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Preface

Al­though Pos­it­iv­ism has been pretty widely dis­cussed of late, not only by those in­ter­ested in philo­sophy and re­li­gion, but by the gen­eral reader and the pub­lic press, per­haps but few of them, whether read­ers or crit­ics, have ex­actly grasped the full mean­ing of it as a sys­tem at once of thought and of life. The vast range of the ground it cov­ers and the tech­nical, al­lus­ive, and close style of Comte’s writ­ings in the ori­ginal have made it dif­fi­cult to mas­ter the sub­ject as a whole. It has ac­cord­ingly been thought that the time has come to add to the “New Univer­sal Library” a trans­la­tion of The Gen­eral View of Pos­it­iv­ism, i.e., the care­ful sum­mary of the Pos­it­ive Polity which Auguste Comte pre­fixed to the four volumes of his prin­cipal work. The trans­la­tion which was pub­lished by Dr. J. H. Bridges in 1865 is at the same time a most ac­cur­ate ver­sion by one of Comte’s earli­est fol­low­ers, and also it is turned in an easy and sim­pler style, with the ref­er­ences and al­lu­sions ex­plained, mar­ginal head­ings to the para­graphs, and a com­plete ana­lysis of the con­tents.

Pos­it­iv­ism is not simply a sys­tem of Philo­sophy; nor is it simply a new form of Re­li­gion; nor is it simply a scheme of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion. It par­takes of all of these, and pro­fesses to har­mon­ize them un­der one dom­in­ant con­cep­tion that is equally philo­sophic and so­cial. “Its primary ob­ject,” writes Comte, “is two­fold: to gen­er­al­ize our sci­entific con­cep­tions and to sys­tem­at­ize the art of so­cial life.” Ac­cord­ingly Comte’s ideal em­braces the three main ele­ments of which hu­man life con­sists—Thoughts, Feel­ings and Ac­tions.

Now it is clear that no such com­pre­hens­ive sys­tem was ever be­fore offered to the world. Neither the Gospel nor any known type of re­li­gion un­der­took to give a syn­thetic group­ing of the Sciences. No syn­thetic scheme of philo­sophy ever at­temp­ted to cor­rel­ate re­li­gion, polit­ics, art, and in­dustry. No sys­tem of So­cial­ism, an­cient or mod­ern, star­ted with math­em­at­ics and led up to an ideal of a hu­man de­vo­tion to duty, with a ritual of wor­ship, both pub­lic and private.

Now Comte’s fam­ous Pos­it­ive Polity did at­tempt this gi­gantic task. And the nov­elty and ex­tent of such a work ex­plains and ac­counts for the ex­treme dif­fi­culty met with by read­ers of the ori­ginal French, and also for the fas­cin­a­tion which it has main­tained more than fifty years after the au­thor’s death. It has been talked about, cri­ti­cized, and even ri­diculed, with an ig­nor­ance of its true char­ac­ter which can only be ex­cused by the ab­stract and severe form in which Comte thought right to con­dense his thoughts. Comte was primar­ily a math­em­atician, and neither Des­cartes nor New­ton troubled them­selves about “the gen­eral reader.” Kepler, they say, de­clared him­self sat­is­fied if he had one con­vert in a cen­tury; and philo­soph­ers have sel­dom had justice done them un­til some gen­er­a­tions have passed. The dif­fi­culties presen­ted by the sci­entific form of Comte’s works have been ob­vi­ated for Eng­lish read­ers by the ver­sions of his Eng­lish fol­low­ers, which are at once lit­eral trans­la­tions, ana­lyses, and elu­cid­a­tions. For the “gen­eral reader” noth­ing could be more ser­vice­able than Bridges’ clear present­a­tion of Comte’s own “gen­eral view,” or sum­mary of his sys­tem.

The trans­la­tion it­self is a lit­er­ary mas­ter­piece. It renders an ex­tremely ab­stract and com­plex French type of philo­soph­ical dog­mat­ism into easy and simple Eng­lish, whilst at the same time pre­serving and even elu­cid­at­ing the some­what cryptic al­lu­sions and nu­ances of the ori­ginal. The thought in the French is full, preg­nant, and sug­gest­ive, at once subtle and ab­stract, and rich with words of a new coin­age—such as al­tru­ism, so­ci­ology, dy­nam­ics (i.e., his­tory), and old words used in a spe­cial sense. This dif­fi­culty Dr. Bridges sur­mounts by break­ing up the in­volved sen­tences, sup­ply­ing names and facts in­dir­ectly re­ferred to, and by trans­fer­ring tech­nical lan­guage into pop­u­lar Eng­lish. The suc­cess of the trans­la­tion has been proved by the thou­sands of cop­ies sold in the ori­ginal 12mo edi­tion of 1865, in the 8vo edi­tion of 1875, and in the ste­reo­typed re­print of 1881.

A pathetic in­terest at­taches to the his­tory of the trans­la­tion. In 1860 Dr. Bridges, just settled as a phys­i­cian in Mel­bourne, lost his young wife by fever. He at once re­turned to Eng­land, bring­ing the re­mains of his wife for in­ter­ment in the fam­ily grave­yard in Suffolk. In those days of sail­ing ves­sels the voy­age home round Cape Horn oc­cu­pied at least three months. Dr. Bridges re­solved to con­quer his sor­row, shut him­self in his cabin dur­ing the voy­age home and com­pleted the trans­la­tion (in 430 pages of print) within the time at sea:—



The sad mech­anic ex­er­cise,


Like dull nar­cot­ics, numb­ing pain.




Auguste Comte al­ways spoke of the Pos­it­ive Polity as “his prin­cipal work.” The Dis­cours sur l’En­semble, or Gen­eral View of Pos­it­iv­ism, formed the in­tro­duc­tion to the four volumes. It forms a sum­mary of the en­tire work, and it is in­deed a sys­tem­atic ap­plic­a­tion of the doc­trine to the ac­tual con­di­tion of so­ci­ety. As the Polity, taken as a whole, pro­fesses to em­body a set of doc­trines for the reg­u­la­tion of thought and life, the present In­tro­duc­tion is de­signed to show the need of such a body of doc­trine, the res­ult that they would pro­duce, and the mode in which they are likely to work. Thus, one who de­sires to see in one view the so­cial pur­pose which Pos­it­iv­ism pro­poses to ef­fect would find it in no single volume bet­ter than in this treat­ise.

The work con­sists of six chapters, treat­ing Pos­it­iv­ism re­spect­ively in its in­tel­lec­tual as­pect, its so­cial as­pect, its in­flu­ence on the work­ing classes, on wo­men, on art, and on re­li­gion. In other words it il­lus­trates the ap­plic­a­tion of the sys­tem to Philo­sophy, Polit­ics, In­dustry, The Fam­ily, Po­etry and The Fu­ture. It opens with a com­par­ison of Pos­it­iv­ist doc­trines with those of the lead­ing ex­tant philo­sophies. It closes with a pic­ture of so­ci­ety should those doc­trines be real­ized. It is thus both a cri­ti­cism of cur­rent the­or­ies, and an uto­pia of a pos­sible Fu­ture. Of the in­ter­me­di­ate chapters, the first deals with the prin­cipal changes pro­posed in our ac­tual polit­ical sys­tem: the next chapter deals with the changes pro­posed in our present so­cial sys­tem. Then come the last two chapters, deal­ing with the prin­cipal agents, Art, Po­etry and Re­li­gion, by which those changes may be pro­moted. The book is there­fore a prac­tical in­tro­duc­tion to the sub­ject as a whole; for it sets forth the aim of Pos­it­iv­ism as a sys­tem, and then how it seeks to ef­fect that aim.


Fre­deric Har­rison





Introductory Remarks

In the fol­low­ing series of sys­tem­atic es­says upon Pos­it­iv­ism the es­sen­tial prin­ciples of the doc­trine are first con­sidered; I then point out the agen­cies by which its propaga­tion will be ef­fected; and I con­clude by de­scrib­ing cer­tain ad­di­tional fea­tures in­dis­pens­able to its com­plete­ness. My treat­ment of these ques­tions will of course be sum­mary; yet it will suf­fice, I hope, to over­come sev­eral ex­cus­able but un­foun­ded pre­ju­dices. It will en­able any com­pet­ent reader to as­sure him­self that the new gen­eral doc­trine aims at some­thing more than sat­is­fy­ing the In­tel­lect; that it is in real­ity quite as fa­vour­able to Feel­ing and even to Ima­gin­a­tion.

Pos­it­iv­ism con­sists es­sen­tially of a Philo­sophy and a Polity. These can never be dis­severed; the former be­ing the basis, and the lat­ter the end of one com­pre­hens­ive sys­tem, in which our in­tel­lec­tual fac­ulties and our so­cial sym­path­ies are brought into close cor­rel­a­tion with each other. For, in the first place, the sci­ence of So­ci­ety, be­sides be­ing more im­port­ant than any other, sup­plies the only lo­gical and sci­entific link by which all our var­ied ob­ser­va­tions of phe­nom­ena can be brought into one con­sist­ent whole.1 Of this sci­ence it is even more true than of any of the pre­ced­ing sci­ences, that its real char­ac­ter can­not be un­der­stood without ex­plain­ing its ex­act re­la­tion in all gen­eral fea­tures with the art cor­res­pond­ing to it. Now here we find a co­in­cid­ence which is as­suredly not for­tu­it­ous. At the very time when the the­ory of so­ci­ety is be­ing laid down, an im­mense sphere is opened for the ap­plic­a­tion of that the­ory; the dir­ec­tion, namely, of the so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion of Western Europe. For, if we take an­other point of view, and look at the great crisis of mod­ern his­tory, as its char­ac­ter is dis­played in the nat­ural course of events, it be­comes every day more evid­ent how hope­less is the task of re­con­struct­ing polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions without the pre­vi­ous re­mod­el­ling of opin­ion and of life. To form then a sat­is­fact­ory syn­thesis of all hu­man con­cep­tions is the most ur­gent of our so­cial wants: and it is needed equally for the sake of Order and of Pro­gress. Dur­ing the gradual ac­com­plish­ment of this great philo­soph­ical work, a new moral power will arise spon­tan­eously through­out the West, which, as its in­flu­ence in­creases, will lay down a def­in­ite basis for the re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of so­ci­ety. It will of­fer a gen­eral sys­tem of edu­ca­tion for the ad­op­tion of all civ­il­ized na­tions, and by this means will sup­ply in every de­part­ment of pub­lic and private life fixed prin­ciples of judg­ment and of con­duct. Thus the in­tel­lec­tual move­ment and the so­cial crisis will be brought con­tinu­ally into close con­nec­tion with each other. Both will com­bine to pre­pare the ad­vanced por­tion of hu­man­ity for the ac­cept­ance of a true spir­itual power, a power more co­her­ent, as well as more pro­gress­ive, than the noble but pre­ma­ture at­tempt of me­di­eval Cath­oli­cism.

The primary ob­ject, then, of Pos­it­iv­ism is two­fold: to gen­er­al­ize our sci­entific con­cep­tions, and to sys­tem­at­ize the art of so­cial life. These are but two as­pects of one and the same prob­lem. They will form the sub­jects of the two first chapters of this work. I shall first ex­plain the gen­eral spirit of the new philo­sophy. I shall then show its ne­ces­sary con­nec­tion with the whole course of that vast re­volu­tion which is now about to ter­min­ate un­der its guid­ance in so­cial re­con­struc­tion.

This will lead us nat­ur­ally to an­other ques­tion. The re­gen­er­at­ing doc­trine can­not do its work without ad­her­ents; in what quarter should we hope to find them? Now, with in­di­vidual ex­cep­tions of great value, we can­not ex­pect the ad­he­sion of any of the up­per classes in so­ci­ety. They are all more or less un­der the in­flu­ence of base­less meta­phys­ical the­or­ies, and of ar­is­to­cratic self-seek­ing. They are ab­sorbed in blind polit­ical agit­a­tion and in dis­putes for the pos­ses­sion of the use­less rem­nants of the old theo­lo­gical and mil­it­ary sys­tem. Their ac­tion only tends to pro­long the re­volu­tion­ary state in­def­in­itely, and can never res­ult in true so­cial renov­a­tion.

Whether we re­gard its in­tel­lec­tual char­ac­ter or its so­cial ob­jects, it is cer­tain that Pos­it­iv­ism must look else­where for sup­port. It will find a wel­come in those classes only whose good sense has been left un­im­paired by our vi­cious sys­tem of edu­ca­tion, and whose gen­er­ous sym­path­ies are al­lowed to de­velop them­selves freely. It is among wo­men, there­fore, and among the work­ing classes that the hearti­est sup­port­ers of the new doc­trine will be found. It is in­ten­ded, in­deed, ul­ti­mately for all classes of so­ci­ety. But it will never gain much real in­flu­ence over the higher ranks till it is forced upon their no­tice by these power­ful pat­rons. When the work of spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion is com­pleted, it is on them that its main­ten­ance will prin­cip­ally de­pend; and so too, their com­bined aid is ne­ces­sary for its com­mence­ment. Hav­ing but little in­flu­ence in polit­ical gov­ern­ment, they are the more likely to ap­pre­ci­ate the need of a moral gov­ern­ment, the spe­cial ob­ject of which it will be to pro­tect them against the op­press­ive ac­tion of the tem­poral power.

In the third chapter, there­fore, I shall ex­plain the mode in which philo­soph­ers and work­ing men will co­oper­ate. Both have been pre­pared for this co­ali­tion by the gen­eral course which mod­ern his­tory has taken, and it of­fers now the only hope we have of really de­cis­ive ac­tion. We shall find that the ef­forts of Pos­it­iv­ism to reg­u­late and de­velop the nat­ural tend­en­cies of the people, make it, even from the in­tel­lec­tual point of view, more co­her­ent and com­plete.

But there is an­other and a more un­ex­pec­ted source from which Pos­it­iv­ism will ob­tain sup­port; and not till then will its true char­ac­ter and the full ex­tent of its con­struct­ive power be ap­pre­ci­ated. I shall show in the fourth chapter how em­in­ently cal­cu­lated is the Pos­it­ive doc­trine to raise and reg­u­late the so­cial con­di­tion of wo­men. It is from the fem­in­ine as­pect only that hu­man life, whether in­di­vidu­ally or col­lect­ively con­sidered, can really be com­pre­hen­ded as a whole. For the only basis on which a sys­tem really em­bra­cing all the re­quire­ments of life can be formed, is the sub­or­din­a­tion of in­tel­lect to so­cial feel­ing: a sub­or­din­a­tion which we find dir­ectly rep­res­en­ted in the wo­manly type of char­ac­ter, whether re­garded in its per­sonal or so­cial re­la­tions.

Al­though these ques­tions can­not be treated fully in the present work, I hope to con­vince my read­ers that Pos­it­iv­ism is more in ac­cord­ance with the spon­tan­eous tend­en­cies of the people and of wo­men than Cath­oli­cism, and is there­fore bet­ter qual­i­fied to in­sti­tute a spir­itual power. It should be ob­served that the ground on which the sup­port of both these classes is ob­tained is, that Pos­it­iv­ism is the only sys­tem which can su­per­sede the vari­ous sub­vers­ive schemes that are grow­ing every day more dan­ger­ous to all the re­la­tions of do­mestic and so­cial life. Yet the tend­ency of the doc­trine is to el­ev­ate the char­ac­ter of both of these classes; and it gives a most en­er­getic sanc­tion to all their le­git­im­ate as­pir­a­tions.

Thus it is that a philo­sophy ori­gin­at­ing in spec­u­la­tions of the most ab­stract char­ac­ter, is found ap­plic­able not merely to every de­part­ment of prac­tical life, but also to the sphere of our moral nature. But to com­plete the proof of its uni­ver­sal­ity I have still to speak of an­other very es­sen­tial fea­ture. I shall show, in spite of pre­ju­dices which ex­ist very nat­ur­ally on this point, that Pos­it­iv­ism is em­in­ently cal­cu­lated to call the Ima­gin­at­ive fac­ulties into ex­er­cise. It is by these fac­ulties that the unity of hu­man nature is most dis­tinctly rep­res­en­ted: they are them­selves in­tel­lec­tual, but their field lies prin­cip­ally in our moral nature, and the res­ult of their op­er­a­tion is to in­flu­ence the act­ive powers. The sub­ject of wo­men treated in the fourth chapter, will lead me by a nat­ural trans­ition to speak in the fifth of the Aes­thetic as­pects of Pos­it­iv­ism. I shall at­tempt to show that the new doc­trine by the very fact of em­bra­cing the whole range of hu­man re­la­tions in the spirit of real­ity, dis­closes the true the­ory of Art, which has hitherto been so great a de­fi­ciency in our spec­u­lat­ive con­cep­tions. The prin­ciple of the the­ory is that, in co­ordin­at­ing the primary func­tions of hu­man­ity, Pos­it­iv­ism places the Ideal­it­ies of the poet mid­way between the Ideas of the philo­sopher and the Real­it­ies of the states­man. We see from this the­ory how it is that the po­et­ical power of Pos­it­iv­ism can­not be mani­fes­ted at present. We must wait un­til moral and men­tal re­gen­er­a­tion has ad­vanced far enough to awaken the sym­path­ies which nat­ur­ally be­long to it, and on which Art in its re­newed state must de­pend for the fu­ture. The first men­tal and so­cial shock once passed, Po­etry will at last take her proper rank. She will lead Hu­man­ity on­ward to­wards a fu­ture which is now no longer vague and vis­ion­ary, while at the same time she en­ables us to pay due hon­our to all phases of the past. The great ob­ject which Pos­it­iv­ism sets be­fore us in­di­vidu­ally and so­cially, is the en­deav­our to be­come more per­fect. The highest im­port­ance is at­tached there­fore to the ima­gin­at­ive fac­ulties, be­cause in every sphere with which they deal they stim­u­late the sense of per­fec­tion. Lim­ited as my ex­plan­a­tions in this work must be, I shall be able to show that Pos­it­iv­ism, while open­ing out a new and wide field for art, sup­plies in the same spon­tan­eous way new means of ex­pres­sion.

I shall thus have sketched with some de­tail the true char­ac­ter of the re­gen­er­at­ing doc­trine. All its prin­cipal as­pects will have been con­sidered. Be­gin­ning with its philo­soph­ical basis, I pass by nat­ural trans­itions to its polit­ical pur­pose; thence to its ac­tion upon the people, its in­flu­ence with wo­men, and lastly, to its aes­thetic power. In con­clud­ing this work, which is but the in­tro­duc­tion to a lar­ger treat­ise, I have only to speak of the con­cep­tion which unites all these vari­ous as­pects. As summed up in the pos­it­iv­ist motto, “Love, Order, Pro­gress,” they lead us to the con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity, which im­pli­citly in­volves and gives new force to each of them. Rightly in­ter­pret­ing this con­cep­tion, we view Pos­it­iv­ism at last as a com­plete and con­sist­ent whole. The sub­ject will nat­ur­ally lead us to speak in gen­eral terms of the fu­ture pro­gress of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, as far as the his­tory of the past en­ables us to fore­see it. The move­ment ori­gin­ates in France, and is lim­ited at first to the great fam­ily of Western na­tions. I shall show that it will af­ter­wards ex­tend, in ac­cord­ance with def­in­ite laws, to the rest of the white race, and fi­nally to the other two great races of man.






Réor­gan­iser, sans dieu ni roi, par le culte sys­tématique de l’Hu­man­ité.



Nul n’a droit qu’à faire son devoir.



L’es­prit doit tou­jours être le min­istre du coeur, et ja­mais son es­clave.





Re­or­gan­isa­tion, ir­re­spect­ively of God or king, by the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity, sys­tem­at­ic­ally ad­op­ted.

Man’s only right is to do his duty.

The In­tel­lect should al­ways be the ser­vant of the Heart, and should never be its slave.




“We tire of think­ing and even of act­ing; we never tire of lov­ing.”





		
			A General View of Positivism

		
	


I
The Intellectual Character of Positivism


The ob­ject of all true Philo­sophy is to frame a sys­tem which shall com­pre­hend hu­man life un­der every as­pect, so­cial as well as in­di­vidual. It em­braces, there­fore, the three kinds of phe­nom­ena of which our life con­sists: Thoughts, Feel­ings, and Ac­tions. Under all these as­pects, the growth of Hu­man­ity is primar­ily spon­tan­eous; and the basis upon which all wise at­tempts to modify it should pro­ceed, can only be fur­nished by an ex­act ac­quaint­ance with the nat­ural pro­cess. We are, how­ever, able to modify this pro­cess sys­tem­at­ic­ally; and the im­port­ance of this is ex­treme, since we can thereby greatly di­min­ish the par­tial de­vi­ations, the dis­astrous delays, and the grave in­con­sist­en­cies to which so com­plex a growth would be li­able were it left en­tirely to it­self. To ef­fect this ne­ces­sary in­ter­ven­tion is the proper sphere of polit­ics. But a right con­cep­tion can­not be formed of it without the aid of the philo­sopher, whose busi­ness it is to define and amend the prin­ciples on which it is con­duc­ted. With this ob­ject in view the philo­sopher en­deav­ours to co­ordin­ate the vari­ous ele­ments of man’s ex­ist­ence, so that it may be con­ceived of the­or­et­ic­ally as an in­teg­ral whole. His syn­thesis can only be valid in so far as it is an ex­act and com­plete rep­res­ent­a­tion of the re­la­tions nat­ur­ally ex­ist­ing. The first con­di­tion is there­fore that these re­la­tions be care­fully stud­ied. When the philo­sopher, in­stead of form­ing such a syn­thesis, at­tempts to in­ter­fere more dir­ectly with the course of prac­tical life, he com­mits the er­ror of usurp­ing the province of the states­man, to whom all prac­tical meas­ures ex­clus­ively be­long. Philo­sophy and Polit­ics are the two prin­cipal func­tions of the great so­cial or­gan­ism. Mor­al­ity, sys­tem­at­ic­ally con­sidered, forms the con­nect­ing link and at the same time the line of de­marc­a­tion between them. It is the most im­port­ant ap­plic­a­tion of philo­sophy, and it gives a gen­eral dir­ec­tion to polity. Nat­ural mor­al­ity, that is to say the vari­ous emo­tions of our moral nature, will, as I have shown in my pre­vi­ous work, al­ways gov­ern the spec­u­la­tions of the one and the op­er­a­tions of the other. This I shall ex­plain more fully.

But the syn­thesis, which it is the so­cial func­tion of Philo­sophy to con­struct, will neither be real nor per­man­ent, un­less it em­braces every de­part­ment of hu­man nature, whether spec­u­lat­ive, ef­fect­ive, or prac­tical. These three or­ders of phe­nom­ena re­act upon each other so in­tim­ately, that any sys­tem which does not in­clude all of them must in­ev­it­ably be un­real and in­ad­equate. Yet it is only in the present day, when Philo­sophy is reach­ing the pos­it­ive stage, that this which is her highest and most es­sen­tial mis­sion can be fully ap­pre­hen­ded.

The theo­lo­gical syn­thesis de­pended ex­clus­ively upon our af­fect­ive nature; and this is ow­ing its ori­ginal su­prem­acy and its ul­ti­mate de­cline. For a long time its in­flu­ence over all our highest spec­u­la­tions was para­mount. This was es­pe­cially the case dur­ing the Poly­the­istic period, when Ima­gin­a­tion and Feel­ing still re­tained their sway un­der very slight re­straint from the reas­on­ing fac­ulties. Yet even dur­ing the time of its highest de­vel­op­ment, in­tel­lec­tu­ally and so­cially, theo­logy ex­er­cised no real con­trol over prac­tical life. It re­acted, of course, upon it to some ex­tent, but the ef­fects of this were in most cases far more ap­par­ent than real. There was a nat­ural ant­ag­on­ism between them, which though at first hardly per­ceived, went on in­creas­ing till at last it brought about the en­tire de­struc­tion of the theo­lo­gical fab­ric. A sys­tem so purely sub­ject­ive could not har­mon­ize with the ne­ces­sar­ily ob­ject­ive tend­en­cies and stub­born real­it­ies of prac­tical life. Theology as­ser­ted all phe­nom­ena to be un­der the domin­ion of Wills more or less ar­bit­rary: whereas in prac­tical life men were led more and more clearly to the con­cep­tion of in­vari­able Laws. For without laws hu­man ac­tion would have ad­mit­ted of no rule or plan. In con­sequence of this ut­ter in­ab­il­ity of theo­logy to deal with prac­tical life, its treat­ment of spec­u­lat­ive and even of moral prob­lems was ex­ceed­ingly im­per­fect, such prob­lems be­ing all more or less de­pend­ent on the prac­tical ne­ces­sit­ies of life. To present a per­fectly syn­thetic view of hu­man nature was, then, im­possible as long as the in­flu­ence of theo­logy las­ted; be­cause the In­tel­lect was im­pelled by Feel­ing and by the Act­ive powers in two totally dif­fer­ent dir­ec­tions. The fail­ure of all meta­phys­ical at­tempts to form a syn­thesis need not be dwelt upon here. Meta­phys­i­cians, in spite of their claims to ab­so­lute truth, have never been able to su­per­sede theo­logy in ques­tions of feel­ing, and have proved still more in­ad­equate in prac­tical ques­tions. On­to­logy, even when it was most tri­umphant in the schools, was al­ways lim­ited to sub­jects of a purely in­tel­lec­tual nature; and even here its ab­strac­tions, use­less in them­selves, dealt only with the case of in­di­vidual de­vel­op­ment, the meta­phys­ical spirit be­ing thor­oughly in­com­pat­ible with the so­cial point of view. In my work on Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy I have clearly proved that it con­sti­tutes only a trans­it­ory phase of mind, and is totally in­ad­equate for any con­struct­ive pur­pose. For a time it was su­preme; but its util­ity lay simply in its re­volu­tion­ary tend­en­cies. It aided the pre­lim­in­ary de­vel­op­ment of Hu­man­ity by its gradual in­roads upon Theology, which, though in an­cient times en­trus­ted with the sole dir­ec­tion of so­ci­ety, had long since be­come in every re­spect ut­terly ret­ro­grade.

But all Pos­it­ive spec­u­la­tions owe their first ori­gin to the oc­cu­pa­tions of prac­tical life; and, con­sequently, they have al­ways given some in­dic­a­tion of their ca­pa­city for reg­u­lat­ing our act­ive powers, which had been omit­ted from every former syn­thesis. Their value in this re­spect has been and still is ma­ter­i­ally im­paired by their want of breadth, and their isol­ated and in­co­her­ent char­ac­ter; but it has al­ways been in­stinct­ively felt. The im­port­ance that we at­tach to the­or­ies which teach the laws of phe­nom­ena, and give us the power of pre­vi­sion, is chiefly due to the fact that they alone can reg­u­late our oth­er­wise blind ac­tion upon the ex­ternal world. Hence it is that while the Pos­it­ive spirit has been grow­ing more and more the­or­et­ical, and has gradu­ally ex­ten­ded to every de­part­ment of spec­u­la­tion, it has never lost the prac­tical tend­en­cies which it de­rived from its source; and this even in the case of re­searches use­less in them­selves, and only to be jus­ti­fied as lo­gical ex­er­cises. From its first ori­gin in math­em­at­ics and as­tro­nomy, it has al­ways shown its tend­ency to sys­tem­at­ize the whole of our con­cep­tions in every new sub­ject which has been brought within the scope of its fun­da­mental prin­ciple. It ex­er­cised for a long time a modi­fy­ing in­flu­ence upon theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical prin­ciples, which has gone on in­creas­ing; and since the time of Des­cartes and Ba­con it has be­come evid­ent that it is destined to su­per­sede them al­to­gether. Pos­it­iv­ism has gradu­ally taken pos­ses­sion of the pre­lim­in­ary sci­ences of Phys­ics and Bi­ology, and in these the old sys­tem no longer pre­vails. All that re­mained was to com­plete the range of its in­flu­ence by in­clud­ing the study of so­cial phe­nom­ena. For this study meta­phys­ics had proved in­com­pet­ent; by theo­lo­gical thinkers it had only been pur­sued in­dir­ectly and em­pir­ic­ally as a con­di­tion of gov­ern­ment. I be­lieve that my work on Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy has so far sup­plied what was want­ing. I think it must now be clear to all that the Pos­it­ive spirit can em­brace the en­tire range of thought without lessen­ing, or rather with the ef­fect of strength­en­ing its ori­ginal tend­ency to reg­u­late prac­tical life. And it is a fur­ther guar­an­tee for the sta­bil­ity of the new in­tel­lec­tual syn­thesis that So­cial sci­ence, which is the fi­nal res­ult of our re­searches, gives them that sys­tem­atic char­ac­ter in which they had hitherto been want­ing, by sup­ply­ing the only con­nect­ing link of which they all ad­mit.

This con­cep­tion is already ad­op­ted by all true thinkers. All must now ac­know­ledge that the Pos­it­ive spirit tends ne­ces­sar­ily to­wards the form­a­tion of a com­pre­hens­ive and dur­able sys­tem, in which every prac­tical as well as spec­u­lat­ive sub­ject shall be in­cluded. But such a sys­tem would still be far from real­iz­ing that uni­ver­sal char­ac­ter without which Pos­it­iv­ism would be in­com­pet­ent to su­per­sede Theology in the spir­itual gov­ern­ment of Hu­man­ity. For the ele­ment which really pre­pon­der­ates in every hu­man be­ing, that is to say, Af­fec­tion, would still be left un­touched. This ele­ment it is, and this only, which gives a stim­u­lus and dir­ec­tion to the other two parts of our nature: without it the one would waste its force in ill-con­ceived, or, at least, use­less stud­ies, and the other in bar­ren or even dan­ger­ous con­ten­tion. With this im­mense de­fi­ciency the com­bin­a­tion of our the­or­et­ical and act­ive powers would be fruit­less, be­cause it would lack the only prin­ciple which could en­sure its real and per­man­ent sta­bil­ity. The fail­ure would be even greater than the fail­ure of Theology in deal­ing with prac­tical ques­tions; for the unity of hu­man nature can­not really be made to de­pend either on the ra­tional or the act­ive fac­ulties. In the life of the in­di­vidual, and, still more, in the life of the race, the basis of unity, as I shall show in the fourth chapter, must al­ways be feel­ing. It is to the fact that theo­logy arose spon­tan­eously from feel­ing that its in­flu­ence is for the most part due. And al­though theo­logy is now palp­ably on the de­cline, yet it will re­tain, in prin­ciple at least, some le­git­im­ate claims to the dir­ec­tion of so­ci­ety so long as the new philo­sophy fails to oc­cupy this im­port­ant vant­age-ground. We come then to the fi­nal con­di­tions with which the mod­ern syn­thesis must com­ply. Without neg­lect­ing the spheres of Thought and Ac­tion it must also com­pre­hend the moral sphere; and the very prin­ciple on which its claim to uni­ver­sal­ity rests must be de­rived from Feel­ing. Then, and not till then, can the claims of theo­logy be fi­nally set aside. For then the new sys­tem will have sur­passed the old in that which is the one es­sen­tial pur­pose of all gen­eral doc­trines. It will have shown it­self able to ef­fect what no other doc­trine has done, that is, to bring the three primary ele­ments of our nature into har­mony. If Pos­it­iv­ism were to prove in­cap­able of sat­is­fy­ing this con­di­tion, we must give up all hope of sys­tem­at­iz­a­tion of any kind. For while Pos­it­ive prin­ciples are now suf­fi­ciently de­veloped to neut­ral­ize those of Theology, yet, on the other hand, the in­flu­ence of theo­logy would con­tinue to be far greater. Hence it is that many con­scien­tious thinkers in the present day are so in­clined to des­pair for the fu­ture of so­ci­ety. They see that the old prin­ciples on which so­ci­ety has been gov­erned must fi­nally be­come power­less. What they do not see is that a new basis for mor­al­ity is be­ing gradu­ally laid down. Their the­or­ies are too im­per­fect and in­co­her­ent to show them the dir­ec­tion to­wards which the present time is ul­ti­mately tend­ing. It must be owned, too, that their view seems borne out by the present char­ac­ter of the Pos­it­ive method. While all al­low its util­ity in the treat­ment of prac­tical, and even of spec­u­lat­ive, prob­lems, it seems to most men, and very nat­ur­ally, quite un­fit to deal with ques­tions of mor­al­ity.

But on closer ex­am­in­a­tion they will see reason to rec­tify their judg­ment. They will see that the hard­ness with which Pos­it­ive sci­ence has been justly re­proached, is due to the spe­ci­al­ity and want of pur­pose with which it has hitherto been pur­sued, and is not at all in­her­ent in its nature. Ori­gin­at­ing as it did in the ne­ces­sit­ies of our ma­ter­ial nature, which for a long time re­stric­ted it to the study of the in­or­ganic world, it has not till now be­come suf­fi­ciently com­plete or sys­tem­atic to har­mon­ize well with our moral nature. But now that it is brought to bear upon so­cial ques­tions, which for the fu­ture will form its most im­port­ant field, it loses all the de­fects pe­cu­liar to its long period of in­fancy. The very at­trib­ute of real­ity which is claimed by the new philo­sophy, leads it to treat all sub­jects from the moral still more than from the in­tel­lec­tual side. The ne­ces­sity of as­sign­ing with ex­act truth the place oc­cu­pied by the in­tel­lect and by the heart in the or­gan­iz­a­tion of hu­man nature and of so­ci­ety, leads to the de­cision that Af­fec­tion must be the cent­ral point of the syn­thesis. In the treat­ment of so­cial ques­tions Pos­it­ive sci­ence will be found ut­terly to dis­card those proud il­lu­sions of the su­prem­acy of reason, to which it had been li­able dur­ing its pre­lim­in­ary stages. Rati­fy­ing, in this re­spect, the com­mon ex­per­i­ence of men even more for­cibly than Cath­oli­cism, it teaches us that in­di­vidual hap­pi­ness and pub­lic wel­fare are far more de­pend­ent upon the heart than upon the in­tel­lect. But, in­de­pend­ently of this, the ques­tion of co­ordin­at­ing the fac­ulties of our nature will con­vince us that the only basis on which they can be brought into har­mo­ni­ous union, is the pre­pon­der­ance of Af­fec­tion over Reason, and even over Activ­ity.

The fact that in­tel­lect, as well as so­cial sym­pathy, is a dis­tinct­ive at­trib­ute of our nature, might lead us to sup­pose that either of these two might be su­preme, and there­fore that there might be more than one method of es­tab­lish­ing unity. The fact, how­ever, is that there is only one; be­cause these two ele­ments are by no means equal in their fit­ness for as­sum­ing the first place. Whether we look at the dis­tinct­ive qual­it­ies of each, or at the de­gree of force which they pos­sess, it is easy to see that the only po­s­i­tion for which the in­tel­lect is per­man­ently ad­ap­ted is to be the ser­vant of the so­cial sym­path­ies. If, in­stead of be­ing con­tent with this hon­our­able post, it as­pires to be­come su­preme, its am­bi­tious aims, which are never real­ized, res­ult simply in the most de­plor­able dis­order.

