category of spiritual progress

was not placed in the section before this one.

(This is not to say that all religious concepts are

antithetical to the Idea of Progress. The Idea of Deism

is one such concept. Although Deism is a religious concept,

its overtones are secular in nature. The deists of the

Modern Period believed that there was a God; however, He was

reduced to being a First Cause. Cause and effect and natural

laws were used to explain development in the natural world,

as opposed to providence or the guiding hand of God. The

secular world had integrity in and of itself, and thus an

Idea of Progress could develop.)

Proposition Eight

Progress assumes a dynamic universe.

This proposition is the logical successor of proposition

seven, which demonstrates that the Idea of Progress is anti-

thetical to mystical systems of thought (this will be

discussed further in the section on Cartesianism later in

the study). When considering metaphysics, it should be

remembered that the ideas of process and change are givens

relative to the Idea of Progress. This means that a



19

philosophical system which assumes a static reality has no

room for an Idea of Progress. Those that accept a static,

absolute reality usually see change as an illusory process,

from which "true" knowledge cannot be derived. Bearing in

mind this fundamental proposition can eliminate much of the

confusion when categorizing the ancients in terms of the

philosophy of Progress.

The application of this principle directly affects

thinkers in the Platonic tradition, including Plato, Plotinus,

and Augustine. All assume that there is some type of

Absolute which constitutes reality. For Plato, it is the

Forms; for Plotinus, a God which resembles that of the Eastern

religions; and for Augustine, it is the Christian God. Plato

postulated that the Forms are perfect, ideal, and exist

outside time and space, making them eternal and unchanging.

Thus, it is absurd to refer to a theory of dynamics in a

system of reality which does not and cannot change. Percep-

tually known reality is in flux, but is of little significance

because privation causes perceptual reality to have an

illusory nature. Each material object can be identified by

its qualities which are a part of its ideal Form; but each

object falls short of the perfection of the Form to which it

is related. The object lacks numerous qualities, a lack

which is termed privation which is a form of nonexistance,

in which Plato finds the realms of evil and decay. When de-

cay or any other form of change is observed in an object,



20

the mind is being tricked by illusion. No episteme can be

derived from observation. It is small wonder that Plato had

no use for an inductive method, nor is it any wonder that he

spent very little time giving a theory of change (such as

the principle of Progress) which could be applied to the

empirical world. The Forms cannot progress, nor can the

material world ever become one with the Forms. In other

words, in the Platonic tradition, one which accepts a

static reality, there is no place for an Idea of Progress.

In the Modern Period, when the idea of static forms

and their permutations was put aside, a complete Idea of

Progress could develop. The debate over whether a theory

of Progress belongs in an absolute, closed system revived,

however, with the appearance of Hegel's system (to use one

example). Bury (5, p. 54) and Kaufman (5, p. 55) argue

that the absolute system prevents Hegel from having a fully-

realized theory of Progress, while Nisbet (4, pp. 276-279)

argues to the contrary. Their debate does not affect the

argument that ancient ideal systems precluded any notion of

Progress, because the ancients did not have an understanding

of dynamics in the organic terms of Hegel. Whether Hegel

was a philosopher of Progress remains to be shown.

Proposition Nine

Progress refers to that which is social.

This proposition is so obvious that some overlook it.

Progress is a uniting principle in the social sciences, and
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has been used in interpreting the development of Humanity.

In this general development, one should only be concerned

with social objects, i.e., progress made in morality,

economic production, knowledge in the arts and sciences,

etc. The development of natural objects cannot be inter-

preted in terms of the Idea of Progress. For example, it
cannot be said that rocks have progressed over the centuries,

or that animals have progressed from simple one-celled forms
to complex multi-celled forms. The former example is absurd,

while the latter example is one which confuses Progress with

evolution.

Nisbet, obsessed with proving that the representative

ancient theorist accepted a theory of Progress, abuses the
Idea in just this manner when he interprets Hesiod's

Theogony. The following quote by Nisbet is a perfect

example of overlooking the obviousness of proposition nine:

'verily, at first Chaos came to be,' Hesiod tellsus--but then shortly after, Earth and then, indis-pensibly, Eros or Love. Afterward, Heaven appearedon the scene, to lie with Earth in one of the mostcataclysmic embraces known in all literature, thusgiving birth to Cronus who in turn sired, and camefrom jealousy to hate, Zeus. . . . No one readingThe Theogony could possibly deny Hesiod, or so itseems to me, a very real sense of both the passageof very long periods of time and of the progressiveamelioration of the world in which humanity was tocome into existence." (4, p. 13)

Nisbet errs in two places. First, while Hesiod is inarguably
aware of long passages of time, it is geological time he
refers to, not social history. It is only from social history
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that an Idea of Progress can be derived or, depending on one's

method of inquiry, it is only social history as opposed to

geological history that an Idea of Progress can be imposed

upon. Philosophers of Progress never begin with speculation

as to whether the movement of the glaciers in the Ice Age

was progressive. Such topics are meaningless in the social

development of mankind; on the other hand, development of

the understanding of changes in natural phenomena is cer-

tainly important to the Idea of Progress. Here Nisbet errs

again, since value judgements cannot apply to natural

objects. Natural objects cannot change for the better or

worse; they can only change.

Proposition Ten

Progress is assumed.to be inevitable and necessary.

The Idea of Progress is acceptable neither to skeptics,

nor to radical existentialists. Those who accept Progress

must have an absolute faith that mankind develops toward the

good. For the Idea of Progress to be valid, arguments that

the future cannot be accurately predicted or that man can

have no apodictically certain knowledge must be rejected.

Whether Progress is defended by a priori principles (and it

usually is), or based on observation, doubt must be omitted

from the speculation.

The idea that man is absolutely free must be rejected

as inconsistent with the belief that Progress is inevitable.
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Absolute freedom would mean that man could thwart Progress,

thereby rendering it uncertain. To return to the previous

point concerning freedom and doubt, Hesiod's undeterministic

system is another reason why he is only a contributor at

best to the Idea of Progress (see discussion under Proposition

One). Most theorists of Progress, therefore, postulate deter-

ministic systems. In Comte, Condorcet, and Spencer there is

little, if any, room for individual freedom in the volun-

taristic sense.

Turgot, writing at a time when the "Quarrel between the

Ancients and the Moderns" was at a height, gave considerable

credit to the Great Man theory. This notion held that in

every period a number of extraordinary men are born who con-

tribute heavily to the improvement of Humanity (3, p. 19).

Turgot used this proposition to show that the moderns were

equal to the ancients, since a great man like Plato could

be born in any time period. The nineteenth century thinkers.

rejected this notion, since they viewed Progress as a macro

process which was independent of unique individual effort.

Though Turgot's idea was important in establishing the Idea

of Progress, Comte was very critical of Turgot for emphasizing

individual performance in the development of the West (3,

p. 19).

For Comte, Saint-Simon, and Spencer, the Progress in-

herent in history is inevitable. As mankind ages, it gains

more and more experience which is recorded, so knowledge
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increases with each century. Knowledge is cumulative, and

from each stage of development something can be learned.

The best from each of the prior stages is saved and used.

[For this argument, these philosophers are indebted to

Saint Augustine (3, p. 12).] For example, Spencer saw

this in the history of economic progress. The ideas of the

division of labor and specialization are taken from the

Ancient period, and used and developed as society evolves.

The idea of simple manufacture, a product of advanced

simple forms of society, helped generate the factory system

of complex society. The area of cumulative knowledge is but

one area in which Spencer saw Progress; as stated earlier,

other aspects of Progress, such as social reform, are tied

to this development and are inseparable from it. These

trends are clearly independent of the individual, who is

born into a situation that continues after his death; he

has no lasting effect on it.

This is not to deny all contingency in history. The

assumption that Progress is inevitable, and that any true

theorist of Progress adheres to a deterministic system, in-

cludes the idea of contingency, as Bury correctly shows (1,

p. 303). Contingency is in fact essential to explain the

shift in the rate of mankind's.development. Assume for

instance, that the French Revolution was inevitable; the

fact that Robespierre was one of the leaders of the Revo-

lution does not affect the historic causal chain, e.g., is
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not a contingent fact. Robespierre in himself is noncon-

tingent since the causal chain of events that led to his

becoming a leader of the Revolution is independent of the

chain which led to the French Revolution. However, it is

possible that someone other than Robespierre could have

been one of the leaders but, in that case, that person

would not have made the same decisions. Robespierre's

behavior as a leader is unique to his personality. Contin-

gency or chance lies just in the collision of the independent

causal chains mentioned above. It is in this contingency

that the reason is found for changes in the velocity of

Progress (1, p. 304).

Proposition Eleven

Progress assumes that man lives in the best of all

possible worlds.

All theories of Progress seem to contain this propo-

sition. If Progress is inevitable, then the present condition

of mankind is better than it has ever been. This does not

necessarily mean that man's present condition is best on an

absolute scale, an assumption that Voltaire satirizes in

Candide; the condition is merely a social, moral, and eco-

nomic improvement on the condition of man's forebears.

While this does not deny that the literature of Progress

was pervaded by an unwarranted optimism--the optimism

attacked by Voltaire is often to the point of nausea--it
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should be remembered that the optimism was an adornment

and not an essential feature.

To illustrate how Progress could be viewed as beneficial,

without being considered an unmitigated blessing, the

attitude of Saint-Simon is useful. He divided history into

alternating cycles of organic and critical periods; in an

organic period, Progress accelerates, but eventually this

gives way to another critical period. The most recent

critical period, Saint-Simon believed, was coming to a close

in his time. It had begun just after Luther caused the

final decay of the church, bringing forth "anarchistic"

principles and ideas like Democracy, Popular Sovereignty,

and Equality, finally culminating in the French Revolution,

which Saint-Simon absolutely despised. In spite of all

these negative events, this period was still superior to

previous times, because it contributed many new inventions

and ideas (most of which Saint-Simon distrusted) that helped

to found the next organic age. Thus, while Saint-Simon gave

this critical period credit for improvement, he was by no

means a Pangloss of Progress.

Proposition Twelve

The Idea of Progress assumes an objective theory of

time.

This notion is closely related to Proposition One.

The future, present, and past must have an independent
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existence. Time cannot be a state of mind, or a principle

used to order perception. Any type of subjective theory of

time, whether it is Augustine's, Kant's or Bergson's, does

not apply to a consistent definition of Progress, since a

principle of this type would no longer be necessary, except

possibly heuristically, if there is no real independent time.
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CHAPTER II

AN HISTORICAL ANALYSIS OF THE IDEA OF

PROGRESS FROM HESIOD TO SPENCER

This chapter describes the development of the Idea of
Progress from the time of Hesiod until the time of Herbert

Spencer. Mistaken interpretations of the history of this

Idea by historians and sociologists who have tried to follow

its development are also discussed.

The definition of Progress in the first chapter makes

possible an historical analysis of the Idea that avoids

ambiguous and overgenerous uses of the term. A single

definition allows consistent categorization of the theorists

who contributed to the development of the Idea and those who

used the idea in its complete form. This chapter outlines

and explains the categorization of the theorists.

To repeat an earlier point, there is a disagreement as

to whether the classical social philosophers understood and

used a fully-realized concept of Progress. Evidence seems

to favor the thesis supported by Bury and Comte (7, p. 11)

that there was no complete concept of Progress in the Ancient

world. While the ancients admittedly made some important

contributions to the Idea, and even understood some of the
assumptions involved, there is no proof that they had any

further grasp of the Idea.

29
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Bury proposes an explanation,

. . . why Greek minds never hit on an idea of Prog-
ress. In the first place, their limited experience
did not easily suggest such a synthesis; and in the
second place, the axioms of their thought, their
suspiciousness of change, their theories of moira,
of degeneration and cycles, suggested a view of the
world which would be the very antithesis of progres-
sive development (3, p. 19).

Perhaps Bury overgeneralizes, but his remarks are fairly

descriptive of representative Greek thought. The attempt to

discover why the Idea did not originate at a certain time is

tangential to the purpose of this research; the purpose here

is only to determine which ideas contributed to the synthesis,

who proposed them, when the Idea emerged in a fully-realized

form, and who subsequently developed it.

The first classical theorist of interest is Hesiod

(750 B.C.). To review the earlier discussion of Hesiod in

Chapter One, he did not have an Idea of Progress for the

following reasons.

Hesiod believed in a Golden Age when men were happier

than they were in his own time, and also in the Heroic Age

when men were physically, if not morally, superior to their

successors in the later Iron Age. A Silver and a Bronze Age

were also included in this distant past, but all these

periods were considered better for men and society than

either Hesiod's present or any future time. Man had not

degenerated continually, since the Silver and Bronze Age

men, for instance, were inferior to their successors in the
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Heroic Age. No Idea of Progress can be derived from this

history, although within the history of the Iron Age Hesiod

seems to use some aspects of the Idea of Progress as an

interpretive device (7, p. 17). Economic improvement and

advancement of knowledge occurred then, but not social or

moral improvement. Hesiod did not expect the future to be

better either. Teggart writes,

Hesiod set before men the first idea of human Prog-
ress: the idea that the good life is attainable;
that this attainment is dependent upon the thought
and activity of men themselves; that the essential
requisite is the actuation of the members of the
community by a common regard for justice (7, p. 18).

Hesiod's only prediction about the future is that the good

life is attainable, but not inevitable. Therefore, he does

not expect Progress to occur. Hesiod never states that

Progress can be expected. Men of the Iron Age could well

end in the same destruction that annihilated the men of other

ages [with the exception of those from the Heroic Age who

dwell on the Isles of the Blest (7, pp. 15-16)]. For all

these reasons, an Idea of Progress cannot be attributed to

Hesiod, nor did he contribute anything to it.

Thucydides (5th century B.C.), the next scholar worthy

of mention, used interpretive principles in writing history

that preclude the endorsement of an Idea of Progress.

There is some argument on this point, since Nisbet does

see Thucydides as a contributor to the Idea of Progress (7,

pp. 25-27). But a brief look at the guidelines Thucydides
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used to interpret and organize historical facts demonstrates

his disregard for an Idea of Progress.

According to Thucydides, man, whether ina primitive

or a civilized state, is guided by his emotions (the basis

of self-interest) and by habit. Emotion continually obscures

reason and results in absurd decisions. The following quotes

illustrate this principle:

So thoroughly had the present prosperity persuaded
the citizens that nothing could withstand them, and
that they could achieve what was impossible and
impracticable alike, with means adequate or inade-
quate, it mattered not. The secret of this was
their general extraordinary success, which made
them confuse their strength with their hopes
(10, p. 242).

The town subject to the Athenians, hearing of the
capture of Amphipolis and of the terms accorded
to it, and of the gentleness of Brasidas, felt
most strongly encouraged to change their condition,
and sent secret messages to him, begging him to
come on to them; each wishing to be the first to
revolt. Indeed there seemed to be no danger in
doing so; their mistake in their estimate of the
Athenian power was as great as that power after-
wards proved to be, and their judgement was based
more on blind wishing than upon any sound pre-
vision; for it is a habit of mankind to entrust
to careless hope what they long for, and to use
sovereign reason to thrust aside what they do
not fancy (10, p. 266).

Man's irrational decisions allow him to survive through the

passage of time, but Thucydides goes on to claim that due to

mankind's irrational nature, it is an evil race. This is an

absolute metaphysical claim as the following quotes reveal:

The sufferings which revolution entailed upon
the cities were many and terrible, such as have
occurred and always will occur as long as the
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nature of mankind remains the same, though in
a severer or milder form and varying in their
symptoms according to the variety of the par-
ticular cases (10, p. 189).

The cause of all these evils was the lust for
power arising from greed and ambition; and
from these passions proceeded the violence of
parties once engaged in contention (10, p. 190).

Nisbet gives two reasons for thinking that Thucydides

contributed to the Idea of Progress. First, Thucydides

acknowledges economic improvement and second, he views

history as unilinear (7, pp. 25-27). In looking beneath

these claims, one finds that Thucydides did believe the

Athenians overcame their barbarian beginnings by increasing

production and by consistent innovation; however, Thucydides

did not believe the changes to necessarily be for the better

(10, p. 189). Prosperity and luxury, he thought, can lead to

decline, a sentiment echoed by Spengler centuries later in

The Decline of the West. The nature of man remains the same

in spite of economic improvement, and violence, terror, and

evil will always characterize men's relationships with one

another. Thucydides is a pure pessimist; man's situation is

and always will be hopeless, regardless of economic im-

provement (10, p. 189). Thucydides expertly demonstrates

the point that Progress must occur simultaneously in the

social, moral, intellectual, and economic spheres if there

is to be a movement toward the better. Economic progress

alone is just not enough.
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Nisbet's claim that Thucydides presents mankind's devel-

opment as a unilinear process is also questionable. Thucydides

is unaware of any movement from the simple to the complex or

from the worse toward the better. History repeats itself,

varying only in the symptoms and intensity of inevitable

evil. Its movement is not cyclical, but rather directionless

and blind, using conflict as its vehicle. Until man becomes

a more rational being and uses reason rather than blind

emotion on which to base his decisions, no directed movement

will occur; but Thucydides' pessimism makes him doubt the

possibility of this. Those who believe the future can be

better need only look at history to be contradicted. This

empirical argument, which Thucydides develops in The

Peloponnesian Wars (10), seems to him to be irrefutable.

For those reasons, Thucydides cannot even be considered a

contributor to the Idea of Progress, unless his idea of

economic improvement is taken out of context and forced to

assume a significance which he never intended it to have.

In his analysis of Plato (427-347 B.C.), Nisbet con-

tinues to claim that the ancients had a clear conception of

Progress (7, pp. 27-32). He asserts that Plato viewed time

as unilinear and that Plato saw Progress occurring in time

from the distant past into the future. Nisbet's thesis goes

against prevailing opinion. Bury (3, p. 10), Hildebrand (5,

p. 6), Popper (5, p. 7), and even Edelstein (4, p. 63) deny

that Plato's work reveals a belief in Progress. The dominant

view is that Plato held a theory of cyclical change.
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Nisbet's thesis has already been challenged because he

ignores Plato's theory of the Forms and removes his thought

from its metaphysical context. Nisbet attempts to defend his

thesis by reference to Plato's two orders of reality: The

timeless, eternal and perfect mystical reality, and the

material, social, political and economic order (7, p. 27).

Assuming that this distinction is legitimate, there is still

no evidence of an Idea of Progress in Plato.

Throughout his work, Plato accepts a theory of cyclical

.change whether it is in social thought or cosmology. As

Bury says, relative progress is possible during the better

half of the cycle (3, p. 9), but it will always be followed

by decline. To find any consistency in the details of decline

given in Plato is very difficult; however, the idea of decay

is always there in some form.

Plato's theory of degeneration is found in his cosmology

(3, pp. 9-10). The world is created and made to act by a

Deity whose work is perfect, yet not immortal, so that the

principle of decay is contained in it. The duration of this

world is approximately 72,000 years. The first half of it

is a Golden Age while the second half is a period of decline.

At the end of the latter period, the world falls into chaos

and then generates itself anew. Obviously, this is not

directly relevant to the Idea of Progress, since Progress

concerns that which is social, rather than natural objects.
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However, the theory of decline in societal perfection is

rooted in this cosmological idea.

In the development of mankind there have been numerous

periods of ascent and of decay. The theoretical explanation

for this is found in the Protagoras (though scholars are

unsure whether this dialogue is Plato's opinion, and not his

presentation of Protagoras' views). Society develops from a

simple primitive state and moves toward a complex division

of labor. Specialization increases with societal growth,

creating a social aggregate with an organic character (5,

p. 6)--each part has a function that helps to sustain society,

so all parts are interdependent and interrelated. Such an

organic society, like a biological organism, eventually

decays from old age if nothing else. This theory of cyclical

social change is reiterated in the model society of the

Republic (5, pp. 53-58). Here again Plato uses ideas of

division of labor and an organic model. But even in the

ideal society there is decay. Popper observes that the

decline is due to a biological degeneration of the ruling

class (5, p. 7). Social decay ensues when the physical and

mental capacities of the aristocracy decline to the point

where they can no longer rationally plan how to rule the

state. As the social decay increases, inferior forms of

government, such as timocracy, democracy, and despotism,

replace the rule of philosopher-kings.
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Two points in the given definition of Progress should

be recalled here. One is the proposition that Progress

applies to mankind in general, not just a single society.

Plato speaks of societies or states in the dialogues; man-

kind as a whole is not considered. Since a society is not

the proper unit of analysis when discussing the Idea of

Progress, Plato cannot be said to have a fully-realized

Idea of Progress. The other point to recall, as Bury

observes, is that Plato and other Greeks value stasis of

any kind over change (3, p. 11). Time is the enemy of man's

best works, and the changes time brings must be delayed to

prolong the life of a republic. This a prior value accounts

for the Greek's admiration for the Spartan state which

supposedly lasted for centuries without changing the organi-

zational principles laid down by Lycurgus.

Two parts of Plato's philosophy have so far been

presented--the cosmological part, which does not apply to

society and, therefore, is a poor demonstration of Plato's

rejection of the Idea of Progress; and the social part,

which precludes an Idea of Progress because it presents a

theory of cyclical change. In the second part, Plato argues

that as the division of labor expands, man becomes more

self-sufficient. When he can economically support himself

he can turn his attention to the cultivation of wisdom (5,

p. 8). Plato seems to be rejecting the myth of a Golden Age

which he uses in the Timaeus (5, p. 9). Edelstein, however,
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presents a third view inconsistent with those presented above.

In the Laws, he claims Plato says the first men were "more

righteous generally," and also that they were."'better" be-

cause the simplicity of their life and their ignorance gave

them less opportunity to be evil" (4, p. 63). Plato further

maintains in the Laws that though the height of villainy may

arise in civilization, so may the height of virtue (4, p. 63).

In this third view, Plato does not see civilization as with-

out virtue; he seems to return to the Hesiodic notion of a

Golden Age.

Plato's inconsistent views on the development of society

allow for endless debate; however, the Idea of decline per-

sists in all the views. This is the case even if the

mystically-oriented Plato is separated from the materially-

oriented Plato. Under any conditions Nisbet's thesis that

Plato was an important contributor to the Idea of Progress

must be rejected. The odd part of it is that Nisbet argues

in an earlier essay (9, p. xiv) for the thesis defended in

the present study. In that essay he quite correctly points

out that piecemeal progress at best was the only type of im-

provement thought possible by the ancients, and that "it

virtually excluded the all-encompassing total view of improve-

ment characteristic of the modern view of progress" (9, p. xiv).

Aristotle's (389-322 B.C.) views of the direction of

social change are also not very clear, and the leading his-

torians approach with great trepidation any attempt to
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interpret his theories. Debate centers on whether Aristotle

had any regard for Progress; if so could he be labeled an

"optimist?" Edelstein and Nisbet (7, p. 32) seem to accept

this view while Bury (3, p. 11) and Hildebrand (5, p. 8)

reject it.

Aristotle's statement that change in natural objects

is cyclical seems to be generally accepted. There is eternal

generation and decay, as is shown in the following quote.

It follows that the coming-to-be of anything, if it
is absolutely necessary must be cyclical--i.e.,
must return upon itself. For coming-to-be must
either be limited or not limited: and if not
limited, it must be either rectilinear or cyclical.
But the first of these two alternatives is impos-
sible if coming-to-be is to be eternal. . . (5,
p. 66).

The human race is an eternal phenomenon and, therefore,

should follow the cyclical pattern; however, this argument

should not be over-emphasized, for Nisbet is quite correct

when warning that regress and progress can exist independently

(one does not presuppose the other) in Aristotle's philosophy

(7, p. 32).

According to Aristotle, changes in laws and ethics

should be discouraged, for this will hurry the process of

decay. In order for such social institutions to remain

strong, those participating in the maintenance of these

structures must obey the respective authority out of habit.

If there is too much change, the habitual order will not

establish itself, or if one is established it will break

down as the following quote shows.
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For the law has no power to command obedience
except that of habit, which can only be given
by time, so that a readiness to change from old
to new laws enfeebles the power of the law. .
(5, p. 75).

Aristotle goes on to contradict this view when he says,

Egypt witnesses to the antiquity of all things,
for the Egyptians appear to be of all people
the most ancient; and they have laws and a reg-
ular constitution existing from time immemorial.
We should therefore make the best use of what
has already been discovered and try to supply
defects (5,.p. 76).

In this quote, Aristotle accepts change as helpful, and

knowledge seems to be of a cumulative nature--it will improve

over time. This view is also seen when he states, "Such

changes in other arts and sciences have certainly been bene-

ficial; medicine for example. . . . And, if politics be an

art, change must be as necessary in this as in any other art"

(5, p. 75). Aristotle begins to seem like an optimist,

seeing improvement through the acquisition of knowledge

which accumulates over time when he states, "The same ideas,

one must believe, recur in men's minds not once or twice but

again and again" (5, p. 65); and, "For the same opinions

appear in cycles among men not once or twice but infinitely

often" (5, p. 67). From a piecemeal Idea of Progress,

Aristotle returns to a cyclical -notion of change. Finally,

regression can be found in his theory of social change:

The first governments were kingships, probably for
this reason, because of old, when cities were small
men of eminent virtue were few. Further they were
made Kings because they were benefactors, and bene-
fits can only be bestowed by good men. But when
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many persons of equal merit arose, no longer en-
during the pre-eminance of one, they desired a
commonwealth and set up a constitution. The
ruling class soon deteriorated and enriched them-
selves out of the public treasury, riches became
the path to honor, so oligarchies naturally grew
up. These passed into tyrannies and tyrannies
into democracies. . . (5, p. 75).

There is no consistency in Aristotle's theory of change;

he had no clear concept of Progress. It is possible that he

had a concept of relative improvement within a given society;

however, this cannot be demonstrated satisfactorily.

The last thinker in the ancient world with which this

study will concern itself is St. Augustine (354-430 A.D.),

who is extremely important to this history, not just because

he was the most influential writer among theChurch fathers,

but also because if indeed there is an Idea of Progress in

the body of thought left to us by Antiquity, it is probably

found in the writings of Augustine. To be sure, it must be

said that Augustine made a number of major contributions to

the Idea of Progress, but whether he arrived at the total

synthesis of concepts which constitute a fully-realized

Idea of Progress is still questionable.

To repeat an earlier point, an Idea of Progress is

incongruent with a number of ideas held by the Church. The

belief in an eschatology is not compatible with the Idea of

Progress; another problem, which Bury points out, is that

Augustine's theory "does not postulate a further development

of human history on earth. For Augustine, as for any
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medieval believer, the course of history would be satisfac-

torily complete if the world came to an end in his own

lifetime" (3, p. 71). Humanity only endures until the Deity

has completed gathering in all those who are predestined to

be saved. Thus, Humanity does not develop naturally, it

develops as "a series of events ordered by divine inter-

vention and revelations" (3, p. 21). If God were to fail to

take part in directing mankind's development, the race most

assuredly would have gone astray. Bury makes a distinction

here between a doctrine of providence and an Idea of Progress

(3, p. 21). As stated earlier, the difference between the

two is one of incongruous first principles, although the

second principles are quite similar.

To list a third Church principle, the doctrine of

original sin precludes the moral progress of mankind. Since

all individuals are born in sin and thus worthy of punishment,

an advancement of mankind, as opposed to the glorification

of individuals predestined to be saved, is not possible.

Fourth, Augustine contradicts himself in his view of

time. In the Confessions he postulates a subjective theory

of time; therefore, time is held to be an imposed structure

by which the present is ordered. The past and the future can

exist only in the present, since the former two categories

are never actually experienced. Humans, therefore, only

have a conception of post-present, present, and future-

present. A subjective theory of time cannot logically
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coexist with an Idea of Progress, in which time must be

assumed to be objective. Augustine contradicts his subjective

theory of time in The City of God where he presents time as

objective. He must do so if he is to be able to justify the

series of events presented in the Bible. Time in this case

is rectilinear. Which should then be considered the correct

thesis to accept in the analysis of his thought? This

question is unanswerable. For these reasons, Augustine's

role as a theorist of Progress must be questioned. In this

study, the thesis that he is not a theorist of Progress will

be maintained because he does not seem to have all of the

necessary propositions synthesized into a working whole.

To say that Augustine did not make any contributions to

the Idea of Progress is quite erroneous, however, for indeed

he contributed more to the Idea than any philosopher before

him, and more than any philosophers for a thousand years

after him. First, Augustine was the first to offer a refu-

tation of the classical theory of change. Augustine claimed

that a theory of cycles was impossible "for once Christ died

for our sins; and rising from the dead, He dieth no more"

(5, p. 116). A man has to die only once, and his soul is

thereafter judged for all eternity. If indeed there were

cycles everything would continually recur; Christ would be

martyred again, Plato would teach in his academy again, and

so on. Augustine has probably misinterpreted the philosophers
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who use the theory of cycles. As Edelstein shows, the

assumption behind the theory of cycles is that the same

kind of events will repeatedly happen, not the exact same

events (4, p. xxi); therefore, Augustine's refutation is a

poor one. Its importance, however, was as a movement toward

a conception of time which would be far more conducive to

preparing the intellectual environment of the West for an

Idea of Progress.

Augustine's second contribution of paramount importance

was his postulation of an analogy in which the education of

an individual is compared to that of the human race. As an

individual grows older, he gains greater wisdom through more

experience; the same is true for mankind. With each gener-

ation, mankind gains more experience, and thus grows wiser.

Augustine here offers an argument to aid in demonstrating

the amelioration of mankind as it develops in time. This

proposition certainly implies the concept of history as an

unfolding process. Augustine expresses it this way:

The education of the human race, represented by
the people of God, has advanced, like that of an
individual, through certain epochs, or, as it were,
ages, so that it might gradually rise from earthly
to heavenly things, and from the visible to the
invisible (5, p. 113).

This idea was revived in the Modern Period by many of the

philosophers of Progress, such as Fontenelle (7, p. 61), and

used to demonstrate the modern case for Progress.
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Third, and of just as great importance, is Augustine's

use of the correct unit of analysis. Instead of imitating

his predecessors, and using society or the state as a unit

of analysis, Augustine uses Humanity. This major change can

be attributed to him alone, since most philosophers prior to

him were far too ethnocentric to have thought of mankind as

a single unit.

Also, unlike others before him, Augustine states his

theory of improvement in more concrete terms. He says that

the pessimist's words are folly, and when one looks at all of

man's creations this is indisputable. Man's rational nature

has enabled him to do so many things which Augustine begins

to list in The City of God.

What wonderful--one might say stupefying--
advances has human industry made in the arts
of weaving and building, of agriculture and
navigation!. . . What wonderful spectacles
are exhibited in the theaters. . . . And for
injury of men, also, how many kinds of poisons,
weapons, engines of destruction, have been in-
vented, while for the preservation and
restoration of health the appliances and reme-
dies are infinite. . . . To express and gain
entrance for thoughts what a multitude and
variety of signs there are, among which
speaking and writing hold the first place. .
how many musical instruments and strains of har-
mony have been devised! What skill has been
attained in measure and number. . . (5, p. 123).

It might be argued that some of the artifacts listed, such

as war engines, weapons, etc., are contrary to an Idea of

Progress, This is not true considering the social context.
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slave economy. Augustine was not a twentieth century man.

Finally, Augustine gives a detailed outline of the

stages in the history of man (7, p. 65). One division is

simply history before and after Christ. Another three-part

division consisting of mankind's "youth," "manhood," and

"old age" covers everything from Adam to the Roman decline.

This latter theory, consisting of six stages, is of the

greatest interest to scholars of Progress. Nisbet describes

the development as follows:

The first epoch reaches from Adam to Noah, with
mankind occupied primarily by satisfaction of
basic material needs; the second stretches from
Noah to Abraham, and it is during this epoch,
Augustine tells us, that. the rise and prolifer-
ation of languages and identifiable peoples took
place; the third age, beginning with Abraham
represents the liberation of mankind from 'youth'
and entrance into 'maturity,' and concludes with
David; the fourth epoch goes from David to the
Babylonian Captivity; the fifth goes from the
capitivity to the appearance of Christ, and a
sixth age begins with Christ and continues to a
time that Augustine refuses to predict (7, p. 65).

This idea of a universal history of mankind, as opposed

to a given society, divided into necessary epochs is a major

contribution to the Idea of Progress; however, it also pro-

vides counterevidence to the claim made by Nisbet that

Augustine is a theorist of Progress. Augustine makes no

predictions about the future in this system; he believes

that it is not for anyone to know what the future will bring

(7, p. 65). As Bury says it seems that God is just collecting

46
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the last souls worthy of redemption, and that if the world

were to have been soon destroyed, Augustine would not have been

surprised. Nisbet chooses to overlook these implications.

Bury is also too harsh in his judgements on Augustine, as

Sklair (8, p. 9) claims, for Augustine's work is neither

anti-progressive, nor shows that he had no conception of

Progress at all; it was only incomplete. To be sure,

Augustine is of major importance in the history of the Idea

due to the major contributions that he made to its development.

Augustine's ideas on social change persisted for many

centuries. Not until the Early Modern Period (1512-1690)

were some old ideas revived and new ones added. Machiavelli

(1469-1527), often considered one of the first modern men,

accepted a notion of history as cyclical. Not that

Machiavelli was a supporter of eternal recurrence; he merely

believed that given man's nature, and the proof offered by

history, the same kind of events would endlessly repeat them-

selves. The fundamental assumption underlying this theory

is that societies are in constant flux; nothing in the mate-

rial world is static. Therefore, a civilization is either

ascending or declining; it cannot remain at one level of

development. Any form of social organization can only per-

sist for a brief time. Machiavelli agrees with the ancients

that a constitution should be written by an inspired leader

and left untouched until the point of decline. To aid in

suppressing tendencies toward change the inspired legislator
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should use institutions such as law and religion. Since

decline occurs eventually, time is once again considered an

enemy. Although Machiavelli recommends studying history to

delay the effects of time, this is only a temporary solution.

The cycle has a blind drive which he labels fortune; it

keeps a society ascending for longer than it should or in-

stantly destroys it before its time. There is no room for

a teleology in this system. Bury notes, such a theory

"excluded any conception of a satisfactory social order

gradually emerging by the impersonal work of successive

generations, adapting their institutions to their own

changing needs and aspirations" (3, p. 32).

Fortunately for those studying the history of the Idea

of Progress, there seems to be, as with Machiavelli, little

disagreement over the role of Bodin (1530-1596) in the

development of the Idea. Bodin is considered one of the

first to revive ideas that would later contribute to the

Idea of Progress; he also contributed an idea essential to

the foundation of that Idea. Thus, the most conservative

historian, Bury (3, p. 43), sees him on the "threshold" of

the Idea, while the most adventurous historian, Nisbet

(7, p. 119), offers a complementary thesis, that Bodin is

a "morning star" in the history of the Idea of Progress. At

least five reasons argue for considering Bodin a contributor

to a notion of Progress; Nisbet offers a possible sixth, but

his evidence seem insufficient.
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The first and second reasons are that Bodin rejects both

an idea of unilinear decline and the idea of a Golden Age

(3, pp. 37-39). He finds it absurd to say that man is be-

coming less moral, less intelligent,or less creative.

According to Bodin there is no evidence for these conjec-

tures. He also countered the ancient theory (revived by

Machiavelli) that nature had exhausted itself and could no

longer produce men with minds equal to those men of the

Golden Age. Bodin claimed instead that nature's powers are

uniform and consistent throughout time, so that at any given

time, the men and conditions thought to have existed in the

Golden Age could be reproduced. The idea of nature's uni-

formity, once it was demonstrated by Descartes, gave later

philosophers of the period some of the arguments they needed

to win The Quarrel between the Ancients and the Moderns.

Third, Bodin recognizes Progress occurring since the

past (3, p. 39). He believed that the modern era had in-

ventions which rivaled those of mankind in the past,

particularly the ancients. The moderns had a compass which

permitted more efficient navigation, and which eventually

led to the circumnavigation of the globe; they had gun powder

and,most importantly, they had the invention of printing.

Progress had not just been made in terms of knowledge, but

also in terms of morals (7, p. 122); for example, there were

no more gladiatorial spectacles; human mutilation was now no

longer cause for enjoyment (3, p. 41). Bodin's theme, which
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he was the first to state, is that the moderns were superior

in many ways to the ancients. Bodin believed that the

ancients should not be idealized and worshipped, for they

were no better, and in many ways inferior, to the moderns.

The general acceptance of this belief was essential to the

successful rise and establishment of the Idea of Progress.

At this point, problems begin in the interpretation of

Bodin. Bury (3, p. 41) says that Bodin never inferred from

the above arguments that the future would hold just as many

new inventions and remarkable discoveries which would make

the moderns increasingly superior to the ancients with each

generation. The absence of this inference alone would stop

Bodin from being considered a philosopher of Progress.

Nisbet (7, p. 123), on the other hand, argues that Bodin saw

cycles of decline and generation, with each cycle being

superior to the last, thus giving a spiral theory of Progress.

This is fairly congruent with Bury thus far; however, Nisbet

goes on to say that Bodin conjectures that the spiral will

continue into the future. Since Bodin, by Nisbet's admis-

sion, never speaks specifically about the future, how can

Bodin have made such a statement? It seems that Nisbet has

imposed on Bodin an inference which a modern reader could

easily make, but one which Bodin did not make. Because of

this mistake, the Bury thesis seems to be superior and,

thus, should be considered authoritative.
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A fourth reason linking Bodin with the Idea of Progress

is that he proposes an idea of universal history. Bodin

divides history into three epochs (3, p. 38); the first, in

which the peoples of Southeast Asia predominated, lasted

for about two thousand years; the second, in which the

Mediterranean peoples were pivotal, also lasted for about two

thousand years; and the third, in which the Northern peoples

overthrew the Roman Empire and became the leaders of civili-

zation. Each period is marked by a certain psychological

characteristic which typifies the nature of the civilization

(3, p. 38). Religion characterized the first period, prac-

tical sagacity the second, and inventiveness and warfare the

third. This study, though crude, is based in part on anthro-

pological and geographical considerations, and was thus a

new step forward in universal history.

Last contained in the idea of universal history is the

idea that development in history is seen in terms of mankind

and not in terms of societies. Bodin did see certain civili-

zations, such as the Greek or -Roman, as dominant; however,

not just these civilizations were improving. All of mankind

is moving within the cycle, even if not all mankind is par-

ticipating as fully as other parts. The reinforcement of

the idea that mankind is improving is essential to a fully-

realized Idea of Progress, since it is a fundamental

assumption of the concept. For all of these reasons, Bodin
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can be seen as an important contributor to the Idea of

Progress. However, he includes principles in his thought

which are inconsistent with the Idea.

He makes no predictions about the future. Bodin's

theories of improvement are limited to the past. He also

is a mystic. In his history of the races, some of his

conclusions are reached through the use of astrology, despite

his knowledge of Petrach and the other humanists who dis-

credited its use. His historical speculations are often

influenced by numerology. For example, he believed the

length of famous men's lives could be expressed by the powers

of seven or nine or by the products of these numbers (3,

p. 42). He carefully avoided fatalism, so that if these

occult speculations--which do not affect his more scientific

or secular work--are dismissed, his importance in the history

of the Idea of Progress remains. However, a fully-realized

Idea of Progress cannot emerge without the firm and exclusive

belief that the universe is ordered by nature's laws, one

of which is the law of Progress. Probably these beliefs in

the occult held Bodin back from being the first to give a

modern definition of Progress.

The consensus of scholars on the status of the Idea of

Progress in the Early Modern Period also applies to the

works of Bacon (1561-1626). Bacon, while lacking a complete

concept of Progress, contributed like Bodin to the Idea's

development. Bacon aided in perpetuating attitudes which

allowed for the emergence of a theory of Progress.
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Bacon was extremely aware of the fact that it was time

to break with the past (3, p. 50). Antiquity,idealized by

the Humanists, needed to be discarded as a model, for it only

offered thinkers continued stagnation in knowledge, particu-

larly in the mechanical arts. The basis of this idea can be

found in Bacon's theory of knowledge. Bacon suggested that

the end of knowledge is utility (3, p. 51). Knowledge must

have some concrete application to be anything other than

speculative opinion. To Bacon, the ancients completely

failed to advance knowledge except by collecting numerous

opinions and a number of mythologies which have little or

no utility. The ancients failed to progress in the mechanical

arts because they had no proper method for gaining knowledge.