Even with the in­di­vidual, it is im­possible to es­tab­lish per­man­ent har­mony between our vari­ous im­pulses, ex­cept by giv­ing com­plete su­prem­acy to the feel­ing which prompts the sin­cere and ha­bitual de­sire of do­ing good. This feel­ing is, no doubt, like the rest, in it­self blind; it has to learn from reason the right means of ob­tain­ing sat­is­fac­tion; and our act­ive fac­ulties are then called into re­quis­i­tion to ap­ply those means. But com­mon ex­per­i­ence proves that after all the prin­cipal con­di­tion of right ac­tion is the be­ne­vol­ent im­pulse; with the or­din­ary amount of in­tel­lect and activ­ity that is found in men this stim­u­lus, if well sus­tained, is enough to dir­ect our thoughts and en­er­gies to a good res­ult. Without this ha­bitual spring of ac­tion they would in­ev­it­ably waste them­selves in bar­ren or in­co­her­ent ef­forts, and speedily re­lapse into their ori­ginal tor­por. Un­ity in our moral nature is, then, im­possible, ex­cept so far as af­fec­tion pre­pon­der­ates over in­tel­lect and activ­ity.

True as this fun­da­mental prin­ciple is for the in­di­vidual, it is in pub­lic life that its ne­ces­sity can be demon­strated most ir­re­fut­ably. The prob­lem is in real­ity the same, nor is any dif­fer­ent solu­tion of it re­quired; only it as­sumes such in­creased di­men­sions, that less un­cer­tainty is felt as to the method to be ad­op­ted. The vari­ous be­ings whom it is sought to har­mon­ize have in this case each a sep­ar­ate ex­ist­ence; it is clear, there­fore, that the first con­di­tion of co­oper­a­tion must be sought in their own in­her­ent tend­ency to uni­ver­sal love. No cal­cu­la­tions of self-in­terest can rival this so­cial in­stinct, whether in promptitude and breadth of in­tu­ition, or in bold­ness and tenacity of pur­pose. True it is that the be­ne­vol­ent emo­tions have in most cases less in­trinsic en­ergy than the selfish. But they have this beau­ti­ful qual­ity, that so­cial life not only per­mits their growth, but stim­u­lates it to an al­most un­lim­ited ex­tent, while it holds their ant­ag­on­ists in con­stant check. Indeed the in­creas­ing tend­ency in the former to pre­vail over the lat­ter is the best meas­ure by which to judge of the pro­gress of Hu­man­ity. But the in­tel­lect may do much to con­firm their in­flu­ence. It may strengthen so­cial feel­ing by dif­fus­ing juster views of the re­la­tions in which the vari­ous parts of so­ci­ety stand to each other; or it may guide its ap­plic­a­tion by dwell­ing on the les­sons which the past of­fers to the fu­ture. It is to this hon­our­able ser­vice that the new philo­sophy would dir­ect our in­tel­lec­tual powers. Here the highest sanc­tion is given to their op­er­a­tions, and an ex­haust­less field is opened out for them, from which far deeper sat­is­fac­tion may be gained than from the ap­prob­a­tion of the learned so­ci­et­ies, or from the pu­erile spe­ci­al­it­ies with which they are at present oc­cu­pied.

In fact, the am­bi­tious claims which, ever since the hope­less de­cline of the theo­lo­gical syn­thesis, have been ad­vanced by the in­tel­lect, never were or could be real­ized. Their only value lay in their solvent ac­tion on the theo­lo­gical sys­tem when it had be­come hos­tile to pro­gress. The in­tel­lect is in­ten­ded for ser­vice, not for em­pire; when it ima­gines it­self su­preme, it is really only obey­ing the per­sonal in­stead of the so­cial in­stincts. It never acts in­de­pend­ently of feel­ing, be that feel­ing good or bad. The first con­di­tion of com­mand is force; now reason has but light; the im­pulse that moves it must come from else­where. The meta­phys­ical Uto­pias, in which a life of pure con­tem­pla­tion is held out as the highest ideal, at­tract the no­tice of our men of sci­ence; but are really noth­ing but il­lu­sions of pride, or veils for dis­hon­est schemes. True there is a genu­ine sat­is­fac­tion in the act of dis­cov­er­ing truth; but it is not suf­fi­ciently in­tense to be an ha­bitual guide of con­duct. Indeed, so feeble is our in­tel­lect, that the im­pulse of some pas­sion is ne­ces­sary to dir­ect and sus­tain it in al­most every ef­fort. When the im­pulse comes from kindly feel­ing it at­tracts at­ten­tion on ac­count of its rar­ity or value; when it springs from the selfish motives of glory, am­bi­tion, or gain, it is too com­mon to be re­marked. This is usu­ally the only dif­fer­ence between the two cases. It does in­deed oc­ca­sion­ally hap­pen that the in­tel­lect is ac­tu­ated by a sort of pas­sion for truth in it­self, without any mix­ture of pride or van­ity. Yet, in this case, as in every other, there is in­tense egot­ism in ex­er­cising the men­tal powers ir­re­spect­ively of all so­cial ob­jects. Pos­it­iv­ism, as I shall af­ter­wards ex­plain, is even more severe than Cath­oli­cism in its con­dem­na­tion of this type of char­ac­ter, whether in meta­phys­i­cians or in men of sci­ence. The true philo­sopher would con­sider it a most culp­able ab­use of the op­por­tun­it­ies which civil­iz­a­tion af­fords him for the sake of the wel­fare of so­ci­ety, in lead­ing a spec­u­lat­ive life.

We have traced the Pos­it­ive prin­ciple from its ori­gin in the pur­suits of act­ive life, and have seen it ex­tend­ing suc­cess­ively to every de­part­ment of spec­u­la­tion. We now find it, in its ma­tur­ity, and that as a simple res­ult of its strict ad­her­ence to fact, em­bra­cing the sphere of af­fec­tion, and mak­ing that sphere the cent­ral point of its syn­thesis. It is hence­forth a fun­da­mental doc­trine of Pos­it­iv­ism, a doc­trine of as great polit­ical as philo­soph­ical im­port­ance, that the Heart pre­pon­der­ates over the In­tel­lect.

It is true that this doc­trine, which is the only basis for es­tab­lish­ing har­mony in our nature, had been, as I be­fore re­marked, in­stinct­ively ac­cep­ted by theo­lo­gical sys­tems. But it was one of the fatal­it­ies of so­ci­ety in its pre­lim­in­ary phase, that the doc­trine was coupled with an er­ror which, after a time, des­troyed all its value. In ac­know­ledging the su­peri­or­ity of the heart the in­tel­lect was re­duced to ab­ject sub­mis­sion. Its only chance of growth lay in res­ist­ance to the es­tab­lished sys­tem. This course it fol­lowed with in­creas­ing ef­fect, till after twenty cen­tur­ies of in­sur­rec­tion, the sys­tem col­lapsed. The nat­ural res­ult of the pro­cess was to stim­u­late meta­phys­ical and sci­entific pride, and to pro­mote views sub­vers­ive of all so­cial or­der. But Pos­it­iv­ism, while sys­tem­at­ic­ally ad­opt­ing the prin­ciple here spoken of as the found­a­tion of in­di­vidual and so­cial dis­cip­line, in­ter­prets that prin­ciple in a dif­fer­ent way. It teaches that while it is for the heart to sug­gest our prob­lems, it is for the in­tel­lect to solve them. Now the in­tel­lect was at first quite in­ad­equate to this task, for which a long and la­bor­i­ous train­ing was needed. The heart, there­fore, had to take its place, and in de­fault of ob­ject­ive truth, to give free play to its sub­ject­ive in­spir­a­tions. But for these in­spir­a­tions, all pro­gress, as I showed in my Sys­tem of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy, would have been totally im­possible. For a long time it was ne­ces­sary that they should be be­lieved ab­so­lutely; but as soon as our reason began to mould its con­cep­tions upon ob­ser­va­tions, more or less ac­cur­ate, of the ex­ternal world, these su­per­nat­ural dog­mas be­came in­ev­it­ably an obstacle to its growth. Here lies the chief source of the im­port­ant modi­fic­a­tions which theo­lo­gical be­lief has suc­cess­ively un­der­gone. No fur­ther modi­fic­a­tions are now pos­sible without vi­ol­at­ing its es­sen­tial prin­ciples; and since, mean­time, Pos­it­ive sci­ence is as­sum­ing every day lar­ger pro­por­tions, the con­flict between them is ad­van­cing with in­creas­ing vehe­mence and danger. The tend­ency on the one side is be­com­ing more ret­ro­grade, on the other more re­volu­tion­ary; be­cause the im­possib­il­ity of re­con­cil­ing the two op­pos­ing forces is felt more and more strongly. Never was this po­s­i­tion of af­fairs more mani­fest than now. The res­tor­a­tion of theo­logy to its ori­ginal power, sup­pos­ing such a thing were pos­sible, would have the most de­grad­ing in­flu­ence on the in­tel­lect, and, con­sequently, on the char­ac­ter also; since it would in­volve the ad­mis­sion that our views of sci­entific truth were to be strained into ac­cord­ance with our wishes and our wants. There­fore no im­port­ant step in the pro­gress of Hu­man­ity can now be made without totally abandon­ing the theo­lo­gical prin­ciple. The only ser­vice of any real value which it still renders, is that of for­cing the at­ten­tion of Western Europe, by the very fact of its re­ac­tion­ary tend­en­cies, upon the greatest of all so­cial ques­tions. It is ow­ing to its in­flu­ence that the cent­ral point of the new syn­thesis is placed in our moral rather than our in­tel­lec­tual nature; and this, in spite of every pre­ju­dice and habit of thought that has been formed dur­ing the re­volu­tion­ary period of the last five cen­tur­ies. And while in this, which is the primary con­di­tion of so­cial or­gan­iz­a­tion, Pos­it­iv­ism proves more ef­fi­cient than Theology, it at the same time ter­min­ates the dis­union which has ex­is­ted so long between the in­tel­lect and the heart. For it fol­lows lo­gic­ally from its prin­ciples, and also from the whole spirit of the sys­tem, that the in­tel­lect shall be free to ex­er­cise its full share of in­flu­ence in every de­part­ment of hu­man life. When it is said that the in­tel­lect should be sub­or­din­ate to the heart, what is meant is, that the in­tel­lect should de­vote it­self ex­clus­ively to the prob­lems which the heart sug­gests, the ul­ti­mate ob­ject be­ing to find proper sat­is­fac­tion for our vari­ous wants. Without this lim­it­a­tion, ex­per­i­ence has shown too clearly that it would al­most al­ways fol­low its nat­ural bent for use­less or in­sol­uble ques­tions, which are the most plen­ti­ful and the easi­est to deal with. But when any prob­lem of a le­git­im­ate kind has been once pro­posed, it is the sole judge of the method to be pur­sued, and of the util­ity of the res­ults ob­tained. Its province is to in­quire into the present, in or­der to fore­see the fu­ture, and to dis­cover the means of im­prov­ing it. In this province it is not to be in­terfered with. In a word the in­tel­lect is to be the ser­vant of the heart, not its slave. Under these two cor­rel­at­ive con­di­tions the ele­ments of our nature will at last be brought into har­mony. The equi­lib­rium of these two ele­ments, once es­tab­lished, is in little danger of be­ing dis­turbed. For since it is equally fa­vour­able to both of them, both will be in­ter­ested in main­tain­ing it. The fact that Reason in mod­ern times has be­come ha­bitu­ated to re­volt, is no ground for sup­pos­ing that it will al­ways re­tain its re­volu­tion­ary char­ac­ter, even when its le­git­im­ate claims have been fully sat­is­fied. Sup­pos­ing the case to arise, how­ever, so­ci­ety, as I shall show af­ter­wards, would not be without the means of re­press­ing any pre­ten­sions that were sub­vers­ive of or­der. There is an­other point of view which may as­sure us that the po­s­i­tion given to the heart un­der the new sys­tem will in­volve no danger to the growth of in­tel­lect. Love, when real, ever de­sires light, in or­der to at­tain its ends. The in­flu­ence of true feel­ing is as fa­vour­able to sound thought as to wise activ­ity.

Our doc­trine, there­fore, is one which renders hy­po­crisy and op­pres­sion alike im­possible. And it now stands for­ward as the res­ult of all the ef­forts of the past, for the re­gen­er­a­tion of or­der, which, whether con­sidered in­di­vidu­ally or so­cially, is so deeply com­prom­ised by the an­archy of the present time. It es­tab­lishes a fun­da­mental prin­ciple by which true philo­sophy and sound polity are brought into cor­rel­a­tion; a prin­ciple which can be felt as well as proved, and which is at once the key­stone of a sys­tem and a basis of gov­ern­ment. I shall show, moreover, in the fifth chapter, that the doc­trine is as rich in aes­thetic beauty as in philo­soph­ical power and in so­cial in­flu­ence. This will com­plete the proof of its ef­fic­acy as the centre of a uni­ver­sal sys­tem. Viewed from the moral, sci­entific, or po­et­ical as­pect, it is equally valu­able; and it is the only prin­ciple which can bring Hu­man­ity safely through the most for­mid­able crisis that she has ever yet un­der­gone. It will be now clear to all that the force of demon­stra­tion, a force pe­cu­liar to mod­ern times, and which still re­tains much of its de­struct­ive char­ac­ter, be­comes ma­tured and el­ev­ated by Pos­it­iv­ism. It be­gins to de­velop con­struct­ive tend­en­cies, which will soon be de­veloped more largely. It is not too much, then, to say that Pos­it­iv­ism, not­with­stand­ing its spec­u­lat­ive ori­gin, of­fers as much to natures of deep sym­pathy as to men of highly cul­tiv­ated in­tel­lects, or of en­er­getic char­ac­ter.

The spirit and the prin­ciple of the syn­thesis which all true philo­soph­ers should en­deav­our to es­tab­lish, have now been defined. I pro­ceed to ex­plain the method that should be fol­lowed in the task, and the pe­cu­liar dif­fi­culty with which it is at­ten­ded.

The ob­ject of the syn­thesis will not be se­cured un­til it em­braces the whole ex­tent of its do­main, the moral and prac­tical de­part­ments as well as the in­tel­lec­tual. But these three de­part­ments can­not be dealt with sim­ul­tan­eously. They fol­low an or­der of suc­ces­sion which, so far from dis­sev­er­ing them from the whole to which they be­long, is seen when care­fully ex­amined to be a nat­ural res­ult of their mu­tual de­pend­ence. The truth is, and it is a truth of great im­port­ance, that Thoughts must be sys­tem­at­ized be­fore Feel­ings, Feel­ings be­fore Ac­tions. It is doubt­less, ow­ing to a con­fused ap­pre­hen­sion of this truth, that philo­soph­ers hitherto, in fram­ing their sys­tems of hu­man nature, have dealt al­most ex­clus­ively, with our in­tel­lec­tual fac­ulties.

The ne­ces­sity of com­men­cing with the co­ordin­a­tion of ideas is not merely due to the fact that the re­la­tions of these, be­ing more simple and more sus­cept­ible of demon­stra­tion, form a use­ful lo­gical pre­par­a­tion for the re­mainder of the task. On closer ex­am­in­a­tion we find a more im­port­ant, though less ob­vi­ous reason. If this first por­tion of the work be once ef­fi­ciently per­formed, it is the found­a­tion of all the rest. In what re­mains no very ser­i­ous dif­fi­culty will oc­cur, provided al­ways that we con­tent ourselves with that de­gree of com­plete­ness which the ul­ti­mate pur­pose of the sys­tem re­quires.

To give such para­mount im­port­ance to this por­tion of the sub­ject may seem at first sight in­con­sist­ent with the pro­pos­i­tion just laid down, that the strength of the in­tel­lec­tual fac­ulties is far in­ferior to that of the other ele­ments of our nature. It is quite cer­tain that Feel­ing and Activ­ity have much more to do with any prac­tical step that we take than pure Reason. In at­tempt­ing to ex­plain this para­dox, we come at last to the pe­cu­liar dif­fi­culty of this great prob­lem of hu­man Un­ity.

The first con­di­tion of unity is a sub­ject­ive prin­ciple; and this prin­ciple in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem is the sub­or­din­a­tion of the in­tel­lect to the heart: Without this the unity that we seek can never be placed on a per­man­ent basis, whether in­di­vidu­ally or col­lect­ively. It is es­sen­tial to have some in­flu­ence suf­fi­ciently power­ful to pro­duce con­ver­gence amid the het­ero­gen­eous and of­ten ant­ag­on­istic tend­en­cies of so com­plex an or­gan­ism as ours. But this first con­di­tion, in­dis­pens­able as it is, would be quite in­suf­fi­cient for the pur­pose, without some ob­ject­ive basis, ex­ist­ing in­de­pend­ently of ourselves in the ex­ternal world. That basis con­sists for us in the laws or Order of the phe­nom­ena by which Hu­man­ity is reg­u­lated. The sub­jec­tion of hu­man life to this or­der is in­con­test­able; and as soon as the in­tel­lect has en­abled us to com­pre­hend it, it be­comes pos­sible for the feel­ing of love to ex­er­cise a con­trolling in­flu­ence over our dis­cord­ant tend­en­cies. This, then, is the mis­sion al­lot­ted to the in­tel­lect in the Pos­it­ive syn­thesis; in this sense it is that it should be con­sec­rated to the ser­vice of the heart.

I have said that our con­cep­tion of hu­man unity must be totally in­ad­equate, and, in­deed, can­not de­serve the name, so long as it does not em­brace every ele­ment of our nature. But it would be equally fatal to the com­plete­ness of this great con­cep­tion to think of hu­man nature ir­re­spect­ively of what lies out­side it. A purely sub­ject­ive unity, without any ob­ject­ive basis, would be simply im­possible. In the first place any at­tempt to co­ordin­ate man’s moral nature, without re­gard to the ex­ternal world, sup­pos­ing the at­tempt feas­ible, would have very little per­man­ent in­flu­ence on our hap­pi­ness, whether col­lect­ively or in­di­vidu­ally; since hap­pi­ness de­pends so largely upon our re­la­tions to all that ex­ists around us. Besides this, we have to con­sider the ex­ceed­ing im­per­fec­tion of our nature. Self-love is deeply im­planted in it, and when left to it­self is far stronger than So­cial Sym­pathy. The so­cial in­stincts would never gain the mas­tery were they not sus­tained and called into con­stant ex­er­cise by the eco­nomy of the ex­ternal world, an in­flu­ence which at the same time checks the power of the selfish in­stincts.

To un­der­stand this eco­nomy aright; we must re­mem­ber that it em­braces not merely the in­or­ganic world, but also the phe­nom­ena of our own ex­ist­ence. The phe­nom­ena of hu­man life, though more modi­fi­able than any oth­ers, are yet equally sub­ject to in­vari­able laws; laws which form the prin­cipal ob­jects of Pos­it­ive spec­u­la­tion. Now the be­ne­vol­ent af­fec­tions, which them­selves act in har­mony with the laws of so­cial de­vel­op­ment, in­cline us to sub­mit to all other laws, as soon as the in­tel­lect has dis­covered their ex­ist­ence. The pos­sib­il­ity of moral unity de­pends, there­fore, even in the case of the in­di­vidual, but still more in that of so­ci­ety, upon the ne­ces­sity of re­cog­niz­ing our sub­jec­tion to an ex­ternal power. By this means our self-re­gard­ing in­stincts are rendered sus­cept­ible of dis­cip­line. In them­selves they are strong enough to neut­ral­ize all sym­path­etic tend­en­cies, were it not for the sup­port that the lat­ter find in this Ex­ternal Order. Its dis­cov­ery is due to the in­tel­lect; which is thus en­lis­ted in the ser­vice of feel­ing, with the ul­ti­mate pur­pose of reg­u­lat­ing ac­tion.

Thus it is that an in­tel­lec­tual syn­thesis, or sys­tem­atic study of the laws of nature, is needed on far higher grounds than those of sat­is­fy­ing our the­or­et­ical fac­ulties, which are, for the most part, very feeble, even in men who de­vote them­selves to a life of thought. It is needed, be­cause it solves at once the most dif­fi­cult prob­lem of the moral syn­thesis. The higher im­pulses within us are brought un­der the in­flu­ence of a power­ful stim­u­lus from without. By its means they are en­abled to con­trol our dis­cord­ant im­pulses, and to main­tain a state of har­mony to­wards which they have al­ways ten­ded, but which, without such aid, could never be real­ized. Moreover, this con­cep­tion of the or­der of nature evid­ently sup­plies the basis for a syn­thesis of hu­man ac­tion; for the ef­fic­acy of our ac­tion de­pends en­tirely upon their con­form­ity to this or­der. But this part of the sub­ject has been fully ex­plained in my pre­vi­ous work, and I need not en­large upon it fur­ther. As soon as the syn­thesis of men­tal con­cep­tions en­ables us to form a syn­thesis of feel­ings, it is clear that there will be no very ser­i­ous dif­fi­culties in con­struct­ing a syn­thesis of ac­tions. Un­ity of ac­tion de­pends upon unity of im­pulse, and unity of design; and thus we find that the co­ordin­a­tion of hu­man nature, as a whole, de­pends ul­ti­mately upon the co­ordin­a­tion of men­tal con­cep­tions, a sub­ject which seemed at first of com­par­at­ively slight im­port­ance.

The sub­ject­ive prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, that is, the sub­or­din­a­tion of the in­tel­lect to the heart is thus for­ti­fied by an ob­ject­ive basis, the im­mut­able Ne­ces­sity of the ex­ternal world; and by this means it be­comes pos­sible to bring hu­man life within the in­flu­ence of so­cial sym­pathy. The su­peri­or­ity of the new syn­thesis to the old is even more evid­ent un­der this second as­pect than un­der the first. In theo­lo­gical sys­tems the ob­ject­ive basis was sup­plied by spon­tan­eous be­lief in a su­per­nat­ural Will. Now, whatever the de­gree of real­ity at­trib­uted to these fic­tions, they all pro­ceeded from a sub­ject­ive source; and there­fore their in­flu­ence in most cases must have been very con­fused and fluc­tu­at­ing. In re­spect of moral dis­cip­line they can­not be com­pared either for pre­ci­sion, for force, or for sta­bil­ity, to the con­cep­tion of an in­vari­able Order, ac­tu­ally ex­ist­ing without us, and at­tested, whether we will or no, by every act of our ex­ist­ence.

This fun­da­mental doc­trine of Pos­it­iv­ism is not to be at­trib­uted in the full breadth of its mean­ings to any single thinker. It is the slow res­ult of a vast pro­cess car­ried out in sep­ar­ate de­part­ments, which began with the first use of our in­tel­lec­tual powers, and which is only just com­pleted in those who ex­hibit those powers in their highest form. Dur­ing the long period of her in­fancy Hu­man­ity has been pre­par­ing this the most pre­cious of her in­tel­lec­tual at­tain­ments, as the basis for the only sys­tem of life which is per­man­ently ad­ap­ted to our nature. The doc­trine has to be demon­strated in all the more es­sen­tial cases from ob­ser­va­tion only, ex­cept so far as we ad­mit ar­gu­ment from ana­logy. De­duct­ive ar­gu­ment is not ad­miss­ible, ex­cept in such cases as are evid­ently com­poun­ded of oth­ers in which the proof given has been suf­fi­cient. Thus, for in­stance, we are au­thor­ized by sound lo­gic to as­sert the ex­ist­ence of laws of weather; though most of these are still, and, per­haps, al­ways will be, un­known. For it is clear that met­eor­o­lo­gical phe­nom­ena res­ult from a com­bin­a­tion of as­tro­nom­ical, phys­ical and chem­ical in­flu­ences, each of which has been proved to be sub­ject to in­vari­able laws. But in all phe­nom­ena which are not thus re­du­cible, we must have re­course to in­duct­ive reas­on­ing; for a prin­ciple which is the basis of all de­duc­tion can­not be it­self de­duced. Hence it is that the doc­trine, be­ing so en­tirely for­eign as it is to our prim­it­ive men­tal state, re­quires such a long course of pre­par­a­tion. Without such pre­par­a­tion even the greatest thinkers could not an­ti­cip­ate it. It is true that in some cases meta­phys­ical con­cep­tions of a law have been formed be­fore the proof really re­quired had been fur­nished. But they were never of much ser­vice, ex­cept so far as they gen­er­al­ized in a more or less con­fused way the ana­lo­gies nat­ur­ally sug­ges­ted by the laws which had ac­tu­ally been dis­covered in sim­pler phe­nom­ena. Besides, such as­ser­tions al­ways re­mained very doubt­ful and very bar­ren in res­ult, un­til they were based upon some out­line of a really Pos­it­ive the­ory. Thus, in spite of the ap­par­ent po­tency of this meta­phys­ical method, to which mod­ern in­tel­lects are so ad­dicted, the con­cep­tion of an Ex­ternal Order is still ex­tremely im­per­fect in many of the most cul­tiv­ated minds, be­cause they have not veri­fied it suf­fi­ciently in the most in­tric­ate and im­port­ant class of phe­nom­ena, the phe­nom­ena of so­ci­ety. I am not, of course, speak­ing of the few thinkers who ac­cept my dis­cov­ery of the prin­cipal laws of So­ci­ology. Such un­cer­tainty in a sub­ject so closely re­lated to all oth­ers, pro­duces great con­fu­sion in men’s minds, and af­fects their per­cep­tion of an in­vari­able or­der, even in the simplest sub­jects. A proof of this is the ut­ter de­lu­sion into which most geo­met­ri­cians of the present day have fallen with re­spect to what they call the Cal­cu­lus of Chances; a con­cep­tion which pre­sup­poses that the phe­nom­ena con­sidered are not sub­ject to law. The doc­trine, there­fore, can­not be con­sidered as firmly es­tab­lished in any one case, un­til it has been veri­fied spe­cially in every one of the primary cat­egor­ies in which phe­nom­ena may be classed. But now that this dif­fi­cult con­di­tion has really been ful­filled by the few thinkers who have risen to the level of their age, we have at last a firm ob­ject­ive basis on which to es­tab­lish the har­mony of our moral nature. That basis is, that all events whatever, the events of our own per­sonal and so­cial life in­cluded, are al­ways sub­ject to nat­ural re­la­tions of se­quence and simil­it­ude, which in all es­sen­tial re­spects lie bey­ond the reach of our in­ter­fer­ence.

This, then, is the ex­ternal basis of our syn­thesis, which in­cludes the moral and prac­tical fac­ulties, as well as the spec­u­lat­ive. It rests at every point upon the un­change­able Order of the world. The right un­der­stand­ing of this or­der is the prin­cipal sub­ject of our thoughts; its pre­pon­der­at­ing in­flu­ence de­term­ines the gen­eral course of our feel­ings; its gradual im­prove­ment is the con­stant ob­ject of our ac­tions. To form a more pre­cise no­tion of its in­flu­ence, let us ima­gine that for a mo­ment it were really to cease. The res­ult would be that our in­tel­lec­tual fac­ulties, after wast­ing them­selves in wild ex­tra­vag­an­cies, would sink rap­idly into in­cur­able sloth; our no­bler feel­ings would be un­able to pre­vent the as­cend­ancy of the lower in­stincts; and our act­ive powers would aban­don them­selves to pur­pose­less agit­a­tion. Men have, it is true, been for a long time ig­nor­ant of this Order. Never­the­less we have been al­ways sub­ject to it; and its in­flu­ence has al­ways ten­ded, though without our know­ledge, to con­trol our whole be­ing; our ac­tions first, and sub­sequently our thoughts, and even our af­fec­tions. As we have ad­vanced in our know­ledge of it, our thoughts have be­come less vague, our de­sires less ca­pri­cious, our con­duct less ar­bit­rary. And now that we are able to grasp the full mean­ing of the con­cep­tion, its in­flu­ence ex­tends to every part of our con­duct. For it teaches us that the ob­ject to be aimed at in the eco­nomy de­vised by man, is wise de­vel­op­ment of the ir­res­ist­ible eco­nomy of nature, which can­not be amended till it is first stud­ied and obeyed. In some de­part­ments it has the char­ac­ter of fate; that is, it ad­mits of no modi­fic­a­tion. But even here, in spite of the su­per­fi­cial ob­jec­tions to it which have arisen from in­tel­lec­tual pride, it is ne­ces­sary for the proper reg­u­la­tion of hu­man life. Sup­pose, for in­stance, that man were ex­empt from the ne­ces­sity of liv­ing on the Earth, and were free to pass at will from one planet to an­other, the very no­tion of so­ci­ety would be rendered im­possible by the li­cence which each in­di­vidual would have to give way to whatever un­set­tling and dis­tract­ing im­pulses his nature might in­cline him. Our propensit­ies are so het­ero­gen­eous and so de­fi­cient in el­ev­a­tion, that there would be no fix­ity or con­sist­ency in our con­duct, but for these in­sur­mount­able con­di­tions. Our feeble reason may fret at such re­stric­tions, but without them all its de­lib­er­a­tions would be con­fused and pur­pose­less. We are power­less to cre­ate: all that we can do in bet­ter­ing our con­di­tion is to modify an or­der in which we can pro­duce no rad­ical change. Sup­pos­ing us in pos­ses­sion of that ab­so­lute in­de­pend­ence to which meta­phys­ical pride as­pires, it is cer­tain that so far from im­prov­ing our con­di­tion, it would be a bar to all de­vel­op­ment, whether so­cial or in­di­vidual. The true path of hu­man pro­gress lies in the op­pos­ite dir­ec­tion; in di­min­ish­ing the va­cil­la­tion, in­con­sist­ency, and dis­cord­ance of our designs by fur­nish­ing ex­ternal motives for those op­er­a­tions of our in­tel­lec­tual, moral and prac­tical powers, of which the ori­ginal source was purely in­ternal. The ties by which our vari­ous di­ver­ging tend­en­cies are held to­gether would be quite in­ad­equate for their pur­pose, without a basis of sup­port in the ex­ternal world, which is un­af­fected by the spon­tan­eous vari­ations of our nature.

But, how­ever great the value of Pos­it­ive doc­trine in point­ing out the un­change­able as­pects of the uni­ver­sal Order, what we have prin­cip­ally to con­sider are the nu­mer­ous de­part­ments in which that or­der ad­mits of ar­ti­fi­cial modi­fic­a­tions. Here lies the most im­port­ant sphere of hu­man activ­ity. The only phe­nom­ena, in­deed, which we are wholly un­able to modify are the simplest of all, the phe­nom­ena of the Solar Sys­tem which we in­habit. It is true that now that we know its laws we can eas­ily con­ceive them im­proved in cer­tain re­spects; but to whatever de­gree our power over nature may ex­tend, we shall never be able to pro­duce the slight­est change in them. What we have to do is so to dis­pose our life as to sub­mit to these res­ist­less fatal­it­ies in the best way we can; and this is com­par­at­ively easy, be­cause their greater sim­pli­city en­ables us to fore­see them with more pre­ci­sion and in a more dis­tinct fu­ture. Their in­ter­pret­a­tion by Pos­it­ive sci­ence has had a most im­port­ant in­flu­ence on the gradual edu­ca­tion of the hu­man in­tel­lect: and it will al­ways con­tinue to be the source from which we ob­tain the clearest and most im­press­ive sense of Im­mut­ab­il­ity. Too ex­clus­ively stud­ied they might even now lead to fa­tal­ism; but con­trolled as their in­flu­ence will be hence­for­ward by a more philo­sophic edu­ca­tion, they may well be­come a means of moral im­prove­ment, by dis­pos­ing us to sub­mit with resig­na­tion to all evils which are ab­so­lutely in­sur­mount­able.

In other parts of the ex­ternal eco­nomy, in­vari­ab­il­ity in all primary as­pects is found com­pat­ible with modi­fic­a­tions in points of sec­ond­ary im­port­ance. These modi­fic­a­tions be­come more nu­mer­ous and ex­tens­ive as the phe­nom­ena are more com­plex. The reason of this is that the causes from a com­bin­a­tion of which the ef­fects pro­ceed be­ing more var­ied and more ac­cess­ible, of­fer greater fa­cil­it­ies to our feeble powers to in­ter­fere with ad­vant­age. But all this has been fully ex­plained in my Sys­tem of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy. The tend­ency of that work was to show that our in­ter­ven­tion be­came more ef­fic­a­cious in pro­por­tion as the phe­nom­ena upon which we ac­ted had a closer re­la­tion to the life of man or so­ci­ety. Indeed the ex­tens­ive modi­fic­a­tions of which so­ci­ety ad­mits, go far to keep up the com­mon mis­take that so­cial phe­nom­ena are not sub­ject to any con­stant law.

At the same time we have to re­mem­ber that this in­creased pos­sib­il­ity of hu­man in­ter­ven­tion in cer­tain parts of the Ex­ternal Order ne­ces­sar­ily co­ex­ists with in­creased im­per­fec­tion, for which it is a valu­able but very in­ad­equate com­pens­a­tion. Both fea­tures alike res­ult from the in­crease of com­plex­ity. Even the laws of the Solar Sys­tem are very far from per­fect, not­with­stand­ing their greater sim­pli­city, which in­deed makes their de­fects more per­cept­ible. The ex­ist­ence of these de­fects should be taken into care­ful con­sid­er­a­tion; not in­deed with the hope of amend­ing them, but as a check upon un­reas­on­ing ad­mir­a­tion. Besides, they lead us to a clearer con­cep­tion of the true po­s­i­tion of Hu­man­ity, a po­s­i­tion of which the most strik­ing fea­ture is the ne­ces­sity of strug­gling against dif­fi­culties of every kind. Lastly, by ob­serving these de­fects we are less likely to waste our time in seek­ing for ab­so­lute per­fec­tion, and so neg­lect­ing the wiser course of look­ing for such im­prove­ments as are really pos­sible.