They wasted time making deductions from a priori principles,

and then basing their knowledge on these deductions. Bacon,

on the other hand, claimed that the only method of seeking

knowledge that is worthy of use is the experimental method.

Knowledge is collected by stating a hypothesis, observing the

phenomenon about which the hypothesis is stated, comparing

the observations with the hypothesis and then, if there are

no contradictions between the empirical data and the statement

of relationship between variables, the hypothesis may be

generally accepted and applied. Once Bacon's method of study

is understood, it is clear why he thought the moderns rivaled

the ancients in terms of knowledge. Accumulation of know-

ledge is based on experience. Over time the probability is
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increased that more will be learned through experience. The

moderns had more time to acquire experience, and thus know-

ledge, than had the ancients. On this idea, first proposed

by Augustine, Bacon based his argument for modern superiority.

Bacon continues Augustine's analogy by saying that it is

really the moderns who represent Antiquity; the Greeks and

Romans represent mankind in its youth (3, p. 54), and the

added maturity of the West has yielded such inventions as the

printing press, the compass, and gun powder. Truth is thus

the child of time; authority only blinds one to the knowledge

that experience puts before one.

In addition to his attack on the authority of the

ancients, Bacon's idea that greater understanding comes with

experience suggests another idea, which is conducive to the

emergence of an Idea of Progress. Since the end of knowledge

is utility, the practicality of knowledge is demonstrated if

it extends man's control over nature, thereby increasing the

relative degree of comfort within his environment and in-

creasing the general happiness of mankind. This thought

has intense secular overtones because it implies that mate-

rial prosperity is an end of itself (3, p. 59). An idea

such as this would have little importance in a mystical

system, where such improvement would be seen as fleeting

and probably illusory. Further, ideas which-distract from

thoughts of the other world and spiritual progress are false.

A theologian, such as Augustine, could never accept Bacon's
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belief and would dismiss it as the devil's work spread only

to confuse those of weak faith. Bacon was a devout Christian

and religious concepts often slip into his work. The above

implication should not be exaggerated, because it is ques-

tionable whether Bacon realized that such an implication

was contained in his thought.

Another way that Bacon helped perpetuate attitudes con-

ducive to the emergence of an Idea of Progress also was by

speaking out against the idea of returns. Bacon thought that

the belief in continual rise, stagnation, and decline of

civilizations, in which no advancement in any area is made,

was one of the main hindrances to the progress of knowledge

because it created frustration and despair among mankind.

While advancement in knowledge is by no means steady and con-

tinuous, to say that it does not exist is erroneous. The

problem up to Bacon's time had been that man did not have a

proper understanding of what needed to be done (i.e.,

improve the mechanical arts) or how to do it (i.e., through

the use of the experimental method), so that much time was

wasted on doing things that did not need to be done.

Although Bacon criticizes his predecessors in a benevolent

way, and encourages an optimistic view when looking at the

present and past, he never offers a refutation of the doctrine

of returns. He does chip at the doctrine in his firm belief

that the errors of the past have been corrected.
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For Bacon, knowledge advanced in a unilinear pattern.

Like Bodin, he divided the history of civilization into three

epochs; however, he did not see them as moving in cycles.

The first epoch, Antiquity, includes all the civilizations

before the Greeks. It was during this period that the most

useful inventions were discovered. It was this period that

truly developed the basis for civilization. The second

epoch has two sections, the Greek and the Roman. During

small parts of this second epoch, there was great advancement

in learning with the exception of the natural sciences.

However, during most of this period, nothing happened of

importance in the advancement of knowledge. The third epoch,

modern history, was also unfruitful except for the sixteenth

and fifteenth centuries. This period had one great advantage

--all the knowledge of the height of the Classical Period

was known thus giving a foundation for law and rhetoric. In

a way, this was a hindrance as well as an advantage, since

the form of study used in classic times and inherited by the

medieval theologians was one of contemplation and faith in

authority. Not until this method was thrust aside could

the "Modern Period" advance.

Bacon's theories of the advancement of knowledge do not

constitute a theory of Progress, however. Advancement in

knowledge even if coupled with material progress is insuf-

ficient. Bacon seems to have no conception of moral or

social progress. Not all areas which should advance
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simultaneously, at relatively equal rates, are covered in

Bacon's theory. He mentions the future, but advancement

in the future is indefinite; continued advancement in

science and the mechanical arts is uncertain. Indeed,

there is "every hope of steady progress," but nothing more

than this. Since he believes that mankind is in its "old

age," little time could be left in which Humanity can

advance. For these reasons, Bury (3, p. 58), Nisbet (7,

p. 112), Sklair (8, p. 12) and others invite agreement when

they say that Bacon lacks a complete definition of Progress.

Descartes' (1596-1650) place in the history of the Idea

of Progress i.s an ambiguous one. He was not a social

philosopher, and he never explicitly spoke about Progress or

its structure. However, Descartes did help lay the foundation

for the Idea of Progress in two ways: he suggested ideas

which helped to increase the secular spirit of the Enlighten-

ment, and he helped solidify the belief that science could

advance indefinitely while moral and material progress

followed its lead (3, p. 67). Bury correctly states that

Progress developed in the atmosphere of the Cartesian spirit

(3, p. 65). As Bodin and Bacon show, a belief that the

ancients should not be idealized was nothing new, but

Descartes chose the ancients' philosophy as his special

object of contempt.

Descartes' argument in Discourses on Method supplied a

background for the refutation of the theory of the
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degeneration of nature. Descartes showed that nature is con-

sistent in its patterns. The laws which guide its development

are absolute and do not change with time. Thus, nature does

not degenerate; great minds, like other natural products,

should come into being continually and not be limited to one

period of history. (The existence of absolute uniformities

in nature had other implications, most significantly for the

permanence of scientific knowledge--theories in science,

once demonstrated to be correct, would remain so forever.)

Descartes questioned whether any great scientific minds were

produced in the Classical Period. Aristotle's principles had

been accepted for centuries without yielding a single new

invention. To be valuable, an epistemology must have utility,

an element missing from Classical theories of knowledge. The

burden of useless knowledge from the past, which so much

hindered the advance of science, needed to be completely dis-

carded and forgotten, Descartes believed. This revolution,

begun by Bacon and Descartes, rapidly began to spread to

other fields.-

Descartes' methodology also represented a break with the

past. His method begins by doubting everything until reaching

something which cannot be doubted; this is the doubter,

according to Descartes. Ideas are then developed with the

self as the basis. The second rule of the method is to

break down propositions into their simplest form. Letting

reason be the guide, one starts with these simple
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propositions and works toward the more complex. An idea may

be considered true if it can be seen "clearly and distinctly."

The idealization of reason as the supreme arbiter of truth

dates from the publication of these ideas and continued

through the Enlightenment. Secularism was encouraged,

since faith was no longer considered essential, and knowledge

became more accessible. Anyone could use Descartes' method

without years of study and rigorous training in the scholastic

systems, the art of rhetoric, and the heritage of Classical

lore. This was the final and decisive break with the past.

The Enlightenment philosopher did not need to depend on the

past for his discoveries; he could only look to the future.

The content of Descartes' philosophy was antagonistic

to the Idea of Progress, although he contributed so much to

the reasoning for the acceptance of the Idea. Since the

material world consisted only of appearance and was thus the

subject of doubt, it was devoid of reality. Mankind did not

seem to be heading toward any kind of end. Nisbet summarizes

it well:

Any thought of such belief (Progress) in Descartes
is clearly absurd, given his contempt for, his
renunciation of, all.that had ever been learned
in the past, his conviction that the sole reality
worth knowing is reachable only by the individual
mind preoccupied by its own precepts and concepts.
Descartes condemned all that lies outside us to the
realm of mere appearance or even illusion, and by
this he dismissed any thought of a belief in prog-
ress that involved necessary growth of knowledge
through. the past, the present, and into the future,
that involved either the arts and sciences or the
advancing welfare of mankind (7, p. 117).
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Nisbet points out numerous problems with connecting

Descartes to the Idea of Progress. The belief that the

pattern of advancement of social phenomena is not unilinear

is one; another is the placement of emphasis on the individual

rather than on mankind, implying disregard for a belief in

macro-level phenomena. A third drawback is the insignificant

role played by time, even in the concept of individual

advancement.

As the influence of Cartesian thought swept through

Europe, the modern Idea of Progress began to take form. The

acceptance of principles suggested by Bodin, Bacon, and

Descartes furnished the preliminary conditions for the con-

cept. Among these conditions was the idea that nature is

inherently orderly; nature was no longer viewed as a chaotic

mass needing to be organized by a deity. The Enlightenment

philosophers believed that laws inherent in nature allowed

one to make predictions about the behavior of natural

phenomena. This predictive power, assumed also to extend

to the realm of social phenomena, enabled mankind to plan for

the future, and thus brought its destiny within its own

control.

The second condition favorable to the development of the

Idea of Progress was the denial of the doctrine of providence.

Such a denial naturally follows from the discovery of nature's

predictability. The doctrine of providence is often confused

with the Idea of Progress because they share some assumptions.
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Providence lacks the emphasis on the future which Progress

has, and usually only applies to a select few individuals.

To be sure, if mankind is to be seen as moving in an ever-

forward and ever-desirable direction, such a doctrine cannot

be accepted. A mechanically determined universe, governed

by natural laws, precludes all mystical conceptions of a

deity organizing the world. After the publication of Newton's

laws, this ceased to be a priori belief and became a demon-

strable proposition. Except as a possible first cause, God

no longer controlled the universe.

The challenge now facing modern man was how to control

nature. If man could control nature and bring it under his

power, he would then be the controller of the universe;

he would again be at its very center. Bacon's contribution

on this point is undeniable, for it was he who first postu-

lated that Humanity must overcome nature and increase its

own comfort and happiness by doing so. Implicit in this

idea is the third condition for an Idea of Progress to emerge:

that everyday secular life has value. Doing God's work was

no longer the only valuable effort. As good or possibly

better was to work for the greater good for mankind. That

provided a more concrete reason for existence, and encouraged

optimism among the philosophers of the Enlightenment.

After an understanding of the orderliness of nature and

the dismissal of mystical explanations of phenomena was

established, the fourth condition for the emergence of the
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Idea of Progress could appear--the realization that natural

laws govern social phenomena. The rationale leading to this

discovery went as follows: If man had been mistaken in his

belief in the myth of a City of God, and was actually not a

part of the City, then he must be a part of nature. According

to the principle that holds nature to be an orderly system

governed by laws, man also must be subject to those laws.

With the realization that social phenomena are predictable,

since they are controlled by natural laws, philosophers

began searching for evidence of the law or laws.

As faith and spiritual authority began to crumble, a

new secular authority was required to provide an epistemo-

logical basis for the founding of laws. Two secular

authorities have been mentioned--Bacon's scientific method

and Descartes deductive method. The scientific method is

based on observation as the superior method for deriving

practical knowledge. Many philosophers of the late Modern

Period accepted this method and used it to try to validate

their theories. Descartes' method used reason and deduction.

Regardless of which method was accepted, both represented a

secular authority now directly available to any who cared to

use them. Knowledge was a privilege of man and not limited

to God; with this knowledge man could continually advance.

In this manner the fifth condition for an Idea of Progress,

the need for secular authority, was fulfilled.
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The five conditions listed above were also the basis for

the secularism which was to become the mark of the Modern

Period. Having successfully destroyed Augustine's City

of God, the early moderns began to lay a foundation for

something completely new.

A sixth condition, denial of classical scholars'

authority, was indicated by the assaults of Bodin, Bacon,

and especially Descartes on the classical "idols." The

theory of nature's decay was falsified by the discovery of

consistency in the laws of nature, and by the belief that

great minds could occur in every age, if nature could create

them once.

A final condition, the firm belief that mankind was

advancing, depended for its proof on one of the only re-

maining ideas of Augustine (the belief that this advance

would continue indefinitely had yet to come, but lay in the

immediate future). This proof was the analogy between the

growth in wisdom as an individual ages,..and mankind's

accumulation of wisdom with the passing of centuries. Pascal

commented on this analogy, and contributed to its verity,

when he stated that in order for modern men to advance beyond

the ancients, the moderns need add only the smallest amount

to what is already known; this indeed had been done (3,

pp. 68-69).

Becker and Sklair (8, p. 23) argue that the Idea of

Progress is in fact not new, but a modern remodeling of
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Augustine's Heavenly City. Carl Becker, in his book The

Heavenly City of the Eighteenth Century claims:

. . . the underlying preconceptions of the
eighteenth century thought were still, allow-
ance made for important alterations in the
basis, essentially the same as those of the
thirteenth century. . . . The Philosophes
demolished the Heavenly City of St. Augustine
only to rebuild it with more up-to-date
materials (8, p. 23).

He argues further that the moderns, having destroyed

Augustine's City, found their lives devoid of purpose. To

justify their existence they returned to theological justi-

fications presented in a modern guise. The Idea of Progress

is considered to be one of their pseudo-theological justi-

fications. Using Diderot for evidence, Becker and Sklair

(8, pp. 23-24) claim that the notion of posterity played a

role similar to that of the heavenly reward in religious

philosophy. This is a false analogy, since the rewards

offered by the two systems are in no way equal and the two

systems use different units of analysis.

In Augustine's system, one must endure the trials of

temptation in the earthly city. The struggles of temptation

seem harsh, but are relatively brief in comparison with the

eternal heavenly reward granted to those who follow God's

word. In contrast, the secular reward of posterity attached

to work done in the name of Progress is vicarious and in-

direct. Posterity is just the knowledge that one has helped

advance Humanity and made possible a better life for future
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generations. While this belief gives life purpose and gives

integrity to hard work done on the behalf of mankind, it

is scarcely analogous to the heavenly reward of religious

philosophies. The religious person works for a direct and

personal reward, but the secular person works for something

he will never experience, let alone enjoy.

The emphasis on the individual and his behavior

distinguishes the religious reward from the impersonal reward

of secularism. The individual may offend or please God,

and thereby lose or win his reward according to how he

handles his personal responsibility to the deity. Posterity

does not insure that the person who works for the good of

mankind will benefit, that his family will benefit, or that

he can even be sure of having done some good. The relation-

ship between the secular person and mankind is extremely

one-sided and impersonal, one which the person must firmly

believe in, but one in which the good which may or may not

be achieved is on such a macro-level, or undiscernible in

scope, in time, and in effects that it cannot be personally

experienced.

It can be concluded that the heavenly reward and the

notion of posterity contained in the Idea of Progress are

not alike, except that they help give life meaning for the

individual. The meaning alone is insufficient to constitute

a theological underpinning. In terms of the Idea of Progress,

the essential differences between the secular and the
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theological world views are apparent in the work of Pascal

(1623-1662). In his early years (before 1654), Pascal was

a Cartesian rationalist. Like other scholars of his time,

he was a proponent of the idea that knowledge was continually

advancing. Man knew more in the Modern Period than he had

ever known before. Consequently, Pascal believed the moderns

to be superior to the ancients and supported his belief with

the analogy of the individual and mankind both gaining wisdom

through experience. Like Descartes, he justified contempt

for the ancients by saying that it was fair to disdain them,

for the ancients had considered themselves superior to their

own predecessors. Pascal also believed in the superiority

of reason over faith and authority. Reason would discover

the secrets of nature, just as it was reason that would lift

the moderns above the ancients. While Pascal was optimistic

about the present and the future, he lacked a complete notion

of Progress. He was chiefly an advocate of the philosophy

of Descartes in France.

In 1654, Pascal converted to Jansenism, a Puritan-like

Catholic sect based on the ideas of Jansenius, who maintained

that

there can be no compromise with the world;
that casuistry is incompatible with morality
[this was mainly an attack on the works of the
Jesuits who had wanted to create a compromise
between the spiritual and secular, and in order
to achieve this goal were flooding the world with
casuistic literature]; man is naturally corrupt;
and in his most.virtuous acts some corruption is
present (3, p. 70).
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During the reign of Louis XIV much of France followed this

doctrine, which was popular although it was not necessarily

the chosen doctrine of intellectuals. With Pascal's con-

version, and the publication of his books in defense of

Jansenism, the movement grew stronger. Pascal soon realized

that the Jansenists' real rival was not so much the casuistry

of the Jesuits as it was Cartesianism. He fiercely attacked

the rationalist school for which he had once been a spokesman

in his Pensees. In this work Pascal ridicules the authority

of reason, shows that there is no absolute knowledge, and

presents a skeptic's argument which would not be accepted until

after the publication of Hume's work. The advancement of

science comes under attack as does the possibility of social

progress. His view was now a pessimistic one concerned with

the corrupt nature of man and of original sin. Man's only

goal on this earth is to prepare for death, according to

Pascal. All of these ideas are quite contradictory to an

Idea of Progress.

By 1680, Jansenism began to decline. Cartesianism pre-

vailed- since its one strong opponent was on the wane. In

this surge of secularism at the close of the seventeenth

century, the Idea of Progress was ascendent.

In these final decades of the seventeenth century,

Fontenelle (1657-1757), a follower of Cartesianism, formu-

lated the Idea of Progress in knowledge. His formulation

should not be seen as pivotal in the development of the Idea
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of Progress since a complete theory of the advancement of

knowledge is not a general theory of Progress. However,

Fontenelle's contribution to the development of the Idea

should not be disregarded, since his theory was later

elaborated upon to develop a general theory of Progress.

Fontenelle (3, pp. 98-113), strongly influenced by

Descartes, felt it necessary to once again attack the

ancients and those who held the ancients to be authority.

The target of his attack was the theory of the degeneration

of nature. Out of this polemic came his notion of the

advancement of knowledge. Fontenelle argued by extrapo-

lating from the assumption that the ancients were superior

to the moderns and that nature had degenerated since classical

times; if so, then ancient trees must have been superior to

modern trees, and ancient lions must have been superior to

modern lions, and so on. Since no proof whatsoever existed

for such an assumption, Fontenelle rejected it.

According to Fontenelle, the ancients should not be

worshipped because they were first to realize certain ideas.

Had the modern men been born in ancient times, they would

have accomplished the same intellectual feats. On the other

hand, the ancients, had they been born in modern times,

would have accomplished what was being accomplished at that

time. The ancients' authority'in the modern world was a

hindrance to continued advancement. According to Fontenelle
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if Cartesianism were to become a similar, tyrannical authority,

it would be just as bad.

Five points of interest, which remained undiscovered so

far but that are crucial to the Idea of Progress, are con-

tained in Fontenelle's thought. The first to consider is the

idea that progress in knowledge is certain. This is implicit

in his theory that the ancients could have done what the

moderns did and vice-versa; that is, advancement in knowledge

in general is independent of unique individual performance.

Progress does not have to wait for a superenlightened person,

such as Plato, to formulate his theories, because in the

absence of a Plato someone else would have developed the same

ideas. Fontenelle opposed any form of a "great man" theory.

Progress in knowledge, he thought, is an autonomous macro-

level process, another key assumption in the definition of

Progress from Chapter One.

Fontenelle used the individual-race analogy of Augustine

to prove this idea, but with one very important modification

that was crucial to the development of the Idea of Progress.

Like his predecessors, Fontenelle believed that the knowledge

gained by mankind in general, much like that gained by the

individual mind, grew with experience. However, division of

this "life" into youth, maturity, and old age was unnecessary,

for this implied that the advancement of knowledge was a

finite process thus having a period of future decline. As

he had already shown, nature does not decline; therefore,
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mankind's knowledge will continually become more mature, not

old. (This shortcoming was one reason why Augustine was

prevented from having a complete Idea of Progress.) With

this modification, Fontenelle became the first to apply a

theory of Progress in knowledge to the future. Advancement

would continue indefinitely; there would be no final age (which

thinkers before Fontenelle usually assumed was the present).

Fontenelle had a sense of objective time which was unilinear

in form and stretched from the past to the future. Thus, his

theory of the advancement of knowledge was complete.