In all other phe­nom­ena, the in­creas­ing im­per­fec­tion of the eco­nomy of nature be­comes a power­ful stim­u­lus to all our fac­ulties, whether moral, in­tel­lec­tual or prac­tical. Here we find suf­fer­ings which can really be al­le­vi­ated to a large ex­tent by wise and well-sus­tained com­bin­a­tion of ef­forts. This con­sid­er­a­tion should give a firm­ness and dig­nity of bear­ing, to which Hu­man­ity could never at­tain dur­ing her period of in­fancy. Those who look wisely into the fu­ture of so­ci­ety will feel that the con­cep­tion of man be­com­ing, without fear or boast, the ar­biter, within cer­tain lim­its, of his own des­tiny, has in it some­thing far more sat­is­fy­ing than the old be­lief in Provid­ence, which im­plied our re­main­ing pass­ive. So­cial union will be strengthened by the con­cep­tion, be­cause every­one will see that union forms our prin­cipal re­source against the miser­ies of hu­man life. And while it calls out our noblest sym­path­ies, it im­presses us more strongly with the im­port­ance of high in­tel­lec­tual cul­ture, be­ing it­self the ob­ject for which such cul­ture is re­quired. These im­port­ant res­ults have been ever on the in­crease in mod­ern times; yet hitherto they have been too lim­ited and cas­ual to be ap­pre­ci­ated rightly, ex­cept so far as we could an­ti­cip­ate the fu­ture of so­ci­ety by the light of sound his­tor­ical prin­ciples. Art, so far as it is yet or­gan­ized, does not in­clude that part of the eco­nomy of nature which, be­ing the most modi­fi­able, the most im­per­fect, and the most im­port­ant of all, ought on every ground to be re­garded as the prin­cipal ob­ject of hu­man ex­er­tions. Even Med­ical Art, spe­cially so called, is only just be­gin­ning to free it­self from its prim­it­ive routine. And So­cial Art, whether moral or polit­ical, is plunged in routine so deeply that few states­men ad­mit the pos­sib­il­ity of shak­ing it off. Yet of all the arts, it is the one which best ad­mits of be­ing re­duced to a sys­tem; and un­til this is done it will be im­possible to place on a ra­tional basis all the rest of our prac­tical life. All these nar­row views are due simply to in­suf­fi­cient re­cog­ni­tion of the fact, that the highest phe­nom­ena are as much sub­ject to laws as oth­ers. When the con­cep­tion of the Order of Nature has be­come gen­er­ally ac­cep­ted in its full ex­tent, the or­din­ary defin­i­tion of Art will be­come as com­pre­hens­ive and as ho­mo­gen­eous as that of Science; and it will then be­come ob­vi­ous to all sound thinkers that the prin­cipal sphere of both Art and Science is the so­cial life of man.

Thus the so­cial ser­vices of the In­tel­lect are not lim­ited to re­veal­ing the ex­ist­ence of an ex­ternal Economy, and the ne­ces­sity of sub­mis­sion to its sway. If the the­ory is to have any in­flu­ence upon our act­ive powers, it should in­clude an ex­act es­tim­ate of the im­per­fec­tions of this eco­nomy and of the lim­its within which it var­ies, so as to in­dic­ate and define the bound­ar­ies of hu­man in­ter­ven­tion. Thus it will al­ways be an im­port­ant func­tion of philo­sophy to cri­ti­cize nature in a Pos­it­ive spirit, al­though the an­ti­pathy to theo­logy by which such cri­ti­cism was formerly an­im­ated has ceased to have much in­terest, from the very fact of hav­ing done its work so ef­fec­tu­ally. The ob­ject of Pos­it­ive cri­ti­cism is not con­tro­ver­sial. It aims simply at put­ting the great ques­tion of hu­man life in a clearer light. It bears closely on what Pos­it­iv­ism teaches to be the great end of life, namely, the struggle to be­come more per­fect; which im­plies pre­vi­ous im­per­fec­tion. This truth is strik­ingly ap­par­ent when ap­plied to the case of our own nature, for true mor­al­ity re­quires a deep and ha­bitual con­scious­ness of our nat­ural de­fects.

I have now de­scribed the fun­da­mental con­di­tion of the Pos­it­ive Syn­thesis. De­riv­ing its sub­ject­ive prin­ciple from the af­fec­tions, it is de­pend­ent ul­ti­mately on the in­tel­lect for its ob­ject­ive basis. This basis con­nects it with the Economy of the ex­ternal world, the domin­ion of which Hu­man­ity ac­cepts, and at the same time mod­i­fies. I have left many points un­ex­plained; but enough has been said for the pur­pose of this work, which is only the in­tro­duc­tion to a lar­ger treat­ise. We now come to the es­sen­tial dif­fi­culty that presen­ted it­self in the con­struc­tion of the Syn­thesis. That dif­fi­culty was to dis­cover the true The­ory of hu­man and so­cial Devel­op­ment. The first de­cis­ive step in this dis­cov­ery renders the con­cep­tion of the Order of Nature com­plete. It stands out then as the fun­da­mental doc­trine of an uni­ver­sal sys­tem, for which the whole course of mod­ern pro­gress has been pre­par­ing the way. For three cen­tur­ies men of sci­ence have been un­con­sciously co­oper­at­ing in the work. They have left no gap of any im­port­ance, ex­cept in the re­gion of Moral and So­cial phe­nom­ena. And now that man’s his­tory has been for the first time sys­tem­at­ic­ally con­sidered as a whole, and has been found to be, like all other phe­nom­ena, sub­ject to in­vari­able laws, the pre­par­at­ory la­bours of mod­ern Science are ended. Her re­main­ing task is to con­struct that syn­thesis which will place her at the only point of view from which every de­part­ment of know­ledge can be em­braced.

In my Sys­tem of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy both these ob­jects were aimed at. I at­temp­ted, and in the opin­ion of the prin­cipal thinkers of our time suc­cess­fully, to com­plete and at the same time co­ordin­ate Nat­ural Philo­sophy, by es­tab­lish­ing the gen­eral law of hu­man de­vel­op­ment, so­cial as well as in­tel­lec­tual. I shall not now enter into the dis­cus­sion of this law, since its truth is no longer con­tested. Fuller con­sid­er­a­tion of it is re­served for the third volume of my new treat­ise. It lays down, as is gen­er­ally known, that our spec­u­la­tions upon all sub­jects what­so­ever, pass ne­ces­sar­ily through three suc­cess­ive stages: a Theolo­gical stage, in which free play is given to spon­tan­eous fic­tions ad­mit­ting of no proof; the Meta­phys­ical stage, char­ac­ter­ized by the pre­val­ence of per­son­i­fied ab­strac­tions or en­tit­ies; lastly, the Pos­it­ive stage, based upon an ex­act view of the real facts of the case. The first, though purely pro­vi­sional, is in­vari­ably the point from which we start; the third is the only per­man­ent or nor­mal state; the second has but a modi­fy­ing or rather a solvent in­flu­ence, which qual­i­fies it for reg­u­lat­ing the trans­ition from the first stage to the third. We be­gin with theo­lo­gical Ima­gin­a­tion, thence we pass through meta­phys­ical Dis­cus­sion, and we end at last with pos­it­ive De­mon­stra­tion. Thus by means of this one gen­eral law we are en­abled to take a com­pre­hens­ive and sim­ul­tan­eous view of the past, present, and fu­ture of Hu­man­ity.

In my Sys­tem of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy, this law of Fili­ation has al­ways been as­so­ci­ated with the law of Clas­si­fic­a­tion, the ap­plic­a­tion of which to So­cial Dy­nam­ics fur­nishes the second ele­ment re­quis­ite for the the­ory of de­vel­op­ment. It fixes the or­der in which our dif­fer­ent con­cep­tions pass through each of these phases. That or­der, as is gen­er­ally known, is de­term­ined by the de­creas­ing gen­er­al­ity, or what comes to the same thing, by the in­creas­ing com­plex­ity of the phe­nom­ena; the more com­plex be­ing nat­ur­ally de­pend­ent upon those that are more simple and less spe­cial. Ar­ran­ging the sci­ences ac­cord­ing to this mu­tual re­la­tion, we find them grouped nat­ur­ally in six primary di­vi­sions;2 Mathem­at­ics, Astro­nomy, Phys­ics, Chem­istry, Bi­ology, and So­ci­ology. Each passes through the three phases of de­vel­op­ments be­fore the one suc­ceed­ing it. Without con­tinu­ous ref­er­ence to this clas­si­fic­a­tion the the­ory of de­vel­op­ment would be con­fused and vague.

The the­ory thus de­rived from the com­bin­a­tion of this second or stat­ical law with the dy­nam­ical law of the three stages, seems at first sight to in­clude noth­ing but the in­tel­lec­tual move­ment. But my pre­vi­ous re­marks will have shown that this is enough to guar­an­tee its ap­plic­ab­il­ity to so­cial pro­gress also; since so­cial pro­gress has in­vari­ably de­pended on the growth of our fun­da­mental be­liefs with re­gard to the eco­nomy that sur­rounds us. The his­tor­ical por­tion of my Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy has proved an un­broken con­nec­tion between the de­vel­op­ment of Activ­ity and that of Spec­u­la­tion; on the com­bined in­flu­ence of these de­pends the de­vel­op­ment of Af­fec­tion. The the­ory there­fore re­quires no al­ter­a­tion: what is wanted is merely an ad­di­tional state­ment ex­plain­ing the phases of act­ive, that is to say, of polit­ical de­vel­op­ment. Hu­man activ­ity, as I have long since shown, passes suc­cess­ively through the stages of Of­fens­ive war­fare, De­fens­ive war­fare, and In­dustry. The re­spect­ive con­nec­tion of these states with the pre­pon­der­ance of the theo­lo­gical, then meta­phys­ical, or the pos­it­ive spirit leads at once to a com­plete ex­plan­a­tion of his­tory. It re­pro­duces in a sys­tem­atic form the only his­tor­ical con­cep­tion which has be­come ad­op­ted by uni­ver­sal con­sent; the di­vi­sion, namely, of his­tory into An­cient, Me­di­eval, and Modern.

Thus the found­a­tion of So­cial sci­ence de­pends simply upon es­tab­lish­ing the truth of this the­ory of de­vel­op­ment. We do this by com­bin­ing the dy­namic law, which is its dis­tinct­ive fea­ture, with the stat­ical prin­ciple which renders it co­her­ent; we then com­plete the the­ory by ex­tend­ing it to prac­tical life. All know­ledge is now brought within the sphere of Nat­ural Philo­sophy; and the pro­vi­sional dis­tinc­tion by which, since Aris­totle and Plato, it has been so sharply de­marc­ated from Moral Philo­sophy, ceases to ex­ist. The Pos­it­ive spirit, so long con­fined to the sim­pler in­or­ganic phe­nom­ena, has now passed through its dif­fi­cult course of pro­ba­tion. It ex­tends to a more im­port­ant and more in­tric­ate class of spec­u­la­tions, and dis­en­gages them forever from all theo­lo­gical or meta­phys­ical in­flu­ence. All our no­tions of truth are thus rendered ho­mo­gen­eous, and be­gin at once to con­verge to­wards a cent­ral prin­ciple. A firm ob­ject­ive basis is con­sequently laid down for that com­plete co­ordin­a­tion of hu­man ex­ist­ence to­wards which all sound Philo­sophy has ever ten­ded, but which the want of ad­equate ma­ter­i­als has hitherto made im­possible.

It will be felt, I think, that the prin­cipal dif­fi­culty of the Pos­it­ive Syn­thesis was met by my dis­cov­ery of the laws of de­vel­op­ment, if we bear in mind that while that the­ory com­pletes and co­ordin­ates the ob­ject­ive basis of the sys­tem, it at the same time holds it in sub­or­din­a­tion to the sub­ject­ive prin­ciple. It is un­der the in­flu­ence of this moral prin­ciple that the whole philo­soph­ical con­struc­tion should be car­ried on. The in­quiry into the Order of the Uni­verse is an in­dis­pens­able task, and it comes ne­ces­sar­ily within the province of the in­tel­lect; but the in­tel­lect is too apt to aim in its pride at some­thing bey­ond its proper func­tion, which con­sists in un­re­mit­ting ser­vice of the so­cial sym­path­ies. It would will­ingly es­cape from all con­trol and fol­low its own bent to­wards spec­u­lat­ive di­gres­sions; a tend­ency which is at present fa­voured by the un­dis­cip­lined habits of thought nat­ur­ally due to the first rise of Pos­it­iv­ism in its spe­cial de­part­ments. The in­flu­ence of the moral prin­ciple is ne­ces­sary to re­call it to its true func­tion; since if its in­vest­ig­a­tions were al­lowed to as­sume an ab­so­lute char­ac­ter, and to re­cog­nize no limit, we should only be re­peat­ing in a sci­entific form many of the worst res­ults of theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical be­lief. The Uni­verse is to be stud­ied not for its own sake, but for the sake of Man or rather of Hu­man­ity. To study it in any other spirit would not only be im­moral, but also highly ir­ra­tional. For, as state­ments of pure ob­ject­ive truth, our sci­entific the­or­ies can never be really sat­is­fact­ory. They can only sat­isfy us from the sub­ject­ive point of view; that is, by lim­it­ing them­selves to the treat­ment of such ques­tions as have some dir­ect or in­dir­ect in­flu­ence over hu­man life. It is for so­cial feel­ing to de­term­ine these lim­its; out­side which our know­ledge will al­ways re­main im­per­fect as well as use­less, and this even in the case of the simplest phe­nom­ena; as as­tro­nomy test­i­fies. Were the in­flu­ence of so­cial feel­ing to be slackened, the Pos­it­ive spirit would soon fall back to the sub­jects which were pre­ferred dur­ing the period of its in­fancy; sub­jects the most re­mote from hu­man in­terest, and there­fore also the easi­est. While its pro­ba­tion­ary period las­ted, it was nat­ural to in­vest­ig­ate all ac­cess­ible prob­lems without dis­tinc­tion; and this was of­ten jus­ti­fied by the lo­gical value of many prob­lems that, sci­en­tific­ally speak­ing, were use­less. But now that the Pos­it­ive method has been suf­fi­ciently de­veloped to be ap­plied ex­clus­ively to the pur­pose for which it was in­ten­ded, there is no use whatever in pro­long­ing the period of pro­ba­tion by these idle ex­er­cises. Indeed the want of pur­pose and dis­cip­line in our re­searches is rap­idly as­sum­ing a ret­ro­grade char­ac­ter. Its tend­ency is to undo the chief res­ults ob­tained by the spirit of de­tail dur­ing the time when that spirit was really es­sen­tial to pro­gress.

Here, then, we are met by a ser­i­ous dif­fi­culty. The con­struc­tion of the ob­ject­ive basis for the Pos­it­ive syn­thesis im­poses two con­di­tions which seem, at first sight, in­com­pat­ible. On the one hand we must al­low the in­tel­lect to be free, or else we shall not have the full be­ne­fit of its ser­vices; and, on the other, we must con­trol its nat­ural tend­ency to un­lim­ited di­gres­sions. The prob­lem was in­sol­uble, so long as the study of the nat­ural eco­nomy did not in­clude So­ci­ology. But as soon as the Pos­it­ive spirit ex­tends to the treat­ment of so­cial ques­tions, these at once take pre­ced­ence of all oth­ers, and thus the moral point of view be­comes para­mount. Ob­ject­ive sci­ence, pro­ceed­ing from without in­wards, falls at last into nat­ural har­mony with the sub­ject­ive or moral prin­ciple, the su­peri­or­ity of which it had for so long a time res­isted. As a mere spec­u­lat­ive ques­tion it may be con­sidered as proved to the sat­is­fac­tion of every true thinker, that the so­cial point of view is lo­gic­ally and sci­en­tific­ally su­preme over all oth­ers, be­ing the only point from which all our sci­entific con­cep­tions can be re­garded as a whole. Yet its in­flu­ence can never be in­jur­i­ous to the pro­gress of other Pos­it­ive stud­ies; for these, whether for the sake of their method or of their sub­ject mat­ter, will al­ways con­tinue to be ne­ces­sary as an in­tro­duc­tion to the fi­nal sci­ence. Indeed the Pos­it­ive sys­tem gives the highest sanc­tion and the most power­ful stim­u­lus to all pre­lim­in­ary sci­ences, by in­sist­ing on the re­la­tion which each of them bears to the great whole, Hu­man­ity.

Thus the found­a­tion of so­cial sci­ence bears out the state­ment made at the be­gin­ning of this work, that the in­tel­lect would, un­der Pos­it­iv­ism, ac­cept its proper po­s­i­tion of sub­or­din­a­tion to the heart. The re­cog­ni­tion of this, which is the sub­ject­ive prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, renders the con­struc­tion of a com­plete sys­tem of hu­man life pos­sible. The ant­ag­on­ism which, since the close of the Middle Ages, has arisen between Reason and Feel­ing, was an an­om­al­ous though in­ev­it­able con­di­tion. It is now forever at an end; and the only sys­tem which can really sat­isfy the wants of our nature, in­di­vidu­ally or col­lect­ively, is there­fore ready for our ac­cept­ance. As long as the ant­ag­on­ism ex­is­ted, it was hope­less to ex­pect that So­cial Sym­pathy could do much to modify the pre­pon­der­ance of self-love in the af­fairs of life. But the case is dif­fer­ent as soon as reason and sym­pathy are brought into act­ive co­oper­a­tion. Se­par­ately, their in­flu­ence in our im­per­fect or­gan­iz­a­tion is very feeble; but com­bined it may ex­tend in­def­in­itely. It will never, in­deed, be able to do away with the fact that prac­tical life must, to a large ex­tent, be reg­u­lated by in­ter­ested motives; yet it may in­tro­duce a stand­ard of mor­al­ity in­con­ceiv­ably higher than any that has ex­is­ted in the past, be­fore these two modi­fy­ing forces could be made to com­bine their ac­tion upon our stronger and lower in­stincts.

In or­der to give a more pre­cise con­cep­tion of the in­tel­lec­tual basis on which the sys­tem of Pos­it­ive Polity should rest, I must ex­plain the gen­eral prin­ciple by which it should be lim­ited. It should be con­fined to what is really in­dis­pens­able to the con­struc­tion of that Polity. Other­wise the in­tel­lect will be car­ried away, as it has been be­fore, by its tend­ency to use­less di­gres­sions. It will en­deav­our to ex­tend the lim­its of its province; thereby es­cap­ing from the dis­cip­line im­posed by so­cial motives, and put­ting off all at­tempts at moral and so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion for a longer time than the con­struc­tion of the philo­sophic basis for ac­tion really de­mands. Here we shall find a fresh proof of the im­port­ance of my the­ory of de­vel­op­ment. By that dis­cov­ery the in­tel­lec­tual syn­thesis may be con­sidered as hav­ing already reached the point from which the syn­thesis of af­fec­tions may be at once be­gun; and even that of ac­tions, at least in its highest and most dif­fi­cult part, mor­al­ity prop­erly so called.

With the view of re­strict­ing the con­struc­tion of the ob­ject­ive basis within reas­on­able lim­its, there is this dis­tinc­tion to be borne in mind. In the Order of Nature, there are two classes of laws; those that are simple or Ab­stract, those that are com­pound or Con­crete. In my work on Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy, the dis­tinc­tion has been thor­oughly es­tab­lished, and fre­quent use has been made of it. It will be suf­fi­cient here to point out its ori­gin and the method of ap­ply­ing it.

Pos­it­ive sci­ence may deal either with ob­jects them­selves as they ex­ist, or with the sep­ar­ate phe­nom­ena that the ob­jects ex­hibit. Of course we can only judge of an ob­ject by the sum of its phe­nom­ena; but it is open to us either to ex­am­ine a spe­cial class of phe­nom­ena ab­strac­ted from all the be­ings that ex­hibit it, or to take some spe­cial ob­ject, and ex­am­ine the whole con­crete group of phe­nom­ena. In the lat­ter case we shall be study­ing dif­fer­ent sys­tems of ex­ist­ence; in the former, dif­fer­ent modes of activ­ity. As good an ex­ample of the dis­tinc­tion as can be given is that, already men­tioned, of Meteor­o­logy. The facts of weather are evid­ently com­bin­a­tions of as­tro­nom­ical, phys­ical, chem­ical, bio­lo­gical, and even so­cial phe­nom­ena; each of these classes re­quir­ing its own sep­ar­ate the­or­ies. Were these ab­stract laws suf­fi­ciently well known to us, then the whole dif­fi­culty of the con­crete prob­lem would be so to com­bine them, as to de­duce the or­der in which each com­pos­ite ef­fect would fol­low. This, how­ever, is a pro­cess which seems to me so far bey­ond our feeble powers of de­duc­tion, that, even sup­pos­ing our know­ledge of the ab­stract laws per­fect, we should still be ob­liged to have re­course to the in­duct­ive method.

Now the in­vest­ig­a­tion of the eco­nomy of nature here con­tem­plated is evid­ently of the ab­stract kind. We de­com­pose that eco­nomy into its primary phe­nom­ena, that is to say, into those which are not re­du­cible to oth­ers. These we range in classes, each of which, not­with­stand­ing the con­nec­tion that ex­ists between all, re­quires a sep­ar­ate in­duct­ive pro­cess; for the ex­ist­ence of laws can­not be proved in any one of them by pure de­duc­tion. It is only with these sim­pler and more ab­stract re­la­tions that our syn­thesis is dir­ectly con­cerned: when these are es­tab­lished, they af­ford a ra­tional ground­work for the more com­pos­ite and con­crete re­searches. The great com­plex­ity of con­crete re­la­tions makes it prob­able that we shall never be able to co­ordin­ate them per­fectly. In that case the syn­thesis would al­ways re­main lim­ited to ab­stract laws. But its true ob­ject, that of sup­ply­ing an ob­ject­ive basis for the great syn­thesis of hu­man life, will none the less be at­tained. For this ground­work of ab­stract know­ledge would in­tro­duce har­mony between all our men­tal con­cep­tions, and thereby would make it im­possible to sys­tem­at­ize our feel­ings and ac­tions, which is the ob­ject of all sound philo­sophy. The ab­stract study of nature is there­fore all that is ab­so­lutely in­dis­pens­able for the es­tab­lish­ment of unity in hu­man life. It serves as the found­a­tion of all wise ac­tion; as the philo­sophia prima, the ne­ces­sity of which in the nor­mal state of hu­man­ity was dimly fore­seen by Ba­con. When the ab­stract laws ex­hib­it­ing the vari­ous modes of activ­ity have been brought sys­tem­at­ic­ally be­fore us, our prac­tical know­ledge of each spe­cial sys­tem of ex­ist­ence ceases to be purely em­pir­ical, though the greater num­ber of con­crete laws may still be un­known. We find the best ex­ample of this truth in the most dif­fi­cult and im­port­ant sub­ject of all, So­ci­ology. Know­ledge of the prin­cipal stat­ical and dy­nam­ical laws of so­cial ex­ist­ence is evid­ently suf­fi­cient for the pur­pose of sys­tem­at­iz­ing the vari­ous as­pects of private or pub­lic life, and thereby of ren­der­ing our con­di­tion far more per­fect. Should this know­ledge be ac­quired, of which there is now no doubt, we need not re­gret be­ing un­able to give a sat­is­fact­ory ex­plan­a­tion of every state of so­ci­ety that we find ex­ist­ing through­out the world in all ages. The dis­cip­line of so­cial feel­ing will check any fool­ish in­dul­gence of the spirit of curi­os­ity, and pre­vent the un­der­stand­ing from wast­ing its powers in use­less spec­u­la­tions; for feeble as these powers are, it is from them that Hu­man­ity de­rives her most ef­fi­cient means of con­tend­ing against the de­fects of the Ex­ternal Order. The dis­cov­ery of the prin­cipal con­crete laws would no doubt be at­ten­ded by the most be­ne­fi­cial res­ults, moral as well as phys­ical; and this is the field in which the sci­ence of the fu­ture will reap its richest har­vest. But such know­ledge is not in­dis­pens­able for our present pur­pose, which is to form a com­plete syn­thesis of life, ef­fect­ing for the fi­nal state of hu­man­ity what the theo­lo­gical syn­thesis ef­fected for its prim­it­ive state. For this pur­pose Ab­stract philo­sophy is un­doubtedly suf­fi­cient; so that even sup­pos­ing that Con­crete philo­sophy should never be­come so per­fect as we de­sire, so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion will still be pos­sible.

Regarded un­der this more simple as­pect, our sys­tem of sci­entific know­ledge is already so far elab­or­ated, that all thinkers whose nature is suf­fi­ciently sym­path­etic may pro­ceed without delay to the prob­lem of moral re­gen­er­a­tion; a prob­lem which must pre­pare the way for that of polit­ical re­or­gan­iz­a­tion. For we shall find that the the­ory of de­vel­op­ment of which we have been speak­ing, when looked at from an­other point of view, con­denses and sys­tem­at­izes all our ab­stract con­cep­tions of the or­der of nature.

This will be un­der­stood by re­gard­ing all de­part­ments of our know­ledge as be­ing really com­pon­ent parts of one and the same sci­ence; the sci­ence of Hu­man­ity. All other sci­ences are but the pre­lude or the de­vel­op­ment of this. Be­fore we can enter upon it dir­ectly, there are two sub­jects which it is ne­ces­sary to in­vest­ig­ate; our ex­ternal cir­cum­stances, and the or­gan­iz­a­tion of our own nature. So­cial life can­not be un­der­stood without first un­der­stand­ing the me­dium in which it is de­veloped, and the be­ings who mani­fest it. We shall make no pro­gress, there­fore, in the fi­nal sci­ence un­til we have suf­fi­cient ab­stract know­ledge of the outer world and of in­di­vidual life to define the in­flu­ence of these laws on the spe­cial laws of so­cial phe­nom­ena. And this is ne­ces­sary from the lo­gical as well as from the sci­entific point of view. The feeble fac­ulties of our in­tel­lect re­quire to be trained for the more dif­fi­cult spec­u­la­tions by prac­tice in the easier. For the same reas­ons, the study of the in­or­ganic world should take pre­ced­ence of the or­ganic. For, in the first place, the laws of the more uni­ver­sal mode of ex­ist­ence have a pre­pon­der­at­ing in­flu­ence over those of the more spe­cial modes; and in the second place it is clearly in­cum­bent on us to be­gin the study of the Pos­it­ive method with its simplest and most char­ac­ter­istic ap­plic­a­tions. I need not dwell fur­ther upon prin­ciples so fully es­tab­lished in my former work.

So­cial Philo­sophy, there­fore, ought on every ground to be pre­ceded by Nat­ural Philo­sophy in the or­din­ary sense of the word; that is to say by the study of in­or­ganic and or­ganic nature. It is re­served for our own cen­tury to take in the whole scope of sci­ence; but the com­mence­ment of these pre­par­at­ory stud­ies dates from the first as­tro­nom­ical dis­cov­er­ies of an­tiquity. Nat­ural Philo­sophy was com­pleted by the mod­ern sci­ence of Bi­ology, of which the an­cients pos­sessed noth­ing but a few stat­ical prin­ciples. The de­pend­ence of bio­lo­gical con­di­tions upon as­tro­nom­ical is very cer­tain. But these two sci­ences dif­fer too much from each other and are too in­dir­ectly con­nec­ted to give us an ad­equate con­cep­tion of Nat­ural Philo­sophy as a whole. It would be push­ing the prin­ciple of con­dens­a­tion too far to re­duce it to these two terms. One con­nect­ing link was sup­plied by the sci­ence of Chem­istry which arose in the Middle Ages. The nat­ural suc­ces­sion of Astro­nomy, Chem­istry, and Bi­ology lead­ing gradu­ally up to the fi­nal sci­ence, So­ci­ology, made it pos­sible to con­ceive more or less im­per­fectly of an in­tel­lec­tual syn­thesis. But the in­ter­pos­i­tion of Chem­istry was not enough: be­cause, though its re­la­tion to Bi­ology was in­tim­ate, it was too re­mote from Astro­nomy. For want of un­der­stand­ing the mode in which as­tro­nom­ical con­di­tions really af­fected us, the ar­bit­rary and chi­mer­ical fan­cies of as­tro­logy were em­ployed, though of course quite value­less ex­cept for this tem­por­ary pur­pose. In the sev­en­teenth cen­tury, how­ever, the sci­ence of Phys­ics spe­cially so called, was foun­ded; and a sat­is­fact­ory ar­range­ment of sci­entific con­cep­tions began to be formed. Phys­ics in­cluded a series of in­or­ganic re­searches, the more gen­eral branch of which bordered on Astro­nomy, the more spe­cial on Chem­istry. To com­plete our view of the sci­entific hier­archy we have now only to go back to its ori­gin, Mathem­at­ics; a class of spec­u­la­tions so simple and so gen­eral, that they passed at once and without ef­fort into the Pos­it­ive stage. Without Mathem­at­ics, Astro­nomy was im­possible: and they will al­ways con­tinue to be the start­ing-point of Pos­it­ive edu­ca­tion for the in­di­vidual as they have been for the race. Even un­der the most ab­so­lute theo­lo­gical in­flu­ence they stim­u­late the Pos­it­ive spirit to a cer­tain de­gree of sys­tem­atic growth. From them it ex­tends step by step to the sub­jects from which at first it had been most ri­gidly ex­cluded.

We see from these brief re­marks that the series of the ab­stract sci­ences nat­ur­ally ar­ranges it­self ac­cord­ing to the de­crease in gen­er­al­ity and the in­crease in com­plic­a­tion. We see the reason for the in­tro­duc­tion of each mem­ber of the series, and the mu­tual con­nec­tion between them. The clas­si­fic­a­tion is evid­ently the same as that be­fore laid down in my the­ory of de­vel­op­ment. That the­ory there­fore may be re­garded, from the stat­ical point of view, as fur­nish­ing a dir­ect basis for the co­ordin­a­tion of Ab­stract con­cep­tion, on which, as we have seen, the whole syn­thesis of hu­man life de­pends. That co­ordin­a­tion at once es­tab­lishes unity in our in­tel­lec­tual op­er­a­tions. It real­izes the de­sire ob­scurely ex­pressed by Ba­con for a scala in­tel­lec­tualis, a lad­der of the un­der­stand­ing, by the aid of which our thoughts may pass with ease from the low­est sub­jects to the highest, or vice versa, without weak­en­ing the sense of their con­tinu­ous con­nec­tion in nature. Each of the six terms of which our series is com­posed is in its cent­ral por­tion quite dis­tinct from the two ad­join­ing links; but it is closely re­lated in its com­mence­ment to the pre­ced­ing term, in its con­clu­sion to the term which fol­lows. A fur­ther proof of the ho­mo­gen­eous­ness and con­tinu­ity of the sys­tem is that the same prin­ciple of clas­si­fic­a­tion, when ap­plied more closely, en­ables us to ar­range the vari­ous the­or­ies of which each sci­ence con­sists. For ex­ample, the three great or­ders of math­em­at­ical spec­u­la­tions, Arith­metic, Geo­metry, and Mech­an­ics, fol­low the same law of clas­si­fic­a­tion as that by which the en­tire scale is reg­u­lated. And I have shown in my Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy that the same holds good of the other sci­ences. As a whole, there­fore, the series is the most con­cise sum­mary that can be formed of the vast range of Ab­stract truth; and con­versely, all ra­tional re­searches of a spe­cial kind res­ult in some par­tial de­vel­op­ment of this series. Each term in it re­quires its own spe­cial pro­cesses of in­duc­tion; yet in each we reason de­duct­ively from the pre­ced­ing term, a method which will al­ways be as ne­ces­sary for pur­poses of in­struc­tion as it was ori­gin­ally for the pur­pose of dis­cov­ery. Thus it is that all our other stud­ies are but a pre­par­a­tion for the fi­nal sci­ence of Hu­man­ity. By it their mode of cul­ture will al­ways be in­flu­enced and will gradu­ally be im­bued with the true spirit of gen­er­al­ity, which is so closely con­nec­ted with so­cial sym­pathy. Nor is there any danger of such in­flu­ence be­com­ing op­press­ive, since the very prin­ciple of our sys­tem is to com­bine a due meas­ure of in­de­pend­ence with prac­tical con­ver­gence. The fact that our the­ory of clas­si­fic­a­tion, by the very terms of its com­pos­i­tion, sub­or­din­ates in­tel­lec­tual to so­cial con­sid­er­a­tions, is em­in­ently cal­cu­lated to se­cure its pop­u­lar ac­cept­ance. It brings the whole spec­u­lat­ive sys­tem un­der the cri­ti­cism, and at the same time un­der the pro­tec­tion of the pub­lic, which is usu­ally not slow to check any ab­use of those habits of ab­strac­tion which are ne­ces­sary to the philo­sopher.

The same the­ory then which ex­plains the men­tal evol­u­tion of Hu­man­ity, lays down the true method by which our ab­stract con­cep­tions should be clas­si­fied; thus re­con­cil­ing the con­di­tions of Order and Move­ment, hitherto more or less at vari­ance. Its his­tor­ical clear­ness and its philo­soph­ical force strengthen each other, for we can­not un­der­stand the con­nec­tion of our con­cep­tions ex­cept by study­ing the suc­ces­sion of the phases through which they pass. And on the other hand, but for the ex­ist­ence of such a con­nec­tion, it would be im­possible to ex­plain the his­tor­ical phases. So we see that for all sound thinkers, His­tory and Philo­sophy are in­sep­ar­able.

A the­ory which em­braces the stat­ical as well as the dy­nam­ical as­pects of the sub­ject, and which ful­fils the con­di­tions here spoken of, may cer­tainly be re­garded as es­tab­lish­ing the true ob­ject­ive basis on which unity can be es­tab­lished in our in­tel­lec­tual func­tions. And this unity will be de­veloped and con­sol­id­ated as our know­ledge of its basis be­comes more sat­is­fact­ory. But the so­cial ap­plic­a­tion of the sys­tem will have far more in­flu­ence on the res­ult than any over­strained at­tempts at ex­act sci­entific ac­cur­acy. The ob­ject of our philo­sophy is to dir­ect the spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of the civ­il­ized world. It is with a view to this ob­ject that all at­tempts at fresh dis­cov­ery or at im­proved ar­range­ment should be con­duc­ted. Moral and polit­ical re­quire­ments will lead us to in­vest­ig­ate new re­la­tions; but the search should not be car­ried farther than is ne­ces­sary for their ap­plic­a­tion. Suf­fi­cient for our pur­pose, if this in­cip­i­ent clas­si­fic­a­tion of our men­tal products be so far worked out that the syn­thesis of Af­fec­tion and of Ac­tion may be at once at­temp­ted; that is, that we may be­gin at once to con­struct that sys­tem of mor­al­ity un­der which the fi­nal re­gen­er­a­tion of Hu­man­ity will pro­ceed. Those who have read my Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy will, I think, be con­vinced that the time for this at­tempt has ar­rived. How ur­gently it is needed will ap­pear in every part of the present work.

I have now de­scribed the gen­eral spirit of Pos­it­iv­ism. But there are two or three points on which some fur­ther ex­plan­a­tion is ne­ces­sary, as they are the source of mis­ap­pre­hen­sions too com­mon and too ser­i­ous to be dis­reg­arded. Of course I only con­cern my­self with such ob­jec­tions as are made in good faith.

The fact of en­tire free­dom from theo­lo­gical be­lief be­ing ne­ces­sary be­fore the Pos­it­ive state can be per­fectly at­tained, has in­duced su­per­fi­cial ob­serv­ers to con­found Pos­it­iv­ism with a state of pure neg­a­tion. Now this state was at one time, and that even so re­cently as the last cen­tury, fa­vour­able to pro­gress; but at present in those who un­for­tu­nately still re­main in it, it is a rad­ical obstacle to all sound so­cial and even in­tel­lec­tual or­gan­iz­a­tion. I have long ago re­pu­di­ated all philo­soph­ical or his­tor­ical con­nec­tion between Pos­it­iv­ism and what is called Athe­ism. But it is de­sir­able to ex­pose the er­ror some­what more clearly.

Athe­ism, even from the in­tel­lec­tual point of view, is a very im­per­fect form of eman­cip­a­tion; for its tend­ency is to pro­long the meta­phys­ical stage in­def­in­itely, by con­tinu­ing to seek for new solu­tions of Theolo­gical prob­lems, in­stead of set­ting aside all in­ac­cess­ible re­searches on the ground of their ut­ter inutil­ity. The true Pos­it­ive spirit con­sists in sub­sti­tut­ing the study of the in­vari­able Laws of phe­nom­ena for that of their so-called Causes, whether prox­im­ate or primary; in a word, in study­ing the How in­stead of the Why. Now this is wholly in­com­pat­ible with the am­bi­tious and vis­ion­ary at­tempts of Athe­ism to ex­plain the form­a­tion of the Uni­verse, the ori­gin of an­imal life, etc. The Pos­it­iv­ist com­par­ing the vari­ous phases of hu­man spec­u­la­tion, looks upon these sci­entific chi­meras as far less valu­able even from the in­tel­lec­tual point of view than the first spon­tan­eous in­spir­a­tions of primeval times. The prin­ciple of Theology is to ex­plain everything by su­per­nat­ural Wills. That prin­ciple can never be set aside un­til we ac­know­ledge the search for Causes to be bey­ond our reach, and limit ourselves to the know­ledge of Laws. As long as men per­sist in at­tempt­ing to an­swer the in­sol­uble ques­tions which oc­cu­pied the at­ten­tion of the child­hood of our race, by far the more ra­tional plan is to do as was done then, that is, simply to give free play to the ima­gin­a­tion. These spon­tan­eous be­liefs have gradu­ally fallen into dis­use, not be­cause they have been dis­proved, but be­cause man­kind has be­come more en­lightened as to its wants and the scope of its powers, and has gradu­ally given an en­tirely new dir­ec­tion to its spec­u­lat­ive ef­forts. If we in­sist upon pen­et­rat­ing the un­at­tain­able mys­tery of the es­sen­tial Cause that pro­duces phe­nom­ena, there is no hy­po­thesis more sat­is­fact­ory than that they pro­ceed from Wills dwell­ing in them or out­side them; an hy­po­thesis which as­sim­il­ates them to the ef­fect pro­duced by the de­sires which ex­ist within ourselves. Were it not for the pride in­duced by meta­phys­ical and sci­entific stud­ies, it would be in­con­ceiv­able that any athe­ist, mod­ern or an­cient, should have be­lieved that his vague hy­po­theses on such a sub­ject were prefer­able to this dir­ect mode of ex­plan­a­tion. And it was the only mode which really sat­is­fied the reason, un­til men began to see the ut­ter inan­ity and inutil­ity of all search for ab­so­lute truth. The Order of Nature is doubt­less very im­per­fect in every re­spect; but its pro­duc­tion is far more com­pat­ible with the hy­po­thesis of an in­tel­li­gent Will than with that of a blind mech­an­ism. Per­sist­ent athe­ists there­fore would seem to be most il­lo­gical of theo­lo­gists: be­cause they oc­cupy them­selves with theo­lo­gical prob­lems, and yet re­ject the only ap­pro­pri­ate method of hand­ling them. But the fact is that pure Athe­ism even in the present day is very rare. What is called Athe­ism is usu­ally a phase of Pan­the­ism, which is really noth­ing but a re­lapse dis­guised un­der learned terms, into a vague and ab­stract form of Fet­ish­ism. And it is not im­possible that it may lead to the re­pro­duc­tion in one form or other of every theo­lo­gical phase as soon as the check which mod­ern so­ci­ety still im­poses on meta­phys­ical ex­tra­vag­ance has be­come some­what weakened. The ad­op­tion of such the­or­ies as a sat­is­fact­ory sys­tem of be­lief, in­dic­ates a very ex­ag­ger­ated or rather false view of in­tel­lec­tual re­quire­ments, and a very in­suf­fi­cient re­cog­ni­tion of moral and so­cial wants. It is gen­er­ally con­nec­ted with the vis­ion­ary but mis­chiev­ous tend­en­cies of am­bi­tious thinkers to up­hold what they call the em­pire of Reason. In the moral sphere it forms a sort of basis for the de­grad­ing fal­la­cies of mod­ern meta­phys­i­cians as to the ab­so­lute pre­pon­der­ance of self-in­terest. Polit­ic­ally, its tend­ency is to un­lim­ited pro­long­a­tion of the re­volu­tion­ary po­s­i­tion: its spirit is that of blind hatred to the past: and it res­ists all at­tempts to ex­plain it on Pos­it­ive prin­ciples, with a view of dis­clos­ing the fu­ture. Athe­ism, there­fore, is not likely to lead to Pos­it­iv­ism ex­cept in those who pass through it rap­idly as the last and most short-lived of meta­phys­ical phases. And the wide dif­fu­sion of the sci­entific spirit in the present day makes this pas­sage so easy that to ar­rive at ma­tur­ity without ac­com­plish­ing it, is a symp­tom of a cer­tain men­tal weak­ness, which is of­ten con­nec­ted with moral in­suf­fi­ciency, and is very in­com­pat­ible with Pos­it­iv­ism. Neg­a­tion of­fers but a feeble and pre­cari­ous basis for union: and dis­be­lief in Mono­the­ism is of it­self no bet­ter proof of a mind fit to grapple with the ques­tions of the day than dis­be­lief in Poly­the­ism or Fet­ish­ism, which no one would main­tain to be an ad­equate ground for claim­ing in­tel­lec­tual sym­pathy. The athe­istic phase in­deed was not really ne­ces­sary, ex­cept for the re­volu­tion­ists of the last cen­tury who took the lead in the move­ment to­wards rad­ical re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety. The ne­ces­sity has already ceased; for the de­cayed con­di­tion of the old sys­tem makes the need of re­gen­er­a­tion palp­able to all. Per­sist­ence in an­archy, and Athe­ism is the most char­ac­ter­istic symp­tom of an­archy, is a tem­per of mind more un­fa­vour­able to the or­ganic spirit, which ought by this time to have es­tab­lished its in­flu­ence, than sin­cere ad­he­sion to the old forms. This lat­ter is of course ob­struct­ive: but at least it does not hinder us from fix­ing our at­ten­tion upon the great so­cial prob­lem. Indeed it helps us to do so: be­cause it forces the new philo­sophy to throw aside every weapon of at­tack against the older faith ex­cept its own higher ca­pa­city of sat­is­fy­ing our moral and so­cial wants. But in the Athe­ism main­tained by many meta­phys­i­cians and sci­entific men of the present day, Pos­it­iv­ism, in­stead of whole­some rivalry of this kind, will meet with noth­ing but bar­ren res­ist­ance. Anti-theo­lo­gical as such men may be, they feel un­mixed re­pug­nance for any at­tempts at so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, al­though their ef­forts in the last cen­tury had to some ex­tent pre­pared the way for it. Far, then, from count­ing upon their sup­port, Pos­it­iv­ists must ex­pect to find them hos­tile: al­though from the in­co­her­ence of their opin­ions it will not be dif­fi­cult to re­claim those of them whose er­rors are not es­sen­tially due to pride.

The charge of Ma­ter­i­al­ism which is of­ten made against Pos­it­ive philo­sophy is of more im­port­ance. It ori­gin­ates in the course of sci­entific study upon which the Pos­it­ive sys­tem is based. In an­swer­ing the charge, I need not enter into any dis­cus­sion of im­pen­et­rable mys­ter­ies. Our the­ory of de­vel­op­ment will en­able us to see dis­tinctly the real ground of the con­fu­sion that ex­ists upon the sub­ject.

Pos­it­ive sci­ence was for a long time lim­ited to the simplest sub­jects: it could not reach the highest ex­cept by a nat­ural series of in­ter­me­di­ate steps. As each of these steps is taken, the stu­dent is apt to be in­flu­enced too strongly by the meth­ods and res­ults of the pre­ced­ing stage. Here, as it seems to me, lies the real source of that sci­entific er­ror which men have in­stinct­ively blamed as ma­ter­i­al­ism. The name is just, be­cause the tend­ency in­dic­ated is one which de­grades the higher sub­jects of thought by con­found­ing them with the lower. It was hardly pos­sible that this usurp­a­tion by one sci­ence of the do­main of an­other should have been wholly avoided. For since the more spe­cial phe­nom­ena do really de­pend upon the more gen­eral, it is per­fectly le­git­im­ate for each sci­ence to ex­er­cise a cer­tain de­duct­ive in­flu­ence upon that which fol­lows it in the scale. By such in­flu­ence the spe­cial in­duc­tions of that sci­ence were rendered more co­her­ent. The res­ult, how­ever, is that each of the sci­ences has to un­dergo a long struggle against the en­croach­ments of the one pre­ced­ing it; a struggle which, even in the case of the sub­jects which have been stud­ied longest, is not yet over. Nor can it en­tirely cease un­til the con­trolling in­flu­ence of sound philo­sophy be es­tab­lished over the whole scale, in­tro­du­cing juster views of the re­la­tions of its sev­eral parts, about which at present there is such ir­ra­tional con­fu­sion. Thus it ap­pears that Ma­ter­i­al­ism is a danger in­her­ent in the mode in which the sci­entific stud­ies ne­ces­sary as a pre­par­a­tion for Pos­it­iv­ism were pur­sued. Each sci­ence ten­ded to ab­sorb the one next to it, on the ground of hav­ing reached the Pos­it­ive stage earlier and more thor­oughly. The evil then is really deeper and more ex­tens­ive than is ima­gined by most of those who de­plore it. It passes gen­er­ally un­noticed ex­cept in the highest class of sub­jects. These doubt­less are more ser­i­ously af­fected, inas­much as they un­dergo the en­croach­ing pro­cess from all the rest; but we find the same thing in dif­fer­ent de­grees, in every step of the sci­entific scale. Even the low­est step, Mathem­at­ics, is no ex­cep­tion, though its po­s­i­tion would seem at first sight to ex­empt it. To a philo­sophic eye there is Ma­ter­i­al­ism in the com­mon tend­ency of math­em­aticians at the present day to ab­sorb Geo­metry or Mech­an­ics into the Cal­cu­lus, as well as in the more evid­ent en­croach­ments of Mathem­at­ics upon Phys­ics, of Phys­ics upon Chem­istry, of Chem­istry, which is more fre­quent, upon Bi­ology, or lastly in the com­mon tend­ency of the best bio­lo­gists to look upon So­ci­ology as a mere co­rol­lary of their own sci­ence. In all cases it is the same fun­da­mental er­ror: that is, an ex­ag­ger­ated use of de­duct­ive reas­on­ing; and in all it is at­ten­ded with the same res­ult; that the higher stud­ies are in con­stant danger of be­ing dis­or­gan­ized by the in­dis­crim­in­ate ap­plic­a­tion of the lower. All sci­entific spe­cial­ists at the present time are more or less ma­ter­i­al­ists, ac­cord­ing as the phe­nom­ena stud­ied by them are more or less simple and gen­eral. Geo­met­ri­cians, there­fore, are more li­able to the er­ror than any oth­ers; they all aim con­sciously or oth­er­wise at a syn­thesis in which the most ele­ment­ary stud­ies, those of Num­ber, Space, and Mo­tion, are made to reg­u­late all the rest. But the bio­lo­gists who res­ist this en­croach­ment most en­er­get­ic­ally, are of­ten guilty of the same mis­take. They not un­fre­quently at­tempt, for in­stance, to ex­plain all so­ci­olo­gical facts by the in­flu­ence of cli­mate and race, which are purely sec­ond­ary; thus show­ing their ig­nor­ance of the fun­da­mental laws of So­ci­ology, which can only be dis­covered by a series of dir­ect in­duc­tions from his­tory.

This philo­soph­ical es­tim­ate of Ma­ter­i­al­ism ex­plains how it is that it has been brought as a charge against Pos­it­iv­ism, and at the same time proves the deep in­justice of the charge. Pos­it­iv­ism, far from coun­ten­an­cing so dan­ger­ous an er­ror, is, as we have seen, the only philo­sophy which can com­pletely re­move it. The er­ror arises from cer­tain tend­en­cies which are in them­selves le­git­im­ate, but which have been car­ried too far; and Pos­it­iv­ism sat­is­fies these tend­en­cies in their due meas­ure. Hitherto the evil has re­mained un­checked, ex­cept by the theo­lo­gico-meta­phys­ical spirit, which, by giv­ing rise to what is called Spir­itu­al­ism, has rendered a very valu­able ser­vice. But use­ful as it has been, it could not ar­rest the act­ive growth of Ma­ter­i­al­ism, which has as­sumed in the eyes of mod­ern thinkers some­thing of a pro­gress­ive char­ac­ter, from hav­ing been so long con­nec­ted with the cause of res­ist­ance to a ret­ro­grade sys­tem. Not­with­stand­ing all the protests of the spir­itu­al­ists, the lower sci­ences have en­croached upon the higher to an ex­tent that ser­i­ously im­pairs their in­de­pend­ence and their value. But Pos­it­iv­ism meets the dif­fi­culty far more ef­fec­tu­ally. It sat­is­fies and re­con­ciles all that is really ten­able in the rival claims of both Ma­ter­i­al­ism and Spir­itu­al­ism; and, hav­ing done this, it dis­cards them both. It holds the one to be as dan­ger­ous to Order as the other to Pro­gress. This res­ult is an im­me­di­ate con­sequence of the es­tab­lish­ment of the en­cyc­lopædic scale, in which each sci­ence re­tains its own proper sphere of in­duc­tion, while de­duct­ively it re­mains sub­or­din­ate to the sci­ence which pre­cedes it. But what really de­cides the mat­ter is the fact that such para­mount im­port­ance, both lo­gic­ally and sci­en­tific­ally, is given by Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy to so­cial ques­tions. For these are the ques­tions in which the in­flu­ence of Ma­ter­i­al­ism is most mis­chiev­ous, and also in which it is most eas­ily in­tro­duced. A sys­tem there­fore which gives them the pre­ced­ence over all other ques­tions must hold Ma­ter­i­al­ism to be quite as ob­struct­ive as Spir­itu­al­ism, since both are alike an obstacle to the pro­gress of that sci­ence for the sake of which all other sci­ences are stud­ied. Fur­ther ad­vance in the work of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion im­plies the elim­in­a­tion of both of them, be­cause it can­not pro­ceed without ex­act know­ledge of the laws of moral and so­cial phe­nom­ena. In the next chapter I shall have to speak of the mis­chiev­ous ef­fects of Ma­ter­i­al­ism upon the Art or prac­tice of so­cial life. It leads to a mis­con­cep­tion of the most fun­da­mental prin­ciple of that Art, namely, the sys­tem­atic sep­ar­a­tion of spir­itual and tem­poral power. To main­tain that sep­ar­a­tion, to carry out on a more sat­is­fact­ory basis the ad­mir­able at­tempt made in the Middle Ages by the Cath­olic Church, is the most im­port­ant of polit­ical ques­tions. Thus the ant­ag­on­ism of Pos­it­iv­ism to Ma­ter­i­al­ism rests upon polit­ical no less than upon philo­soph­ical grounds.

With the view of se­cur­ing a dis­pas­sion­ate con­sid­er­a­tion of this sub­ject, and of avoid­ing all con­fu­sion, I have laid no stress upon the charge of im­mor­al­ity that is so of­ten brought against Ma­ter­i­al­ism. The re­proach, even when made sin­cerely, is con­stantly be­lied by ex­per­i­ence, in­deed it is in­con­sist­ent with all that we know of hu­man nature. Our opin­ions, whether right or wrong, have not, for­tu­nately, the ab­so­lute power over our feel­ings and con­duct which is com­monly at­trib­uted to them. Ma­ter­i­al­ism has been pro­vi­sion­ally con­nec­ted with the whole move­ment of eman­cip­a­tion, and it has there­fore of­ten been found in com­mon with the noblest as­pir­a­tions. That con­nec­tion, how­ever, has now ceased; and it must be owned that even in the most fa­vour­able cases this er­ror, purely in­tel­lec­tual though it be, has to a cer­tain ex­tent al­ways checked the free play of our no­bler in­stincts, by lead­ing men to ig­nore or mis­con­ceive moral phe­nom­ena, which were left un­ex­plained by its crude hy­po­thesis. Cabanis gave a strik­ing ex­ample of this tend­ency in his un­for­tu­nate at­tack upon me­di­eval chiv­alry.3 Cabanis was a philo­sopher whose moral nature was as pure and sym­path­etic as his in­tel­lect was el­ev­ated and en­larged. Yet the ma­ter­i­al­ism of his day had en­tirely blinded him to the be­ne­fi­cial res­ults of the at­tempts made by the most en­er­getic of our an­cest­ors to in­sti­tute the Wor­ship of Wo­man.

We have now ex­amined the two prin­cipal charges brought against the Pos­it­ive sys­tem, and we have found that they ap­ply merely to the un­sys­tem­atic state in which Pos­it­ive prin­ciples are first in­tro­duced. But the sys­tem is also ac­cused of Fa­tal­ism and of Op­tim­ism; charges on which it will not be ne­ces­sary to dwell at great length, be­cause, though fre­quently made, they are not dif­fi­cult to re­fute.

The charge of Fa­tal­ism has ac­com­pan­ied every fresh ex­ten­sion of Pos­it­ive sci­ence, from its first be­gin­nings. Nor is this sur­pris­ing; for when any series of phe­nom­ena passes from the domin­ion of Wills, whether mod­i­fied by meta­phys­ical ab­strac­tions or not, to the domin­ion of Laws, the reg­u­lar­ity of the lat­ter con­trasts so strongly with the in­stabil­ity of the former, as to present an ap­pear­ance of fatal­ity, which noth­ing but a very care­ful ex­am­in­a­tion of the real char­ac­ter of sci­entific truth can dis­sip­ate. And the er­ror is the more likely to oc­cur from the fact that our first types of nat­ural laws are de­rived from the phe­nom­ena of the heav­enly bod­ies. These, be­ing wholly bey­ond our in­ter­fer­ence, al­ways sug­gest the no­tion of ab­so­lute ne­ces­sity, a no­tion which it is dif­fi­cult to pre­vent from ex­tend­ing to more com­plex phe­nom­ena, as soon as they are brought within the reach of the Pos­it­ive method. And it is quite true that Pos­it­iv­ism holds the Order of Nature to be in its primary as­pects strictly in­vari­able. All vari­ations, whether spon­tan­eous or ar­ti­fi­cial, are only tran­si­ent and of sec­ond­ary im­port. The con­cep­tion of un­lim­ited vari­ations would in fact be equi­val­ent to the re­jec­tion of Law al­to­gether. But while this ac­counts for the fact that every new Pos­it­ive the­ory is ac­cused of Fa­tal­ism, it is equally clear that blind per­sist­ence in the ac­cus­a­tion shows a very shal­low con­cep­tion of what Pos­it­iv­ism really is. For, un­change­able as the Order of Nature is in its main as­pects, yet all phe­nom­ena, ex­cept those of Astro­nomy, ad­mit of be­ing mod­i­fied in their sec­ond­ary re­la­tions, and this the more as they are more com­plic­ated. The Pos­it­ive spirit, when con­fined to the sub­jects of Mathem­at­ics and Astro­nomy, was in­ev­it­ably fa­tal­ist; but this ceased to be the case when it ex­ten­ded to Phys­ics and Chem­istry, and es­pe­cially to Bi­ology, where the mar­gin of vari­ation is very con­sid­er­able. Now that it em­braces So­cial phe­nom­ena, the re­proach, how­ever it may have been once de­served, should be heard no longer, since these phe­nom­ena, which will for the fu­ture form its prin­cipal field, ad­mit of lar­ger modi­fic­a­tion than any oth­ers, and that chiefly by our own in­ter­ven­tion. It is ob­vi­ous then that Pos­it­iv­ism, far from en­cour­aging in­dol­ence, stim­u­lates us to ac­tion, es­pe­cially to so­cial ac­tion, far more en­er­get­ic­ally than any Theolo­gical doc­trine. It re­moves all ground­less scruples, and pre­vents us from hav­ing re­course to chi­meras. It en­cour­ages our ef­forts every­where, ex­cept where they are mani­festly use­less.

For the charge of Op­tim­ism there is even less ground than for that of Fa­tal­ism. The lat­ter was, to a cer­tain ex­tent, con­nec­ted with the rise of the Pos­it­ive spirit; but Op­tim­ism is simply a res­ult of Theology; and its in­flu­ence has al­ways been de­creas­ing with the growth of Pos­it­iv­ism. Astro­nom­ical laws, it is true, sug­gest the idea of per­fec­tion as nat­ur­ally as that of ne­ces­sity. On the other hand, their great sim­pli­city places the de­fects of the Order of Nature in so clear a light, that op­tim­ists would never have sought their ar­gu­ments in as­tro­nomy, were it not that the first ele­ments of the sci­ence had to be worked out un­der the in­flu­ence of Mono­the­ism, a sys­tem which in­volved the hy­po­thesis of ab­so­lute wis­dom. But by the the­ory of de­vel­op­ment on which the Pos­it­ive syn­thesis is here made to rest, Op­tim­ism is dis­carded as well as Fa­tal­ism, in the dir­ect pro­por­tion of the in­tric­acy of the phe­nom­ena. It is in the most in­tric­ate that the de­fects of Nature, as well as the power of modi­fy­ing them, be­come most mani­fest. With re­gard, there­fore, to so­cial phe­nom­ena, the most com­plex of all, both charges are ut­terly mis­placed. Any op­tim­istic tend­en­cies that writers on so­cial sub­jects may dis­play, must be due to the fact that their edu­ca­tion has not been such as to teach them the nature and con­di­tions of the true sci­entific spirit. For want of sound lo­gical train­ing, great mis­use has been made in our own time of a prop­erty pe­cu­liar to so­cial phe­nom­ena. It is that we find in them a greater amount of spon­tan­eous wis­dom than might have been ex­pec­ted from their com­plex­ity. It would be a mis­take, how­ever, to sup­pose this wis­dom per­fect. The phe­nom­ena in ques­tion are those of in­tel­li­gent be­ings who are al­ways oc­cu­pied in amend­ing the de­fects of their eco­nomy. It is ob­vi­ous, there­fore, that they will show less im­per­fec­tion than if, in a case equally com­plic­ated, the agents could have been blind. The stand­ard by which to judge of ac­tion is al­ways to be taken re­l­at­ively to the so­cial state in which the ac­tion takes place. There­fore all his­tor­ical po­s­i­tions and changes must have at least some grounds of jus­ti­fic­a­tion; oth­er­wise they would be totally in­com­pre­hens­ible, be­cause they would be in­con­sist­ent with the nature of the agents and of the ac­tions per­formed by them. Now this nat­ur­ally fosters a dan­ger­ous tend­ency to Op­tim­ism in all thinkers, who, whatever their powers may be, have not passed through any strict sci­entific train­ing, and have con­sequently never cast off meta­phys­ical and theo­lo­gical modes of thought in the higher sub­jects. Be­cause every gov­ern­ment shows a cer­tain ad­apt­a­tion to the civil­iz­a­tion of its time, they make the loose as­ser­tion that the ad­apt­a­tion is per­fect; a con­cep­tion which is of course chi­mer­ical. But it is un­just to charge Pos­it­iv­ism with er­rors which are evid­ently con­trary to its true spirit, and merely due to the want of lo­gical and sci­entific train­ing in those who have hitherto en­gaged in the study of so­cial ques­tions. The ob­ject of So­ci­ology is to ex­plain all his­tor­ical facts; not to jus­tify them in­dis­crim­in­ately, as is done by those who are un­able to dis­tin­guish the in­flu­ence of the agent from that of sur­round­ing cir­cum­stances.

On re­view­ing this brief sketch of the in­tel­lec­tual char­ac­ter of Pos­it­iv­ism, it will be seen that all its es­sen­tial at­trib­utes are summed up in the word “Pos­it­ive,” which I ap­plied to the new philo­sophy at its out­set. All the lan­guages of Western Europe agree in un­der­stand­ing by this word and its de­riv­at­ives the two qual­it­ies of real­ity and use­ful­ness. Com­bin­ing these, we get at once an ad­equate defin­i­tion of the true philo­sophic spirit, which, after all, is noth­ing but good sense gen­er­al­ized and put into a sys­tem­atic form. The term also im­plies in all European lan­guages, cer­tainty and pre­ci­sion, qual­it­ies by which the in­tel­lect of mod­ern na­tions is markedly dis­tin­guished from that of an­tiquity. Again, the or­din­ary ac­cept­a­tion of the term im­plies a dir­ectly or­ganic tend­ency. Now the meta­phys­ical spirit is in­cap­able of or­gan­iz­ing; it can only cri­ti­cize. This dis­tin­guishes it from the Pos­it­ive spirit, al­though for a time they had a com­mon sphere of ac­tion. By speak­ing of Pos­it­iv­ism as or­ganic, we im­ply that it has a so­cial pur­pose; that pur­pose be­ing to su­per­sede Theology in the spir­itual dir­ec­tion of the hu­man race.

But the word will bear yet a fur­ther mean­ing. The or­ganic char­ac­ter of the sys­tem leads us nat­ur­ally to an­other of its at­trib­utes, namely its in­vari­able re­lativ­ity. Modern thinkers will never rise above that crit­ical po­s­i­tion which they have hitherto taken up to­wards the past, ex­cept by re­pu­di­at­ing all ab­so­lute prin­ciples. This last mean­ing is more lat­ent than the oth­ers, but is really con­tained in the term. It will soon be­come gen­er­ally ac­cep­ted, and the word “Pos­it­ive” will be un­der­stood to mean re­l­at­ive as much as it now means “or­ganic,” “pre­cise,” “cer­tain,” “use­ful,” and “real.” Thus the highest at­trib­utes of hu­man wis­dom have, with one ex­cep­tion, been gradu­ally con­densed into a single ex­press­ive term. All that is now want­ing is that the word should de­note what at first could form no part of the mean­ing, the union of moral with in­tel­lec­tual qual­it­ies. At present, only the lat­ter are in­cluded; but the course of mod­ern pro­gress makes it cer­tain that the con­cep­tion im­plied by the word Pos­it­ive, will ul­ti­mately have a more dir­ect ref­er­ence to the heart than to the un­der­stand­ing. For it will soon be felt by all that the tend­ency of Pos­it­iv­ism, and that by vir­tue of its primary char­ac­ter­istic, real­ity, is to make Feel­ing sys­tem­at­ic­ally su­preme over Reason as well as over Activ­ity. After all, the change con­sists simply in real­iz­ing the full ety­mo­lo­gical value of the word “Philo­sophy.”4 For it was im­possible to real­ize it un­til moral and men­tal con­di­tions had been re­con­ciled; and this has been now done by the found­a­tion of a Pos­it­ive sci­ence of so­ci­ety.





II
The Social Aspect of Positivism, as Shown by Its Connection with the General Revolutionary Movement of Western Europe


As the chief char­ac­ter­istic of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy is the para­mount im­port­ance that is given, and that on spec­u­lat­ive grounds, to so­cial con­sid­er­a­tions, its ef­fi­ciency for the pur­poses of prac­tical life is in­volved in the very spirit of the sys­tem. When this spirit is rightly un­der­stood, we find that it leads at once to an ob­ject far higher than that of sat­is­fy­ing our sci­entific curi­os­ity; the ob­ject, namely, of or­gan­iz­ing hu­man life. Con­versely, this prac­tical as­pect of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy ex­er­cises the most salut­ary in­flu­ence upon its spec­u­lat­ive char­ac­ter. By keep­ing con­stantly be­fore us the ne­ces­sity of con­cen­trat­ing all sci­entific ef­forts upon the so­cial ob­ject which con­sti­tutes their value, we take the best pos­sible means of check­ing the tend­ency in­her­ent in all ab­stract in­quir­ies to de­gen­er­ate into use­less di­gres­sions. But this gen­eral con­nec­tion between the­ory and prac­tice would not by it­self be suf­fi­cient for our pur­pose. It would be im­possible to se­cure the ac­cept­ance of a men­tal dis­cip­line, so new and so dif­fi­cult, were it not for con­sid­er­a­tions de­rived from the gen­eral con­di­tions of mod­ern so­ci­ety; con­sid­er­a­tions cal­cu­lated to im­press philo­soph­ers with a more def­in­ite sense of ob­lig­a­tion to do their ut­most to­wards sat­is­fy­ing the wants of the time. By thus arous­ing pub­lic sym­path­ies and show­ing that the suc­cess of Pos­it­iv­ism is a mat­ter of per­man­ent and gen­eral im­port­ance, the co­her­ence of the sys­tem as well as the el­ev­a­tion of its aims will be placed bey­ond dis­pute. We have hitherto been re­gard­ing Pos­it­iv­ism as the is­sue in which in­tel­lec­tual de­vel­op­ment ne­ces­sar­ily res­ults. We have now to view it from the so­cial side; for un­til we have done this, it is im­possible to form a true con­cep­tion of it.

And to do this, all that is here ne­ces­sary is to point out the close re­la­tion in which the new philo­sophy stands to the whole course of the French Re­volu­tion. This re­volu­tion has now been agit­at­ing Western na­tions for sixty years.5 It is the fi­nal is­sue of the vast trans­ition through which we have been passing dur­ing the five pre­vi­ous cen­tur­ies.

In this great crisis there are nat­ur­ally two prin­cipal phases; of which only the first, or neg­at­ive, phase has yet been ac­com­plished. In it we gave the last blow to the old sys­tem, but without ar­riv­ing at any fixed and dis­tinct pro­spect of the new. In the second or pos­it­ive phase, which is at last be­gin­ning, a basis for the new so­cial state has to be con­struc­ted. The first phase led as its ul­ti­mate res­ult to the form­a­tion of a sound philo­soph­ical sys­tem; and by this sys­tem the second phase will be dir­ec­ted. It is this two­fold con­nec­tion which we are now to con­sider.

The strong re­ac­tion which was ex­er­cised upon the in­tel­lect by the first great shock of re­volu­tion was ab­so­lutely ne­ces­sary to rouse and sus­tain our men­tal ef­forts in the search for a new sys­tem. For the greatest thinkers of the eight­eenth cen­tury had been blinded to the true char­ac­ter of the new state by the ef­fete rem­nants of the old. And the shock was es­pe­cially ne­ces­sary for the found­a­tion of so­cial sci­ence. For the basis of that sci­ence is the con­cep­tion of hu­man Pro­gress, a con­cep­tion which noth­ing but the Re­volu­tion could have brought for­ward into suf­fi­cient prom­in­ence.

So­cial Order was re­garded by the an­cients as sta­tion­ary: and its the­ory un­der this pro­vi­sional as­pect was ad­mir­ably sketched out by the great Aris­totle. In this re­spect the case of So­ci­ology re­sembles that of Bi­ology. In Bi­ology stat­ical con­cep­tions were at­tained without the least know­ledge of dy­nam­ical laws. Sim­il­arly, the so­cial spec­u­la­tions of an­tiquity are en­tirely devoid of the con­cep­tion of Pro­gress. Their his­tor­ical field was too nar­row to in­dic­ate any con­tinu­ous move­ment of Hu­man­ity. It was not till the Middle Ages that this move­ment be­came suf­fi­ciently mani­fest to in­spire the feel­ing that we were tend­ing to­wards a state of in­creased per­fec­tion. It was then seen by all that Cath­oli­cism was su­per­ior to Poly­the­ism and Juda­ism; and this was af­ter­wards con­firmed by the cor­res­pond­ing polit­ical im­prove­ment pro­duced by the sub­sti­tu­tion of Feud­al­ism for Ro­man gov­ern­ment. Con­fused as this first feel­ing of hu­man Pro­gress was, it was yet very in­tense and very largely dif­fused; though it lost much of its vi­tal­ity in the theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical dis­cus­sions of later cen­tur­ies. It is here that we must look if we would un­der­stand that ar­dour in the cause of Pro­gress which is pe­cu­liar to the Western fam­ily of na­tions, and which has been strong enough to check many soph­ist­ical de­lu­sions, es­pe­cially in the coun­tries where the noble as­pir­a­tions of the Middle Ages have been least im­paired by the meta­phys­ical the­or­ies of Prot­est­ant­ism or Deism.

But whatever the im­port­ance of this nas­cent feel­ing, it was very far from suf­fi­cient to es­tab­lish the con­vic­tion of Pro­gress as a fun­da­mental prin­ciple of hu­man so­ci­ety. To demon­strate any kind of pro­gres­sion, at least three terms are re­quis­ite. Now the ab­so­lute char­ac­ter of theo­lo­gical philo­sophy, by which the com­par­ison between Poly­the­ism and Cath­oli­cism was in­sti­tuted, pre­ven­ted men from con­ceiv­ing the bare pos­sib­il­ity of any fur­ther stage. The lim­its of per­fec­tion were sup­posed to have been reached by the me­di­eval sys­tem, and bey­ond it there was noth­ing but the Chris­tian Uto­pia of a fu­ture life. The de­cline of me­di­eval theo­logy soon set the ima­gin­a­tion free from any such obstacles; but it led at the same time to a men­tal re­ac­tion which for a long time was un­fa­vour­able to the de­vel­op­ment of this first con­cep­tion of Pro­gress. It brought a feel­ing of blind an­ti­pathy to the Middle Ages. Al­most all thinkers in their dis­like of the Cath­olic dog­mas were seized with such ir­ra­tional ad­mir­a­tion for Antiquity as en­tirely to ig­nore the so­cial su­peri­or­ity of the me­di­eval sys­tem; and it was only among the un­taught masses, es­pe­cially in the coun­tries pre­served from Prot­est­ant­ism, that any real feel­ing of this su­peri­or­ity was re­tained. It was not till the middle of the sev­en­teenth cen­tury that mod­ern thinkers began to dwell on the con­cep­tion of Pro­gress.

It re­appeared then un­der a new as­pect. Con­clus­ive evid­ence had by that time been fur­nished that the more civ­il­ized por­tion of our race had ad­vanced in sci­ence and in­dustry, and even, though not so un­ques­tion­ably, in the fine arts. But these as­pects were only par­tial: and though they were un­doubtedly the source of the more sys­tem­atic views held by our own cen­tury upon the sub­ject, they were not enough to demon­strate the fact of a pro­gres­sion. And in­deed, from the so­cial point of view, so far more im­port­ant than any other, Pro­gress seemed more doubt­ful than it had been in the Middle Ages.