Fontenelle lacked a complete general theory of Progress

because he had no conception of social reform or economic

improvement, and because of his theory of human nature. In

his writings the woes of society are never discussed in a

manner which suggests the need for a cure, let alone the

future possibility of their solution. Social problems were

only subjects on which he could exercise his wit. His

theory of human nature was that, at any given time, only a

handful of men exist who are intelligent enough to lead the

academic world and capable of making scientific contributions

to society. These men are guided by reason, whereas the

typical man is directed by his passions, especially by the

lust for power. Since nature does not change, this will

remain the case and wars and other miseries will continue to

occur. The complexity of civilization cannot change this

state of affairs, because the control exercised by society
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and by all social refinements is superficial. These beliefs

prevented Fontenelle from developing a general Idea of

Progress.

The seventeenth century was not ready for the emergence

of the Idea of Progress, since there was not yet enough con-

cern with many common social and political problems. In the

eighteenth century, however, the world saw great increases

in knowledge and in the mechanical arts at rates hitherto

unknown. A general theory was needed which could organize

these changes into ideal form. At the same time, the great

social injustices and severe political oppression which were

still prevalent in Europe came to scholars' attention. They

began to wonder, what good was all the advancement in know-

ledge and mechanics if it did not contribute to the

qualitative improvement of human life? In this spirit began

the push for social reform, and as the literature on social

reform proliferated, the Idea of Progress took on complete

form.

An eighteenth century writer, the Abbe de Saint-Pierre,

postulated some principles which Bury claims made him the

creator of the Idea of Progress as a general theory (3,

p. 128). Though mainly concerned with creation of political

plans for establishing eternal peace by the maintenance of

the status-quo in Europe, thereby allowing the West to

progress at a higher rate, Saint-Pierre also applied a

principle of Progress to the history and future of mankind.
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This principle operated to advance morals, knowledge,

economics, and social reform; however, "his theories are

buried in his multitudinous projects" (3, p. 111). Thus,

his formulation of the Idea of Progress is very inadequately

synthesized. Credit for the first complete Idea of Progress,

by the agreement of most scholars from Condorcet to Sklair

(8, p. 18), should go to Anne Robert Jaques Turgot (1727-

1781).

The complete assumption structure of the general Idea

of Progress is contained in Turgot's fragmentary work,

Discourses on Universal History, but the ideas were dissem-

inated through two lectures given by Turgot in 1750. While

it seems fair to assume that Turgot did have a concept of

a future continuation of present Progress, rather than a

final stage of mankind, his stance on this point is uncertain.

As a historian, he was very concerned with past times up to

the present, but he had no predictions for the future--

something essential to a complete Idea of Progress. The as-

sumption of a future is implicit in his ideas, because it

would only follow that Progress, if it has existed in the

past and is an unchanging' element of nature, will also exist

in the future. He never says or implies that mankind is in

the final stage of history or that it can no longer progress,

so that there are reasonable grounds for assuming that he

did have a concept of the future linked to the pattern of

the past in regard to Progress.
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Turgot saw mankind as developing in. a unilinear pattern

continually moving forward, with one epoch determining the

next. A society may decline, but mankind in general does not

regress. The speed at which mankind develops can and does

change from epoch to epoch, but the forward movement is

continuous; it never stagnates. Turgot argues against those

social philosophers who thought that stagnation was possible

and who gave the Medieval Period as a period of this stag-

nation. Turgot admits that the advance in the Medieval

Period was much slower than in the Ancient Period, but that

no "backsliding" occurred. All of the knowledge of the

Ancient Period was retained and augmented by advancements in

"the mechanical arts, in some of the habits in civil life

and in commerce" (3, p. 156). Christianity greatly aided in

bringing about these improvements; it was not the great

impediment which so many claimed it to have been.

Of the greatest importance was the fact that Turgot

saw the advancement of economics, politics, ethics, and

knowledge as being intertwined, moving forward together and

allowing mankind to improve its condition by giving it

greater control over nature. His theories of stages

illustrate this fact. His theory of progress in knowledge

(echoed by Comte some decades later) states that in early

history, man was unaware of the concept of "cause and

effect," and so believed that all things were created and

guided by invisible supernatural forces. In the second
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stage the discovery of metaphysics caused man to reject

fables and mythologies about Gods and Goddesses so that

he tried to explain nature in terms of essences and faculties.

In the later stage the scientific model was discovered, which

could be used to organize information and yield knowledge.

Turgot also had a theory of economic development (7,

p. 185). The three stages include hunting-pastoral society,

agrarian society, and commercial-urban society. Economic

growth in turn is dependent on the freedom of Humanity; Turgot

was very concerned with freedom and believed Christianity

led the world in heralding an ethic which opposed slavery.

Turgot saw the Medieval Period as ethically progressive,

since slaverywas abolished and women set free from pagan

bondage at that time. Turgot tied all the elements of the

Idea of Progress together and, therefore, was the first to

show how many social variables were interrelated.

Turgot's theories propose a stable continuous ordering

of societies (5, p. 16). Judging by his theory of economic

development, it seems that Turgot conceived of a general

evolution of society to which the principle of the division

of labor was central. Or in the case of the ideal aspects

of society, there is a movement from barbarism to refinement.

In any case, a fundamental assumption of the structure of

Progress is apparent; Turgot evidently believed that "the

simplest cultures were continuous with the earliest time, and

the most complex with the latest" (5, p. 16). He did not
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mean that no complex societies existed in Antiquity; he says

only that in general, the development of society follows

this pattern. There are and probably always will be exceptions

to this rule, but this criticism does not seem too harmful

to the assumption.

According to Turgot, Humanity's Progress is more than

certain--it is inevitable. Knowledge must progress as a

result of accumulated experience. For the same reason,

material advancement is also inevitable, an idea that

receives support from Turgot's belief that each stage is

determined by its predecessor. The causal chain which

links the stages is evidence of a strong historical deter-

minism in Turgot's work. On both the material and the ideal

levels, development is unilinear and historical.

Considering what has already been said, it seems

unquestionable that Turgot's theory of Progress applied to

the interpretation of macro-level social phenomena. The

title of his main work, Discourse on Universal History, makes

it obvious that Turgot was interested in the development of

mankind. He was quite aware that an argument proposing a

societal theory of Progress would meet with refutation

because of all the empirical counter examples which the

theory would need to explain. Only because his theory was

general and used an a priori concept of mankind or Humanity

could he begin to solve the theory's many problems, which

were not really developed until the late nineteenth century.
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It should be remarked that since mankind is the unit of

analysis, the Idea of Progress refers only to social phenomena.

All natural phenomena are excluded except when placed in a

social context.

Although Turgot paid "lip service" to the "sacred

books" (5, p. 243) and how they have enlightened man about

his genesis and about the creation of the universe, nothing

further of Biblical nature is entertained in Turgot's

thought. His theory of Progress was completely secular. It

seems that at best Turgot can be accused of deism, but he

cannot be accused of theism, or of defending Christianity,

except in a secular sense, such as when he states Christian

morals were pivotal in the freeing of the slaves in the

Medieval Period. As Nisbet puts it:

By general assent among historians, Turgot's
address is the first systematic, secular, and
naturalistic (apart from a couple of theoret-
ical flourishes at Providence) statement of the
'modern' idea of Progress (7, p. 180).

Turgot seems to realize that an Idea of Progress which

advocates the notion of a worldly life having integrity in

and of itself is antithetical to an idea of life as a prepar-

ation for divine judgement. For the Idea of Progress to

have any inherent meaning, it is necessary for it to be

devoid of all mystical overtones. As stated earlier, the

doctrine of providence is not synonymous with the Idea of

Progress.
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Turgot, like all advocates of the Idea of Progress, was

an optimist. Bury describes his optimism this way:

Thus while Turgot might have subscribed to
Voltaire's assertion that history is largely
'un ramas de crimes, de folies, et de malheurs,'
his view of the significance of man's suffering
is different and almost approaches the facile
optimism of Pope--'whatever is, is right'
(3, p. 156).

Even though Turgot believed that the condition of mankind

is perpetually the best it has ever been, this does not mean

that everything is perfect. The very fact that Humanity does

and will continue to progressively develop is evidence that

Turgot knew that there was always room for improvement.

Turgot undoutably saw much violence, injustice, and immo-

rality in the world, because all of this general conflict

had a place in his theory of Progress. Contrary to Descartes,

reason has not been supreme nor is it necessary for it to

be supreme in order for the condition of Humanity to develop

in a desirable direction. The general happiness of mankind

has never been a goal of action. Man is motivated by passion

and ambition. Thus, revolution and war (though their imme-

diate effects are bad) change things for the better, because

they push mankind onward, add new experiences, and force

mankind to learn from its mistakes. Advancement in knowledge

and in the division of labor proceeds because man learns by

trial and error. with conflict as the vehicle of change.

Many German social philosophers, such as Kant, Herder, and

Marx accepted this view in their explanations of change.
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Though Turgot might be overly optimistic for the contem-

porary scholar's taste, relative to some of his contemporaries

his views were not. too naive, since he in no way suggests

that the condition of mankind is perfect; he only suggests

that it is the best it could be.

Turgot made two additional assumptions necessary to a

complete Idea of Progress. Turgot saw the universe as

dynamic in nature, in constant flux except for the natural

laws which guide change. Turgot does believe in order, in

regard to process, as all philosophers of Progress must. All

absolutes are natural in Turgot's thought--there is no

distinction between the natural, changing world and that of

the absolute, as in Plato or Augustine. It is considered

possible to have the two in the same reality. In this way,

neither of the two has greater significance. Both the con-

tinqent and the constant must necessarily be understood,

and they both have equal integrity. Second, Turgot assumes

that time is an objective phenomenon, rather than subjective

as it was in Augustine or Kant. It is not one of the tools

of the mind which is necessary to organize appearance. It

is,instead, independent of man and has a natural existence.

Time is real in Turgot's theory.

It can now be seen that the assertion of so many scholars

that Turgot was the first philosopher to have a systematic

Idea of Progress iscorrect. To be sure, he understands,
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uses, and synthesizes all the assumptions of the Idea's

structure in a systematic whole, something which his prede-

cessors failed to do.

Turgot's theory of Progress inspired the young

Encyclopedist, Condorcet (1743-1794), both friend and

biographer of Turgot. There is very little difference in

the two men's work. However, Condorcet did not exercise

the caution of Turgot when he spoke of the Idea of Progress.

Condorcet was firmly convinced that the Progress of mankind

could not possibly be called into question. Because of

this belief, Condorcet willingly made predictions about

civilization in the future, and spoke about it at length--

something which Turgot was very hesitant to do. Condorcet

did not leave to inference any assumption fundamental to

the Idea of Progress.

Condorcet saw unilinear development in the history of

mankind; but, unlike his predecessors, his theory of devel-

opment did not end with the present. In his Sketch of a

Historical Picture of the Progress of the Human Mind,

Condorcet (3, p. 209) develops a ten-stage theory of mankind's

development. The primitive stages are characterized by eco-

nomic advancement, while the latter stages are characterized

by advances in knowledge, with the most important advance

being the scientific revolution, effected by Descartes,

which continues through to the French Revolution. Condorcet's

one problem with his theory of history is that he does not
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know how to explain the Dark Ages. Turgot, in his defense

of Christianity, had a place for the Dark Ages in his scheme.

(since a new and necessary system of morals was introduced

at that time, along with the freeing of domestic slaves).

Condorcet, on the other hand, filled with the spirit of

the revolution, had no sympathy for the Church. The Church,

like all institutions, was a hindrance to Progress because

it perpetuated social inequality. He could agree that the

freeing of the slaves added to the development of mankind,

but still concludes that the Dark Ages was one of a low

velocity for the amelioration of Humanity, yet it did prepare

mankind for the next stage of development.

The tenth stage of development lay in the future.

Condorcet boldly predicted that there would be a time of

perpetual peace and social equality. This was the goal of

political progress. Further, those societies which now

seemed to be exceptions to the law of Progress would be

brought up to the level of France and other great nations.

He believed that there would be a general similarity between

all nations. In this tenth stage, Condorcet saw a problem--

over population. He quite rightly saw that man, in his future

prosperity, might reproduce beyond his means to supply the

basic necessities of life. He did not go beyond suggesting

this problem, and seemed satisfied to say that man will learn

to reject the "superstition" of unlimited fertility. Thus,
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he hoped for a moral check to solve this crisis, thereby

not leaving this kink in his ideas on future Progress.

In this ten-stage theory of advancement, the same

assumption of historical determinism, along with the as-

sumption that the Idea of Progress is a macro-level concept,

can be observed. Each stage of history is dependent upon the

last. From the analysis of one stage the following one is

predictable; no wonder Condorcet saw the upcoming tenth stage

to be one in which inequality would be abolished. Since the

problem of inequality was a fundamental issue during the

Revolution, Condorcet would naturally see it as being solved

in the next stage.

As for demonstrating that Condorcet's Idea of Progress

was a macro-level theory only a few statements need be made.

First, Condorcet insists that his theory of Progress is gen-

eral; it refers to all mankind, with no exceptions. The fact

that he thought all cultures would be raised to the level of

the most modern nations in the future is proof of this.

Condorcet, with his liberal views, did not see the action of

great men as history; rather it is the history of the masses

which is to be studied. This anti-elite view is partly the

cause of Condorcet's study of mankind rather than of elite

individuals or even of what might be ethnocentrically called

elite societies. Second, the advancement of mankind in gen-

eral is independent of individuals and societies. The ineluct-

able movement of Humanity toward perfection is the result of
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Progress operating as a natural law, which is thus the

determining cause in the movement of that which is social.

Finally, Condorcet corrected another slight error in

the thought of Turgot. Condorcet gives a detailed explan-

ation of how moral, intellectual, political, economic, and

social progress are interrelated. This means that there

cannot be a movement in one without a movement in the others.

The first area to move and, therefore, the one that has the

greatest degree of independence, is knowledge. An advancement

in knowledge precedes any economic, moral and social progress.

Bury makes this clear when he states:

Condorcet insists on 'the indissoluble union'
between intellectual progress and that of
liberty, virtue, and the respect for natural
rights, and on the effect of science in the
destruction of natural prejudice. All errors
in politics and the ethics have sprung, he
asserts, from false ideas which are closely
connected with errors in physics and ignor-
ance of the laws of nature. And in the new
doctrine of Progress he sees an instrument of
enlightenment which is to give 'the last blow
to the tottering edifice of prejudice' (3,
p. 210).

Condorcet, with a religious fervor, is undeniably

proposing a general theory of Progress. The complete

structure of the Idea is in his work. The fact that he

was an optimistic and secular man can be assumed. Condorcet

was instrumental in constructing an idea which Comte would

soon use to found the discipline of Sociology.

The Idea of Progress had also begun to have been

developed in Germany by Kant whose propositions were very
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similar to those of Turgot. Indeed, French social philosophy

directly influenced his political and social philosophy.

Kant, however, seems to lack the strong faith in the Idea,

as he states it more as a hypothesis rather than a law.

Kant (1724-1804) believed that mankind probably was con-

tinuously progressing toward a final cause, e.g., man's

perfection. Kant certainly saw the possibility of contin-

uation of Progress in the past, present, and future, so

much so, that he was willing to make predictions about the

future, when man would develop the categories to such an

extent that questions related to practical reason would all

be solved. Man would become moral, and would enjoy all the

material comforts and social elegance which he had developed

at present. (This seems to indicate, however, that Kant did

not see all the forms of progress as moving together at a

similar velocity.) Like Condorcet, Kant believed that when

the moralization of mankind was complete there would be

eternal peace. Man has also developed through the past, and

Kant believed that in his day, mankind was about halfway

through its course of development. This period was seemingly

the most evil, and thus Rousseau's cry for a return to simple

society was somewhat founded. However, Kant believed that if

the development of man was looked upon in its entirety, a

rather optimistic view may be warranted.

Kant definitely saw Progress as moving in a unilinear

pattern. Like Turgot and Condorcet, Kant thought the
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development of mankind may sometimes be slow but that it is

continuous. In his essay, The Principle of Progress, he makes

this clear.

.. the human race is continually advancing
in civilization and culture as its natural pur-
pose, so it is continually making progress for
the better in relation to the moral end of its
existence, and that progress, although it may
be sometimes interrupted, will never be entirely
broken off or stopped (6, p. 59).

Obviously, civilization does not retrogress in Kant's theory

of Progress; any idea of decline was rejected.

Kant also believed that Progress ought to be certain,

for if nature was not following a rational course--in this

case the development of the capacities innate within man--

then it would be moving without purpose or randomly, thus,

not conforming to law. At the end of the Modern Period, to

consider nature blind was unthinkable; such a thought would

have been considered utterly false. Kant believed that there

must be a purposeful movement from the first to the final

in any natural phenomenon. Therefore, Progress seemed a

scientific certainty. [In the presentation of Kant's ideas

on Progress the caution which he used cannot be emphasized

enough. Indeed his sympathy for Hume's scepticism made it

impossible for him to see Progress as a demonstrable law

as much as he wanted to believe it as such (6, p. 59)].

As the last quote shows, Kant believed that the Idea of

Progress applied to the development of mankind and not to the

individual. The unfolding of the categories must occur
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within the species if the good which he foresaw is to exist.

If it did happen just within the individual or a society, no

lasting results would be achieved. In the case of society,

the principle of conflict would still be at work and, thus,

this developed society would certainly fall to a less

developed, aggressive society. In the case of the individual,

he will eventually have to suffer death, without this per-

sonal development having any great social consequence.

Besides Kant's lack of certainty in Progress, there is

one more additional gap. Kant, much like Saint Augustine,

argues for a subjective theory of time. Time exists as a

mental structure by which appearance is organized. One

cannot know if time exists outside of perception; to say

that it does is a gratuitous assumption. However, in his

essays on Progress, Kant does seem willing to implicitly

make this assumption, since history as well as the future

is independent of the individual. Solving this ambiguity

can only be achieved through the evaluation of his works

into an order of importance. This task, however, is beyond

the scope of this study.

As stated earlier, it is known that nature has a plan,

to develop the categories in man, so that he may become

moral. The question is then, how is nature accomplishing

this objective? The answer is simple and very similar to the

one given by Turgot; through conflict and desire. Kant

postulates a presocial state as a heuristic device. In this
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state man would be basically good, because he would be

totally passive. For the most part, he would be idle and

peaceful, for he would not have the discontent of desire

inflaming him. But if so, there would be no device to make

the categories unfold so that man could become moralized.

To avoid this, nature puts the desire for wealth, power, and

honor into man. These desires force him to take part in

society, in order to gain these things. In accordance with

his rational nature, man creates laws to protect him from

others in society; this, however, puts him in a very diffi-

cult predicament. He does not wish to be with his fellow

men because of jealousy and distrust, yet he also wants to

be with them so that he might gain the rewards that society

offers. Thus, man has an "unsocial sociability" about him.

This ambivalence makes him create and destroy social orders.

Due to this constant antagonism, man must continually respond

to new challenges, and it is-through this engine of conflict

the categories develop (man progresses). Kant is a pre-

Marxian in believing that social conflict benefits the

species. Kant's beliefs on the nature of man also show

why the presocial state is only a heuristic device, for as

long as men have desires--and even the simplest peoples do

according to Kant--they will be in groups.

Hegel's (1770-1831) concept of Progress is clearer than

Kant's; however, Hegel's Idea is insufficient to be con-

sidered a complete general theory. Interpreters of Hegel
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seem to agree on this point (8, p. 55; 3, p. 256; 7, pp.

278-279). Hegel's thought lacks two basic assumptions neces-

sary for a complete Idea of Progress. First, in Hegel's

closed system, Spirit (the development of which constitutes

Progress) has already reached the realization of its meaning

or its final cause and, therefore, there is no longer any

room for improvement in the future. In his theory of his-

tory, Hegel sees the Spirit moving from East to West. The

movement of this absolute from nation to nation constitutes

the divisions of history. The Spirit first .manifested itself

in'China, where there was a great realization that one was

free. Despotism was the type of government conforming to this

manifestation. The Spirit appeared later in Greece and Rome,

and in the mature phase of history it was realized that some

were free, which resulted in aristocratic rule and democracies.