But this con­di­tion of opin­ion was changed by the re­volu­tion­ary shock which im­pelled France, the nor­mal centre of Western Europe, to ap­ply it­self to the task of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion. A third term of com­par­ison, that is to say the type on which mod­ern so­ci­ety is be­ing moul­ded, now presen­ted it­self; though it lay as yet in a dis­tant and ob­scure fu­ture. Com­pared with the me­di­eval sys­tem it was seen to be an ad­vance as great as that which jus­ti­fied our an­cest­ors of chiv­al­rous times in as­sert­ing su­peri­or­ity to their pre­de­cessors of an­tiquity. Until the de­struc­tion of Cath­olic Feud­al­ism be­came an overt fact, its ef­fete rem­nants had con­cealed the polit­ical fu­ture, and the fact of con­tinu­ous pro­gress in so­ci­ety had al­ways re­mained un­cer­tain. So­cial phe­nom­ena have this pe­cu­li­ar­ity, that the ob­ject ob­served un­der­goes a pro­cess of de­vel­op­ment as well as and sim­ul­tan­eously with the ob­server. Now up to the time of the Re­volu­tion, polit­ical de­vel­op­ment, on which the prin­cipal ar­gu­ment for the the­ory of Pro­gress must al­ways be based, cor­res­pon­ded in its im­per­fec­tion to the in­ca­pa­city of the sci­entific spirit to frame the the­ory of it. A cen­tury ago, thinkers of the greatest em­in­ence were un­able to con­ceive of a really con­tinu­ous pro­gres­sion; and Hu­man­ity, as they thought, was destined to move in circles or in os­cil­la­tions. But un­der the in­flu­ence of the Re­volu­tion a real sense of hu­man de­vel­op­ment has arisen spon­tan­eously and with more or less res­ult, in minds of the most or­din­ary cast; first in France, and sub­sequently through­out the whole of Western Europe. In this re­spect the crisis has been most salut­ary; it has given us that men­tal cour­age as well as force without which the con­cep­tion could never have arisen. It is the basis of so­cial sci­ence and there­fore of all Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy; since it is only from the so­cial as­pect that Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy ad­mits of be­ing viewed as a con­nec­ted whole. Without the the­ory of Pro­gress, the the­ory of Order, even sup­pos­ing that it could be formed, would be in­ad­equate as a basis for So­ci­ology. It is es­sen­tial that the two should be com­bined. The very fact that Pro­gress, how­ever viewed, is noth­ing but the de­vel­op­ment of Order, shows that Order can­not be fully mani­fes­ted without Pro­gress. The de­pend­ence of Pos­it­iv­ism upon the French Re­volu­tion may now be un­der­stood more clearly. Nor was it by a merely for­tu­it­ous co­in­cid­ence that by this time the in­tro­duct­ory course of sci­entific know­ledge by which the mind is pre­pared for Pos­it­iv­ism should have been suf­fi­ciently com­pleted.

But we must here ob­serve that, be­ne­fi­cial as the in­tel­lec­tual re­ac­tion of this great crisis un­doubtedly was, its ef­fects could not be real­ized un­til the ar­dour of the re­volu­tion­ary spirit had been to some ex­tent weakened. The dazzling light thrown upon the Fu­ture for some time ob­scured our vis­ion of the Past. It dis­closed, though ob­scurely, the third term of the so­cial pro­gres­sion; but it pre­ven­ted us from fairly ap­pre­ci­at­ing the second term. It en­cour­aged that blind aver­sion to the Middle Ages, which had been in­spired by the eman­cip­at­ing pro­cess of mod­ern times; a feel­ing which had once been ne­ces­sary to in­duce us to aban­don the old sys­tem. The sup­pres­sion of this in­ter­me­di­ate step would be as fatal to the con­cep­tion of Pro­gress as the ab­sence of the last; be­cause this last dif­fers too widely from the first to ad­mit of any dir­ect com­par­ison with it. Right views upon the sub­ject were im­possible there­fore un­til full justice had been rendered to the Middle Ages, which form at once the point of union and of sep­ar­a­tion between an­cient and mod­ern his­tory. Now it was quite im­possible to do this as long as the ex­cite­ment of the first years of the re­volu­tion las­ted. In this re­spect the philo­soph­ical re­ac­tion, or­gan­ized at the be­gin­ning of our cen­tury by the great De Maistre, was of ma­ter­ial as­sist­ance in pre­par­ing the true the­ory of Pro­gress. His school was of brief dur­a­tion, and it was no doubt an­im­ated by a ret­ro­grade spirit; but it will al­ways be ranked among the ne­ces­sary ante­cedents of the Pos­it­ive sys­tem; al­though its works are now en­tirely su­per­seded by the rise of the new philo­sophy, which in a more per­fect form has em­bod­ied all their chief res­ults.

What was re­quired there­fore for the dis­cov­ery of So­ci­olo­gical laws, and for the es­tab­lish­ment upon these laws of a sound philo­soph­ical sys­tem, was an in­tel­lect in the vigour of youth, im­bued with all the ar­dour of the re­volu­tion­ary spirit, and yet spon­tan­eously as­sim­il­at­ing all that was valu­able in the at­tempts of the ret­ro­grade school to ap­pre­ci­ate the his­tor­ical im­port­ance of the Middle Ages. In this way and in no other could the true spirit of his­tory arise. For that spirit con­sists in the sense of hu­man con­tinu­ity, which had hitherto been felt by no one, not even by my il­lus­tri­ous and un­for­tu­nate pre­de­cessor Con­dorcet. Mean­time the genius of Gall was com­plet­ing the re­cent at­tempts to sys­tem­at­ize bio­logy, by com­men­cing the study of the in­ternal func­tions of the brain; as far at least as these could be un­der­stood from the phe­nom­ena of in­di­vidual as dis­tinct from so­cial de­vel­op­ment. And now I have ex­plained the series of so­cial and in­tel­lec­tual con­di­tions by which the dis­cov­ery of so­ci­olo­gical laws, and con­sequently the found­a­tion of Pos­it­iv­ism, was fixed for the pre­cise date at which I began my philo­soph­ical ca­reer: that is to say, one gen­er­a­tion after the pro­gress­ive dic­tat­or­ship of the Con­ven­tion, and al­most im­me­di­ately after the fall of the ret­ro­grade tyranny of Bona­parte.

Thus it ap­pears that the re­volu­tion­ary move­ment, and the long period of re­ac­tion which suc­ceeded it, were alike ne­ces­sary, be­fore the new gen­eral doc­trine could be dis­tinctly con­ceived of as a whole. And if this pre­par­a­tion was needed for the es­tab­lish­ment of Pos­it­iv­ism as a philo­soph­ical sys­tem, far more need­ful was it for the re­cog­ni­tion of its so­cial value. For it guar­an­teed free ex­pos­i­tion and dis­cus­sion of opin­ion: and it led the pub­lic to look to Pos­it­iv­ism as the sys­tem which con­tained in germ the ul­ti­mate solu­tion of so­cial prob­lems. This is a point so ob­vi­ous that we need not dwell upon it fur­ther.

Hav­ing sat­is­fied ourselves of the de­pend­ence of Pos­it­iv­ism upon the first phase of the Re­volu­tion, we have now to con­sider it as the fu­ture guide of the second phase.

It is of­ten sup­posed that the de­struc­tion of the old re­gime was brought about by the Re­volu­tion. But his­tory when care­fully ex­amined points to a very dif­fer­ent con­clu­sion. It shows that the Re­volu­tion was not the cause but the con­sequence of the ut­ter de­com­pos­i­tion of the me­di­eval sys­tem; a pro­cess which had been go­ing on for five cen­tur­ies through­out Western Europe, and es­pe­cially in France; spon­tan­eously at first, and af­ter­wards in a more sys­tem­atic way. The Re­volu­tion, far from pro­tract­ing the neg­at­ive move­ment of pre­vi­ous cen­tur­ies, was a bar to its fur­ther ex­ten­sion. It was a fi­nal out­break in which men showed their ir­re­voc­able pur­pose of abandon­ing the old sys­tem al­to­gether, and of pro­ceed­ing at once to the task of en­tire re­con­struc­tion. The most con­clus­ive proof of this in­ten­tion was given by the ab­ol­i­tion of roy­alty; which had been the ral­ly­ing point of all the de­cay­ing rem­nants of the old French con­sti­tu­tion. But with this ex­cep­tion, which only oc­cu­pied the Con­ven­tion dur­ing its first sit­ting, the con­struct­ive tend­en­cies of the move­ment were ap­par­ent from its out­set; and they showed them­selves still more clearly as soon as the re­pub­lican spirit had be­come pre­dom­in­ant. It is ob­vi­ous, how­ever, that strong as these tend­en­cies may have been, the first period of the Re­volu­tion pro­duced res­ults of an ex­tremely neg­at­ive and de­struct­ive kind. In fact the move­ment was in this re­spect a fail­ure. This is partly to be at­trib­uted to the press­ing ne­ces­sit­ies of the hard struggle for na­tional in­de­pend­ence which France main­tained so glor­i­ously against the com­bined at­tacks of the ret­ro­grade na­tions of Europe. But it is far more largely ow­ing to the purely crit­ical char­ac­ter of the meta­phys­ical doc­trines by which the re­volu­tion­ary spirit was at that time dir­ec­ted.

The neg­at­ive and the pos­it­ive move­ments which have been go­ing on in Western Europe since the close of the Middle Ages, have been of course con­nec­ted with each other. But the former has ne­ces­sar­ily ad­vanced with greater rapid­ity than the lat­ter. The old sys­tem had so en­tirely de­clined, that a de­sire for so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion had be­come gen­eral, be­fore the ground­work of the new sys­tem had been suf­fi­ciently com­pleted for its true char­ac­ter to be un­der­stood. As we have just seen, the doc­trine by which so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion is now to be dir­ec­ted could not have arisen pre­vi­ously to the Re­volu­tion. The im­pulse which the Re­volu­tion gave to thought was in­dis­pens­able to its form­a­tion. Here then was an in­sur­mount­able fatal­ity by which men were forced to make use of the crit­ical prin­ciples which had been found ser­vice­able in former struggles, as the only avail­able in­stru­ments of con­struc­tion. As soon as the old or­der had once been fairly aban­doned, there was of course no util­ity whatever in the neg­at­ive philo­sophy. But its doc­trines had be­come fa­mil­iar to men’s minds, and its motto of “Liberty and Equal­ity,” was at that time the one most com­pat­ible with so­cial pro­gress. Thus the first stage of the re­volu­tion­ary move­ment was ac­com­plished un­der the in­flu­ence of prin­ciples that had be­come ob­sol­ete, and that were quite in­ad­equate to the new task re­quired of them.

For con­struct­ive pur­poses the re­volu­tion­ary philo­sophy was value­less; ex­cept so far as it put for­ward a vague pro­gramme of the polit­ical fu­ture foun­ded on sen­ti­ment rather than con­vic­tion, and un­ac­com­pan­ied by any ex­plan­a­tion of the right mode of real­iz­ing it. In de­fault of or­ganic prin­ciples the doc­trines of the crit­ical school were em­ployed: and the res­ult speedily showed their in­her­ent tend­ency to an­archy; a tend­ency as per­il­ous to the germs of the new or­der as to the ru­ins of the old. The ex­per­i­ment was tried once for all, and it left such in­ef­face­able memor­ies that it is not prob­able that any ser­i­ous at­tempt will be made to re­peat it. The in­ca­pa­city for con­struc­tion in­her­ent in the doc­trine in which the re­volu­tion­ary spirit had em­bod­ied it­self was placed bey­ond the reach of doubt. The res­ult was to im­press every­one with the ur­gent ne­ces­sity for so­cial renov­a­tion; but the prin­ciples of that renov­a­tion were still left un­deter­mined.

In this con­di­tion of philo­soph­ical and polit­ical opin­ion, the ne­ces­sity of Order was felt to be para­mount, and a long period of re­ac­tion en­sued. Dat­ing from the of­fi­cial Deism in­tro­duced by Robe­s­pi­erre, it reached its height un­der the ag­gress­ive sys­tem of Bona­parte, and it was feebly pro­trac­ted, in spite of the peace of 1815, by his in­sig­ni­fic­ant suc­cessors. The only per­man­ent res­ult of this period was the his­tor­ical and doc­trinal evid­ence brought for­ward by De Maistre and his school, of the so­cial inutil­ity of mod­ern meta­phys­ics, while at the same time their in­tel­lec­tual weak­ness was be­ing proved by the suc­cess­ful at­tempts of Cabanis, and still more of Gall, to ex­tend the Pos­it­ive method to the highest bio­lo­gical ques­tions. In all other re­spects this elab­or­ate at­tempt to pre­vent the fi­nal eman­cip­a­tion of Hu­man­ity proved a com­plete fail­ure; in fact, it led to a re­vival of the in­stinct of Pro­gress. Strong an­ti­path­ies were roused every­where by these fruit­less ef­forts at re­con­struct­ing a sys­tem which had be­come so en­tirely ob­sol­ete, that even those who were la­bour­ing to re­build it no longer un­der­stood its char­ac­ter or the con­di­tions of its ex­ist­ence.

A reawaken­ing of the re­volu­tion­ary spirit was thus in­ev­it­able; and it took place as soon as peace was es­tab­lished, and the chief up­holder of the ret­ro­grade sys­tem had been re­moved. The doc­trines of neg­a­tion were called back to life; but very little il­lu­sion now re­mained as to their ca­pa­city for or­gan­iz­ing. In want of some­thing bet­ter, men ac­cep­ted them as a means of res­ist­ing ret­ro­grade prin­ciples, just as these last had owed their ap­par­ent suc­cess to the ne­ces­sity of check­ing the tend­ency to an­archy. Amidst these fresh de­bates on worn-out sub­jects, the pub­lic soon be­came aware that a fi­nal solu­tion of the ques­tion had not yet arisen even in germ. It there­fore con­cerned it­self for little ex­cept the main­ten­ance of Order and Liberty; con­di­tions as in­dis­pens­able for the free ac­tion of philo­sophy as for ma­ter­ial prosper­ity. The whole po­s­i­tion was most fa­vour­able for the con­struc­tion of a def­in­ite solu­tion; and it was, in fact, dur­ing the last phase of the ret­ro­grade move­ment that the ele­ment­ary prin­ciple of a solu­tion was fur­nished, by my dis­cov­ery, in 1822, of the two­fold law of in­tel­lec­tual de­vel­op­ment.

The ap­par­ent in­dif­fer­ence of the pub­lic, to whom all the ex­ist­ing parties seemed equally devoid of in­sight into the polit­ical fu­ture, was at last mis­taken by a blind gov­ern­ment for ta­cit con­sent to its un­wise schemes. The cause of Pro­gress was in danger. Then came the mem­or­able crisis of 1830, by which the sys­tem of re­ac­tion, in­tro­duced thirty-six years pre­vi­ously, was brought to an end. The con­vic­tions which that sys­tem in­spired were in­deed so su­per­fi­cial, that its sup­port­ers came of their own ac­cord to dis­avow them, and to up­hold in their own fash­ion the chief re­volu­tion­ary doc­trines. These again were aban­doned by their pre­vi­ous sup­port­ers on their ac­ces­sion to power. When the his­tory of these times is writ­ten, noth­ing will give a clearer view of the re­vul­sion of feel­ing on both sides, than the de­bates which took place on Liberty of Edu­ca­tion. Within a period of twenty years, it was al­tern­ately de­man­ded and re­fused by both; and this in be­half of the same prin­ciples, as they were called, though it was in real­ity a ques­tion of in­terest rather than prin­ciple on either side.

All pre­vi­ous con­vic­tions be­ing thus thor­oughly up­set, more room was left for the in­stinct­ive feel­ing of the pub­lic; and the ques­tion of re­con­cil­ing the spirit of Order with that of Pro­gress now came into prom­in­ence. It was the most im­port­ant of all prob­lems, and it was now placed in its true light. But this only made the ab­sence of a solu­tion more mani­fest; and the prin­ciple of the solu­tion ex­is­ted nowhere but in Pos­it­iv­ism, which as yet was im­ma­ture. All the opin­ions of the day had be­come alike ut­terly in­com­pat­ible both with Order and with Pro­gress. The Con­ser­vat­ive school un­der­took to re­con­cile the two; but it had no con­struct­ive power; and the only res­ult of its doc­trine was to give equal en­cour­age­ment to an­archy and to re­ac­tion, so as to be able al­ways to neut­ral­ize the one by the other. The es­tab­lish­ment of Con­sti­tu­tional Mon­archy was now put for­ward as the ul­ti­mate is­sue of the great Re­volu­tion. But no one could ser­i­ously place any real con­fid­ence in a sys­tem so alien to the whole char­ac­ter of French his­tory, of­fer­ing as it did noth­ing but a su­per­fi­cial and un­wise im­it­a­tion of a polit­ical an­om­aly es­sen­tially pe­cu­liar to Eng­land.

The period then between 1830 and 1848 may be re­garded as a nat­ural pause in the polit­ical move­ment. The re­ac­tion which suc­ceeded the ori­ginal crisis had ex­hausted it­self; but the fi­nal or or­ganic phase of the Re­volu­tion was still delayed for want of def­in­ite prin­ciples to guide it. No con­cep­tion had been formed of it, ex­cept by a small num­ber of philo­sophic minds who had taken their stand upon the re­cently es­tab­lished laws of so­cial sci­ence, and had found them­selves able, without re­course to any chi­mer­ical views, to gain some gen­eral in­sight into the polit­ical fu­ture, of which Con­dorcet, my prin­cipal pre­de­cessor, knew so little. But it was im­possible for the re­gen­er­at­ing doc­trine to spread more widely and to be ac­cep­ted as the peace­ful solu­tion of so­cial prob­lems, un­til a dis­tinct re­fut­a­tion had been given of the false as­ser­tion so au­thor­it­at­ively made that the par­lia­ment­ary sys­tem was the ul­ti­mate is­sue of the Re­volu­tion. This no­tion once des­troyed, the work of spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion should be left en­tirely to the free ef­forts of in­de­pend­ent thinkers. In these re­spects our last polit­ical change (1848) will have ac­com­plished all that is re­quired.

Thanks to the in­stinct­ive sense and vigour of our work­ing classes, the re­ac­tion­ist lean­ings of the Or­lean­ist gov­ern­ment, which had be­come hos­tile to the pur­pose for which it was ori­gin­ally in­sti­tuted, have at last brought about the fi­nal ab­ol­i­tion of mon­archy in France. The prestige of mon­archy had long been lost, and it now only im­peded Pro­gress, without be­ing of any real be­ne­fit to Order. By its fic­ti­tious su­prem­acy it dir­ectly hindered the work of spir­itual re­form­a­tion, whilst the meas­ure of real power which it pos­sessed was in­suf­fi­cient to con­trol the wretched polit­ical agit­a­tion main­tained by an­im­os­it­ies of a purely per­sonal char­ac­ter.

Viewed neg­at­ively, the prin­ciple of Re­pub­lic­an­ism sums up the first phase of the Re­volu­tion. It pre­cludes the pos­sib­il­ity of re­cur­rence to Roy­al­ism, which, ever since the second half of the reign of Louis XIV, has been the ral­ly­ing point of all re­ac­tion­ist tend­en­cies. In­ter­pret­ing the prin­ciple in its pos­it­ive sense, we may re­gard it as a dir­ect step to­wards the fi­nal re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety. By con­sec­rat­ing all hu­man forces of whatever kind to the gen­eral ser­vice of the com­munity, re­pub­lic­an­ism re­cog­nizes the doc­trine of sub­or­din­at­ing Polit­ics to Mor­als. Of course it is as a feel­ing rather than as a prin­ciple that this doc­trine is at present ad­op­ted; but it could not ob­tain ac­cept­ance in any other way; and even when put for­ward in a more sys­tem­atic shape, it is upon the aid of feel­ing that it will prin­cip­ally rely, as I have shown in the pre­vi­ous chapter. In this re­spect France has proved worthy of her po­s­i­tion as the leader of the great fam­ily of Western na­tions, and has in real­ity already entered upon the nor­mal state. Without the in­ter­ven­tion of any theo­lo­gical sys­tem, she has as­ser­ted the true prin­ciple on which so­ci­ety should rest, a prin­ciple which ori­gin­ated in the Middle Ages un­der the im­pulse of Cath­oli­cism; but for the gen­eral ac­cept­ance of which a sounder philo­sophy and more suit­able cir­cum­stances were ne­ces­sary. The dir­ect tend­ency, then, of the French Re­pub­lic is to sanc­tion the fun­da­mental prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, the pre­pon­der­ance, namely, of Feel­ing over In­tel­lect and Activ­ity. Start­ing from this point, pub­lic opin­ion will soon be con­vinced that the work of or­gan­iz­ing so­ci­ety on re­pub­lican prin­ciples is one which can only be per­formed by the new philo­sophy.

The whole po­s­i­tion brings into fuller prom­in­ence the fun­da­mental prob­lem pre­vi­ously pro­posed, of re­con­cil­ing Order and Pro­gress. The ur­gent ne­ces­sity of do­ing so is ac­know­ledged by all; but the ut­ter in­ca­pa­city of any of the ex­ist­ing schools of opin­ion to real­ize it be­comes in­creas­ingly evid­ent. The ab­ol­i­tion of mon­archy re­moves the most im­port­ant obstacle to so­cial Pro­gress: but at the same time it de­prives us of the only re­main­ing guar­an­tee for pub­lic Order. Thus the time is doubly fa­vour­able to con­struct­ive tend­en­cies; yet at present there are no opin­ions which pos­sess more than the purely neg­at­ive value of check­ing, and that very im­per­fectly, the er­ror op­pos­ite to their own. In a po­s­i­tion which guar­an­tees Pro­gress and com­prom­ises Order, it is nat­ur­ally for the lat­ter that the greatest anxi­ety is felt; and we are still without any or­gan cap­able of sys­tem­at­ic­ally de­fend­ing it. Yet ex­per­i­ence should have taught us how ex­tremely fra­gile every gov­ern­ment must be which is purely ma­ter­ial, that is, which is based solely upon self-in­terest, and is des­ti­tute of sym­path­ies and con­vic­tions. On the other hand, spir­itual or­der is not to be hoped for at present in the ab­sence of any doc­trine which com­mands gen­eral re­spect. Even the so­cial in­stinct is a force on the polit­ical value of which we can­not al­ways rely: for when not based on some def­in­ite prin­ciple, it not un­fre­quently be­comes source of dis­turb­ance. Hence we are driven back to the con­tinu­ance of a ma­ter­ial sys­tem of gov­ern­ment, al­though its in­ad­equacy is ac­know­ledged by all. In a re­pub­lic, how­ever, such a gov­ern­ment can­not em­ploy its most ef­fi­cient in­stru­ment, cor­rup­tion. It has to re­sort in­stead to re­press­ive meas­ures of a more or less trans­it­ory kind, every time that the danger of an­archy be­comes too threat­en­ing. These oc­ca­sional meas­ures, how­ever, nat­ur­ally pro­por­tion them­selves to the ne­ces­sit­ies of the case. Thus, though Order is ex­posed to greater per­ils than Pro­gress, it can count on more power­ful re­sources for its de­fence. Shortly after the pub­lic­a­tion of the first edi­tion of this work, the ex­traordin­ary out­break of June, 1848, proved that the re­pub­lic could call into play, and, in­deed, could push to ex­cess, in the cause of pub­lic Order, forces far greater than those of the mon­archy. Thus roy­alty no longer pos­sesses that mono­poly of pre­serving Order, which has hitherto in­duced a few sin­cere and think­ing men to con­tinue to sup­port it; and hence­forth the sole polit­ical char­ac­ter­istic which it re­tains is that of ob­struct­ing Pro­gress. And yet by an­other re­ac­tion of this con­tra­dict­ory po­s­i­tion of af­fairs, the mon­arch­ical party seems at present to have be­come the or­gan of res­ist­ance in be­half of ma­ter­ial Order. Ret­ro­grade as its doc­trines are, yet from their still re­tain­ing a cer­tain or­ganic tend­ency, the con­ser­vat­ive in­stincts rally round them. To this the pro­gress­ive in­stincts of­fer no ser­i­ous obstacle, their in­suf­fi­ciency for the present needs be­ing more or less dis­tinctly re­cog­nized. It is not to the mon­arch­ical party, how­ever, that we must look for con­ser­vat­ive prin­ciples; for in this quarter they are wholly aban­doned, and un­hes­it­at­ing ad­op­tion of every re­volu­tion­ary prin­ciple is re­sor­ted to as a means of re­tain­ing power; so that the doc­trines of the Re­volu­tion would seem fated to close their ex­ist­ence in the ret­ro­grade camp. So ur­gent is the need of Order that we are driven to ac­cept for the mo­ment a party which has lost all its old con­vic­tions, and which had ap­par­ently be­come ex­tinct be­fore the Re­pub­lic began. Pos­it­iv­ism and Pos­it­iv­ism alone can dis­en­tangle and ter­min­ate this an­om­al­ous po­s­i­tion. The prin­ciple on which it de­pends is mani­festly this: As long as Pro­gress tends to­wards an­archy, so long will Order con­tinue to be ret­ro­grade. But the ret­ro­grade move­ment never really at­tains its ob­ject: in­deed its prin­ciples are al­ways neut­ral­ized by in­con­sist­ent con­ces­sions. Judged by the boast­ful lan­guage of its lead­ers, we might ima­gine that it was des­troy­ing re­pub­lic­an­ism; whereas the move­ment would not ex­ist at all, but for the pe­cu­liar cir­cum­stances in which we are placed; cir­cum­stances which are forced into greater prom­in­ence by the fool­ish op­pos­i­tion of most of the au­thor­it­ies. As soon as the in­stinct of polit­ical im­prove­ment has placed it­self un­der sys­tem­atic guid­ance, its growth will bear down all res­ist­ance; and then the reason of its present stag­na­tion will be pat­ent to all.

And for this Theolo­gism is, un­awares, pre­par­ing the way. Its ap­par­ent pre­pon­der­ance places Pos­it­iv­ism in pre­cisely that po­s­i­tion which I wished for ten years ago. The two or­ganic prin­ciples can now be brought side by side, and their re­l­at­ive strength tested, without the com­plic­a­tion of any meta­phys­ical con­sid­er­a­tions. For the in­co­her­ence of meta­phys­ical sys­tems is now re­cog­nized, and they are fi­nally de­cay­ing un­der the very polit­ical sys­tem which seemed at one time likely to pro­mote their ac­cept­ance. Con­struc­tion is seen by all to be the thing wanted: and men are rap­idly be­com­ing aware of the ut­ter hol­low­ness of all schools which con­fine them­selves to protests against the in­sti­tu­tions of theo­lo­gism, while ad­mit­ting its es­sen­tial prin­ciples. So de­funct, in­deed, have these schools be­come, that they can no longer ful­fil even their old of­fice of de­struc­tion. This has fallen now as an ac­cess­ory task upon Pos­it­iv­ism, which of­fers the only sys­tem­atic guar­an­tee against ret­ro­gres­sion as well as against an­archy. Psy­cho­lo­gists, strictly so called, have already for the most part dis­ap­peared with the fall of con­sti­tu­tional mon­archy; so close is the re­la­tion between these two im­port­a­tions from Prot­est­ant­ism. It seemed likely there­fore that the Ideo­lo­gists, their nat­ural rivals, would re­gain their in­flu­ence with the people. But even they can­not win back the con­fid­ence re­posed in them dur­ing the great Re­volu­tion, be­cause the doc­trines in vir­tue of which it was then given are now so ut­terly ex­ploded. The most ad­vanced of their num­ber, un­worthy suc­cessors of the school of Voltaire and Dan­ton, have shown them­selves thor­oughly in­cap­able either mor­ally or in­tel­lec­tu­ally of dir­ect­ing the second phase of the Re­volu­tion, which they are hardly able to dis­tin­guish from the first phase. Formerly I had taken as their type a man of far su­per­ior merit, the noble Ar­mand Car­rel, whose death was such a griev­ous loss to the re­pub­lican cause. But he was a com­plete ex­cep­tion to the gen­eral rule. True re­pub­lican con­vic­tions were im­possible with men who had been schooled in par­lia­ment­ary in­trigues, and who had dir­ec­ted or aided the per­tina­cious ef­forts of the French press to re­hab­il­it­ate the name of Bona­parte. Their ac­ces­sion to power was fu­tile; for they could only main­tain ma­ter­ial or­der by call­ing in the ret­ro­grade party; and they soon be­came mere aux­il­i­ar­ies of this party, dis­grace­fully ab­jur­ing all their philo­soph­ical con­vic­tions. There is one pro­ceed­ing which, though it is but an epis­ode in the course of events, will al­ways re­main as a test of the true char­ac­ter of this un­nat­ural al­li­ance. I al­lude to the Ro­man ex­ped­i­tion of 1849; a de­test­able and con­tempt­ible act, for which just pen­al­ties will speedily be im­posed on all who were ac­cess­ory to it; not to speak of the dam­nat­ory ver­dict of his­tory. But pre­cisely the same hy­po­crit­ical op­pos­i­tion to pro­gress has been ex­hib­ited by the other class of Deists, the dis­ciples, that is, of Rousseau, who pro­fess to ad­opt Robe­s­pi­erre’s policy. Hav­ing had no share in the gov­ern­ment, they have not so en­tirely lost their hold upon the people; but they are at the present time totally devoid of polit­ical co­her­ence. Their wild an­archy is in­com­pat­ible with the gen­eral tone of feel­ing main­tained by the in­dus­trial activ­ity, the sci­entific spirit, and the aes­thetic cul­ture of mod­ern life. These Pro­fess­ors of the Guil­lot­ine, as they may be called, whose su­per­fi­cial soph­isms would re­duce ex­cep­tional out­breaks of pop­u­lar fury into a cold-blooded sys­tem, soon found them­selves forced, for the sake of pop­ular­ity, to sanc­tion the law which very prop­erly ab­ol­ished cap­ital pun­ish­ment for polit­ical of­fences. In the same way they are now ob­liged to dis­own the only real mean­ing of the red flag which serves to dis­tin­guish their party, too vague as it is for any other name. Equally wrong have they shown them­selves in in­ter­pret­ing the tend­en­cies of the work­ing classes, from be­ing so en­tirely taken up with ques­tions of ab­stract rights. The people have al­lowed these rights to be taken from them without a struggle whenever the cause of Order has seemed to re­quire it; yet they still per­sist, mech­an­ic­ally, in main­tain­ing that it is on ques­tions of this sort that the solu­tion of all our dif­fi­culties de­pends. Tak­ing for their polit­ical ideal a short and an­om­al­ous period of our his­tory which is never likely to re­cur, they are al­ways at­tempt­ing to sup­press liberty for the sake of what they call pro­gress. In a time of un­change­able peace they are the only real sup­port­ers of war. Their con­cep­tion of the or­gan­iz­a­tion of la­bour is simply to des­troy the in­dus­trial hier­archy of cap­it­al­ist and work­man es­tab­lished in the Middle Ages; and, in fact, in every re­spect these soph­ist­ical an­arch­ists are ut­terly out of keep­ing with the cen­tury in which they live. There are some, it is true, who still re­tain a meas­ure of in­flu­ence with the work­ing classes, in­cap­able and un­worthy though they be of their po­s­i­tion. But their credit is rap­idly de­clin­ing; and it is not likely to be­come dan­ger­ous at a time when polit­ical en­thu­si­asm is no longer to be won by meta­phys­ical pre­ju­dices. The only ef­fect really pro­duced by this party of dis­order, is to serve as a bug­bear for the be­ne­fit of the ret­ro­grade party, who thus ob­tain of­fi­cial sup­port from the middle class, in a way which is quite con­trary to all the prin­ciples and habits of that class. It is very im­prob­able that these fool­ish lev­el­lers will ever suc­ceed to power. Should they do so, how­ever, their reign will be short, and will soon res­ult in their fi­nal ex­tinc­tion; be­cause it will con­vince the people of their pro­found in­ca­pa­city to dir­ect the re­gen­er­a­tion of Europe. The po­s­i­tion of af­fairs, there­fore, is now dis­tinct and clear; and it is lead­ing men to with­draw their con­fid­ence from all meta­phys­ical schools, as they had already with­drawn it from theo­logy. In this gen­eral dis­credit of all the old sys­tems the way be­comes clear for Pos­it­iv­ism, the only school which har­mon­izes with the real tend­en­cies as well as with the es­sen­tial needs of the nine­teenth cen­tury.