The dialectical movement of the Spirit ends with the Prussian

monarchy. Under this system, all are free. This Spirit is

the Spirit of the world; a final cause has been reached and

from this point there will be no more improvement. When

Hegel speaks of freedom, he means not individual rights, but

rather conscious and active participation in the state. With

this participation established, the dialectic can stop,

because there is no longer a conflict between the individual

and the state; the part is totally subserviant to the needs

of the whole. Further, the antithesis between church and
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state, or the secular and the spiritual, is reconciled in

that the spiritual can now develop the secular as an inde-

pendently organic existence (7, p. 279). In this final

epoch, the power of reason will manifest itself as the will

of the state, revealing the ultimate result of human Progress

and national spirit. The future is then no concern of

Hegel's.

The second problem is revealed through the analysis of

Hegel's theory of history. Progress in history is not social

progress. Although the Absolute Spirit has reached its full

realization, mankind's condition has not been greatly im-

proved. Bury states it this way:

Once the needs of the Absolute Spirit have been
satisfied, when it has seen its full power and
splendour revealed in Hegelian philosophy, the
world is as good as it can be. Social amelior-
ation does not matter, nor the improvement of
men, nor the increase of their control over
physical forces (3, p. 256).

It seems fairly obvious that Hegel's notion of Progress is

not a sociological one.

For Hegel's rebellious son, Karl Marx (1818-1883), the

notion of Progress is definitely sociological in nature.

There can be little doubt that in his early works, Marx

uses a principle of Progress. When his work is considered

in totality, however, the Idea's presence may become rather

ambiguous. Marx's later writings do not seem to correspond

to his earlier works, or, at the.very least, the later works

do not clearly explain his stand on the Idea of Progress.
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To be sure, Marx never recants his assertion of material

progress, but the moral and social progress of mankind may

not be in a unilinear form.

Marx undeniably interpreted the past and present and

made predictions about what the future would bring. Marx's

understanding of historic and future states remains con-

stant throughout his work. There are five stages through

which the West will evolve. Each stage is defined in terms

of the means and mode of production, class relationship to

the means of production, class antagonism, alienation, and

class consciousness.

In the first stage, the Ancient mode of production, the

means of production is slaves. The direct ownership of labor

is the key to class relationships. In order for production

to occur, those with wealth must purchase labor. Machinery

and other material aids are in such a primitive stage that

any expenditure on such things is superfluous. Manpower

alone creates a commodity. The slave owner, possessing the

body of the slave as an object, also owns the labor of the

slave. The two antagonistic classes thus emerge: the owner

and the slave class. The slave has no choice of employer,

the product he makes, or the way it is made. All of this

is imposed upon him. Therefore, alienation may be very high,

and class consciousness very low. This basic bipolarization

is fundamental to every stage.
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The second epoch is the feudal mode of production. Here

the key to production and power is land, and once again class

antagonism is based on ownership and nonownership. The owners

are the lords, while the nonowners are serfs. The serf 's

condition is not quite as bad as the slave's, since the serf

has some control over his body; he is not owned like the

slave. Alienation is thus slightly less. In addition to

relatively greater freedom for the worker, there is another

breakthrough in this period. Both the economic and social

division of labor become more complex, and as a result of

this advancement simple manufacture emerges. Production

exceeds that of the ancient system, but the development of

manufacture is also the key to the decline of this mode of

production. This increase of production shifts the locus of

power from land to capital. The landed aristocracy class

begins to decline, and with it the serfs; a new epoch begins.

The third epoch, which is dependent on the second as

the second was dependent on the first, is the industrial

mode of production. The division of labor evolves into an

even more complex stage. There are more technical innovations,

those of the greatest importance being those innovations

which create sources of power, by which machines can be run.

Independent power sources allow the city to support a large

population of workers, because there is now the power to en-

large factories. The population begins to move from the

country to the city, and as the economic division of labor



91

continues to expand, out of this expansion comes the inno-

vation of complex manufacture. Instead of a few skilled

people being brought together under the same roof, each

working independently to create a product, a number of

workers, each specializing in a particular task, work

interdependently under one roof. It is at this point that

a fully-developed industrial economy begins. Class antagonism

is clearer than it had ever been. The two classes are the

capitalists and the proletariat. The proletariat is in a

better position than its predecessors were because it can now

choose the capitalist for whom it works. The proletariat

is still weak, however, for a number of reasons. First,

it cannot bargain as a collectivity and its bargaining power

as individuals is almost insignificant, allowing the capi-

talist to easily exploit it. Second, with increasing

mechanization, women and children can be hired, glutting the

labor market and thus lowering wages. The proletariat be-

comes increasingly pauperized. As this happens along with

increasing production, there soon is no one to buy the

commodoties produced, which causes the collapse of the

capitalist system, so that the fourth stage begins.

The fourth stage, socialism, is marked by the abolition

of private property, which abolishes the antagonism between

the owning and the nonowning classes. Everything is owned

by the state, which eventually withers away giving rise to

the final stage, communism. In these latter stages, which
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supposedly lie in the future, the lack of antagonism results

in a lack of alienation--man realizes his social purpose,

rendering a perfect society.

It is very easy to impose an Idea of Progress on such

a scheme; certainly the basic assumptions implicitly seem

to be there, and this leads to an almost unanimous agreement

among those (5, p. 21; 7, pp. 260-266; 8, pp. 48-49) who

study the Idea of Progress--that the concept of Progress is

crucial in Marx's work. These scholars, however, might jump

too quickly to this conclusion. One should be very cautious

about imposing the concept of Progress on Marx's work for a

number of reasons.

First, Marx considered himself a scientist (2, p. 161),

not a metaphysician. A concept such as the Idea of Progress,

as has already been stated, is an a priori one, unprovable

by observation. Also its nature is not only limited to

application on the material level. Progress assumes, as has

been shown, that there is meaning in the ideal world--such

as morality--which cannot be scientifically quantified. The

Idea of Progress is a strictly nonscientific way of inter-

preting the development of social phenomena. Its status as

law cannot be demonstrated.

Second, the dialectical materialists, who represent

the dominant view of the Soviets at present, claim that

Marx would not have used a principle which had such a

relative nature. By Marx's own argument, a principle of
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Progress would only be a reflection of ideology, or of a

super-structure that would change with time. Raymond Aron

explains the dialectical materialists'position as follows:

A dialectical conception declares that the law
of reality is the law of change. There is con-
stant transformation inorganic nature as well
as the human world. There is no eternal prin-
ciple; human and moral conceptions change from
one age to the next (2, p. 193).

Metaphysics, then, must be eliminated from systems of

explanation, and thus a principle of Progress would con-

tradict the basic ideas contained in dialectical mate-

rialism.

Third, the appearance of the Asiatic mode calls into

question two assumptions. One is the assumption of his-

torical unity (2, p. 159). The Asiatic mode of production

does not have class struggle as one of its central charac-

teristics; the workers owe their labor to the state, thus,

there is no class that owns the means of production. If

this mode were distinct from any mode thus far known in the

West, then there would be more than one possible evolutionary

line. When capitalist society collapses, it would then be

quite possible for the Asiatic mode of production to spread

into the West. Lenin himself expressed such fears (2, p. 159).

When such an interpretation is used Progress is not certain

in the Marxist system. Another problem is that Marx may only

be speaking about the West in his theory of history, rather

than about all of mankind. If indeed Marx has a principle
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of Progress in his work, it should work categorically; if

not the principle becomes a mere hypothesis.

The assumption of unilinearity can also be questioned.

Some interpreters (1; 3) believe that capitalism, though a

progressive stage materially, is a regressive stage morally

and socio-psychologically. It is argued that in the Ancient

and Feudal societies, the worker was less alienated from the

process, species-being, and others than were .the workers in

the capitalist mode. The first two modes presuppose a personal

relationship between the owner and the workers; in the capi-

talist society, work relationships are strictly impersonal,

increasing alienation from others. Greater .alienation is

also due in part to the fact that the worker in the Ancient

and Feudal societies knew where his place was in society,

whereas the proletariat's place is cloaked by an ideology

which makes him believe that he has more freedom than he

really does (there is greater false consciousness). Capi-

talist ideology persuades the worker that he has been given

a choice, when actually the :choice of an employer is based

on structural necessity from the increasing division of labor.

The choice of working in a nail factory or a coal mine is

really no choice at all for the workers. The choice to enter

or not to enter into economic exchange with a capitalist is

what would consitute freedom, but the worker does not have

this choice. The worker is in no better position materially

either. Though more is being produced, the worker's relative
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share has not increased, but decreased, giving the owner

more profit than ever before. In every sense, the common

man in capitalist society can be interpreted as being in

the worst of historical positions. Thus, once again, caution

should be exercised before assuming Marx to have a principle

of Progress in his work.

In France, during the early nineteenth century, the

Idea of Progress was at its peak; however, a. major change

occurred in the structure of the Idea which made it similar

to the form which it took in Germany. A final cause was

introduced that provided a stopping point in the unilinear

development. Much like Hegel, Comte believed that he was

witnessing the final stage in history, though unlike

Hegel, Comte did not believe that stage was completely

developed. Bury calls these theories "closed systems," and

in these systems Progress is not seen as indefinite (3,

p. 255). This is certainly a contrast with the eighteenth

century, when theorists like Condorcet recognized no end

to Progress.

Comte's mentor, Saint-Simon (1760-1825), saw Progress

as continuous throughout history and into the future. Saint-

Simon believed that by studying the past one could gather

data sufficient to foresee the future. Saint-Simon believed

he had found the structure of history in his theory of

critical and organic periods (7, pp. 249-250). The organic

periods are times when great Progress occurs morally, socially,
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intellectually, etc., due to a stable social system in

which change is fairly well controlled and ordered. Even-

tually, the organic structure reaches a point of crisis, and

a critical period begins destroying the old system, so that

a new period can follow. Though this process resembles a

cyclical theory of history, it is not. Saint-Simon unques-

tionably believed that Progress developed in a unilinear

manner. Each stage, whether organic or critical, is essential

to the development of mankind. Improvement is always oc-

curring, even if, as in the critical periods, it is merely

laying the foundation for superior social, moral, political,

etc., forms to be erected in organic periods.

Saint-Simon estimated that the first organic period

was in Early Greece during its decline in the age of Socrates.

The rest of the Ancient Period was a critical period, and this

epoch lasted until the barbarian invasions. During the

reign of Charlemagne, a new organic period began which lasted

until the fifteenth century. Saint-Simon believed that

Condorcet had severely underrated the importance of this

period. Saint-Simon made the Medieval Period a time of con-

tribution to the development of mankind instead of leaving

it as an awkward period for which justifications were always

weak. Bury explains Saint-Simon's argument this way:

Medieval Europe does not represent a temporary
triumph of observantism, useless and deplorable,
but a valuable and necessary stage in human
progress. It was a period in which an impor-
tant principle of social organization was
realised, the right relation of the spiritual
and temporal powers (3, p. 283).
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The second organic period declined with the dissemination of

Luther's work. His devastating attack on the Chruch crushed

this unifying institution, allowing the growth of secularism

in the critical period. Saint-Simon did not see this as un-

fortunate, since it was necessary if the organic period of

the near future was to arise. With the decline of spiritual

concerns, more was given to the nature of man and ideas of

equality, democracy, and liberty. Saint-Simon believed

these ideas to be the height of absurdity. Men, according

to Saint-Simon, are not equal; they never have been, and can

never be. However, inequality should be based on the dis-

tribution of natural talent and not on ascribed character-

istics, such as birthright. It was indeed absurd ideas, such

as equality, which had led to the great disorder of the

French Revolution, followed by the useless wars of Napoleon.

Saint-Simon believed he had discovered the pattern of

history--the alternation of organic and critical periods.

He also felt that the critical period in which he was living

would end soon and a new organic period, introduced by the

Restoration, would follow it and produce a Golden Age.

Saint-Simon was certain that Progress would continue into

the future as it had throughout history. In the future,

society would be organized by scientists and businessmen

in a logical, orderly manner. Further, society would be

based on natural inequality which would be enforced by the

abolition of private property. All forms of economic
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exploitation would thus be ended. Saint-Simon saw no point

at which mankind's condition has not or will not be improved.

Comte (1798-1857) followed Saint-Simon's Idea of Prog-

ress very closely. Few ideas in Comte's work pertinent to

the Idea of Progress cannot be found in Saint-Simon's work,

particularly in his study of history. Almost all scholars

are familiar with Comte's (or shall we say Turgot's) theory

of three stages: the history of mankind has moved from the

theological stage to the metaphysical stage, and is now

entering the positive stage. Comte's periods.in history

roughly follow Saint-Simon's. In the theological stage,

the movement from polytheism to monotheism brought about the

necessary separation between temporal and spiritual powers.

Temporal powers were concerned with action, while spiritual

powers were concerned with education (3, p. 295). The

metaphysical stage began in the fourteenth century, when a

spontaneous and unconscious movement toward metaphysical

explanations, particularly in moral philosophy, displaced

any theology which could not assimilate the new method

quickly enough. By the sixteenth century, the negative

critical spirit became strong enough to dominate the intel-

lectual arena, accelerating the decay of the system of

knowledge used throughout the past centuries. Comte felt

that logically, the metaphysical system was imperfect, but

the system of logic used in the metaphysical.system did

show that theological reasoning was incapable of guiding
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mankind any further, and metaphysics also laid the foun-

dation for positive philosophy (3, pp. 198, 297).

The fundamental assumption structure of a fully-

realized Idea of Progress is clearly evident in Comte's

work. However, some weaknesses still remain. Comte's

theory of history considers only Western Europe, when it

should apply to mankind. Comte, however, believed that the

history of Western Civilization was the history of all man-

kind, and that soon all nations would be industrial-scientific,

and would go through an evolution like the West, ending in

a positive stage. Therefore, mankind and Europe have synono-

mous destinies (2, p. 76). Since mankind has already reached

the positive stage, Comte's system must be a closed one

similar to Hegel's (3, p. 304). This is the only definite

weakness; Progress is continuous; but not indefinite. In

this final stage the basic parameters have been fixed, and

although man will continue to progress intellectually,

socially, politically, etc. (this is not like Hegel's

system), the method of gradual Progress is set.

The main assumption, that all aspects of human society

improve in a unilinear, unified pattern, is unquestionably

found in Comte's work. All forms of Progress are inseparable

(3, p. 293); a movement in one necessitates a movement in

the others. The main variable in' the Progress of mankind

is that of knowledge, which is. why Comte divided history into

stages in terms of the method of explanation dominant at
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different times. When knowledge advances, all else follows,

and this proposition he justified by using Augustine's idea

of the race-individual analogy (7, p. 255). As knowledge

grows with experience, and as other aspects of Progress are

enhanced by growth in knowledge, Comte saw the general Prog-

ress of man as inevitable. Progress, according to Comte,

is a macro-level process. Raymond Aron sums up Comte's

principle very precisely:

. . . social phenomena are subject to a strict
determinism which operates in the form of an
inevitable evolution of human societies--an
evolution which is itself governed by the
progress of the human mind (2, p. 93).

Comte claimed that his theory of Progress made the final

contribution to the Idea. He claimed that his theory showed

how Progress must be linked with order in the positive

stage (7, p. 255). Gradual but orderly amelioration is

necessary if "great progress" is to occur. This occurrence--

rapid expansion of knowledge--is seen in the positive epoch.

Unlike the eighteenth century theorists of Progress, Comte

does not equate Progress with increased happiness or felicity.

Greater happiness is implied in his theory but is not

explicitly predicted since, as a matter of principle, a

positivist cannot consider such a variable because it would

impair the analysis. Comte's ideas on. order and Progress

were crucial in later interpretations of the Idea of Progress

by Comte's English admirer, Mill.
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Spencer (1820-1903) approached the Idea of Progress

differently than did his predecessors, such as Comte and

Condorcet. No general theory of history demonstrating the

law of Progress is found in Spencer's work. Spencer used an

evolutionary-based theory, in which social amelioration is

inherent within the central assumption that all organic

things develop from the simple to the complex, or from the

homogeneous to the heterogeneous. As development occurs,

phenomena become more adapted to the environment. This

adaption constitutes Progress. Whether it is social, moral,

intellectual, or political progress, all phenomena follow

this physical principle.

Spencer's very flawed arguments for the perfection .of

mankind ran as follows (5, p. 433): The imperfection in

objects stems from maladaption to the "conditions of

existence." Imperfection may take three forms: the

object's faculty(ies) may be :excessive, deficient, or both.

A faculty which may be considered in excess is one which

the environment does not fully exercise, and a faculty may

be considered deficient if the environment requires a

greater performance than the faculty can give. The principle

of natural selection shows thata faculty not receiving full

use atrophies, while a faculty giving an unsatisfactory

performance gains power. Given the natural tendency for an

organism to adapt, deficient faculties will continually

improve, while the other faculties will be removed.
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Therefore, all imperfection will eventually disappear, and

the goal of perfection in nature will be attained. Progress

in Spencer's opinion is thus as logically certain as it can

be (5, p. 433).

Spencer then coupled deductive proof with an inductive

proof. Spencer believed that it is empirically certain that

man, in the biological sense, has evolved from the homogeneous

to the heterogeneous, assuming heterogenity to be superior.

Proof is found in the changes which have occurred from the

time of our ape-like ancestors to the man of today. For

example, the brain has grown tremendously in both its

physical form as well as in its processing abilities. The

brain now exhibits more faculties than ever before, in a

manner analogous to the faculties developed by an individual

between infancy and maturity. This progression is due to

increased adaptation to the conditions of existence. But

can this idea pass from Humanity in its individual form to

its social form? Spencer's answer was an unqualified "yes"

(5, p. 438). Spencer, in demonstrating his argument, formed

the basis for the arguments of Durkheim and Toennies later

in that century. Spencer believed that one need only look

at history for such proof. Barbarous tribes, which may still

be observed directly today (though they are by no means

representative), exhibit a. generally homogeneous nature. The

only social distinction is the division of labor between the

sexes. In primitive society, each man is his own toolmaker,
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fisherman, warrior, hunter, etc., while each woman can per-

form the tasks assigned to her sex. As yet there is no

specialization; each member, in the social sense, resembles

the other members of the same sex. Gradually the tribe

progresses, developing forms of religious-political hierarchy

which call for the first types of specialization. The

division of labor continues to grow more complex, eventually

leading to heterogeneous urban society.

If the assumption is accepted that society, like organic

things, moves from the simple to the complex, continual

improvement through the removal of imperfections can be

demonstrated. But first it should be shown theoretically

why society must be considered an organic phenomenon.

Society, as all natural things, has an organic nature. All

parts are interrelated and interdependent, much like the

parts of the body. Should there be disintegration, the

organism will die, whether it is a man or a society. Each

part in society has a function or task which it must complete

which varies in specialization, depending on how complex the

division of labor is. Thus, the whole transcends the sum of

its parts.

With this in mind, Spencer went on to argue that if his-

tory (whether universal or particular) is considered, it can

be seen that in the evolution of the. simple to the complex

some underdeveloped, necessary faculties grow to meet the

society's needs, while those which are not necessary fall
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into disuse and eventually disappear. For example, the

symbology of a given society increases in complexity over

time. Symbols are a necessary part of culture and, thus,

continually develop in order for society to best cope with

its environment. In general, symbols are needed and develop,

but certain particular symbols which fall into disuse from

an increase in the complexity of the division of labor

become archaic and eventually are forgotten. In the case of

moral systems, how many have come into use and fallen into

disuse when a new innovation better suits adaptation to the

conditions of existence? There are innumerable examples of

such occurrences. Thus, according to Spencer, it is certain,

inevitable, and necessary for Progress to be a law in the

development of mankind. Spencer himself said:

as surely as there is any efficacy in educa-
tional culture, or any meaning in such terms as
habit, custom, practice; so surely must human
faculties be moulded into complete fitness for the
social state; so surely must the things we call
evil and immorality disappear; so surely must man
become perfect (5, p. 434).

This teleological system of evolution is unquestionably

a macro-level process which cannot be changed by individual

effort. It is an inevitable process built into all phenomena,

whether material or ideal. To be sure, this Idea of Progress

demands optimism about the future; with each day, mankind

comes closer to perfection. Certainly, the assumption that

the condition of mankind is improving is a good one to make
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according to Spencer, for he believed that there is no in-

ductive or deductive proof which could be brought against it.