In this ex­plan­a­tion of the re­cent po­s­i­tion of French af­fairs one point yet re­mains to be in­sisted on. We have seen from the gen­eral course of the philo­soph­ical, and yet more of the polit­ical, move­ment, the ur­gent ne­ces­sity for a uni­ver­sal doc­trine cap­able of check­ing er­ro­neous ac­tion, and of avoid­ing or mod­er­at­ing pop­u­lar out­breaks. But there is an­other need equally mani­fest, the need of a spir­itual power, without which it would be ut­terly im­possible to bring our philo­sophy to bear upon prac­tical life. Widely di­ver­gent as the vari­ous meta­phys­ical sects are, there is one point in which they all spon­tan­eously agree; that is, in re­pu­di­at­ing the dis­tinc­tion between tem­poral and spir­itual au­thor­ity. This has been the great re­volu­tion­ary prin­ciple ever since the four­teenth cen­tury, and more es­pe­cially since the rise of Prot­est­ant­ism. It ori­gin­ated in re­pug­nance to the me­di­eval sys­tem. The so-called philo­soph­ers of our time, whether psy­cho­lo­gists or ideo­lo­gists, have, like their Greek pre­de­cessors, al­ways aimed at a com­plete con­cen­tra­tion of all so­cial powers; and they have even spread this de­lu­sion among the stu­dents of spe­cial sci­ences. At present there is no ap­pre­ci­ation, ex­cept in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem, of that in­stinct­ive saga­city which led all the great men of the Middle Ages to in­sti­tute, for the first time, the sep­ar­a­tion of moral from polit­ical au­thor­ity. It was a mas­ter­piece of hu­man wis­dom; but it was pre­ma­ture, and could not be per­man­ently suc­cess­ful at a time when men were still gov­erned on theo­lo­gical prin­ciples, and prac­tical life still re­tained its mil­it­ary char­ac­ter. This sep­ar­a­tion of powers, on which the fi­nal or­gan­iz­a­tion of so­ci­ety will prin­cip­ally de­pend, is un­der­stood and val­ued nowhere but in the new school of philo­sophy, if we ex­cept the un­con­scious and ta­cit ad­mir­a­tion for it which still ex­ists in the coun­tries from which Prot­est­ant­ism has been ex­cluded. From the out­set of the Re­volu­tion, the pride of the­or­ists has al­ways made them wish to be­come so­cially des­potic; a state of things to which they have ever looked for­ward as their polit­ical ideal. Public opin­ion has by this time grown far too en­lightened to al­low any prac­tical real­iz­a­tion of a no­tion at once so chi­mer­ical and so ret­ro­grade. But pub­lic opin­ion not be­ing as yet suf­fi­ciently or­gan­ized, ef­forts in this dir­ec­tion are con­stantly be­ing made. The long­ing among meta­phys­ical re­formers for prac­tical as well as the­or­et­ical su­prem­acy is now greater than ever; be­cause, from the changed state of af­fairs, their am­bi­tion is no longer lim­ited to mere ad­min­is­trat­ive func­tions. Their vari­ous views di­verge so widely, and all find so little sym­pathy in the pub­lic, that there is not much fear of their ever be­ing able to check free dis­cus­sion to any ser­i­ous ex­tent, by giv­ing legal sanc­tion to their own par­tic­u­lar doc­trine. But quite enough has been at­temp­ted to con­vince every­one how es­sen­tially des­potic every the­ory of so­ci­ety must be which op­poses this fun­da­mental prin­ciple of mod­ern polity, the per­man­ent sep­ar­a­tion of spir­itual from tem­poral power. The dis­turb­ances caused by meta­phys­ical am­bi­tion cor­rob­or­ate, then, the view urged so con­clus­ively by the ad­her­ents of the new school, that this di­vi­sion of powers is equally es­sen­tial to Order and to Pro­gress. If Pos­it­iv­ist thinkers con­tinue to with­stand all tempta­tions to mix act­ively in polit­ics, and go on quietly with their own work amidst the un­mean­ing agit­a­tion around them, they will ul­ti­mately make the im­par­tial por­tion of the pub­lic fa­mil­iar with this great con­cep­tion. It will hence­forth be judged ir­re­spect­ively of the re­li­gious doc­trines with which it was ori­gin­ally con­nec­ted. Men will in­vol­un­tar­ily con­trast it with other sys­tems, and will see more and more clearly that Pos­it­ive prin­ciples af­ford the only basis for true free­dom as well as for true union. They alone can tol­er­ate full dis­cus­sion, be­cause they alone rest upon solid proof. Men’s prac­tical wis­dom, guided by the pe­cu­liar nature of our polit­ical po­s­i­tion, will re­act strongly upon philo­soph­ers, and keep them strictly to their sphere of moral and in­tel­lec­tual in­flu­ence. The slight­est tend­ency to­wards the as­sump­tion of polit­ical power will be checked, and the de­sire for it will be con­sidered as a cer­tain sign of men­tal weak­ness, and in­deed of moral de­fi­ciency. Now that roy­alty is ab­ol­ished, all true thinkers are se­cure of per­fect free­dom of thought, and even of ex­pres­sion, as long as they abide by the ne­ces­sary con­di­tions of pub­lic or­der. Roy­alty was the last rem­nant of the sys­tem of castes, which gave the mono­poly of de­cid­ing on im­port­ant so­cial ques­tions to a spe­cial fam­ily; its ab­ol­i­tion com­pletes the pro­cess of theo­lo­gical eman­cip­a­tion. Of course the ma­gis­trates of a re­pub­lic may show des­potic tend­en­cies; but they can never be­come very dan­ger­ous where power is held on so brief a ten­ure, and where, even when con­cen­trated in a single per­son, it em­an­ates from suf­frage, in­com­pet­ent as that may be. It is easy for the Pos­it­iv­ist to show that these func­tion­ar­ies know very little more than their con­stitu­ents of the lo­gical and sci­entific con­di­tions ne­ces­sary for the sys­tem­atic work­ing out of moral and so­cial doc­trines. Such au­thor­it­ies, though devoid of any spir­itual sanc­tion, may, how­ever, com­mand obed­i­ence in the name of Order. But they can never be really re­spec­ted, un­less they ad­here scru­pu­lously to their tem­poral func­tions, without claim­ing the least au­thor­ity over thought. Even be­fore the cent­ral power falls into the hands of men really fit to wield it, the re­pub­lican char­ac­ter of our gov­ern­ment will have forced this con­vic­tion upon a na­tion that has now got rid of all polit­ical fan­at­icism, whether of a ret­ro­grade or an­arch­ical kind. And the con­vic­tion is the more cer­tain to arise, be­cause prac­tical au­thor­it­ies will be­come more and more ab­sorbed in the main­ten­ance of ma­ter­ial or­der, and will there­fore leave the ques­tion of spir­itual or­der to the un­res­tric­ted ef­forts of thinkers. It is neither by ac­ci­dent nor by per­sonal in­flu­ence that I have my­self al­ways en­joyed so large a meas­ure of free­dom in writ­ing, and sub­sequently in pub­lic lec­tures, and this un­der gov­ern­ments all of which were more or less op­press­ive. Every true philo­sopher will re­ceive the same li­cence, if, like my­self, he of­fers the in­tel­lec­tual and moral guar­an­tees which the pub­lic and the civil power are fairly en­titled to ex­pect from the sys­tem­atic or­gans of Hu­man­ity. The ne­ces­sity of con­trolling lev­el­lers may lead to oc­ca­sional acts of un­wise vi­ol­ence. But I am con­vinced that re­spect will al­ways be shown to con­struct­ive thinkers, and that they will soon be called in to the as­sist­ance of pub­lic or­der. For or­der will not be able to ex­ist much longer without the sanc­tion of some ra­tional prin­ciple.

The res­ult, then, of the im­port­ant polit­ical changes which have re­cently taken place is this. The second phase of the Re­volu­tion, which hitherto has been re­stric­ted to a few ad­vanced minds, is now entered by the pub­lic, and men are rap­idly form­ing juster views of its true char­ac­ter. It is be­com­ing re­cog­nized that the only firm basis for a re­form of our polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions, is a com­plete re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of opin­ion and of life; and the way is open for the new re­li­gious doc­trine to dir­ect this work. I have thus ex­plained the way in which the so­cial mis­sion of Pos­it­iv­ism con­nects it­self with the spon­tan­eous changes which are tak­ing place in France, the centre of the re­volu­tion­ary move­ment. But it would be a mis­take to sup­pose that France will be the only scene of these re­or­gan­iz­ing ef­forts. Judging on sound his­tor­ical prin­ciples, we can­not doubt that they will em­brace the whole ex­tent of Western Europe.

Dur­ing the five cen­tur­ies of re­volu­tion­ary trans­ition which have elapsed since the Middle Ages, we have lost sight of the fact that in all fun­da­mental ques­tions the Western na­tions form one polit­ical sys­tem. It was un­der Cath­olic Feud­al­ism that they were first united; a union for which their in­cor­por­a­tion into the Ro­man em­pire had pre­pared them, and which was fi­nally or­gan­ized by the in­com­par­able genius of Char­le­magne. In spite of na­tional dif­fer­ences, em­bittered as they were af­ter­wards by theo­lo­gical dis­cord, this great Re­pub­lic has in mod­ern times shown in­tel­lec­tual and so­cial growth both in the pos­it­ive and neg­at­ive dir­ec­tion, to which other por­tions of the hu­man race, even in Europe, can show no par­al­lel. The rup­ture of Cath­oli­cism, and the de­cline of Chiv­alry, at first ser­i­ously im­paired this feel­ing of re­la­tion­ship. But it soon began to show it­self again un­der new forms. It rests now, though the basis is in­ad­equate, upon the feel­ing of com­munity in in­dus­trial de­vel­op­ment, in aes­thetic cul­ture, and in sci­entific dis­cov­ery. Amidst the dis­or­gan­ized state of polit­ical af­fairs, which have ob­vi­ously been tend­ing to­wards some rad­ical change, this sim­il­ar­ity in civil­iz­a­tion has pro­duced a grow­ing con­vic­tion that we are all par­ti­cip­at­ing in one and the same so­cial move­ment; a move­ment lim­ited as yet to our own fam­ily of na­tions. The first step in the great crisis was ne­ces­sar­ily taken by the French na­tion, be­cause it was bet­ter pre­pared than any other. It was there that the old or­der of things had been most thor­oughly up­rooted, and that most had been done in work­ing out the ma­ter­i­als of the new. But the strong sym­path­ies which the out­break of our re­volu­tion aroused in every part of Western Europe, showed that our sis­ter-na­tions were only grant­ing us the hon­our­able post of danger in a move­ment in which all the no­bler por­tion of Hu­man­ity was to par­ti­cip­ate. And this was the feel­ing pro­claimed by the great re­pub­lican as­sembly in the midst of their war of de­fence. The mil­it­ary ex­tra­vag­ances which fol­lowed, and which form the dis­tin­guish­ing fea­ture of the coun­ter­re­volu­tion, of course checked the feel­ing of union on both sides. But so deeply was it rooted in all the ante­cedents of mod­ern his­tory that peace soon re­stored it to life, in spite of the per­tina­cious ef­forts of all parties in­ter­ested in main­tain­ing un­nat­ural sep­ar­a­tion between France and other coun­tries. What greatly fa­cil­it­ates this tend­ency is the de­cline of every form of theo­logy, which re­moves the chief source of former dis­agree­ment. Dur­ing the last phase of the coun­ter­re­volu­tion, and still more dur­ing the long pause in the polit­ical move­ment which fol­lowed, each mem­ber of the group entered upon a series of re­volu­tion­ary ef­forts more or less re­sem­bling those of the cent­ral na­tion. And our re­cent polit­ical changes can­not but strengthen this tend­ency; though of course with na­tions less fully pre­pared the res­ults of these ef­forts have at present been less im­port­ant than in France. Mean­while it is evid­ent that this uni­form con­di­tion of in­ternal agit­a­tion gives in­creased se­cur­ity for peace, by which its ex­ten­sion had been ori­gin­ally fa­cil­it­ated. And thus, al­though there is no or­gan­ized in­ter­na­tional union as was the case in the Middle Ages, yet the pa­cific habits and in­tel­lec­tual cul­ture of mod­ern life have already been suf­fi­ciently dif­fused to call out an in­stinct of fra­tern­ity stronger than any that has ever ex­is­ted be­fore. It is strong enough to pre­vent the sub­ject of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion from be­ing ever re­garded as a merely na­tional ques­tion.

And this is the point of view which dis­plays the char­ac­ter of the second phase of the Re­volu­tion in its truest light. The first phase, al­though in its res­ults ad­vant­age­ous to the other na­tions, was ne­ces­sar­ily con­duc­ted as if pe­cu­liar to France, be­cause no other coun­try was ripe for the ori­ginal out­break. Indeed French na­tion­al­ity was stim­u­lated by the ne­ces­sity of res­ist­ing the coun­ter­re­volu­tion­ary co­ali­tion. But the fi­nal and con­struct­ive phase which has be­gun now that the na­tional lim­its of the crisis have been reached, should al­ways be re­garded as com­mon to the whole of Western Europe. For it con­sists es­sen­tially in spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion; and the need of this in one shape or other presses already with al­most equal force upon each of the five na­tions who make up the great Western fam­ily. Con­versely, the more oc­ci­dental the char­ac­ter of the re­form­ing move­ment, the greater will be the prom­in­ence given to in­tel­lec­tual and moral re­gen­er­a­tion as com­pared with mere modi­fic­a­tions of gov­ern­ment, in which of course there must be very con­sid­er­able na­tional dif­fer­ences. The first so­cial need of Western Europe is com­munity in be­lief and in habits of life; and this must be based upon a uni­form sys­tem of edu­ca­tion con­trolled and ap­plied by a spir­itual power that shall be ac­cep­ted by all. This want sat­is­fied, the re­con­struc­tion of gov­ern­ments may be car­ried out in ac­cord­ance with the spe­cial re­quire­ments of each na­tion. Dif­fer­ence in this re­spect is le­git­im­ate: it will not af­fect the es­sen­tial unity of the Pos­it­iv­ist Re­pub­lic, which will be bound to­gether by more com­plete and dur­able ties than the Cath­olic Re­pub­lic of the Middle Ages.

Not only then do we find from the whole con­di­tion of Western Europe that the move­ment of opin­ion tran­scends in im­port­ance all polit­ical agit­a­tion; but we find that everything points to the ne­ces­sity of es­tab­lish­ing a spir­itual power, as the sole means of dir­ect­ing this free yet sys­tem­atic re­form of opin­ion and of life with the re­quis­ite con­sist­ency and large­ness of view. We now see that the old re­volu­tion­ary pre­ju­dice of con­found­ing tem­poral and spir­itual power is dir­ectly ant­ag­on­istic to so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, al­though it once aided the pre­par­a­tion for it. In the first place it stim­u­lates the sense of na­tion­al­ity which ought to be sub­or­din­ate to lar­ger feel­ings of in­ter­na­tional fra­tern­ity. And at the same time, with the view of sat­is­fy­ing the con­di­tions of uni­form­ity which are so ob­vi­ously re­quired for the solu­tion of the com­mon prob­lem, it in­duces ef­forts at for­cible in­cor­por­a­tion of all the na­tions into one, ef­forts as dan­ger­ous as they are fruit­less.

My work on Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy con­tains a de­tailed his­tor­ical ex­plan­a­tion of what I mean by the ex­pres­sion, “Western Europe.” But the con­cep­tion is one of such im­port­ance in re­la­tion to the ques­tions of our time, that I shall now pro­ceed to enu­mer­ate and ar­range in their or­der the ele­ments of which this great fam­ily of na­tions con­sists.

Since the fall of the Ro­man em­pire, and more es­pe­cially from the time of Char­le­magne, France has al­ways been the centre, so­cially as well as geo­graph­ic­ally, of this Western re­gion which may be called the nuc­leus of Hu­man­ity. On the one great oc­ca­sion of united polit­ical ac­tion on the part of Western Europe, that is, in the cru­sades of the el­ev­enth and twelfth cen­tury, it was evid­ently France that took the ini­ti­at­ive. It is true that when the de­com­pos­i­tion of Cath­oli­cism began to as­sume a sys­tem­atic form, the centre of the move­ment for two cen­tur­ies shif­ted its po­s­i­tion. It was Ger­many that gave birth to the meta­phys­ical prin­ciples of neg­a­tion. Their first polit­ical ap­plic­a­tion was in the Dutch and Eng­lish re­volu­tions, which, in­com­plete as they were, ow­ing to in­suf­fi­cient in­tel­lec­tual pre­par­a­tion, yet served as pre­ludes to the great fi­nal crisis. These pre­ludes were most im­port­ant, as show­ing the real so­cial tend­ency of the crit­ical doc­trines. But it was re­served for France to co­ordin­ate these doc­trines into a con­sist­ent sys­tem and to propag­ate them suc­cess­fully. France then re­sumed her po­s­i­tion as the prin­cipal centre in which the great moral and polit­ical ques­tions were to be worked out. And this po­s­i­tion she will in all prob­ab­il­ity re­tain, as in fact it is only a re­cur­rence to the nor­mal or­gan­iz­a­tion of the Western Re­pub­lic, which had been tem­por­ar­ily mod­i­fied to meet spe­cial con­di­tions. A fresh dis­place­ment of the centre of the so­cial move­ment is not to be ex­pec­ted, un­less in a fu­ture too dis­tant to en­gage our at­ten­tion. It can in­deed only be the res­ult of wide ex­ten­sion of our ad­vanced civil­iz­a­tion bey­ond European lim­its, as will be ex­plained in the con­clu­sion of this work.

North and south of this nat­ural centre, we find two pairs of na­tions, between which France will al­ways form an in­ter­me­di­ate link, partly from her geo­graph­ical po­s­i­tion, and also from her lan­guage and man­ners. The first pair is for the most part Prot­est­ant. It com­prises, first, the great Ger­manic body, with the nu­mer­ous na­tions that may be re­garded as its off­shoots; es­pe­cially Hol­land, which, since the Middle Ages, has been in every re­spect the most ad­vanced por­tion of Ger­many. Se­condly, Great Bri­tain, with which may be classed the Un­ited States, not­with­stand­ing their present at­ti­tude of rivalry. The second pair is ex­clus­ively Cath­olic. It con­sists of the great Italian na­tion­al­ity, which in spite of polit­ical di­vi­sions has al­ways main­tained its dis­tinct char­ac­ter; and of the pop­u­la­tion of the Span­ish Pen­in­sula (for Por­tugal, so­ci­olo­gic­ally con­sidered, is not to be sep­ar­ated from Spain), which has so largely in­creased the Western fam­ily by its colon­ies. To com­plete the con­cep­tion of this group of ad­vanced na­tions, we must add two ac­cess­ory mem­bers, Greece and Po­land, coun­tries which, though situ­ated in Eastern Europe, are con­nec­ted with the West, the one by an­cient his­tory, the other by mod­ern. Besides these, there are vari­ous in­ter­me­di­ate na­tion­al­it­ies which I need not now enu­mer­ate, con­nect­ing or de­marc­at­ing the more im­port­ant branches of the fam­ily.

In this vast Re­pub­lic it is that the new philo­sophy is to find its sphere of in­tel­lec­tual and moral ac­tion. It will en­deav­our so to modify the ini­ti­at­ive of the cent­ral na­tion, by the re­act­ing in­flu­ences of the other four, as to give in­creased ef­fi­ciency to the gen­eral move­ment. It is a task em­in­ently cal­cu­lated to test the so­cial cap­ab­il­it­ies of Pos­it­iv­ism, and for which no other sys­tem is qual­i­fied. The meta­phys­ical spirit is as un­fit for it as the theo­lo­gical. The rup­ture of the me­di­eval sys­tem is due to the dec­ad­ence of theo­logy: but the dir­ect agency in the rup­ture was the solvent force of the meta­phys­ical spirit. Neither the one nor the other then is likely to re­com­bine ele­ments, the sep­ar­a­tion of which is prin­cip­ally due to their own con­cep­tions. It is en­tirely to the spon­tan­eous ac­tion of the Pos­it­ive spirit that we owe those new though in­suf­fi­cient links of union, whether in­dus­trial, artistic, or sci­entific, which, since the close of the Middle Ages, have been lead­ing us more and more de­cidedly to a re­con­struc­tion of the Western al­li­ance. And now that Pos­it­iv­ism has as­sumed its ma­tured and sys­tem­atic form, its com­pet­ence for the work is even more un­ques­tion­able. It alone can ef­fec­tu­ally re­move the na­tional an­ti­path­ies which still ex­ist. But it will do this without im­pair­ing the nat­ural qual­it­ies of any of them. Its ob­ject is by a wise com­bin­a­tion of these qual­it­ies, to de­velop un­der a new form the feel­ing of a com­mon Oc­ci­dent­al­ity.

By ex­tend­ing the so­cial move­ment to its proper lim­its, we thus ex­hibit on a lar­ger scale the same fea­tures that were no­ticed when France alone was be­ing con­sidered. Abroad or at home, every great so­cial prob­lem that arises proves that the ob­ject of the second re­volu­tion­ary phase is a re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of prin­ciples and of life. By this means a body of pub­lic opin­ion will be formed of suf­fi­cient force to lead gradu­ally to the growth of new polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions. These will be ad­ap­ted to the spe­cial re­quire­ments of each na­tion, un­der the gen­eral su­per­in­tend­ence of the spir­itual power, from whom our fun­da­mental prin­ciples will have pro­ceeded. The gen­eral spirit of these prin­ciples is es­sen­tially his­tor­ical, whereas the tend­ency of the neg­at­ive phase of the re­volu­tion was anti-his­tor­ical. Without blind hatred of the past, men would never have had suf­fi­cient en­ergy to aban­don the old sys­tem. But hence­forth the best evid­ence of hav­ing at­tained com­plete eman­cip­a­tion will be the ren­der­ing full justice to the past in all its phases. This is the most char­ac­ter­istic fea­ture of that re­l­at­ive spirit which dis­tin­guishes Pos­it­iv­ism. The surest sign of su­peri­or­ity, whether in per­sons or sys­tems, is fair ap­pre­ci­ation of op­pon­ents. And this must al­ways be the tend­ency of so­cial sci­ence when rightly un­der­stood, since its pre­vi­sion of the fu­ture is avowedly based upon sys­tem­atic ex­am­in­a­tion of the past. It is the only way in which the free and yet uni­ver­sal ad­op­tion of gen­eral prin­ciples of so­cial re­con­struc­tion can ever be pos­sible. Such re­con­struc­tion, viewed by the light of So­ci­ology, will be re­garded as a ne­ces­sary link in the series of hu­man de­vel­op­ment; and thus many con­fused and in­co­her­ent no­tions sug­ges­ted by the ar­bit­rary be­liefs hitherto pre­val­ent will fi­nally dis­ap­pear. The growth of pub­lic opin­ion in this re­spect is aided by the in­creas­ing strength of so­cial feel­ing. Both com­bine to en­cour­age the his­tor­ical spirit which dis­tin­guishes the second period of the Re­volu­tion, as we see in­dic­ated already in so many of the pop­u­lar sym­path­ies of the day.

Act­ing on this prin­ciple, Pos­it­iv­ists will al­ways ac­know­ledge the close re­la­tion between their own sys­tem and the mem­or­able ef­fort of me­di­eval Cath­oli­cism. In of­fer­ing for the ac­cept­ance of Hu­man­ity a new or­gan­iz­a­tion of life, we would not dis­so­ci­ate it with all that has gone be­fore. On the con­trary, it is our boast that we are but pro­pos­ing for her ma­tur­ity the ac­com­plish­ment of the noble ef­fort of her youth, an ef­fort made when in­tel­lec­tual and so­cial con­di­tions pre­cluded the pos­sib­il­ity of suc­cess. We are too full of the fu­ture to fear any ser­i­ous charge of ret­ro­gres­sion to­wards the past. It would be strange were such a charge to pro­ceed from those of our op­pon­ents whose polit­ical ideal is that am­al­gam­a­tion of tem­poral and spir­itual power which was ad­op­ted by the theo­cratic or mil­it­ary sys­tems of an­tiquity.

The sep­ar­a­tion of these powers in the Middle Ages is the greatest ad­vance ever yet made in the the­ory of so­cial Order. It was im­per­fectly ef­fected, be­cause the time was not ripe for it; but enough was done to show the ob­ject of the sep­ar­a­tion, and some of its prin­cipal res­ults were par­tially ar­rived at. It ori­gin­ated the fun­da­mental doc­trine of mod­ern so­cial life, the sub­or­din­a­tion of Polit­ics to Mor­als; a doc­trine which in spite of the most ob­stin­ate res­ist­ance has sur­vived the de­cline of the re­li­gion which first pro­claimed it. We see it now sanc­tioned by a re­pub­lican gov­ern­ment which has shaken off the fet­ters of that re­li­gion more com­pletely than any other. A fur­ther res­ult of the sep­ar­a­tion is the keen sense of per­sonal hon­our, com­bined with gen­eral fra­tern­ity, which dis­tin­guishes Western na­tions, es­pe­cially those who have been pre­served from Prot­est­ant­ism. To the same source is due the gen­eral feel­ing that men should be judged by their in­tel­lec­tual and moral worth, ir­re­spect­ively of so­cial po­s­i­tion, yet without up­set­ting that sub­or­din­a­tion of classes which is rendered ne­ces­sary by the re­quire­ments of prac­tical life. And this has ac­cus­tomed all classes to free dis­cus­sion of moral and even of polit­ical ques­tions; since every­one feels it a right and a duty to judge ac­tions and per­sons by the gen­eral prin­ciples which a com­mon sys­tem of edu­ca­tion has in­cul­cated alike on all. I need not en­large on the value of the me­di­eval church in or­gan­iz­ing the polit­ical sys­tem of Western Europe, in which there was no other re­cog­nized prin­ciple of union. All these so­cial res­ults are usu­ally at­trib­uted to the ex­cel­lence of the Chris­tian doc­trine; but his­tory when fairly ex­amined shows that the source from which they are prin­cip­ally de­rived is the Cath­olic prin­ciple of sep­ar­at­ing the two powers. For these ef­fects are nowhere vis­ible ex­cept in the coun­tries where this sep­ar­a­tion has been ef­fected, al­though a sim­ilar code of mor­als and in­deed a faith identic­ally the same have been re­ceived else­where. Besides, al­though sanc­tioned by the gen­eral tone of mod­ern life, they have been neut­ral­ized to a con­sid­er­able ex­tent by the de­cline of the Cath­olic or­gan­iz­a­tion, and this es­pe­cially in the coun­tries where the greatest ef­forts have been made to re­store the doc­trine to its ori­ginal pur­ity and power.

In these re­spects Pos­it­iv­ism has already ap­pre­ci­ated Cath­oli­cism more fully than any of its own de­fend­ers, not even ex­cept­ing De Maistre him­self, as in­deed some of the more can­did or­gans of the ret­ro­grade school have al­lowed. But the merit of Cath­oli­cism does not merely de­pend on the fact that it forms a most im­port­ant link in the series of hu­man de­vel­op­ment. What adds to the glory of its ef­forts is that, as his­tory clearly proves, they were in ad­vance of their time. The polit­ical fail­ure of Cath­oli­cism res­ul­ted from the im­per­fec­tion of its doc­trines, and the res­ist­ance of the so­cial me­dium in which it worked. It is true that Mono­the­ism is far more com­pat­ible with the sep­ar­a­tion of powers than Poly­the­ism. But from the ab­so­lute char­ac­ter of every kind of theo­logy, there was al­ways a tend­ency in the me­di­eval sys­tem to de­gen­er­ate into mere theo­cracy. In fact, the prox­im­ate cause of its de­cline was the in­creased de­vel­op­ment of this tend­ency in the four­teenth cen­tury, and the res­ist­ance which it pro­voked among the kings, who stood for­ward to rep­res­ent the gen­eral voice of con­dem­na­tion. Again, though sep­ar­a­tion of powers was less dif­fi­cult in the de­fens­ive sys­tem of me­di­eval war­fare than in the ag­gress­ive sys­tem of an­tiquity, yet it is thor­oughly re­pug­nant to the mil­it­ary spirit in all its phases, be­cause ad­verse to that con­cen­tra­tion of au­thor­ity which is re­quis­ite in war. And thus it was never thor­oughly real­ized, ex­cept in the con­cep­tions of a few lead­ing men among both the spir­itual and tem­poral class. Its brief suc­cess was prin­cip­ally caused by a tem­por­ary com­bin­a­tion of cir­cum­stances. It was for the most part a con­di­tion of very un­stable equi­lib­rium, os­cil­lat­ing between theo­cracy and em­pire.

But Pos­it­ive civil­iz­a­tion will ac­com­plish what in the Middle Ages could only be at­temp­ted. We are aided, not merely by the ex­ample of the Middle Ages, but by the pre­par­at­ory la­bours of the last five cen­tur­ies. New modes of thought have arisen, and prac­tical life has as­sumed new phases; and all are alike tend­ing to­wards the sep­ar­a­tion of powers. What in the Middle Ages was but dimly fore­seen by a few ar­dent and as­pir­ing minds, be­comes now an in­ev­it­able and ob­vi­ous res­ult, in­stinct­ively felt and form­ally re­cog­nized by all. From the in­tel­lec­tual point of view it is noth­ing more than the dis­tinc­tion between the­ory and prac­tice; a dis­tinc­tion which is already ad­mit­ted more or less form­ally through­out civ­il­ized Europe in sub­jects of less im­port­ance; which there­fore it would be un­reas­on­able to aban­don in the most dif­fi­cult of all arts and sci­ences. Viewed so­cially, it im­plies the sep­ar­a­tion of edu­ca­tion from ac­tion; or of mor­als from polit­ics; and few would deny that the main­ten­ance of this sep­ar­a­tion is one of the greatest bless­ings of our pro­gress­ive civil­iz­a­tion. The dis­tinc­tion is of equal im­port­ance to mor­al­ity and to liberty. It is the only way of bring­ing opin­ion and con­duct un­der the con­trol of prin­ciple; for the most ob­vi­ous ap­plic­a­tion of a prin­ciple has little weight when it is merely an act of obed­i­ence to a spe­cial com­mand. Tak­ing the more gen­eral ques­tion of bring­ing our polit­ical forces into har­mony, it seems clear that the­or­et­ical and prac­tical power are so totally dis­tinct in ori­gin and op­er­a­tion, whether in re­la­tion to the heart, or in­tel­lect, or char­ac­ter, that the func­tions of coun­sel and of com­mand ought never to be­long to the same or­gans. All at­tempts to unite them are at once ret­ro­grade and vis­ion­ary, and if suc­cess­ful would lead to the in­tol­er­able gov­ern­ment of me­diocrit­ies equally un­fit for either kind of power. But as I shall show in the fol­low­ing chapters this prin­ciple of sep­ar­a­tion will soon find in­creas­ing sup­port among wo­men and the work­ing classes; the two ele­ments of so­ci­ety in which we find the greatest amount of good sense and right feel­ing.

Modern so­ci­ety is, in fact, already ripe for the ad­op­tion of this fun­da­mental prin­ciple of polity; and the op­pos­i­tion to it pro­ceeds al­most en­tirely from its con­nec­tion with the doc­trines of the me­di­eval church which have now be­come de­servedly ob­sol­ete. But there will be an end of these re­volu­tion­ary pre­ju­dices among all im­par­tial ob­serv­ers as soon as the prin­ciple is seen em­bod­ied in Pos­it­iv­ism, the only doc­trine which is wholly dis­con­nec­ted with Theology. All hu­man con­cep­tions, all so­cial im­prove­ments ori­gin­ated un­der theo­lo­gical in­flu­ence, as we see proved clearly in many of the humblest de­tails of life. But this has never pre­ven­ted Hu­man­ity from fi­nally ap­pro­pri­at­ing to her­self the res­ults of the creeds which she has out­grown. And so it will be with this great polit­ical prin­ciple; it has already be­come ob­sol­ete ex­cept for the Pos­it­ive school, which has veri­fied in­duct­ively all the minor truths im­plied in it. The only dir­ect at­tacks against it come from the meta­phys­i­cians, whose am­bi­tious as­pir­a­tions for ab­so­lute au­thor­ity would be thwarted by it. It is they who at­tempt to fasten on Pos­it­iv­ism the stigma of theo­cracy: a strange and in most cases disin­genu­ous re­proach, see­ing that Pos­it­iv­ists are dis­tin­guished from their op­pon­ents by dis­card­ing all be­liefs which su­per­sede the ne­ces­sity for dis­cus­sion. The fact is that ser­i­ous dis­turb­ances will soon be caused by the per­tina­cious ef­forts of these ad­her­ents of ped­anto­cracy to reg­u­late by law what ought to be left to moral in­flu­ences; and then the pub­lic will be­come more alive to the ne­ces­sity of the Pos­it­iv­ist doc­trine of sys­tem­at­ic­ally sep­ar­at­ing polit­ical from moral gov­ern­ment. The lat­ter should be un­der­stood to rely ex­clus­ively on the forces of con­vic­tion and per­sua­sion; its in­flu­ence on ac­tion be­ing simply that of coun­sel; whereas the former em­ploys dir­ect com­pul­sion, based upon su­peri­or­ity of phys­ical force.

We now un­der­stand what is meant by the con­struct­ive char­ac­ter of the second re­volu­tion­ary phase. It im­plies a union of the so­cial as­pir­a­tions of the Middle Ages with the wise polit­ical in­stincts of the Con­ven­tion. In the in­ter­val of these two peri­ods the more ad­vanced na­tions were without any sys­tem­atic or­gan­iz­a­tion, and were aban­doned to the two­fold pro­cess of trans­ition, which was de­com­pos­ing the old or­der and pre­par­ing the new. Both these pre­lim­in­ary steps are now suf­fi­ciently ac­com­plished. The de­sire for so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion has be­come too strong to be res­isted, and a philo­soph­ical sys­tem cap­able of dir­ect­ing it has already arisen. We may, there­fore, re­com­mence on a bet­ter in­tel­lec­tual and so­cial basis the great ef­fort of Cath­oli­cism, to bring Western Europe to a so­cial sys­tem of peace­ful activ­ity and in­tel­lec­tual cul­ture, in which Thought and Ac­tion should be sub­or­din­ated to uni­ver­sal Love. Re­con­struc­tion will be­gin at the points where de­moli­tion began pre­vi­ously. The dis­sol­u­tion of the old or­gan­ism began in the four­teenth cen­tury by the de­struc­tion of its in­ter­na­tional char­ac­ter. Con­versely, re­or­gan­iz­a­tion be­gins by sat­is­fy­ing the in­tel­lec­tual and men­tal wants com­mon to the five Western na­tions.

And here, since the ob­ject of this char­ac­ter is to ex­plain the so­cial value of Pos­it­iv­ism, I may show briefly that it leads ne­ces­sar­ily to the form­a­tion of a def­in­ite sys­tem of uni­ver­sal Mor­al­ity; this be­ing the ul­ti­mate ob­ject of all Philo­sophy, and the start­ing-point of all Polity. Since it is by its moral code that every spir­itual power must be prin­cip­ally tested, this will be the best mode of judging of the re­l­at­ive mer­its of Pos­it­iv­ism and Cath­oli­cism.

To the Pos­it­iv­ist the ob­ject of Mor­als is to make our sym­path­etic in­stincts pre­pon­der­ate as far as pos­sible over the selfish in­stincts; so­cial feel­ings over per­sonal feel­ings. This way of view­ing the sub­ject is pe­cu­liar to the new philo­sophy, for no other sys­tem has in­cluded the more re­cent ad­di­tions to the the­ory of hu­man nature, of which Cath­oli­cism gave so im­per­fect a rep­res­ent­a­tion.

It is one of the first prin­ciples of Bi­ology that or­ganic life al­ways pre­pon­der­ates over an­imal life. By this prin­ciple the So­ci­olo­gist ex­plains the su­per­ior strength of the self-re­gard­ing in­stincts, since these are all con­nec­ted more or less closely with the in­stinct of self-pre­ser­va­tion. But al­though there is no evad­ing this fact, So­ci­ology shows that it is com­pat­ible with the ex­ist­ence of be­ne­vol­ent af­fec­tions, af­fec­tions which Cath­oli­cism had as­ser­ted to be al­to­gether alien to our nature, and to be en­tirely de­pend­ent on su­per­hu­man Grace de­rived from a sphere bey­ond the reach of Law. The great prob­lem, then, is to raise so­cial feel­ing by ar­ti­fi­cial ef­fort to the po­s­i­tion which, in the nat­ural con­di­tion, is held by selfish feel­ing. The solu­tion is to be found in an­other bio­lo­gical prin­ciple, namely, that func­tions and or­gans are de­veloped by con­stant ex­er­cise, and at­rophied by pro­longed in­ac­tion. Now the ef­fect of the So­cial state is, that while our sym­path­etic in­stincts are con­stantly stim­u­lated, the selfish propensit­ies are re­stric­ted; since, if free play were given to them, hu­man in­ter­course would very shortly be­come im­possible. Thus it com­pensates to some ex­tent the nat­ural weak­ness of the Sym­path­ies that they are cap­able of al­most in­def­in­ite ex­ten­sion, while Self-love meets in­ev­it­ably with a more or less ef­fi­cient check. Both these tend­en­cies nat­ur­ally in­crease with the pro­gress of Hu­man­ity, and their in­crease is the best meas­ure of the de­gree of per­fec­tion that we have at­tained. Their growth, though spon­tan­eous, may be ma­ter­i­ally hastened by or­gan­ized in­ter­ven­tion, both of in­di­vidu­als and of so­ci­ety, the ob­ject be­ing to in­crease all fa­vour­able in­flu­ences and di­min­ish the un­fa­vour­able. This is the ob­ject of the art of Mor­als. Like every other art, it is re­stric­ted within cer­tain lim­its. But in this case the lim­its are less nar­row, be­cause the phe­nom­ena, be­ing more com­plex, are also more modi­fi­able.

Pos­it­ive mor­al­ity dif­fers there­fore from that of theo­lo­gical as well as of meta­phys­ical sys­tems. Its primary prin­ciple is the pre­pon­der­ance of So­cial Sym­pathy. Full and free ex­pan­sion of the be­ne­vol­ent emo­tions is made the first con­di­tion of in­di­vidual and so­cial well-be­ing, since these emo­tions are at once the sweetest to ex­per­i­ence, and are the only feel­ings which can find ex­pres­sion sim­ul­tan­eously in all. The doc­trine is as deep and pure as it is simple and true. It is em­in­ently char­ac­ter­istic of a philo­sophy which, by vir­tue of its at­trib­ute of real­ity, sub­or­din­ates all sci­entific con­cep­tions to the so­cial point of view, as the sole point from which they can be co­ordin­ated into a whole. The in­tu­it­ive meth­ods of meta­phys­ics could never ad­vance with any con­sist­ency bey­ond the sphere of the in­di­vidual. Theology, es­pe­cially Chris­tian theo­logy, could only rise to so­cial con­cep­tions by an in­dir­ect pro­cess, forced upon it, not by its prin­ciples, but by its prac­tical func­tions. In­trins­ic­ally, its spirit was al­to­gether per­sonal; the highest ob­ject placed be­fore each in­di­vidual was the at­tain­ment of his own sal­va­tion, and all hu­man af­fec­tions were made sub­or­din­ate to the love of God. It is true that the first train­ing of our higher feel­ings is due to theo­lo­gical sys­tems; but their moral value de­pended mainly on the wis­dom of the priest­hood. They com­pensated the de­fects of their doc­trine, and at that time no bet­ter doc­trine was avail­able, by tak­ing ad­vant­age of the ant­ag­on­ism which nat­ur­ally presen­ted it­self between the in­terests of the ima­gin­ary and those of the real world. The moral value of Pos­it­iv­ism on the con­trary, is in­her­ent in its doc­trine, and can be largely de­veloped, in­de­pend­ently of any spir­itual dis­cip­line, though not so far as to dis­pense with the ne­ces­sity for such dis­cip­line. Thus, while Mor­al­ity as a sci­ence is made far more con­sist­ent by be­ing placed in its true con­nec­tion with the rest of our know­ledge, the sphere of nat­ural mor­al­ity is widened by bring­ing hu­man life, in­di­vidu­ally and col­lect­ively, un­der the dir­ect and con­tinu­ous in­flu­ence of So­cial Feel­ing.

I have stated that Pos­it­ive mor­al­ity is brought into a co­her­ent and sys­tem­atic form by its prin­ciple of uni­ver­sal love. This prin­ciple must now be ex­amined first in its ap­plic­a­tion to the sep­ar­ate as­pects of the sub­ject, and sub­sequently as the means by which the vari­ous parts may be co­ordin­ated.

There are three suc­cess­ive states of mor­al­ity an­swer­ing to the three prin­cipal stages of hu­man life; the per­sonal, the do­mestic, and the so­cial stage. The suc­ces­sion rep­res­ents the gradual train­ing of the sym­path­etic prin­ciple; it is drawn out step by step by a series of af­fec­tions which, as it di­min­ishes in in­tens­ity, in­creases in dig­nity. This series forms our best re­source in at­tempt­ing as far as pos­sible to reach the nor­mal state; sub­or­din­a­tion of self-love to so­cial feel­ing. These are the two ex­tremes in the scale of hu­man af­fec­tions; but between them there is an in­ter­me­di­ate de­gree, namely, do­mestic at­tach­ment, and it is on this that the solu­tion of the great moral prob­lem de­pends. The love of his fam­ily leads Man out of his ori­ginal state of Self-love and en­ables him to at­tain fi­nally a suf­fi­cient meas­ure of So­cial love. Every at­tempt on the part of the moral edu­cator to call this last into im­me­di­ate ac­tion, re­gard­less of the in­ter­me­di­ate stage, is to be con­demned as ut­terly chi­mer­ical and pro­foundly in­jur­i­ous. Such at­tempts are re­garded in the present day with far too fa­vour­able an eye. Far from be­ing a sign of so­cial pro­gress, they would, if suc­cess­ful, be an im­mense step back­wards; since the feel­ing which in­spires them is one of per­ver­ted ad­mir­a­tion for an­tiquity.

Since the im­port­ance of do­mestic life is so great as a trans­ition from selfish to so­cial feel­ing, a sys­tem­atic view of its re­la­tions will be the best mode of ex­plain­ing the spirit of Pos­it­ive mor­al­ity, which is in every re­spect based upon the or­der found in nature.

The first germ of so­cial feel­ing is seen in the af­fec­tion of the child for its par­ents. Filial love is the start­ing-point of our moral edu­ca­tion: from it springs the in­stinct of Continu­ity, and con­sequently of rev­er­ence for our an­cest­ors. It is the first tie by which the new be­ing feels him­self bound to the whole past his­tory of Man. Broth­erly love comes next, im­plant­ing the in­stinct of Solid­ar­ity, that is to say of union with our con­tem­por­ar­ies; and thus we have already a sort of out­line of so­cial ex­ist­ence. With ma­tur­ity new phases of feel­ing are de­veloped. Rela­tion­ships are formed of an en­tirely vol­un­tary nature; which have there­fore a still more so­cial char­ac­ter than the in­vol­un­tary ties of earlier years. This second stage in moral edu­ca­tion be­gins with con­jugal af­fec­tion, the most im­port­ant of all, in which per­fect full­ness of de­vo­tion is se­cured by the re­ci­pro­city and in­dis­sol­ubil­ity of the bond. It is the highest type of all sym­path­etic in­stincts, and has ap­pro­pri­ated to it­self in a spe­cial sense the name of Love. From this most per­fect of uni­ons pro­ceeds the last in the series of do­mestic sym­path­ies, par­ental love. It com­pletes the train­ing by which Nature pre­pares us for uni­ver­sal sym­pathy: for it teaches us to care for our suc­cessors; and thus it binds us to the Fu­ture, as fi­lial love had bound us to the Past.

I placed the vol­un­tary class of do­mestic sym­path­ies after the in­vol­un­tary, be­cause it was the nat­ural or­der of in­di­vidual de­vel­op­ment, and it thus bore out my state­ment of the ne­ces­sity of fam­ily life as an in­ter­me­di­ate stage between per­sonal and so­cial life. But in treat­ing more dir­ectly of the the­ory of the Fam­ily as the con­stitu­ent ele­ment of the body politic, the in­verse or­der should be fol­lowed. In that case con­jugal at­tach­ment would come first, as be­ing the feel­ing through which the fam­ily comes into ex­ist­ence as a new so­cial unit, which in many cases con­sists simply of the ori­ginal pair. Do­mestic sym­pathy, when once formed by mar­riage, is per­petu­ated first by par­ental then by fi­lial af­fec­tion; it may af­ter­wards be de­veloped by the tie of broth­er­hood, the only re­la­tion by which dif­fer­ent fam­il­ies can be brought into dir­ect con­tact. The or­der fol­lowed here is that of de­crease in in­tens­ity, and in­crease in ex­ten­sion. The feel­ing of fra­tern­ity, which I place last, be­cause it is usu­ally least power­ful, will be seen to be of primary im­port­ance when re­garded as the trans­ition from do­mestic to so­cial af­fec­tions; it is, in­deed, the nat­ural type to which all so­cial sym­path­ies con­form. But there is yet an­other in­ter­me­di­ate re­la­tion, without which this brief ex­pos­i­tion of the the­ory of the fam­ily would be in­com­plete; I mean the re­la­tion of house­hold ser­vitude, which may be called in­dif­fer­ently do­mestic or so­cial. It is a re­la­tion which at the present time is not prop­erly ap­pre­ci­ated on ac­count of our dis­like to all sub­jec­tion; and yet the word “do­mestic” is enough to re­mind us that in every nor­mal state of Hu­man­ity, it sup­plies what would oth­er­wise be a want in house­hold re­la­tions. Its value lies in com­plet­ing the edu­ca­tion of the so­cial in­stinct, by a spe­cial ap­pren­tice­ship in obed­i­ence and com­mand, both be­ing sub­or­din­ated to the uni­ver­sal prin­ciple of mu­tual sym­pathy.

The ob­ject of the pre­ced­ing re­marks was to show the ef­fic­acy of the Pos­it­ive method in moral ques­tions by ap­ply­ing it to the most im­port­ant of all moral the­or­ies, the the­ory of the Fam­ily. For more de­tailed proof, I must refer to my treat­ise on Pos­it­ive Polity, to which this work is in­tro­duct­ory. I would call at­ten­tion, how­ever, to the be­ne­fi­cial in­flu­ence of Pos­it­iv­ism on per­sonal mor­al­ity. Ac­tions which hitherto had al­ways been re­ferred even by Cath­olic philo­soph­ers to per­sonal in­terests, are now brought un­der the great prin­ciple of Love on which the whole Pos­it­ive doc­trine is based.

Feel­ings are only to be de­veloped by con­stant ex­er­cise; and ex­er­cise is most ne­ces­sary when the in­trinsic en­ergy of the feel­ing is least. It is there­fore quite con­trary to the true spirit of moral edu­ca­tion to de­grade duty in ques­tions of per­sonal mor­al­ity to a mere cal­cu­la­tion of self-in­terest. Of course, in this ele­ment­ary part of Eth­ics, it is easier to es­tim­ate the con­sequences of ac­tions, and to show the per­sonal util­ity of the rules en­joined. But this method of pro­ced­ure in­ev­it­ably stim­u­lates the self-re­gard­ing propensit­ies, which are already too pre­pon­der­ant, and the ex­er­cise of which ought as far as pos­sible to be dis­cour­aged. Besides, it of­ten res­ults in prac­tical fail­ure. To leave the de­cision of such ques­tions to the judg­ment of the in­di­vidual, is to give a formal sanc­tion to all the nat­ural dif­fer­ence in men’s in­clin­a­tions. When the only motive urged is con­sid­er­a­tion for per­sonal con­sequences, every­one feels him­self to be the best judge of these, and mod­i­fies the rule at his pleas­ure. Pos­it­iv­ism, guided by a truer es­tim­ate of the facts, en­tirely re­mod­els this ele­ment­ary part of Eth­ics. Its ap­peal is to so­cial feel­ing, and not to per­sonal, since the ac­tions in ques­tion are of a kind in which the in­di­vidual is far from be­ing the only per­son in­ter­ested. For ex­ample, such vir­tues as tem­per­ance and chastity are in­cul­cated by the Pos­it­iv­ist on other grounds than those of their per­sonal ad­vant­ages. He will not of course be blind to their in­di­vidual value; but this is an as­pect on which he will not dwell too much, for fear of con­cen­trat­ing at­ten­tion on self-in­terest. At all events, he will never make it the basis of his pre­cepts, but will in­vari­ably rest them upon their so­cial value. There are cases in which men are pre­served by an un­usu­ally strong con­sti­tu­tion from the in­jur­i­ous ef­fects of in­tem­per­ance or lib­er­tin­age; but such men are bound to sobri­ety and con­tin­ence as vig­or­ously as the rest, be­cause without these vir­tues they can­not per­form their so­cial du­ties rightly. Even in the com­mon­est of per­sonal vir­tues, clean­li­ness, this al­ter­a­tion in the point of view may be made with ad­vant­age. A simple san­it­ary reg­u­la­tion is thus en­nobled by know­ing that the ob­ject of it is to make each one of us more fit for the ser­vice of oth­ers. In this way and in no other, can moral edu­ca­tion as­sume its true char­ac­ter at the very out­set. We shall be­come ha­bitu­ated to the feel­ing of sub­or­din­a­tion to Hu­man­ity, even in our smal­lest ac­tions. It is in these that we should be trained to gain the mas­tery over the lower propensit­ies; and the more so that, in these simple cases, it is less dif­fi­cult to ap­pre­ci­ate their con­sequences.

The in­flu­ence of Pos­it­iv­ism on per­sonal mor­al­ity is in it­self a proof of its su­peri­or­ity to other sys­tems. Its su­peri­or­ity in do­mestic mor­al­ity we have already seen, and yet this was the best as­pect of Cath­oli­cism, form­ing in­deed the prin­cipal basis of its ad­mir­able moral code. On so­cial mor­al­ity strictly so called, I need not dwell at length. Here the value of the new philo­sophy will be more dir­ect and ob­vi­ous, the fact of its stand­ing at the so­cial point of view be­ing the very fea­ture which dis­tin­guishes it from all other sys­tems. In de­fin­ing the mu­tual du­ties arising from the vari­ous re­la­tions of life, or again in giv­ing solid­ity and ex­ten­sion to the in­stinct of our com­mon fra­tern­ity, neither theo­lo­gical nor meta­phys­ical mor­al­ity can bear com­par­ison with Pos­it­iv­ism. Its pre­cepts are ad­ap­ted without dif­fi­culty to the spe­cial re­quire­ments of each case, be­cause they are ever in har­mony with the gen­eral laws of so­ci­ety and of hu­man nature. But on these ob­vi­ous char­ac­ter­ist­ics of Pos­it­iv­ism I need not fur­ther en­large, as I shall have other oc­ca­sions for re­fer­ring to them.

After this brief ex­pos­i­tion of Pos­it­ive mor­al­ity I must al­lude with equal brev­ity to the means by which it will be es­tab­lished and ap­plied. These are of two kinds. The first lay down the found­a­tions of moral train­ing for each in­di­vidual: they fur­nish prin­ciples, and they reg­u­late feel­ings. The second carry out the work be­gun, and en­sure the ap­plic­a­tion of the prin­ciples in­cul­cated to prac­tical life. Both these func­tions are in the first in­stance per­formed spon­tan­eously, un­der the in­flu­ence of the doc­trine and of the sym­path­ies evoked by it. But for their ad­equate per­form­ance a spir­itual power spe­cially de­voted to the pur­pose is ne­ces­sary.

The moral edu­ca­tion of the Pos­it­iv­ist is based both upon Reason and on Feel­ing, the lat­ter hav­ing al­ways the pre­pon­der­ance, in ac­cord­ance with the primary prin­ciple of the sys­tem.

The res­ult of the ra­tional basis is to bring moral pre­cepts to the test of rig­or­ous demon­stra­tion, and to se­cure them against all danger from dis­cus­sion, by show­ing that they rest upon the laws of our in­di­vidual and so­cial nature. By know­ing these laws, we are en­abled to form a judg­ment of the in­flu­ence of each af­fec­tion, thought, ac­tion, or habit, be that in­flu­ence dir­ect or in­dir­ect, spe­cial or gen­eral, in private life or in pub­lic. Con­vic­tions based upon such know­ledge will be as deep as any that are formed in the present day from the strict­est sci­entific evid­ence, with the ex­cess of in­tens­ity due to their higher im­port­ance and their close con­nec­tion with our noblest feel­ings. Nor will such con­vic­tions be lim­ited to those who are able to ap­pre­ci­ate the lo­gical value of the ar­gu­ments. We see con­stantly in other de­part­ments of Pos­it­ive sci­ence that men will ad­opt no­tions upon trust, and carry them out with the same zeal and con­fid­ence, as if they were thor­oughly ac­quain­ted with all the grounds for their be­lief. All that is ne­ces­sary is, that they should feel sat­is­fied that their con­fid­ence is well be­stowed, the fact be­ing, in spite of all that is said of the in­de­pend­ence of mod­ern thought, that it is of­ten given too read­ily. The most will­ing as­sent is yiel­ded every day to the rules which math­em­aticians, as­tro­nomers, phys­i­cists, chem­ists, or bio­lo­gists, have laid down in their re­spect­ive arts, even in cases where the greatest in­terests are at stake. And sim­ilar as­sent will cer­tainly be ac­cor­ded to moral rules when they, like the rest, shall be ac­know­ledged to be sus­cept­ible of sci­entific proof.

But while us­ing the force of demon­stra­tion to an ex­tent hitherto im­possible, Pos­it­iv­ists will take care not to ex­ag­ger­ate its im­port­ance. Moral edu­ca­tion, even in its more sys­tem­atic parts, should rest prin­cip­ally upon Feel­ing, as the mere state­ment of the great hu­man prob­lem in­dic­ates. The study of moral ques­tions, in­tel­lec­tu­ally speak­ing, is most valu­able; but the ef­fect it leaves is not dir­ectly moral, since the ana­lysis will refer, not to our own ac­tions, but to those of oth­ers; for all sci­entific in­vest­ig­a­tions, to be im­par­tial and free from con­fu­sion, must be ob­ject­ive, not sub­ject­ive. Now to judge oth­ers without im­me­di­ate ref­er­ence to self, is a pro­cess which may pos­sibly res­ult in strong con­vic­tions, but so far from call­ing out right feel­ings, it will, if car­ried too far, in­ter­fere with or check their nat­ural de­vel­op­ment. However, the new school of mor­al­ists is the less likely to err in this dir­ec­tion, that it would be totally in­con­sist­ent with that pro­found know­ledge of hu­man nature in which Pos­it­iv­ism has already shown it­self so far su­per­ior to Cath­oli­cism. No one knows so well as the Pos­it­iv­ist that the prin­cipal source of real mor­al­ity lies in dir­ect ex­er­cise of our so­cial sym­path­ies, whether sys­tem­atic or spon­tan­eous. He will spare no ef­forts to de­velop these sym­path­ies from the earli­est years by every method which sound philo­sophy can in­dic­ate. It is in this that moral edu­ca­tion, whether private or pub­lic, prin­cip­ally con­sists; and to it men­tal edu­ca­tion is al­ways to be held sub­or­din­ate. I shall re­vert to these re­marks in the next chapter, when I come to the gen­eral ques­tion of edu­cat­ing the People.

But how­ever ef­fi­cient the train­ing re­ceived in youth, it will not be enough to reg­u­late our con­duct in after years, amidst all the dis­tract­ing in­flu­ences of prac­tical life, un­less the same spir­itual power which provides the edu­ca­tion pro­long its in­flu­ence over our ma­tur­ity. Part of its task will be to re­call in­di­vidu­als, classes, and even na­tions, when the case re­quires it, to prin­ciples which they have for­got­ten or mis­in­ter­preted, and to in­struct them in the means of ap­ply­ing them wisely. And here, even more than in the work of edu­ca­tion strictly so called, the ap­peal will be to Feel­ing rather than to pure Reason. Its force will be de­rived from Public Opin­ion strongly or­gan­ized. If the spir­itual power awards its praise and blame justly, pub­lic opin­ion, as I shall show in the next chapter, will lend it the most ir­res­ist­ible sup­port. This moral ac­tion of Hu­man­ity upon each of her mem­bers has al­ways ex­is­ted whenever there was any real com­munity of prin­ciples and feel­ings. But its strength will be far greater un­der the Pos­it­ive sys­tem. The real­ity of the doc­trine and the so­cial char­ac­ter of mod­ern civil­iz­a­tion give ad­vant­ages to the new spir­itual power which were denied to Cath­oli­cism.

And these ad­vant­ages are brought for­ward very prom­in­ently by the Pos­it­ive sys­tem of com­mem­or­a­tion. Com­mem­or­a­tion, when reg­u­larly in­sti­tuted, is a most valu­able in­stru­ment in the hands of a spir­itual power for con­tinu­ing the work of moral edu­ca­tion. It was the ab­so­lute char­ac­ter of Cath­oli­cism, even more than the de­fect­ive state of me­di­eval so­ci­ety, that caused the fail­ure of its noble as­pir­a­tions to be­come the uni­ver­sal re­li­gion. In spite of all its ef­forts, its sys­tem of com­mem­or­a­tion has al­ways been re­stric­ted to very nar­row lim­its, both in time and space. Out­side these lim­its, Cath­oli­cism has al­ways shown the same blind­ness and in­justice that it now com­plains of re­ceiv­ing from its own op­pon­ents. Pos­it­iv­ism, on the con­trary, can yield the full meas­ure of praise to all times and all coun­tries, without either weak­ness or in­con­sist­ency. Possess­ing the true the­ory of hu­man de­vel­op­ment, every mode and phase of that de­vel­op­ment will be cel­eb­rated. Thus every moral pre­cept will be sup­por­ted by the in­flu­ence of pos­ter­ity; and this in private life as well as in pub­lic, for the sys­tem of com­mem­or­a­tion will be ap­plied in the same spirit to the humblest ser­vices as well as to the highest.

While re­serving spe­cial de­tails for the treat­ise to which this work is in­tro­duct­ory, I may yet give one il­lus­tra­tion of this im­port­ant as­pect of Pos­it­iv­ism; an il­lus­tra­tion which prob­ably will be the first step in the prac­tical ap­plic­a­tion of the sys­tem. I would pro­pose to in­sti­tute in Western Europe on any days that may be thought suit­able, the yearly cel­eb­ra­tion of the three greatest of our pre­de­cessors, Caesar, St. Paul and Char­le­magne, who are re­spect­ively the highest types of Greco-Ro­man civil­iz­a­tion, of Me­di­eval Feud­al­ism, and of Cath­oli­cism, which forms the link between the two peri­ods. The ser­vices of these il­lus­tri­ous men have never yet been ad­equately re­cog­nized, for want of a sound his­tor­ical the­ory en­abling us to ex­plain the prom­in­ent part which they played in the de­vel­op­ment of our race. Even in St. Paul’s case the omis­sion is no­tice­able. Pos­it­iv­ism gives him a still higher place than has been given him by Theology; for it looks upon him as his­tor­ic­ally the founder of the re­li­gion which bears the in­ap­pro­pri­ate name of Chris­tian­ity. In the other two cases the in­flu­ence of Pos­it­ive prin­ciples is even more ne­ces­sary. For Caesar has been al­most equally mis­judged by theo­lo­gical and by meta­phys­ical writers; and Cath­oli­cism has done very little for the ap­pre­ci­ation of Char­le­magne. However, not­with­stand­ing the ab­sence of any sys­tem­atic ap­pre­ci­ation of these great men, yet from the rev­er­ence with which they are gen­er­ally re­garded, we can hardly doubt that the cel­eb­ra­tion here pro­posed would meet with ready ac­cept­ance through­out Western Europe.

To il­lus­trate my mean­ing still fur­ther, I may ob­serve that his­tory presents cases where ex­actly the op­pos­ite course is called for, and which should be held up not for ap­prob­a­tion but for in­famy. Blame, it is true, should not be car­ried to the same ex­tent as praise, be­cause it stim­u­lates the de­struct­ive in­stincts to a de­gree which is al­ways pain­ful and some­times in­jur­i­ous. Yet strong con­dem­na­tion is oc­ca­sion­ally de­sir­able. It strengthens so­cial feel­ings and prin­ciples, if only by giv­ing more sig­ni­fic­ance to our ap­proval. Thus I would sug­gest that after do­ing hon­our to the three great men who have done so much to pro­mote the de­vel­op­ment of our race, there should be a sol­emn rep­rob­a­tion of the two prin­cipal op­pon­ents of pro­gress, Julian and Bona­parte; the lat­ter be­ing the more crim­inal of the two, the former the more in­sensate. Their in­flu­ence has been suf­fi­ciently ex­tens­ive to al­low of all the Western na­tions join­ing in this dam­nat­ory ver­dict.6

The prin­cipal func­tion of the spir­itual power is to dir­ect the fu­ture of so­ci­ety by means of edu­ca­tion; and, as a sup­ple­ment­ary part of edu­ca­tion, to pro­nounce judg­ment upon the past in the mode here in­dic­ated. But there are func­tions of an­other kind, re­lat­ing more im­me­di­ately to the present; and these too res­ult nat­ur­ally from its po­s­i­tion as an edu­cat­ing body. If the edu­cat­ors are men worthy of their po­s­i­tion, it will give them an in­flu­ence over the whole course of prac­tical life, whether private or pub­lic. Of course it will merely be the in­flu­ence of coun­sel, and prac­tical men will be free to ac­cept or re­ject it; but its weight may be very con­sid­er­able when given prudently, and when the au­thor­ity from which it pro­ceeds is re­cog­nized as com­pet­ent. The ques­tions on which its ad­vice is most needed are the re­la­tions between dif­fer­ent classes. Its ac­tion will be co­ex­tens­ive with the dif­fu­sion of Pos­it­ive prin­ciples; for na­tions pro­fess­ing the same faith, and shar­ing in the same edu­ca­tion, will nat­ur­ally ac­cept the same in­tel­lec­tual and moral dir­ect­ors. In the next chapter I shall treat this sub­ject more in de­tail. I merely men­tion it here as one among the list of func­tions be­long­ing to the new spir­itual power.

It will now not be dif­fi­cult to show all the char­ac­ter­ist­ics of Pos­it­iv­ism are summed up in the motto, “Order and Pro­gress,” a motto which has a philo­soph­ical as well as polit­ical bear­ing, and which I shall al­ways feel glad to have put for­ward.

Pos­it­iv­ism is the only school which has given a def­in­ite sig­ni­fic­ance to these two con­cep­tions, whether re­garded from their sci­entific or their so­cial as­pect. With re­gard to Pro­gress, the as­ser­tion will hardly be dis­puted, no defin­i­tion of it but the Pos­it­ive ever hav­ing yet been given. In the case of Order, it is less ap­par­ent; but, as I have shown in the first chapter, it is no less pro­foundly true. All pre­vi­ous philo­sophies had re­garded Order as sta­tion­ary, a con­cep­tion which rendered it wholly in­ap­plic­able to mod­ern polit­ics. But Pos­it­iv­ism, by re­ject­ing the ab­so­lute, and yet not in­tro­du­cing the ar­bit­rary, rep­res­ents Order in a totally new light, and ad­apts it to our pro­gress­ive civil­iz­a­tion. It places it on the firmest pos­sible found­a­tion, that is, on the doc­trine of the in­vari­ab­il­ity of the laws of nature, which de­fends it against all danger from sub­ject­ive chi­meras. The Pos­it­iv­ist re­gards ar­ti­fi­cial Order in So­cial phe­nom­ena, as in all oth­ers, as rest­ing ne­ces­sar­ily upon the Order of nature, in other words, upon the whole series of nat­ural laws.

But Order has to be re­con­ciled with Pro­gress: and here Pos­it­iv­ism is still more ob­vi­ously without a rival. Ne­ces­sary as the re­con­cili­ation is, no other sys­tem has even at­temp­ted it. But the fa­cil­ity with which we are now en­abled, by the en­cyc­lopædic scale, to pass from the simplest math­em­at­ical phe­nom­ena to the most com­plic­ated phe­nom­ena of polit­ical life, leads at once to a solu­tion of the prob­lem. Viewed sci­en­tific­ally, it is an in­stance of that ne­ces­sary cor­rel­a­tion of ex­ist­ence and move­ment, which we find in­dic­ated in the in­or­ganic world, and which be­comes still more dis­tinct in Bi­ology. Find­ing it in all the lower sci­ences, we are pre­pared for its ap­pear­ance in a still more def­in­ite shape in So­ci­ology. Here its prac­tical im­port­ance be­comes more ob­vi­ous, though it had been im­pli­citly in­volved be­fore. In So­ci­ology the cor­rel­a­tion as­sumes this form: Order is the con­di­tion of all Pro­gress; Pro­gress is al­ways the ob­ject of Order. Or, to pen­et­rate the ques­tion still more deeply, Pro­gress may be re­garded simply as the de­vel­op­ment of Order; for the or­der of nature ne­ces­sar­ily con­tains within it­self the germ of all pos­sible pro­gress. The ra­tional view of hu­man af­fairs is to look on all their changes, not as new Creations, but as new Evolu­tions. And we find this prin­ciple fully borne out in his­tory. Every so­cial in­nov­a­tion has its roots in the past; and the rudest phases of sav­age life show the prim­it­ive trace of all sub­sequent im­prove­ment.

Pro­gress then is in its es­sence identical with Order, and may be looked upon as Order made mani­fest. There­fore, in ex­plain­ing this double con­cep­tion on which the Science and Art of so­ci­ety de­pend, we may at present limit ourselves to the ana­lysis of Pro­gress. Thus sim­pli­fied it is more easy to grasp, es­pe­cially now that the nov­elty and im­port­ance of the ques­tion of Pro­gress are at­tract­ing so much at­ten­tion. For the pub­lic is be­com­ing in­stinct­ively alive to its real sig­ni­fic­ance, as the basis on which all sound moral and polit­ical teach­ing must hence­forth rest.

Tak­ing, then, this point of view, we may say that the one great ob­ject of life, per­sonal and so­cial, is to be­come more per­fect in every way; in our ex­ternal con­di­tion first, but also, and more es­pe­cially, in our own nature. The first kind of Pro­gress we share in com­mon with the higher an­im­als; all of which make some ef­forts to im­prove their ma­ter­ial po­s­i­tion. It is of course the least el­ev­ated stage of pro­gress; but be­ing the easi­est, it is the point from which we start to­wards the higher stages. A na­tion that has made no ef­forts to im­prove it­self ma­ter­i­ally, will take but little in­terest in moral or men­tal im­prove­ment. This is the only ground on which en­lightened men can feel much pleas­ure in the ma­ter­ial pro­gress of our own time. It stirs up in­flu­ences that tend to the no­bler kinds of Pro­gress; in­flu­ences which would meet with even greater op­pos­i­tion than they do, were not the tempta­tions presen­ted to the coarser natures by ma­ter­ial prosper­ity so ir­res­ist­ible. Owing to the men­tal and moral an­archy in which we live, sys­tem­atic ef­forts to gain the higher de­grees of Pro­gress are as yet im­possible; and this ex­plains, though it does not jus­tify, the ex­ag­ger­ated im­port­ance at­trib­uted nowadays to ma­ter­ial im­prove­ments. But the only kinds of im­prove­ment really char­ac­ter­istic of Hu­man­ity are those which con­cern our own nature; and even here we are not quite alone; for sev­eral of the higher an­im­als show some slight tend­en­cies to im­prove them­selves phys­ic­ally.

Pro­gress in the higher sense in­cludes im­prove­ments of three sorts; that is to say, it may be Phys­ical, In­tel­lec­tual, or Moral pro­gress; the dif­fi­culty of each class be­ing in pro­por­tion to its value and the ex­tent of its sphere. Phys­ical pro­gress, which again might be di­vided on the same prin­ciple, seems un­der some of its as­pects al­most the same thing as ma­ter­ial. But re­garded as a whole it is far more im­port­ant and far more dif­fi­cult: its in­flu­ence on the well-be­ing of Man is also much greater. We gain more, for in­stance, by the smal­lest ad­di­tion to length of life, or by any in­creased se­cur­ity for health, than by the most elab­or­ate im­prove­ments in our modes of trav­el­ling by land or wa­ter, in which birds will prob­ably al­ways have a great ad­vant­age over us. However, as I said be­fore, phys­ical pro­gress is not ex­clus­ively con­fined to Man. Some of the an­im­als, for in­stance, ad­vance as far as clean­li­ness, which is the first step in the pro­gress­ive scale.

In­tel­lec­tual and Moral pro­gress, then, is the only kind really dis­tinct­ive of our race. In­di­vidual an­im­als some­times show it, but never a whole spe­cies, ex­cept as a con­sequence of pro­longed in­ter­ven­tion on the part of Man. Between these two highest grades, as between the two lower, we shall find a dif­fer­ence of value, ex­tent, and dif­fi­culty; al­ways sup­pos­ing the stand­ard to be the man­ner in which they af­fect Man’s well-be­ing, col­lect­ively or in­di­vidu­ally. To strengthen the in­tel­lec­tual powers, whether for art or for sci­ence, whether it be the powers of ob­ser­va­tion or those of in­duc­tion and de­duc­tion, is, when cir­cum­stances al­low of their be­ing made avail­able for so­cial pur­poses, of greater and more ex­tens­ive im­port­ance, than all phys­ical, and, a for­tiori than all ma­ter­ial im­prove­ments. But we know from the fun­da­mental prin­ciple laid down in the first chapter of this work, that moral pro­gress has even more to do with our well-be­ing than in­tel­lec­tual pro­gress. The moral fac­ulties are more modi­fi­able, al­though the ef­fort re­quired to modify them is greater. If the be­ne­vol­ence or cour­age of the hu­man race were in­creased, it would bring more real hap­pi­ness than any ad­di­tion to our in­tel­lec­tual powers. There­fore to the ques­tion, What is the true ob­ject of hu­man life, whether looked at col­lect­ively or in­di­vidu­ally? the simplest and most pre­cise an­swer would be, the per­fec­tion of our moral nature; since it has a more im­me­di­ate and cer­tain in­flu­ence on our well-be­ing than per­fec­tion of any other kind. All the other kinds are ne­ces­sary, if for no other reason than to pre­pare the way for this; but from the very fact of this con­nec­tion it may be re­garded as their rep­res­ent­at­ive; since it in­volves them all im­pli­citly and stim­u­lates them to in­creased activ­ity. Keep­ing then to the ques­tion of moral per­fec­tion, we find two qual­it­ies stand­ing above the rest in prac­tical im­port­ance, namely, Sym­pathy and En­ergy. Both these qual­it­ies are in­cluded in the word “Heart,” which in all European lan­guages has a dif­fer­ent mean­ing for the two sexes. Both will be de­veloped by Pos­it­iv­ism, more dir­ectly, more con­tinu­ously, and with greater res­ult, than un­der any former sys­tem. The whole tend­ency of Pos­it­iv­ism is to en­cour­age sym­pathy; since it sub­or­din­ates every thought, de­sire, and ac­tion to so­cial feel­ing. En­ergy is also pre­sup­posed, and at the same time fostered, by the sys­tem. For it re­moves a heavy weight of su­per­sti­tion, it re­veals the true dig­nity of man, and it sup­plies an un­ceas­ing motive for in­di­vidual and col­lect­ive ac­tion. The very ac­cept­ance of Pos­it­iv­ism de­mands some vigour of char­ac­ter; it im­plies the brav­ing of spir­itual ter­rors, which were once enough to in­tim­id­ate the firmest minds.