By the mid-nineteenth century the Idea of Progress had

a definite structure which remained stable, for whenever the

Idea was subsequently used it was based on this structure.

However, its popularity ended. The Idea was to decline as

the century waned, due to the many logical errors contained

in it and to its unscientific character (despite the claims

of Comte). The following chapter follows its discreditation

among the second generation of sociologists, and explains

how they refuted the Idea.
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CHAPTER III

THE DISCREDITING OF THE

IDEA OF PROGRESS

The decline of the Idea of Progress is described in

this third chapter. It concentrates on the assaults made

upon the Idea by the major second generation sociologists

which, to a great extent, resulted in the Idea's discredi-

tation in sociology.

The Idea of Progress was strongly criticized at the end

of the nineteenth century, particularly by the German

philosophers and sociologists. Toennies, Nietzsche, Weber,

and Schopenhauer (then in revival) made formidable assaults

on this Idea so fundamental to the discipline of sociology.

The attack continued to gain strength in the early twentieth

century finding support among Freud, Spengler, Bury, and

Sorokin, all of whom took a pessimistic view of mankind's

development. In the late 1920's, the theoretical evidence

provided by these arguments, together with empirical

evidence (World War I, worldwide economic depression), left

the Idea totally discredited.

The first sociological argument against the Idea of

Progress was created by Toennies (1855-1936), as the

analysis of his theory of societal development in

107
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Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft demonstrates. Such an analysis

also shows that the Idea of Social Evolution is not appro-

priately viewed as an Idea of Progress. The evolution of the

division of labor from the simple to the complex, as accepted

by Toennies, does not indicate that Toennies considered the

complex a superior form. Nowhere in his work is this judgement

stated. Instead, the complex society, as a step in the fur-

therance of moral progress-the key to man's happiness-is

believed to be a regressive form. Indeed modern society

threatens institutions most vital to a healthy society (e.g.,

the family) and is detrimental to the human psyche.

Like all social evolutionists Toennies believed that

man is a social animal (4, p. 9); it is natural for him to

live in a group. Thus, the social forms of which man is a

part should be naturally constructed. In simple society this

is the case, since the locus of this society is the familial

relationship. As the division of labor grows, natural rela-

tionships which structure community life decay, giving way

to artificially constructed economic relationships. As that

which is natural becomes increasingly undermined by the in-

creasing division of labor, complex society approaches

certain destruction. Toennies seems rather positive about

this conclusion:

The entire culture has been transformed into. a
civilization of state and Gesellschaft, and
this transformation means the doom of culture
itself if none of its scattered seeds remain
alive and again bring forth the essence and
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idea of Gemeinschaft, thus secretly fostering
a new culture amidst the decaying one (4, p. 231).

This passage suggests not only that Toennies is a pessimist,

but that he is a romantic who sees man and society in a

state of unilinear decline, with little hope of regeneration

when the critical point has been reached. The romantic

notion of a falling away from a Golden Age is based on an

idea found in classical literature. As early as Homer (800

B.C. ca.) there is evidence for the belief that mankind was

in a state of decline. The Romantics believed the Golden

Age occurred when man was in a state of natural innocence.

It was from nature that man fell. They further believed that

it was necessary for man to return to the natural, to the

simple, and to the time when man was truly free, or else face

his doom. Evidence for this view can be found in the

Romantic poets' works and in the works of Thoreau and Rousseau.

Although this idea sounds very much like Toennies, there is

explicit evidence that he denied charges of upholding

romanticism and other similar theories of change. Charles

Loomis voices this opinion:

Although critics accused him of recommending
Gemeinschaft as good and condemning Gesell-
schaft as bad, he [Toennies] disclaimed any
such intention (4, pp. 2-3).

Toennies, disclaims any intended pessimism,
saying that he did not deny the true facts
of progress and enlightenment as well as the
development of freedom and civilization. He
said further that he was no. believer in
romanticism nor in 0. Spenglers' "Decline of
the West' . . . . As pointed out by Herberle,
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Toennies would probably have criticized certain
aspects of the feudal system of the Middle Ages
just as mercilessly as he did modern individ-'
ualism had he lived in that earlier period (4,
p. 274).

Finally, from Toennies himself:

- . I am convinced that repeated careful reading
will lead to the conviction that it was we who
read the pessimistic resignation into the book
(4, p. 274).

It will be assumed for the purposes of this part of the

paper that Toennies' work,Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft,

is independent of his own personal meaning. If Toennies

did reject the principle of decline, it should be reflected

in the analysis of the aforementioned book; if this is not

the case, it would seem fair to infer the principle of decay

from his work, and then claim that Toennies misunderstood

his own conclusions as presented in the work.

It must also be understood that this research and its

conclusions are based on Toennies' theoretical ideas. The

Idea of Progress is a grand a priori notion. The antithesis

to it (in this case, decadence) must also be on this same

scale; therefore, the a posteriori notions (which argue both

for and against progress) which are contained in Gemeinschaft

und Gesellschaft, which do not have impact on the grand notion,

will be ignored.

Toennies begins his analysis by explaining that the

history of society reveals two major forms of society,

Gemeinschaft (community) and Gesellschaft (society). The
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former dominates the early history of society while the

latter has become more prevalent since the beginning of the

Modern Age. Toennies' analysis treats these two types as

separate for the most part, yet he fully realizes that the

two are not empirically separable. Toennies says himself

that there are gradations between Gemeinschaft and Gesell-

schaft; it is only possible to say which form is dominant,

since neither exists in pure form in empirical reality.

In his discussion of "Epochs and Periods" in Gemeinschaft und

Gesellschaft, Toennies gives two important clues to the

development of society.

Its [Gemeinschaft] whole development tends
toward an approach to Gesellschaft in which
on the other hand, the force of Gemeinschaft
persists although with diminishing strength,
even in the period of Gesellschaft, and re-
mains the reality of social life (4, p. 774).

From this quote it can be understood that there is never a

point in Gemeinschaft that has no traits of Gesellschaft

contained in it, nor is Gesellschaft ever completely free of

some traits of Gemeinschaft. Toennies has no concept of a

"fully-realized" Gesellschaft comparable to Durkheim's fully-

realized organic solidarity, nor does he mention an :empir-

ically pure form of Gemeinschaft. The terms Gemeinschaft

and Gesellschaft, when used as analytical terms, remain

abstract and heuristic for Toennies. It seems fair then to

say that these terms are ideal (pure) types (4, pp. 6, 274)

in the Weberian sense; they have no direct correlation
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with empirical reality. Toennies referred to these con-

cepts as normal types (Normal Begriffe).

The second clue to understanding change given in the

above quote is the suggestion that there is a unilinear

movement toward a more Gesellschaft-like society. There does

not seem to be any "backsliding." There may be periods of

slow development, but as yet there is no pure or empirical

evidence for a return to Gemeinschaft.

In the natural society of Gemeinschaft, the most funda-

mental institution is the kinship group. At the most basic

level there are three types of relationships in this group

(4, p. 37)--that between the mother and the child, which is

the most natural and the most human, according to Toennies,

because it is the only relationship guided by instinct; the

relationship between husband and wife; and the relationship

between siblings. Within these relationships the father is

the authority (there can be exceptions; Toennies does recog-

nize examples of matriarchy). The father's authority is

based on three traits: age, force, and wisdom. These

three characteristics remain the foundation of power in

Gemeinschaft throughout its entire evolution, i.e., from the

clan to the feudal system. The authority is balanced by the

poles of respect and benevolence (4, p. 42). Benevolence

can be so strong in Gemeinschaft that even if a subject of

authority did not show proper respect to authority, he would

still be owed acts of benevolence. This is a characteristic
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which is not found in Gesellschaft. Charles Loomis states:

In Gemeinschaft the opposite is true and rela-
tionships 'blanket in' many obligations. If a
member of one's family be sick and. unable to
help himself, one must aid the sick party even
though he be disliked and has done nothing to
merit such aid. The burden of proof is on him
who would evade such an obligation. In a busi-
ness relationship devoid of friendship or other
Gemeinschaft characteristics, one will scarcely
render such aid unless it be a part of an agree-
ment (4, p. 278).

These ideas of respect and benevolence last until Gesellschaft

becomes dominant. At that time there is a detrimental shift

in power relationships.

As the kinship network grows, a fourth relationship,

friendship, is added to the previous three. Friendship is

based on similarity (4, p. 43). Because norms, values, and

even experience are commonly shared, friendship in Gemein-

schaft becomes an extension of the kinship group. The

community network becomes a primary group in itself.

A second basis for natural unity in Gemeinschaft is

"locality" (4, pp. 42-43). Locality is important not just

because sharing a geographical area encourages solidarity

among people, but also because the land within a given

locality is held in common; the means of production is

shared. It is in the "very nature of things" that the de-

velopment of Gemeinschaft is in permanent relationship to

land and homestead. Economic power is in land, and the land

is vested in the whole (4, p. 52) rather than in an aristo-

cracy, as many have interpreted it. Subordinate centers
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assert their right to possession by consumption or use,

whether it is a mesoscopic institution or the basic unit

of society, the homestead. Individuals in society, working

together for the whole, help to increase the complexity and

volume of Gemeinschaft, much like a living organism. This

is another reason why Toennies sees Gemeinschaft as organic

in nature.

The final basis of unity is that of the intersubjective

mind (4, p. 52), which is based on the perfect unity of wills

of the individuals constituting Gemeinschaft. This social

psychological idea best demonstrates the exchange between

the micro and macro levels in Toennies system. Toennies

seems to be in full agreement with Tarde in criticizing

those who construct sociological concepts without psycho-

logical foundations. In Gemeinschaft, this commonality is

represented by the worship of the same deities, the same

respect for sacred places, and similar aesthetic judgements.

Indeed, it is only within this psychological realm that

the meaning of everyday life can be found. As the division

of labor becomes more complex, breaking down intersubjectivity

due to the fragmentation of the life-world, man's life becomes

increasingly meaningless.

Another major psychological element differentiating

members of Gemeinschaft from members of Gesellschaft is that

the means/end relationship as a pattern of consciousness is

not fundamental. The members of Gemeinschaft often do not
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have a rationale for their actions. An action is just

naturally done (the action emerges from natural will rather

than rational will). This is not to say that actions in

Gemeinschaft are irrational. For example, when one gives alms

guided by natural will (4, p. 189) it is done out of sympathy

or the idea of necessity resulting from one's own initiative,

in conjunction with a feeling of brotherly love. In any case

'feeling' is the key to the action. In Gesellschaft the

action would be done to remove the visually offensive sight

of the beggar out of the perceptual horizons, to show gener-

osity for the sake of one's reputation, or to follow some

convention or rules of etiquette. In this case, the action

is devoid of feeling, and alms become more of a gratuity

or tip. When this happens, alms become confused with wages,

which indicates the extreme degeneration of the phenomenon.

Kinship, locality, and mind are the three cornerstones

of a well-functioning community which generates the greatest

happiness and satisfaction for its members. As society be-

comes more complex, all three of these cornerstones begin to

decay, as will be shown in the analysis of Gesellschaft.

One of the major principles of Gemeinschaft is the com-

munal ownership of the means of production. In Gesellschaft,

nothing is owned in common (4, p. 165). There are two reasons

for this. First, it is a matter of value. In order for an

object to have value in Gesellschaft it must be one person's

exclusive property (4, p. 68). Second, the private ownership



116

of goods, particularly capital and labor, is the key to power

in Gesellschaft. The will to power, a driving force in

Gesellschaft, is manifested by material acquisition. The

most important form of material to own is capital because

it can purchase labor. Toennies accepts the labor theory

of value (4, p. 68). Like Marx, Toennies believes that the

value of a product can be measured by the labor time neces-

sary to produce it. One who can purchase labor in mass

quantities can produce surplus value by the exploitation of

this labor (by increasing the work day or by work intensi-

fication), in conjunction with the factory system. Capital

is required in order to purchase the materials necessary to

begin manufacture. Unlike Gemeinschaft, exploitative rela-

tionships cannot be avoided in Gesellschaft; though one may

chose the capitalist that one wishes to work for, one cannot

choose not to work for a capitalist. Labor must be sold in

Gesellschaft, if one has no capital in order to survive. By

the division of capitalist and laborer, class boundaries are

also drawn. Thus, those who have capital are the lords of

society; society is run for their sakes and not for the sake

of the whole. Is it any wonder that Toennies accepted

Hobbe's principle that competition underlying complex society

is really a war of all against all (4, p. 77) cloaked by

etiquette, or that commerce in Gesellschaft is predatory (4,

p. 80)--thriving on the misfortunes of others?
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Wealth has one additional decadent characteristic in

relation to power in society. In Gesellschaft, wealth can

buy anything. It can buy talent, beauty, or a reputation,

which in naturally constructed societies would be considered

inherited characteristics. The ability of capitalists to

buy what should be inherited is a strong indication of the

decay of natural will.

The same problem of decay affects the second cornerstone

of a healthy society, the family. The family in Gesellschaft

loses its meaning. Family life is no longer life in and of

itself formed for the satisfaction of natural needs; instead

it fulfills the economic needs of society. In Gesellschaft,

the family has two main functions. One is to buy the con-

sumable items produced by the society, and the second is to

reproduce members of the labor force (4, p. 166). The only

relationships that truly matter in Gesellschaft are those

between allies and opponents, the two of which are defined

in economic and political terms. It is true that the familial

sphere and the sphere of allies may overlap, but this hardly

compensates for the lost satisfaction of natural needs, and

strips the family of any inherent worth. Toennies argues

this point in the following quote:

In the city as well as in the capital, and
especially in the metropolis, family life is
decaying. The more and the longer their in-
fluence prevails, the more the residuals of
family life acquire a purely accidental char-
acter. For there are only a few who will
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confine their energies within such a narrow
circle; all are attracted outside by busi-
ness, interests, and pleasures, and thus are
separated from one another (4, p. 229).

The shift in the mind set of Gesellschaft members is

also significant to the study. Rational will, while mani-

festing itself materially in the factory system, manifests

itself in man in the pattern of calculated means/end thought.

For every action (means) there must be a reason which justifies

the action. The only form of acceptable justification is that

the individual will somehow personally profit (end) from the

action. Therefore, all social action in Gesellschaft is

calculated with money often being used as the measuring de-

vice. The motive for action is thus limited and specific

(4, p. 276-277); it can be precisely stated. For example,

if a businessman were asked, " Why did your company merge

with another's company?", the answer would be easily stated,

"In order to have greater resources and thus gain more

profit." In Gemeinschaft, where feeling and obligation have

not been eradicated, questions about motives become difficult

to answer. If one is asked "Why do you work with ?", the

end cannot be easily stated. Many considerations would come

into the answer, some advantageous, some disadvantageous, and

others inexplicable. In Gesellschaft, within the psycho-

logical realm there are two keys to sociability connected

with this pattern of thought: vanity and self interest.

To satisfy vanity, one needs others to act as mirrors,
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and self interest requires others as tools to achieve an

end (4, p. 127).

The psychological change which is exhibited in Gesell-

schaft leaves man in a state of perpetual loneliness. There

is no one he can rely on, not even his family, since it has

been reduced to an economic unit. Emotions must be suppressed

or denied, which confines justification for all actions to

rational thought. How then can man be happy under such

conditions? This is the question Toennies seems to be asking.

However, Toennies is concerned not only with the lack of

Gemeinschaft relationships in Gesellschaft, but also with

the fact that there is no structural support for such rela-

tionships.

Many of the assumptions underlying the Idea of Progress

may be found in Toennies' work, but the conclusions are not

optimistic. Though society is moving from the simple to the

complex, it is a poor assumption, according to Toennies, to

think that the complex is better. While there is little

denying material progress, since production in Gesellschaft

is far greater than in Gemeinschaft, Toennies questions

the good of this if emotional, moral, and other natural needs

are not met. Toennies denies the Idea of Progress on the

grounds that as the division of labor increases, satisfaction

for members of society and the health of the whole decreases.

When speaking of German pessimism and sociology a few

words on Weber (1864-1920) are always necessary. There is
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no disagreement among scholars concerning Weber's views on

Progress and the nature of the future. To be sure, Weber

has no use for a value-laden concept like Progress in his

theoretical framework, and he envisions a bleak future,

since bureaucratization and rationalization of society will

most certainly continue. Weber's reason for concern about

the current state of society is in some ways similar to

Toennies'. The decay in religious thought as a way of

explanation and as a foundation for meaning leaves mankind

in a pragmatic world which yields little ideal satisfaction.

This is not to say that Weber argues for the principles

of decay or regression, as did Toennies. Weber is just as

anxious to leave such principles out of his analyses as he

is to keep an Idea of Progress out of his work.

Of great worry to Weber is the conflict between science

and religion. There seems to be an either/or decision

involved in resolving the conflict between the two. Ideally

stated, science is positive, precise, mathematical, and

experimental; its. goal is truth, and this truth is demon-

strable. Religion concerns the sacred, the other-worldly

and faith; its goal is also truth but, in this case, it is

undemonstrable due to its nonempirical nature. If this is

true, then science, as Comte thought, should give every

reason for optimism; however, Weber disagrees. Though

religion cannot demonstrate its claims, it does have answers

to the fundamental questions of existence (1, p. 274).
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Thus life becomes meaningful. In science, there are no

answers to these questions. A scientist knows that his work

yields no final answers. His theories will eventually be

refuted, and his data will become outdated. His work is

uncertain, and he does not know toward what goal he works;

he has only some vague notion of truth. Under this system,

though it yields pragmatic results which are advantageous,

it leaves the world meaningless. The assignment of meaning

to existence then becomes individualistic, arbitrary, and

unconditional (1, p. 272). The religious person, though he

has a meaning attached to his actions, cannot prove the

validity of this meaning, nor is it apodictically certain

that he is really working toward attaining truth. This

dilemma is inherent in the condition of man; no matter which

he chooses the result will not be completely satisfying.

Thus, for Weber, the conditions of existence have always been

bad and probably always will be.

As science progresses, it removes all religious dogma

from the world, Heaven, Gods, ghosts, fairies, and unseen

supernatural forces are all dismissed. Weber called this

the disenchantment of the world [Entzauberung der Welt (1,

p. 293)1. Science, though it shows how to take advantage

of the forces of nature, does not provide the all encompassing

world-view religion provides. It is here Weber may be taking

a side in the issue. To be sure, this loss of meaning is a

consequence of increasing rationalization.
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Action in society, as Toennies said when speaking of

Gesellschaft, is becoming increasingly goal-oriented. Af-

fective and traditional actions are becoming outmoded since

a means/end pattern cannot be imposed on such action; in the

case of traditional action, religion as the foundation for

such action is breaking down and disappearing from the social

sphere. Indeed this breakdown adds to the problem of man's

incomplete world-view.

Increased rationalization manifests itself in the

bureaucracy. In complex society, the bureaucracy is the

only form of administration which has a relatively high

degree of efficiency. However, in order for the bureaucracy

to operate efficiently, rational action is demanded. Action

must be goal-oriented, and strictly controlled by written

roles and procedures in order that it might be predictable.

Once again, practically speaking, this has numerous advan-

tages. The problem is that as bureaucratization, and hence,

rationalization increase alienation also increases,(1,

pp. 293-294). People begin to feel that they are "enslaved

by a whole which is greater than they are, condemned to

realize only a share of what might be, doomed to perform all

their lives a limited function whose prime merit and nobility

lies in the acceptance of these very limitations" (1, pp. 293-

294). In short, the individual feels powerless over the

direction of his own life. If this is indeed the case, an

Idea of Progress is nothing less than' ridiculous, for people
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are becoming increasingly alienated from society, rather

than being better integrated into it.

Probabilistically speaking, the future gives no

reason for optimism, according to Weber. He is as certain

as he can be that bureaucratization and rationalization will

only increase; however, though the future has these two

characteristics, it is possible that contemporary problems

may be solved, but at present Weber cannot see how. The

Marxists and the socialists are incorrect, according to

Weber, when they claim that the abolition of the private

ownership of the means of production will stop.alienation

and increasing bureaucratization and rationalization (1,

p. 259). It does not matter who owns the means of production

--the state or an individual--because the result is the same:

the person(s) who control(s) the means of production has the

major portion of power, and those under him are controlled

by him. Though Weber does not give up hope for something

better in the future, he sees no answers.

In France, the Idea of Progress was also on the decline

in the social scienceliterature, although this decline took

on a much more subtle form. Partly in answer to Toennies'

Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft,. Durkheim (1855-1917) wrote The

Division of Labor in Society. Durkheim argues against

Toennies' idea of the unilinear decline of mankind due to

evils inherent in the structure of complex society by

claiming that solidarity in complex society is just as
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strong as in simple society, and that a complex division of

labor is a superior form of social organization when compared

to "inferior" societies. Durkheim's view is indeed optimistic;

however, he never could demonstrate his case. The problem

of decreasing moral solidarity in complex society was one that

he could not solve, and in the preface to the second edition

of The Division of Labor in Society one can see how this

weighs on him. Durkheim also would never have said that one

form of society is generally superior to another. Relative

happiness and quality of life basically remain constant--

there is not a unilinear development of all aspects of that

which is social, only changes in its qualities to accomodate

increased dynamic density. In general, Durkheim does see a

unilinear development with no "backsliding;" however, he

still rejects a fundamental proposition in the assumption

structure of the Idea of Progress, i.e., that there is a uni-

linear development for the better. As a matter of principle,

Durkheim wishes to remain neutral on such an issue. Value

judgements of "better" or "worse" had to be eliminated

from positivist philosophy.

Although Durkheim was influenced by Darwin and the

evolutionist school, particularly by the assumption that

society moves from the simple to the complex, he in no way

has any sympathy for their Idea of Progress. The evolu-

tionists believed that the people living in simple societies
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were guided purely by self interest in a daily battle for

nourishment which was the prime daily activity. Natural

selection would not allow for altruism (this was a poor

interpretation of Darwin), nor would the continual struggle

of living on the brink of starvation allow them happiness.

It is only within complex society where the daily neces-

sities would be efficiently met that altruism and happiness

could arise.

According to Durkheim, mechanical societies are not in

a constant state of battle for nourishment and for the

perpetuation of their genes. The evolutionists of his century

had failed to realize how society can moderate the brutal

struggle for existence in mechanical (simple) society.

Durkheim argues the position in this manner:

They [the evolutionists] overlook the essential
element of moral life, that is, the moderating
influence that society exercises over its mem-
bers, which tempers and neutralizes the brutal
action of the struggle for existence and sel-
ection. Wherever there are societies, there is
altruism, because there is solidarity.

Thus, we find altruism from the beginning of
humanity and even in a truly intemperate form.
For these privations that the savage imposes
upon himself in obedience to religious tra-
ditions, the abnegation with which he sacrifices
his life when society demands such sacrifice . .
is all this not altruism (2, p. 60)?

This moderating influence of society is universal and, thus,

all societies have the moral qualities which the evolutionists

want to deny people in simple society. Durkheim seems to be

here arguing against a theory of moral improvement.
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In a mechanical society (which is representative of

man's early history) there is both strong moral and social

solidarity. The consensus which underlies mechanical soli-

darity is based on similarity. Each member of the society

resembles the others in practical skills, values, and beliefs.

The division of labor is very slight, as is the dynamic

density; thus, there is no place for deviation or conflicting

interests. Familial and religious institutions define the

meaning of everyday life, and social relationships remain

personal. If the simple society is functioning properly then

the consensus can be considered indicative of a strong col-

lective conscience. It is the assumption of the collective

conscience which weakens Durkheim's argument for he cannot

demonstrate that as society evolves into an organic form that

the collective conscience does not decline. It can be seen,

as the argument proceeds, that Durkheim is not proposing

improvement.in social solidarity between mechanical and

organic society; he is just trying to defend his ideas against

the principle of degeneration.

The real debate then is whether or not social and moral

solidarity develop in an inverse ratio to the division of

labor. In organic society, social solidarity arises from a

consensus based on differentiation. Durkheim is here indebted

to Comte's notion of society as organic. As the division of

labor increases, greater specialization follows, creating an

interdependence among the parts of society. Assuming that
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each part is necessary to the survival of the system as a

whole, and that each is normally functioning, agreement in

society should generally be maintained. Durkheim's problem

is -how to explain why the different interests, skills, beliefs,

values, norms, etc. held by the many parts do not produce

conflict. To solve this problem, Durkheim must return to the

question of moral solidarity. Moral solidarity in organic

society is susceptible to much the same criticism as is social

solidarity in organic society--that consensus and differen-

tiation are antithetical terms. Furthermore, many theorists

(Toennies is a good example) have pointed out that the decline

in moral solidarity is indicated by the decline in religion.

Durkheim here argues that only the qualities of moral soli-

darity change; thesolidarity itself always exists. Durkheim

agrees with those such as Toennies that moral solidarity in

mechanical society is manifested in religious institutions,

but that moral solidarity continues to exist in organic

society in the form of professional ethics contained within

the occupational organization (2, preface). If, at this

point in time, moral solidarity is low due to an abnormal

functioning of society, it is only a matter of time before

moral solidarity will return with new qualities which will

aid in the balancing of the system. Unfortunately, these

assertions remain undemonstrated.

Durkheim was not naive about the idea of conflict in

society; he just did not see it as a representative
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characteristic. He lists three abnormal forms. The first

is the anomic division of labor (2, p. 359). In this form

there is economic crisis due to too many partial breaks in

organic solidarity. The best example of this is conflict

between capital and labor. As specialization increases,

there is a greater and greater separation between the two

parties. As the gap between the two groups widens, the

bargaining power of labor declines, leaving the worker

unsatisfied with his work and wages, and frustrated because

he is helpless to do anything about it. Thus, class violence

and revolution become more common in advanced societies.

The second abnormal form is the forced division of labor.

In this form, conflict arises because there is a low corre-

lation between talent and its use. As with anomic division

of labor, this second form produces conflict among classes

or castes instead of producing solidarity. The poor use of

the distribution of natural talent occurs when society is

no longer responsive to these talents. In order to keep

the members of society in situations in which they are uncom-

fortable and where they do not wish to be, constraint and

the threat of violence are used to link them to their roles.

Constraint in this case is contrived regulation, which is not

within "the nature of things" (2, p. 377); it has no basis

in custom and can only be validated by force. Society will

always have regulations, but the normal form of regulation

arises spontaneously with development of the division of
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labor; it is not artificially constructed (2, p. 377). If

the division of labor does proceed naturally, it should re-

flect natural inequalities. When this happens, social

inequality is no longer intolerable among societal members.

The final abnormal form Durkheim describes is given

no name. Essentially, it is an inefficient division of labor.

In this case, the society does not provide enough material

for individual activity (2, p. 389). Consequently, there is

an insufficient amount of work for everyone. This ineffi-

ciency leads to different rates of production which upset

the balance of the entire system of interdependent parts (2,

p. 392). Also, in this form of the division of labor, there

are likely to be more parasitic parts. In a form such as

this, it is not uncommon for there to be numerous roles which

do not fulfill a function--they merely exist within the

society, while contributing nothing to it. For these reasons,

this form produces disintegration and instability rather than

solidarity.

As can be seen, Durkheim suggests nothing about im-

provement; he is merely interested in defending what he labels

as organic society from the pessimists and those who accept a

principle of decay. Durkheim is not overly optimistic in his

analysis, since his apology does "not go as well" as he would

like; however, some optimism about the future remains. This

is indeed a transitional phase. for sociology; the grounding
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for Progress decays in both theory and methodology, paving

the way for the pessimistic decades of the early twentieth

century.

Can the eighteenth century criterion of Progress be

found in Durkheim's theory, that is that the general happiness

of mankind increases over time? It does not seem so. As it

evolves into an abnormal form, society recovers its equili-

brium when the division of labor expands to solve the problem.

The social conflicts and problems which any given society

faces will continue as long as the organic division of labor

is not fully realized. It is thus fair to say that there

will always be a struggle in society of an intensity which

will parallel the division of labor and, thus, relative happi-

ness will remain constant. Durkheim states his case in this

manner:

With all these changes, is there an increase in
happiness? There is no reason for so believing.
The greater intensity of struggle implies new
and difficult attempts which are not naturally
made towards making men happier. Everything
takes place mechanically. A break in the equili-
brium of the social mass raises conflicts which
can be resolved only by a more developed division
of labor (2, p. 270).

On the issue of knowledge as constituting Progress,

Durkheim can easily argue that the body of knowledge is now

greater, as are modern man's reflective powers. However,

Durkheim will not accept Comte's position that advancement

in knowledge helps to decrease. struggles in society.

Struggle in society does not. stop. In fact, greater



131

reflection is probably an indicator of increased struggle.

According to Durkheim:

All these changes are, then, mechanically pro-
duced by necessary causes. If our intelligence
and sensibility develop and become keener, it is
because we exercise them more, and if we exer-
cise them more, it is because we are forced to
by the greater violence of the struggle we have
to live through (2, p. 273).

Durkheim continually rejects any criterion by which

Progress can be established, although he will not accept a

principle of decay. Sorokin (1889-1968) follows Durkheim's

example of trying to eliminate judgemental principles from

his analysis, though his success at this, like Durkheim's,

is questionable. Sorokin is also concerned about moral

decline in modern culture. In Social and Cultural Dynamics

and The Crisis of Our Age (3), Sorokin maps out history in

terms of three cultural categories. A culture may either

have an ideational, an idealistic, or a sensate nature.

To be sure, each type has its shortcomings; thus, Sorokin

sees no Utopias in history. However, he seems most worried

about the sensate culture, which is now representative of

the West. The problem with this type of culture is its

breakdown in morality due to its overly secular value system.

Sorokin is not the pure pessimist (3, p. 88) that Weber

appears to be, for he does see some merit in the sensate

culture, and he does not believe, like Spengler, that culture

as. we know it will soon cease to exist. Sorokin sees room

for improvement in every cultural system that has thus far
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come into existence. The problems with each system. vary in

intensity, but tend to worsen during the declining phase of

a cultural type. Each type carries the seeds of the next

phase within it, and during the transition period, those

seeds begin to grow rapidly. Movement in history, though

not unilinear (3, p. 152), is dialectical (3, p. 95), though

to no teleological purpose.

The first type of culture which Sorokin recognizes in

his study of history is the ideational culture. The members

of this culture believe its value system to be absolute.

Consequently, belief is based on faith and intuition, and

there is a commitment to "other worldly" concerns. Religion

plays a central role in the lives of the people. There is

a contempt for the sensual and the material, for a number

of reasons. The sensate is seen as fleeting and/or illusory--

blatantly inferior to the static nature of the spiritual

world which awaits after death. The material world contains

all that can draw one away from faith and ruin one's chance

for bliss, whether in Heaven, Nirvana, or on the Isles of

the Blest. Thus, material reality is considered "dirty and

tinged with evil." For these reasons, very little time is

spent on worldly investigations, and, thus, production is

low and economic and political advance is almost nonexistent.

Intellectual progress is also slow, since education consists

mainly of learning a particular dogma. Those who endeavor

to study the world of sensation are considered either insane
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or heretical. The ideational culture's strength lies, in

the great amount of integration which is produced by a common

value system. To be sure, Sorokin sees this as a grounding

for happiness. The ideational culture dominated Antiquity

to the fifth century B.C. and then appeared again in the

Dark Ages, when it lasted through the thirteenth century.

Both times, it has given way to an idealistic culture, as

its value system decayed.

The sensate culture is representative of the modern

world beginning around the seventeenth century. Ideas pro-

duced during the Renaissance grew in popularity and overthrew

what was left of the ideational culture. The triad of history

was then complete. The sensate culture has a completely

secular nature. All explanations and theories which are

based on mystical conceptions are dismissed. The "other

world" is dismissed as a hoax, and concentration on "this

world" begins. Consequently, this culture is extremely mate-

rialistic in nature. Values are based on utility. If an

object can produce a commodity, or in some way add to the

material comfort of an individual, it may be considered

valuable. An individual who has a skill or craft is also

considered valuable, while those who do not are thought to

be societal parasites. Naturally, in such a system, education

consists of the teaching of useful knowledge (such as mar-

keting or management) or crafts (such as carpentry or metal

work). Indeed, there are some. advantages to this value
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system. Production is higher than ever; in the last two

centuries there have been more inventions than in all the

other centuries combined (3, p. 88). However, in the

declining period of the sensate culture, Sorokin questions

this economic progress when he states:

Neither happiness, nor safety and security, nor
even material comfort has been realized. In few
periods of human history have so many millions of
persons been so unhappy, so insecure, so hungry
and destitute, as at the present time, all the
way from China to Western Europe (3., p. 130).

The maladies of the sensate culture are many. Because

of the belief that all that is worth knowing can be known

through reason and observation, the spiritual and intuitive

side of man has been ignored, leaving a great void which

cannot be filled in the psyche of the modern individual.

Further, in a sensate culture that rejects absolute values,

there is a decay in ethics due to relativism. There is no

real good or evil, merely cultural choice. This greatly

aggravates the decline of religion. Finally, this relativism

and the strong belief in science leads to anti-humanistic

beliefs. In the ascendent period of a sensate culture, it

is believed that if man were considered first, rather than

wasting time considering the rewards of another world, the

earth could become a heaven itself. Indeed, science, under

the guidance of rationality, could apparently solve any and

all problems and increase the relative comfort of all indi-

viduals. As the value system of science becomes dominant,
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(e.g., the belief that the universe is mechanistic and man

is behavioristic) any integrity which the concept of Humanity

had is lost. Man is considered a mere surface in the sensate

culture, an outer shell which responds to the stimuli given

within its environment. Man becomes "'a complex of electrons

and protons'," predictable and devoid of choice. In summary,

Sorokin states that

Wars and revolutions, crime, suicide, mental
disease, and other evidences of deepseated social
maladies flourish apace, some of them on a scale
hitherto unkown. We are witnessing a veritable
'blackout' of human culture (3, p. 131).

The Renaissance is representivative of idealistic

culture, as is parts of the Greco-Roman Period. In this

culture, a synthesis of the former two types of culture occurs.

The idealistic culture is a transitional phase. Faith and

empiricism are united by reason, thus creating a context

which is most conducive to the creation of philosophy. In

the ideational culture, theology is dominant, while in the

sensate, science is dominant. The idealistic culture uses

the decaying metaphysical principles of theology in conjunction

with the elementary principles of science to produce knowledge.

This culture suffers from marginality. It is not committed

to religion, ?et does not know enough of science to be totally

convinced of its merits. Both its ideal and material progress

is slow, though it exists on both levels. In the decaying

period, the ideal aspects of Progress cease while the material

aspects increase. Like the other two, this system is also

not adequate.
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Sorokin's final thesis seems to be that as yet no

cultural type in and of itself is adequate (3, p. 26) enough

to bestow happiness upon the individual and produce order in

society. To be sure, the worst is yet to come in the deca-

dent phase of the sensate culture. Sorokin makes no

predictions about the future other than his belief that the

sensate culture will continue to decay. It is unknown to him

whether a new ideational culture will emerge, or an idealistic

one, or a new type of culture. The order which he has ob-

served might vary; the evidence is lacking as to what will

happen. It does seem that Sorokin has some hope for the

future, as his books on love and utopia seem to indicate.

The systems of knowledge used in all periods have merit, and

possibly a stronger synthesis is what is needed; Sorokin is

unsure. He is sure, however, that mankind has thus far failed

in its development of a stable culture,as the critical period

in which we all now live demonstrates.

Among the second generation of European sociologists,, the

Idea of Progress was continually rejected. The reasons for

this rejection are numerous. Some believed that the concept

was not scientific enough to be used, while others believed

that society was in a state of decline. With the exception

of some American and some liberal British scholars the Idea

had no value left. The period of optimism was over.
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CHAPTER IV

A DISCREDITED IDEA IN USE

This last chapter describes the legacy of the Idea of

Progress in sociology, and investigates the theories in

which Progress implicitly appears in a decayed form. This

chapter also is concerned with the Idea's entrenchment in

American popular culture.

The previous chapter discussed those European sociolo-

gists whose works attacked the Idea of Progress in the late

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, with Sorokin

possibly suffering from marginality since he was a European

writing in America. Each of these major second generation

sociologists gave excellent evidence for this discreditation,

yet the Idea only decayed; it did not totally vanish from

the literature. To be sure, the views of Durkheim, Weber,

and Toennies on the nature of social dynamics became dominant

in the intellectual circles of the time, but the Idea of

Progress in a decayed form continued to persist, particularly

in its strongholds: England and America.

The Idea of Progress in .a "decayed form" means primarily

that the Idea is only implicitly found in a work and that

some central propositions are missing. In many cases the

only proposition left intact is the idea of social

138
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improvement. In America, Lester Ward was the last to use

the Idea of Progress in its fully-realized form. After him,

only decayed remnants of the Idea continue in the works of

Park and Burgess, and Parsons.

In England, English intellectuals, living in the wake

of liberal philosophers such as Mill, Spencer, and Hobhouse,

firmly embraced the Idea at the fin de siecle since it was so

complementary to a liberal philosophy. Indeed, the belief

that mankind was heading toward a utopian existence was perfect

justification for distributing education on a democratic

basis and for continuing social reform. Democratic education

and social reform correlated with increased production rates.

This apparently demonstrated that Progress was true; unilinear

improvement in all aspects of social life was considered a

natural and certain process. Though England could not push

this philosophy into France or Germany, the Idea of Progress

did make its way overseas to America which was ripe for such

an Idea, considering its history, its belief in liberalism,

and its increasing prosperity after the Civil War. The

main proponent of Progress in the late nineteenth century

and even into the first decade of the twentieth century was

Lester Ward (1843-1913).

Ward was the last sociologist to use a fully-realized

concept of Progress. Each of the propositions listed. in the

given definition was accepted. Ward's theory of Progress

was of an evolutionary nature stemming from his sympathy and
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respect for Spencer's theories. Spencer's profound influence

can be seen throughout Ward's writings, though to a lesser

and lesser degree as time passed (2, p. 302). Ward began

his Ideas on Progress in a work entitled Dynamic Sociology,

and continued his explanation of Progress at the turn of

the century in a book entitled Pure Sociology. In Pure

Sociology, Ward gives an evolutionary justification for the

Idea of Progress. Ward believes that society, like biological

organisms, is moving from the simple to the complex in structure.

Ward thinks that this evolution is teleological in nature,

meaning that the complex is inherently superior to the simple,

and that nature has a final cause toward which is it uni-

linearly heading (6, p. 112). The final cause, reflecting

the complex structure's superiority, will thus be somewhat

akin to a utopia. Ward justifies this assertion in the

following manner (6, p. 228). It is the law of nature for

the most adapted to the environment to survive. A structural

change will almost without exception be from the simple to

the more complex making the organism more vital. Those of

the species not undergoing the mutation will be eliminated.

Thus, the species as a whole is bettered, while the inferior

disappear. It can then be asserted that there is a continual

advancement toward the better--i.e., the more adapted. As

this is true. for an organism, it is also true for a society,

since both. follow the same evolutionary and organic patterns.
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To aid in his defense against counter examples, Ward

uses the principle of utility (again borrowed from his

English mentors). By using this principle, Ward offers an

argument against those denying the increased value of the

complex. Ward is willing to admit that there are times when

organisms move from a relatively complex form to a simpler

form; however, this is by no means representative of natural

dynamics. Ward answers those who claim that this movement

is evidence for a principle of decay by saying that a move-

ment toward simplicity is necessary and progressive because

it allows the organism greater utility (6, p. 228). An

example of this proposition given by Ward is a certain var-

iety of moth which gives up the competitive struggle and

attaches itself to a host, from which it draws an easy sub-

sistence. The gayly colored moth then loses its wings and

becomes extremely obese. Its aesthetic complexity is lost,

making it less pleasing to the mind, and physiologically, the

organism's structure becomes extremely primitive. This

example of degeneration, from a utilitarian standpoint, con-

stitutes Progress for the organism since its "last estate

is superior to the first" (6, p. 228). As with the organism,

so with society; as a society declines it becomes parasitic

on the more vigorous society which takes its place. Living

off of the better adapted society is superior to its former

method of survival because the former method's natural in-

feriority could not allow the society to remain in a competitive
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environment. Its new form saves the society from certain

destruction. The parasitic society is thus allowed time to

make adaptive structural changes, and there is a high

probability that this new form will aid the host society,

thus contributing to the evolutionary system as a whole.

Ward concludes his argument by stating that:

Social parasitism of every kind conforms to the
principle of organic parasitism, and therefore
does not constitute regression, as the opposite
of progression. It is not strictly pathologic,
and it may be classed as a form of social prog-
ress (6, p. 228).

The question which now arises is how does mankind estab-

lish direction in evolution? If adaptation to the environment

is the goal of evolution, and the environment has a dynamic

rather than a static nature, how can Progress be made when

one adaptation will result in the need for another as soon

as the environment changes? Ward has a simple answer for

these questions when they refer to society. He says that

while it is true that "the environment transforms the animal,

man transforms the environment" (6, p. 16). This means that

mankind has control of the environment; it is static or it

is in a process of predictable, orderly change. Therefore,

man continually adapts for the better to the environment,

since the environment's dynamics are made rational. The

rationalization of society and nature is helpful, according

to Ward, and not detrimental as Weber thought. Indeed, this

would follow from Ward's liberal views (2, p. 302); the
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greater the rationalization, the better the social and poli-

tical planning, including a democratic distribution of

education, "enlightened controls, and a conception of govern-

ment as both liberating and protecting in its relation to

citizens" (2, p. 302).

Although Ward was the last American sociologist to really

understand and believe in the concept of Progress, he did,

however, help to set the Idea in motion in philosophy

(American) and in American popular culture, but the concept

is extremely vague in these manifestations. For example,

Dewey used a vague notion of social improvement which he

labeled as Progress, in the belief that man's intellect is

capable of producing progressive social reform, and that this

rationalization would supplement the natural, more chaotic

processes of social change (2). It is no wonder that Dewey

started what is known as "progressive education." Another

philosopher-sociologist advocate of the Idea of Progress,

George H. Mead (1863-1931), viewed certain attainments as

evidence of Progress in modern times.. In Mind, Self, and

Society (1), Mead said that technological advances and in-

creased rates indicated economic progress, while the spread

of democracy throughout the West indicated political progress.

Communication between societies was improving on the ideal

level, fostering sympathetic communal relationships between

the nations of the world. In short, Mead expected social

experience to take on a universal nature. A prime example
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of a sympathetic relationship based on adequate communication

and common ethics among nations, Mead claimed, was the

League of Nations.

The Idea of Progress was never a crucial issue for

Mead, although he discussed the Idea in his work. The Idea's

lack of significance for him may be blamed on the fact that

speculations about a macro-level concept which are based on

micro-level theory and data tend to seem like a digression

from the immediate subject matter. Though Mead may have

been quite concerned with the Idea of Progress, this concern

is not reflected in his work except in terms of his optimism.

For this reason he is not of substantial importance to a

study which is concerned with the analysis of philosophers

and sociologists who studied macro-level social dynamics.

In popular culture, the Idea of Progress, though again

in vague and decayed form, became entrenched. Nisbet points

out that in 1933, near the height of the Great Depression,

the Chicago World's Fair was staged to celebrate a "Century

of Progress." He also sites the Lynd's study of Muncie,

Indiana (Middletown) as evidence for the popular belief in

Progress (2, p. 303). In the 1920's (shortly after World

War I) when the Lynds first visited Muncie, they found that

the populace seemed to be certain that Progress was occurring.

When the Lynds returned to Muncie during the Depression in

order to do a follow-up study,. the result was the same: the

people still believed that Progress was occurring. Despite



145

the attacks of critics and the overwhelmingly negative

empirical data, the belief in Progress remained.

In the American intellectual circles, the Idea of Prog-

ress was still being spoken of. A good example is the work

of Park and Burgess and the Chicago School. In their studies

of the urban environment a vague notion of Progress can be

extracted. To be sure, they believed that increased study

of urban areas and the ability to quantify aspects of urban

life, growth, and structure could lead to an improved city

in terms of all the aforementioned areas. Indeed, this

implies that Progress will occur with increasing rational-

ization. To find out why the Idea of Progress is only

implicit in their applied work, it is best to turn to Park's

and Burgess's discussion of Progress in their book, Intro-

duction to the Science of Sociology.

Contained in this work is a chapter on the Idea of

Progress. Park (1864-1944) and Burgess (1886-1966) do all

they can to argue for the Idea of Progress, but in the end,

they do not even seem to be totally convinced that the Idea

is representative of history nor that it can be used to pre-

dict the future, despite their desire to believe in it, and

the manner in which they "stack the deck" to convince their

students of the Idea's validity.

Park and Burgess begin with the belief that Progress is

a principle which is not questioned (3, p. 953), but then

go on to say that there are some problems. They question
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whether a more efficient weapon can be considered. as evidence

for material progress for example. Their answer is that it

depends on whether one considers war a necessity. Park

and Burgess give no answer; but later in the chapter there

is an article by James Bryce. which indicates that .warfare

is a given in history. Also, they address Toennies' arguments

that the complex must collapse on itself, and that complexity

breeds alienation. Park and Burgess answer the former charge

with the Augustinian race-individual analogy, and they answer

the latter charge by stating that:

It has been estimated that, in the complicated
life of modern cities, at least one-tenth of
the population is not competent to maintain an
independent, economic existence, but requires
an increasing amount of care and assistance from
the other nine-tenths. To the inferior, incom-
petent, and unfortunate, unable to keep pace with
progress, the more rapid advance of. the world
means disease, despair and death (3, pp. 954-955).

The alienated and pessimistic, according to Park and Burgess,

seem to be a small minority of inferior or incompetent people,

the burden of which the rest of the well-adjusted society

must bear. They suggest this belief unfairly through the

remainder of the chapter by presenting a series of articles

which argue in favor of Progress. The list of scholars in-

cludes Ward, Hobhouse, Dewey, Francis Galton, Santayana,

Sumner (in a more optimistic moment), James, Bryce and

Bergson. The only opponent of Progress to whom any space

is given is Schopenhauer.
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The final problem which concerns Park and Burgess is

the lack'of a definition of Progress. They freely admit

that at present, the concept is extremely vague (3, pp. 962,

966-967). It might be asked, why such a vague concept (2,

p. 1001) is so faithfully accepted. Their answer is that

sociologists must accept the.values of the current community

(2, p. 1001), and the American community accepts Progress as

law. Further, the problem of definition on a theoretical

level is not what is important; what is important is that it

be operationally defined and quantitatively tested (2,-p. 1002).

They do realize that Progress is a macro-level concept in the

extreme sense because it applies to mankind as a whole (2,

p. 1001)--yet they insist that the concept of Progress be

quantified even if on a small scale.

Park and Burgess are influenced in this belief by

Walter Wilcox, who first published the notion of quantifying

Progress in 1913 in an article called "A Statistician's Idea

of Progress" in the International Journal of Ethics (2, p.

1001). Another scholar, Alfredo Niceforo, also served to

intensify their belief that Progress could be quantified (2,

p. 1003). Wilcox gave a number of indices of Progress in-

cluding: increase in population, lengthof life, uniformity

in population, racial homogeneity, literacy, and decrease of

divorce rate. While Park and Burgess were quite ready to do

some tests,. none were ever done. With no empirical proof to
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satisfy their own epistemology, and with only faith in

Progress as their proof, Park and Burgess could not accept

the Idea of Progress in "good faith."

Park and Burgess were the last major sociologists to make

any kind of apology for the Idea of Progress.. Even. in

America, the intellectual community had to accept the dis-

creditation of the Idea of Progress.

The last sociological theorist to have a notion of Prog-

ress in his theories (although in a decayed form) was Talcott

Parsons (1902-1979).. Parsons denied that such an Idea was

to be found in-his work, and said that one should not confuse

his objective scientific judgements with judgements made

according to the values of the observer (4, p. 11). [Parsons

criticizes the nineteenth century sociological theorists for

saying that they failed to differentiate between valuational

and scientific questions (4, p. 11)]. Also, as Jackson Toby

correctly points out, he does not have a "romantic faith"

in the inevitability of progress (4, p. 10). In contrast

to these statements, Parsons continually argued for modern

society (particularly American society) as being the most

superior form of society in history. This belief, in con-

junction with his acceptance of the assumption that society

has evolved from the simple to. the complex,, is evidence for

the fact that he does have a. fragmented Idea of Progress.

The principle upon which Parsons bases his scientific

objectivity is that the inferiority or superiority of a



149

particular society can be measured by its display of its gen-

eralized adaptive capacity (4, p. 231). The better a society

adapts to its environment, the further it may be said to

have evolved. (Parsons claims that this is a purely bio-

logical judgement.) The adaptive capacity of a society

depends upon its choice of action in regard to five pattern

variables (5, pp. 61-67). The first of the pattern variables

is affectivity-affective neutrality,which concerns how much

emotion should be associated with and invested in a social

phenomenon. The second is self orientation-collective

orientation, which explains whether action is based on self

or collective interests. The third is universalism-

particularism, which concerns whether a certain status has

a formal-rational nature (univeralism) or a non-formal-

nonrational nature (particularism). The fourth is achievement-

ascription, which concerns whether a certain status-role

has been gained on the basis of merit (achievement) or on

the basis of birthright (ascription). The last is specificity-

diffuseness, which refers to whether a role has very precise

duties associated with it (specificity) or if the nature of

the actions associated with it are not well defined (dif-

fuseness).

These pattern-variables are at work at all levels of

the social system, and constitute the social system's nature.

Of special. importance to the evolution of society from the
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inferior to the superior are the pattern-variables of

particularism-universalism and achievement-ascription. To

be sure, there are many permutations of these five dicho-

tomies, but there is a series of choices in these pattern-

variables which Parsons sees as yielding the greatest

adaptive capacity. This series of choices, which America

has made, are: self over collectivity, affective neutrality

over affectivity, universalism over particularism, achieve-

ment over ascription, and specificity over diffuseness.

The evolution of society must go through certain

"breakthroughs" in order to reach a superior selection of

pattern-variables. In primitive societies, the selection

of pattern-variables is precisely the opposite of the given

superior form. The first breakthrough which changes the

primitive selection of pattern-variables is the emergence of

a stratification system (4, p. 11). In a primitive social

system, without a hierarchy, there is no leadership based

on universalistically assessed abilities, such as is neces-

sary when dealing with a military threat or a natural dis-

aster. A leader in this system who bases his authority on

charisma cannot command the society's resources in an effi-

cient manner, because kinship ties will disrupt the proper

allocation of resources. Parsons is thus claiming, according

to Toby, that stratification relatively increases the

"mobility of human and nonhuman resources over the level pos-

sible in a system of kinship ascription" (4, p. 11).
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The second evolutionary breakthrough, chronologically

speaking, is "explicit cultural legitimation" (4, p. 12),

in which the cultural system is completely differentiated

from the society so that a justification for the inequatable

distribution of wealth, power, and prestige can be created

and maintained. Legitimizing myths often accomplish this,

and thus a written language often accompanies this break-

through. Early civilizations follow this pattern, with

authority justified and guarded by a priestly class, that

also controls the distribution'of education. Societies

which have reached this level are found in ancient Egypt,

China, India, Mesopotamia, Rome, and the Islamic Empires.

It is interesting to note that in primitive societies there

is no distinction between cultural and social action. The

separation of these two aspects of action caused by the

evolutionary breakthroughs thus far listed is what consti-

tutes an intermediate society.

The reasons that intermediate societies did not reach

the level of today's societies are diverse. First and most

importantly, they never developed a generalized legal order

(4, p. 13); that is, they lacked formal rational procedures.

The ancient legal order was dependent on religious agencies

which also produced a legitimate normative order, and was

dependent on the vested interests of the operative sector.

The legal principles of this system could thus be manipu-

lated to the advantage of the powerful in society. The



152

procedures were thus diffusely oriented and particularistic,

which led to poor adaptation to the environment. Ancient

Greece and Israel are examples of societies which bordered

on having universalistic legal systems, but were unable to

take advantage of their discovery due to historical contin-

gencies.

A second failure of the intermediate societies was that

they never developed the idea of "office." Once again,

the pattern-variables of ascription and particularism re-

mained strong. In the intermediate social systems a

particular office was often inherited, and the power generated

by that office was invested in the man holding the office.

This is maladaptive because the best man for an office is not

necessarily going to get it, and when the man holding the

power of office dies or abdicates, the power will either be

scattered or it will continue to follow him in the case of

abdication. This in turn will lead to great social disorgan-

ization. In modern society, any official position is an

achieved status-role; therefore, the one most qualified for

the office will theoretically obtain it. Also, the power of

the office stays with the office. The privileges enjoyed by

a person holding an office in modern society will have to be

renounced when the person leaves the office, and be taken up

by the next person to fill it.

A third problem in intermediate societies was that there

is no use of a market mechanism for the allocation of resources,
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whether human or nonhuman, Intermediate societies used

either political coercion or an appeal to particularistic

loyalties to allocate materials (4, p. 24). Both of these

methods were maladaptive in nature, because the former

bred resentment among the citizenry, while the latter

caused ambivalence--particular loyalties may conflict.

Modern society solves this by entering the market with a

generalized inducement (usually money) and competing for

the necessary resources (4, p. 14). Theoretically, this

method greatly reduces internal conflict in the society.

Finally, the intermediate societies failed to establish

a democratic political structure. Only in a democratic

society can there be an establishment of a general consensus,

which is essential for high adaptive capacity. A democratic

structure is important for four reasons. First, the election

of leaders allows power to be distributed among the citizens.

Second, the institution of voting solicits the participation

of all the citizens and not just the leaders. Third, the

institution of universal rules for election to office pro-

tects the integrity of the voting system. Fourth, in the

democratic system, a person may choose whether or not to

participate in the political process. The only part of the

political structure that is ascribed is the status-role of

citizen.

Although the pattern-variables of ascription-achievement

and universalism-particularism are the most important in
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Parson's history of the advancement of society, a few words

on the other three pattern-variables might be in order.

Affective neutrality is preferable to affectivity because

it upholds formal and rational precedure in political and

economic acts. To be sure, without affective neutrality it

would become very difficult to continue having universal

offices. In the case of primitive society, there is extreme

affectivity, as might be expected when the kinship unit is

the cornerstone of the social structure, says Parsons.

These affective ties impair rational judgement at the per-

sonality level in times of crisis, and do not allow for

proper resource allocation at the systems level. This will

certainly lower the society's adaptive capacity. On the

personality level, at times other than during a crisis,

affectivity will make the individual desirous of all resources

when the actor must make choices in the acquisition of these

resources. In the affectively neutral society, this problem

is easily handled through the use of rational choice.

On the question of choosing between self-collectivity,

self is seen as the superior choice. A social system operates

at its best when each actor is motivated by the optimization

of personal gratification. Parsons does not deny that man

is guided by self-interest. If so, to motivate the actor to

his maximum potential, it must be in terms of personal, not

public, gain. It only follows that if the most talented

are completely motivated to fulfill necessary tasks through
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the use of market mechanisms, the public will also benefit.

This does not work in reverse. If the individual is forced

to act only for the sake of the public, he is not motivated

enough to use the full potential of his talent and, thus,

both the individual and the collectivity suffer. In short,

a collectivity-oriented society does not solicit enough par-

ticipation from its members to allow for a high adaptation

rate. As one would expect, the primitive societies choose

collectivity orientation while modern societies choose

self-orientation.

In the case of specificity-diffuseness, Parsons believes

that specificity is superior. Specificity-diffuseness gen-

erally refers to roles. Parsons does not want to make an

analytical distinction between status and role, so this might

not be the most analytically correct way to speak about this

pattern variable (the same is true when it is said that

universalism-particularism generally refers to status), but

it is helpful to do so for heuristic purposes. Specificity

implies a high degree of role specialization, thus making the

borders of authority, function, and duties very precise. In

such a case, discrete alliances and interdependent relation-

ships become identifiable, indicating a more orderly society.

Diffuseness is the polar opposite of specificity. A diffuse

role covers many areas, rendering it difficult to determine

how much authority is exercised in each area. In general the

borders of the role are extremely ambiguous.
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According to Parsons, diffuse roles are found in their

most pure form in primitive societies. Where there is a

simple division of labor, one diffuse role will encompass

many specific roles which are autonomous in modern societies.

For example, in a primitive society which is kinship based,

a father's role includes many specific roles, such as

economic administrator, judge and disciplinarian, economic

provider, political leader, and worker. The extent to which

he plays each of these roles varies; there is no norm as to

which one he must concentrate on or give first priority,

according to Parsons. There are also no rules concerning

the manner in which he acts out his role. All of this is

decided through affective means. Consequently, during per-

iods of disequilibrium, there is high social disorganization,

and relatively high disorganization at all times when primi-

tive society is compared with modern society.

In modern society, with its complex division of

labor, roles become more specific. This specificity creates

a higher level of interdependence among systems parts and,

thus, order is increased. The very precise definition of a

role leaves no confusion on how to act by precluding role

conflict. All actions possible in specific roles are care-

fully planned and formalized so that action can be carried

out rationally and efficiently. Since the problem of order

is central to Parson's thought, it only follows that Parsons

sees specificity as superior to diffuseness. The same can

be said about the other pattern-variables.
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Both of Parsons' concerns about order and adaptation

connect him with the former theorists of Progress, particu-

larly since he sees society as unilinearly advancing for the

better in regard to these issues. This coupled with his

extreme optimism make his claims of objectivity dubious;

however, no matter what is said, the Idea of Progress is not

being presented in a fully integrated form. The use of the

Idea in any form was becoming extremely rare in Parsons'

day and, thus, it is fair to say that he constituted an

extreme minority.

After Parsons, it becomes very difficult to find another

theorist who uses the Idea of Progress in a form integrated

enough to be positively identified. The Idea even began to

disappear from popular culture at the time when Parsons'

influence waned in American sociology. The unrest of the

sixties is ample demonstration of the Idea's disappearance,

although a few lingering signs can still be identified, such

as DuPont still using the slogan "Progress through chemistry."

To see that the Idea has left the intellectual circles, one

need only review the many schools of thought. The micro-

oriented schools such as symbolic interactionism, neokant-

ianism, or the phenomenological school never entertain such

an Idea since it contradicts subjectivism, and because

Progress is a grand macro-level concept. The schools with

a macro-orientation such as the positive-organists, contem-

porary conflict theorists, and the critical school, also
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reject the Idea. The positive-organists, with the exception

of Ward, reject it because it is not a "positive" concept,

and because it assumes the environment is controllable by

man. The pessimism of the contemporary conflict school and

the critical school also precludes the use of the Idea of

Progress. Although these schools see an integrated complex

society as possible, there are no indications at this time

that they believe that improvement is now occurring.

In this historical study, it has been shown that the

Idea of Progress developed slowly in terms of the creation

and synthesis of its central propositions. Contributors

during this period of growth were Augustine, Bacon, Bodin,

Descartes, early Pascal, Fontenelle, and Saint-Pierre. The

central propositions were synthesized by Turgot into an

integrated form, after which the Idea was refined by Condorcet.

Its use was continued in the works of Saint-Simon, Comte,

Spencer, the young Marx, and possibly the mature Marx. The

Idea's truth and popularity remained unchallenged in the

social sciences until the mid-nineteenth century. The

second generation of sociologists in Europe viciously

attacked the Idea, which resulted in its discreditation among

most scholars of sociology at the turn of the century. Those

who explicitly attacked the Idea included Weber, Toennies,

and Sorokin, while the other second generation sociologists

such as Durkheim and Sumner showed only mild disapproval.

In Europe, the Idea died (England may be the one exception),
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but in America it continued in the work of Ward, and then in

fragmented form in the work of Park and Burgess, and Parsons.

As the twentieth century comes to a close, the Idea has been

totally retired, although it may still have a small role in

popular culture, where the idea of economic progress seems to

be lingering.

Due to definitional problems, a consistent history of

the Idea of Progress in regard to social thought and socio-

logical theory has not been written. With the conclusion

of this study, it is hoped that this problem has been solved.
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