Pro­gress, then, may be re­garded un­der four suc­cess­ive as­pects: Ma­ter­ial, Phys­ical, In­tel­lec­tual, and Moral. Each of these might again be di­vided on the same prin­ciple, and we should then dis­cover sev­eral in­ter­me­di­ate phases. These can­not be in­vest­ig­ated here; and I have only to note that the philo­soph­ical prin­ciple of this ana­lysis is pre­cisely the same as that on which I have based the Clas­si­fic­a­tion of the Sciences. In both cases the or­der fol­lowed is that of in­creas­ing gen­er­al­ity and com­plex­ity in the phe­nom­ena. The only dif­fer­ence is in the mode in which the two ar­range­ments are de­veloped. For sci­entific pur­poses the lower por­tion of the scale has to be ex­pan­ded into greater de­tail; while from the so­cial point of view at­ten­tion is con­cen­trated on the higher parts. But whether it be the scale of the True or that of the Good, the con­clu­sion is the same in both. Both alike in­dic­ate the su­prem­acy of so­cial con­sid­er­a­tions; both point to uni­ver­sal Love as the highest ideal.

I have now ex­plained the prin­cipal pur­pose of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy, namely, spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion; and I have shown how that pur­pose is in­volved in the Pos­it­iv­ist motto, “Order and Pro­gress.” Pos­it­iv­ism, then, real­izes the highest as­pir­a­tions of me­di­eval Cath­oli­cism, and at the same time ful­fils the con­di­tions, the ab­sence of which caused the fail­ure of the Con­ven­tion. It com­bines the op­pos­ite mer­its of the Cath­olic and the Re­volu­tion­ary spirit, and by so do­ing su­per­sedes them both. Theology and Meta­phys­ics may now dis­ap­pear without danger, be­cause the ser­vice which each of them rendered is now har­mon­ized with that of the other, and will be per­formed more per­fectly. The prin­ciple on which this res­ult de­pends is the sep­ar­a­tion of spir­itual from tem­poral power. This, it will be re­membered, had al­ways been the chief sub­ject of con­ten­tion between the two ant­ag­on­istic parties.

I have spoken of the moral and men­tal re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of Western Europe as char­ac­ter­iz­ing the second phase of the Re­volu­tion. Let us now see what are its re­la­tions with the present state of polit­ics. Of course the de­vel­op­ment of Pos­it­iv­ism will not be much af­fected by the ret­ro­grade tend­en­cies of the day, whether theo­lo­gical or meta­phys­ical. Still the gen­eral course of events will ex­er­cise an in­flu­ence upon it, of which it is im­port­ant to take ac­count. So too, al­though the new doc­trine can­not at present do much to modify its sur­round­ings, there are yet cer­tain points in which ac­tion may be taken at once. In the fourth volume of this treat­ise the ques­tion of a trans­itional policy will be care­fully con­sidered, with the view of fa­cil­it­at­ing the ad­vent of the nor­mal state which so­cial sci­ence in­dic­ates in a more dis­tant fu­ture. I can­not com­plete this chapter without some no­tice of this pro­vi­sional policy, which must be car­ried on un­til Pos­it­iv­ism has made its way to gen­eral ac­cept­ance.

The prin­cipal fea­ture of this policy is that it is tem­por­ary. To set up any per­man­ent in­sti­tu­tion in a so­ci­ety which has no fixed opin­ions or prin­ciples of life, would be hope­less. Until the most im­port­ant ques­tions are thor­oughly settled, both in prin­ciple and prac­tice, the only meas­ures of the least util­ity are those which fa­cil­it­ate the pro­cess of re­con­struc­tion. Meas­ures ad­op­ted with a view to per­man­ence must end, as we have seen them end so of­ten, in dis­ap­point­ment and fail­ure, how­ever en­thu­si­ast­ic­ally they may have been re­ceived at first.

Inevit­able as this con­sequence of our re­volu­tion­ary po­s­i­tion is, it has never been un­der­stood, ex­cept by the great lead­ers of the re­pub­lican move­ment in 1793. Of the vari­ous gov­ern­ments that we have had dur­ing the last two gen­er­a­tions, all, ex­cept the Con­ven­tion, have fallen into the vain de­lu­sion of at­tempt­ing to found per­man­ent in­sti­tu­tions, without wait­ing for any in­tel­lec­tual or moral basis. And there­fore it is that none but the Con­ven­tion has left any deep traces in men’s thoughts or feel­ings. All its prin­cipal meas­ures, even those which con­cerned the fu­ture more than the present, were avowedly pro­vi­sional; and the con­sequence was that they har­mon­ized well with the pe­cu­liar cir­cum­stances of the time. The true philo­sopher will al­ways look with re­spect­ful ad­mir­a­tion on these men, who not only had no ra­tional the­ory to guide them, but were en­cumbered with false meta­phys­ical no­tions; and who yet not­with­stand­ing proved them­selves the only real states­men that Western Europe can boast of since the time of Fre­d­er­ick the Great. Indeed the wis­dom of their policy would be al­most un­ac­count­able, only that the very cir­cum­stances which called for it so ur­gently, were to some ex­tent cal­cu­lated to sug­gest it. The state of things was such as to make it im­possible to settle the gov­ern­ment on any per­man­ent basis. Again, amidst all the wild ex­tra­vag­ance of the prin­ciples in vogue, the ne­ces­sity of a strong gov­ern­ment to res­ist for­eign in­va­sion coun­ter­ac­ted many of their worst ef­fects. On the re­moval of this salut­ary pres­sure, the Con­ven­tion fell into the com­mon er­ror, though to a less ex­tent than the Con­stitu­ent Assembly. It set up a con­sti­tu­tion framed ac­cord­ing to some ab­stract model, which was sup­posed to be fi­nal, but which did not last so long as the period ori­gin­ally pro­posed for its own pro­vi­sional la­bours. It is on this first period of its gov­ern­ment that its fame rests.

The plan ori­gin­ally pro­posed was that the gov­ern­ment of the Con­ven­tion should last till the end of the war. If this plan could have been car­ried out, it would prob­ably have been ex­ten­ded still fur­ther, as the im­possib­il­ity of es­tab­lish­ing any per­man­ent sys­tem would have been gen­er­ally re­cog­nized. The only avowed motive for mak­ing the gov­ern­ment pro­vi­sional was of course the ur­gent ne­ces­sity of na­tional de­fence. But be­neath this tem­por­ary motive, which for the time su­per­seded every other con­sid­er­a­tion, there was an­other and a deeper motive for it, which could not have been un­der­stood without sounder his­tor­ical prin­ciples than were at that time pos­sible. That motive was the ut­terly neg­at­ive char­ac­ter of the meta­phys­ical doc­trines then ac­cep­ted, and the con­sequent ab­sence of any in­tel­lec­tual or moral basis for polit­ical re­con­struc­tion. This of course was not re­cog­nized, but it was really the prin­cipal reason why the es­tab­lish­ment of any def­in­ite sys­tem of gov­ern­ment was delayed. Had the war been brought to an end, clearer views of the sub­ject would no doubt have been formed; in­deed they had been formed already in the op­pos­ite camp, by men of the Neo-cath­olic school, who were not ab­sorbed by the ur­gent ques­tion of de­fend­ing the Re­pub­lic. What blinded men to the truth was the fun­da­mental yet in­ev­it­able er­ror of sup­pos­ing the crit­ical doc­trines of the pre­ced­ing gen­er­a­tion ap­plic­able to pur­poses of con­struc­tion. They were un­de­ceived at last by the ut­ter an­archy which the tri­umph of these prin­ciples oc­ca­sioned; and the next gen­er­a­tion oc­cu­pied it­self with the coun­ter­re­volu­tion­ary move­ment, in which sim­ilar at­tempts at fi­nal­ity were made by the vari­ous re­ac­tion­ist parties. For these parties were quite as des­ti­tute as their op­pon­ents of any prin­ciples suited to the task of re­con­struc­tion; and they had to fall back upon the old sys­tem as the only re­cog­nized basis on which pub­lic Order could be main­tained.

And in this re­spect the situ­ation is still un­changed. It still re­tains its re­volu­tion­ary char­ac­ter; and any im­me­di­ate at­tempt to re­or­gan­ize polit­ical ad­min­is­tra­tion would only be the sig­nal for fresh at­tempts at re­ac­tion, at­tempts which now can have no other res­ult than an­archy. It is true that Pos­it­iv­ism has just sup­plied us with a philo­soph­ical basis for polit­ical re­con­struc­tion. But its prin­ciples are still so new and un­developed, and be­sides are un­der­stood by so few, that they can­not ex­er­cise much in­flu­ence at present on polit­ical life. Ul­timately, and by slow de­grees, they will mould the in­sti­tu­tions of the fu­ture; but mean­while they must work their way freely into men’s minds and hearts, and for this at least one gen­er­a­tion will be ne­ces­sary. Spir­itual or­gan­iz­a­tion is the only point where an im­me­di­ate be­gin­ning can be made; dif­fi­cult as it is, its pos­sib­il­ity is at last as cer­tain as its ur­gency. When suf­fi­cient pro­gress has been made with it, it will cause a gradual re­gen­er­a­tion of polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions. But any at­tempt to modify these too rap­idly would only res­ult in fresh dis­turb­ances. Such dis­turb­ances, it is true, will never be as dan­ger­ous as they were formerly, be­cause the an­archy of opin­ion is so pro­found that it is far more dif­fi­cult for men to agree in any fixed prin­ciples of ac­tion. The ab­so­lute doc­trines of the last cen­tury which in­spired such in­tense con­vic­tion, can never re­gain their strength, be­cause, when brought to the cru­cial test of ex­per­i­ence as well as of dis­cus­sion, their use­less­ness for con­struct­ive pur­poses and their sub­vers­ive tend­ency be­came evid­ent to every­one. They have been weakened, too, by theo­lo­gical con­ces­sions which their sup­port­ers, in or­der to carry on the gov­ern­ment at all, were ob­liged to make. Con­sequently the policy with which they are at present con­nec­ted is one which os­cil­lates between re­ac­tion and an­archy, or rather which is at once des­potic and de­struct­ive, from the ne­ces­sity of con­trolling a so­ci­ety which has be­come al­most as di­verse to meta­phys­ical as to theo­lo­gical rule. In the ut­ter ab­sence, then, of any gen­eral con­vic­tions, the worst forms of polit­ical com­mo­tion are not to be feared, be­cause it would be im­possible to rouse men’s pas­sions suf­fi­ciently. But un­wise ef­forts to set up a per­man­ent sys­tem of gov­ern­ment would even now lead, in cer­tain cases, to lam­ent­able dis­order, and would at all events be ut­terly use­less. Quiet at home de­pends now, like peace abroad, simply on the ab­sence of dis­turb­ing forces; a most in­sec­ure basis, since it is it­self a symp­tom of the ex­tent to which the dis­or­gan­iz­ing move­ment has pro­ceeded. This sin­gu­lar con­di­tion must ne­ces­sar­ily con­tinue un­til the in­ter­regnum which at present ex­ists in the moral and in­tel­lec­tual re­gion comes to an end. As long as there is such an ut­ter want of har­mony in feel­ing as well as in opin­ion, there can be no real se­cur­ity against war or in­ternal dis­order. The ex­ist­ing equi­lib­rium has arisen so spon­tan­eously that it is no doubt less un­stable than is gen­er­ally sup­posed. Still it is suf­fi­ciently pre­cari­ous to ex­cite con­tinual pan­ics, both at home and abroad, which are not only very ir­rit­at­ing, but of­ten ex­er­cise a most in­jur­i­ous in­flu­ence over our policy. Now at­tempts at im­me­di­ate re­con­struc­tion of polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions, in­stead of im­prov­ing this state of things, make it very much worse, by giv­ing fac­ti­tious life to the old doc­trines, which, be­ing thor­oughly worn out, ought to be left to the nat­ural pro­cess of de­cay. The in­ev­it­able res­ult of restor­ing them to of­fi­cial au­thor­ity will be to de­ter the pub­lic, and even the think­ing por­tion of it, from that free ex­er­cise of the men­tal powers by which, and by which only, we may hope to ar­rive without dis­turb­ance at fixed prin­ciples of ac­tion.

The ces­sa­tion of war there­fore jus­ti­fies no change in re­pub­lican policy. As long as the spir­itual in­ter­regnum lasts, it must re­tain its pro­vi­sional char­ac­ter. Indeed this char­ac­ter ought to be more strongly im­pressed upon it than ever. For no one now has any real be­lief in the or­ganic value of the re­ceived meta­phys­ical doc­trines. They would never have been re­vived but for the need of hav­ing some sort of polit­ical for­mula to work with, in de­fault of any real so­cial con­vic­tions. But the re­vival is only ap­par­ent, and it con­trasts most strik­ingly with the ut­ter ab­sence of sys­tem­atic prin­ciples in most act­ive minds. There is no real danger of re­peat­ing the er­ror of the first re­volu­tion­ists and of at­tempt­ing to con­struct with neg­at­ive doc­trines. We have only to con­sider the vast de­vel­op­ment of in­dustry, of aes­thetic cul­ture, and of sci­entific study, to free ourselves from all anxi­ety on this head. Such things are in­com­pat­ible with any re­gard for the meta­phys­ical teach­ing of ideo­lo­gists or psy­cho­lo­gists. Nor is there much to fear in the nat­ural en­thu­si­asm which is car­ry­ing us back to the first days of the Re­volu­tion. It will only re­vive the old re­pub­lican spirit, and make us for­get the long period of ret­ro­gres­sion and stag­na­tion which have elapsed since the first great out­break; for this is the point on which the at­ten­tion of pos­ter­ity will be fi­nally con­cen­trated. But while sat­is­fy­ing these very le­git­im­ate feel­ings, the people will soon find that the only as­pect of this great crisis which we have to im­it­ate is the wise in­sight of the Con­ven­tion dur­ing the first part of its ad­min­is­tra­tion, in per­ceiv­ing that its policy could only be pro­vi­sional, and that def­in­ite re­con­struc­tion must be re­served for bet­ter times. We may fairly hope that the next formal at­tempt to set up a con­sti­tu­tion ac­cord­ing to some ab­stract ideal, will con­vince the French na­tion, and ul­ti­mately the whole West, of the ut­ter fu­til­ity of such schemes. Besides, the free dis­cus­sion which has now be­come ha­bitual to us, and the tem­per of the people, which is as scep­tical of polit­ical en­tit­ies as of Chris­tian mys­ter­ies, would make any such at­tempts ex­tremely dif­fi­cult. Never was there a time so un­fa­vour­able to doc­trines ad­mit­ting of no real demon­stra­tion: demon­stra­tion be­ing now the only pos­sible basis of per­man­ent be­lief. Sup­pos­ing then a new con­sti­tu­tion to be set on foot, and the usual time to be spent in the pro­cess of elab­or­at­ing it, pub­lic opin­ion will very pos­sibly dis­card it be­fore it is com­pleted; not al­low­ing it even the short av­er­age dur­a­tion of former con­sti­tu­tions. Any at­tempt to check free dis­cus­sion on the sub­ject would de­feat its own ob­ject; since free dis­cus­sion is the nat­ural con­sequence of our in­tel­lec­tual and so­cial po­s­i­tion.

The same con­di­tions which re­quire our policy to be pro­vi­sional while the spir­itual in­ter­regnum lasts, point also to the mode in which this pro­vi­sional policy should be car­ried out. Had the re­volu­tion­ary gov­ern­ment of the Con­ven­tion con­tin­ued till the end of the war, it would prob­ably have been pro­longed up to the present time. But in one most im­port­ant re­spect a modi­fic­a­tion would have been ne­ces­sary. Dur­ing the struggle for in­de­pend­ence what was wanted was a vig­or­ous dic­tat­or­ship, com­bin­ing spir­itual with tem­poral powers: a dic­tat­or­ship even stronger than the old mon­archy, and only dis­tin­guished from des­pot­ism by its ar­dour in the cause of pro­gress. Without com­plete con­cen­tra­tion of polit­ical power, the re­pub­lic could never have been saved. But with peace the ne­ces­sity for such con­cen­tra­tion was at an end. The only motive for still con­tinu­ing the pro­vi­sional sys­tem was the ab­sence of so­cial con­vic­tions. But this would also be a motive for giv­ing per­fect liberty of speech and dis­cus­sion, which till then had been im­possible or dan­ger­ous. For liberty was a ne­ces­sary con­di­tion for elab­or­at­ing and dif­fus­ing a new sys­tem of uni­ver­sal prin­ciples, as the only sure basis for the fu­ture re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety.

This hy­po­thet­ical view of changes which might have taken place in the Con­ven­tional gov­ern­ment, may be ap­plied to the ex­ist­ing con­di­tion of af­fairs. It is the policy best ad­ap­ted for the re­pub­lican gov­ern­ment which is now arising in all the se­cur­ity of a settled peace, and yet amidst the most en­tire an­archy of opin­ion. The suc­cessors of the Con­ven­tion, men un­worthy of their task, de­graded the pro­gress­ive dic­tat­or­ship en­trus­ted to them by the cir­cum­stances of the time into a ret­ro­grade tyranny. Dur­ing the reign of Charles X, which was the last phase of the re­ac­tion, the cent­ral power was thor­oughly un­der­mined by the legal op­pos­i­tion of the par­lia­ment­ary or local power. The cent­ral gov­ern­ment still re­fused to re­cog­nize any lim­its to its au­thor­ity; but the growth of free thought made its claims to spir­itual jur­is­dic­tion more and more un­ten­able, leav­ing it merely the tem­poral au­thor­ity re­quis­ite for pub­lic or­der. Dur­ing the neut­ral period which fol­lowed the coun­ter­re­volu­tion, the dic­tat­or­ship was not merely re­stric­ted to its proper func­tions, but was leg­ally des­troyed; that is the local power as rep­res­en­ted by par­lia­ment took the place of the cent­ral power. All pre­ten­tions to spir­itual in­flu­ence were aban­doned by both; their thoughts be­ing suf­fi­ciently oc­cu­pied with the main­ten­ance of ma­ter­ial or­der. The in­tel­lec­tual an­archy of the time made this task dif­fi­cult enough; but they ag­grav­ated the dif­fi­culty by un­prin­cipled at­tempts to es­tab­lish their gov­ern­ment on the basis of pure self-in­terest, ir­re­spect­ively of all moral con­sid­er­a­tions. The res­tor­a­tion of the re­pub­lic and the pro­gress­ive spirit aroused by it has no doubt given to both le­gis­lat­ive and ex­ec­ut­ive a large in­crease of power: to an ex­tent in­deed which a few years back would have caused vi­ol­ent an­ti­pathy. But it would be a griev­ous er­ror for either of them to at­tempt to im­it­ate the dic­tat­orial style of the Con­ven­tional gov­ern­ment. Un­suc­cess­ful in any true sense as the at­tempt would be, it might oc­ca­sion very ser­i­ous dis­turb­ances, which like the ob­sol­ete meta­phys­ical prin­ciples in which they ori­gin­ate, would be equally dan­ger­ous to Order and to Pro­gress.

We see, then, that in the total ab­sence of any fixed prin­ciples on which men can unite, the policy re­quired is one which shall be purely pro­vi­sional, and lim­ited al­most en­tirely to the main­ten­ance of ma­ter­ial or­der. If or­der be pre­served, the situ­ation is in all other re­spects most fa­vour­able to the work of men­tal and moral re­gen­er­a­tion which will pre­pare the way for the so­ci­ety of the fu­ture. The es­tab­lish­ment of a re­pub­lic in France dis­proves the false claims set up by of­fi­cial writers in be­half of con­sti­tu­tional gov­ern­ment, as if it was the fi­nal is­sue of the Re­volu­tion. Mean­time there is noth­ing ir­re­voc­able in the re­pub­lic it­self, ex­cept the moral prin­ciple in­volved in it, the ab­so­lute and per­man­ent pre­pon­der­ance of So­cial Feel­ing; in other words, the con­cen­tra­tion of all the powers of Man upon the com­mon wel­fare. This is the only maxim of the day which we can ac­cept as fi­nal. It needs no formal sanc­tion, be­cause it is merely the ex­pres­sion of feel­ings gen­er­ally avowed, all pre­ju­dices against it hav­ing been en­tirely swept away. But with the doc­trines and the in­sti­tu­tions res­ult­ing from them, through which this domin­ion of so­cial feel­ing is to be­come an or­gan­ized real­ity, the re­pub­lic has no dir­ect con­nec­tion; it would be com­pat­ible with many dif­fer­ent solu­tions of the prob­lem. Polit­ic­ally, the only ir­re­voc­able point is the ab­ol­i­tion of mon­archy, which for a long time has been in France and to a less ex­tent through­out the West, the sym­bol of ret­ro­gres­sion.

That spirit of de­vo­tion to the pub­lic wel­fare, which is the noblest fea­ture of re­pub­lic­an­ism, is strongly op­posed to any im­me­di­ate at­tempts at polit­ical fi­nal­ity, as be­ing in­com­pat­ible with con­scien­tious en­deav­ours to find a real solu­tion of so­cial prob­lems. For be­fore the prac­tical solu­tion can be hoped for, a sys­tem­atic basis for it must ex­ist: and this we can hardly ex­pect to find in the rem­nants left to us of the old creeds. All that the true philo­sopher de­sires is simply that the ques­tion of moral and in­tel­lec­tual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion shall be left to the un­res­tric­ted ef­forts of thinkers of whatever school. And in ad­voc­at­ing this cause, he will plead the in­terests of the re­pub­lic, for the safety of which it is of the ut­most im­port­ance that no spe­cial set of prin­ciples should be placed un­der of­fi­cial pat­ron­age. Re­pub­lic­an­ism then, will do far more to pro­tect free thought, and res­ist polit­ical en­croach­ment, than was done dur­ing the Or­lean­ist gov­ern­ment by the ret­ro­grade in­stincts of Cath­oli­cism. Cath­olic res­ist­ance to polit­ical re­con­struc­tions was strong, but blind: its place will now be more than sup­plied by wise in­dif­fer­ence on the part of the pub­lic, which has learnt by ex­per­i­ence the in­ev­it­able fail­ure of these in­co­her­ent at­tempts to real­ize meta­phys­ical Uto­pias. The only danger of the po­s­i­tion is lest it di­vert the pub­lic, even the more re­flect­ive por­tion of it, from deep and con­tinu­ous thought, to prac­tical ex­per­i­ments based on su­per­fi­cial and hasty con­sid­er­a­tions. It must be owned that the tem­per of mind which now pre­vails would have been most un­fa­vour­able for the ori­ginal elab­or­a­tion of Pos­it­iv­ism. That work, how­ever, had already been ac­com­plished un­der the Con­sti­tu­tional sys­tem; which, while not so re­strict­ive as the pre­ced­ing gov­ern­ment, was yet suf­fi­ciently so to con­cen­trate our in­tel­lec­tual powers, which of them­selves would have been too feeble, upon the task. The ori­ginal con­cep­tion had in­deed been formed dur­ing the pre­ced­ing reign; but its de­vel­op­ment and dif­fu­sion took place un­der the par­lia­ment­ary sys­tem. Pos­it­iv­ism now of­fers it­self for prac­tical ap­plic­a­tion to the ques­tion of so­cial pro­gress, which has be­come again the prom­in­ent ques­tion, and will ever re­main so. Un­fa­vour­able as the present polit­ical tem­per would have been to the rise of Pos­it­iv­ism, it is not at all so to its dif­fu­sion; al­ways sup­pos­ing its teach­ers to be men of suf­fi­cient dig­nity to avoid the snare of polit­ical am­bi­tion into which thinkers are now so apt to fall. By ex­plain­ing, as it alone can ex­plain, the fu­til­ity and danger of the vari­ous Uto­pian schemes which are now com­pet­ing with each other for the re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of so­ci­ety, Pos­it­iv­ism will soon be able to di­vert pub­lic at­ten­tion from these polit­ical chi­meras, to the ques­tion of a total re­form­a­tion of prin­ciples and of life.

Re­pub­lic­an­ism, then, will of­fer no obstacle to the dif­fu­sion of Pos­it­iv­ist prin­ciples. Indeed, there is one point of view from which we may re­gard it as the com­mence­ment of the nor­mal state. It will gradu­ally lead to the re­cog­ni­tion of the fun­da­mental prin­ciple that spir­itual power must be wholly in­de­pend­ent of every kind of tem­poral power, whether cent­ral or local. It is not merely that states­men will soon have to con­fess their in­ab­il­ity to de­cide on the mer­its of a doc­trine which sup­poses an amount of deep sci­entific know­ledge from which they must ne­ces­sar­ily be pre­cluded. Besides this, the dis­turb­ance caused by the am­bi­tion of meta­phys­ical schemers, who are in­cap­able of un­der­stand­ing the times in which they live, will in­duce the pub­lic to with­draw their con­fid­ence from such men, and give it only to those who are con­tent to aban­don all polit­ical pro­spects, and to de­vote them­selves to their proper func­tion as philo­soph­ers. Thus Re­pub­lic­an­ism is, on the whole, fa­vour­able to this great prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, the sep­ar­a­tion of tem­poral from spir­itual power, not­with­stand­ing the tempta­tions offered to men who wish to carry their the­or­ies into im­me­di­ate ap­plic­a­tion. The prin­ciple seems, no doubt, in op­pos­i­tion to all our re­volu­tion­ary pre­ju­dices. But the pub­lic, as well as the gov­ern­ment, will be brought to it by ex­per­i­ence. They will find it the only means of sav­ing so­ci­ety from the con­sequences of meta­phys­ical Uto­pias, by which Order and Pro­gress are alike threatened. Thinkers too, those of them at least who are sin­cere, will cease to re­gard it with such blind an­ti­pathy, when they see that while it con­demns their as­pir­a­tions to polit­ical in­flu­ence, it opens out to them a noble and most ex­tens­ive sphere of moral in­flu­ence. Independ­ently of so­cial con­sid­er­a­tions, it is the only way in which the philo­sopher can main­tain the dig­nity to which his po­s­i­tion en­titles him, and which is at present so of­ten com­prom­ised by the very suc­cess of his polit­ical am­bi­tion.

The polit­ical at­ti­tude which ought for the present to be as­sumed is so clearly in­dic­ated by all the cir­cum­stances of the time, that prac­tical in­stinct has in this re­spect an­ti­cip­ated the­ory. The right view is well ex­pressed in the motto, “Liberty and Public Order,” which was ad­op­ted spon­tan­eously by the middle class at the com­mence­ment of the neut­ral period in 1830. It is not known who was the au­thor of it; but it is cer­tainly far too pro­gress­ive to be con­sidered as rep­res­ent­ing the feel­ings of the mon­archy. It is not of course the ex­pres­sion of any sys­tem­atic con­vic­tions; but no meta­phys­ical school could have poin­ted out so clearly the two prin­cipal con­di­tions re­quired by the situ­ation. Pos­it­iv­ism, while ac­cept­ing it as an in­spir­a­tion of pop­u­lar wis­dom, makes it more com­plete by adding two points which should have been con­tained in it at first, only that they were too much op­posed to ex­ist­ing pre­ju­dices to have been sanc­tioned by pub­lic opin­ion. Both parts of the motto re­quire some ex­pan­sion. Liberty ought to in­clude per­fect free­dom of teach­ing; Public Order should in­volve the pre­pon­der­ance of the cent­ral power over the local. I sub­join a few brief re­marks on these two points, which will be con­sidered more fully in the fourth volume of this treat­ise.

Pos­it­iv­ism is now the only con­sist­ent ad­voc­ate of free speech and free in­quiry. Schools of opin­ion which do not rest on demon­stra­tion, and would con­sequently be shaken by any ar­gu­ment­at­ive at­tacks, can never be sin­cere in their wish for Liberty, in the ex­ten­ded sense here given to it. Liberty of writ­ing we have now had for a long time. But be­sides this we want liberty of speech; and also liberty of teach­ing; that is to say, the aban­don­ment by the State of all its edu­ca­tional mono­pol­ies. Free­dom of teach­ing, of which Pos­it­iv­ists are the only genu­ine sup­port­ers, has be­come a con­di­tion of the first im­port­ance: and this not merely as a pro­vi­sional meas­ure, but as an in­dic­a­tion of the nor­mal state of things. In the first place, it is the only means by which any doc­trine that has the power of fix­ing and har­mon­iz­ing men’s con­vic­tions can be­come gen­er­ally known. To leg­al­ize any sys­tem of edu­ca­tion would im­ply that such a doc­trine had been already found; it most as­suredly is not the way to find it. But again, free­dom of teach­ing is a step to­wards the nor­mal state; it amounts to an ad­mis­sion that the prob­lem of edu­ca­tion is one which tem­poral au­thor­it­ies are in­com­pet­ent to solve. Pos­it­iv­ists would be the last to deny that edu­ca­tion ought to be reg­u­larly or­gan­ized. Only they as­sert, first, that as long as the spir­itual in­ter­regnum lasts, no or­gan­iz­a­tion is pos­sible; and secondly, that whenever the ac­cept­ance of a new syn­thesis makes it pos­sible, it will be ef­fected by the spir­itual power to which that syn­thesis gives rise. In the mean­time no gen­eral sys­tem of State edu­ca­tion should be at­temp­ted. It will be well, how­ever, to con­tinue State as­sist­ance to those branches of in­struc­tion which are the most li­able to be neg­lected by private en­ter­prise, es­pe­cially read­ing and writ­ing. Moreover, there are cer­tain in­sti­tu­tions either es­tab­lished or re­vived by the Con­ven­tion for higher train­ing in spe­cial sub­jects; these ought to be care­fully pre­served, and brought up to the present state of our know­ledge, for they con­tain the germs of prin­ciples which will be most valu­able when the prob­lem of re­or­gan­iz­ing gen­eral edu­ca­tion comes be­fore us. But all the in­sti­tu­tions ab­ol­ished by the Con­ven­tion ought now to be fi­nally sup­pressed. Even the Academies should form no ex­cep­tion to this rule, for the harm which they have done, both in­tel­lec­tu­ally and mor­ally, since their re­in­stal­ment, has fully jus­ti­fied the wis­dom of the men who de­cided on their ab­ol­i­tion. Govern­ment should no doubt ex­er­cise con­stant vi­gil­ance over all private edu­ca­tional in­sti­tu­tions; but this should have noth­ing to do with their doc­trines, but with their mor­al­ity, a point scan­dal­ously neg­lected in the present state of the law. These should be the lim­its of state in­ter­fer­ence in edu­ca­tion. With these ex­cep­tions it should be left to the un­res­tric­ted ef­forts of private as­so­ci­ations, so as to give every op­por­tun­ity for a defin­it­ive edu­ca­tional sys­tem to es­tab­lish it­self. For to pre­tend that any sat­is­fact­ory sys­tem ex­ists at present would only be a hy­po­crit­ical sub­ter­fuge on the part of the au­thor­it­ies. The most im­port­ant step to­wards free­dom of edu­ca­tion would be the sup­pres­sion of all grants to theo­lo­gical or meta­phys­ical so­ci­et­ies, leav­ing each man free to sup­port the re­li­gion and the sys­tem of in­struc­tion which he prefers. This, how­ever, should be car­ried out in a just and lib­eral spirit worthy of the cause, and without the least taint of per­sonal dis­like or party feel­ing. Full in­dem­nity should be given to mem­bers of Churches or Universit­ies, upon whom these changes would come un­ex­pec­tedly. By act­ing in this spirit it will be far less dif­fi­cult to carry out meas­ures which are ob­vi­ously in­dic­ated by the po­s­i­tion in which we stand. As there is now no doc­trine which com­mands gen­eral as­sent, it would be an act of ret­ro­gres­sion to give legal sanc­tion to any of the old creeds, whatever their former claim to spir­itual as­cend­ancy. It is quite in ac­cord­ance with the re­pub­lican spirit to re­fuse such sanc­tion, not­with­stand­ing the tend­ency that there is to al­low ideo­lo­gists to suc­ceed to the Aca­demic of­fices held un­der the con­sti­tu­tional sys­tem by psy­cho­lo­gists.

But Pos­it­iv­ism will have as be­ne­fi­cial an in­flu­ence on Public Order as on Liberty. It holds, in ex­act op­pos­i­tion to re­volu­tion­ary pre­ju­dices, that the cent­ral power should pre­pon­der­ate over the local. The con­sti­tu­tion­al­ist prin­ciple of sep­ar­at­ing the le­gis­lat­ive from the ex­ec­ut­ive is only an em­pir­ical im­it­a­tion of the lar­ger prin­ciple of sep­ar­at­ing tem­poral and spir­itual power, which was ad­op­ted in the Middle Ages. There will al­ways be a con­test for polit­ical su­prem­acy between the cent­ral and local au­thor­it­ies; and it is an er­ror into which, from vari­ous causes, we have fallen re­cently, to at­tempt to bal­ance them against each other. The whole tend­ency of French his­tory has been to let the cent­ral power pre­pon­der­ate, un­til it de­gen­er­ated and be­came ret­ro­grade to­wards the end of the sev­en­teenth cen­tury. Our present pref­er­ence for the local power is there­fore an his­tor­ical an­om­aly, which is sure to cease as soon as the fear of re­ac­tion has passed away. And as Re­pub­lic­an­ism se­cures us against any dangers of this kind, our polit­ical sym­path­ies will soon re­sume their old course. The ad­vant­ages of the cent­ral power are, first, that it is more dir­ectly re­spons­ible than the other; and, secondly, that it is more prac­tical and less likely to set up any claims to spir­itual in­flu­ence. This last fea­ture is of the highest im­port­ance, and is likely to be­come every day more marked. Whereas the local or le­gis­lat­ive power, not hav­ing its func­tions clearly defined, is very apt to in­ter­fere in the­or­et­ical ques­tions without be­ing in any sense qual­i­fied for do­ing so. Its pre­pon­der­ance would, then, in most cases be in­jur­i­ous to in­tel­lec­tual free­dom, which, as it feels in­stinct­ively, will ul­ti­mately res­ult in the rise of a spir­itual au­thor­ity destined to su­per­sede its own. On the strength of these tend­en­cies, which have never be­fore been ex­plained, Pos­it­iv­ists have little hes­it­a­tion in sid­ing in al­most all cases with the cent­ral as against the local power. Philo­soph­ers, whom no one can ac­cuse of re­ac­tion­ist or servile views, who have given up all polit­ical pro­spects, and who are de­vot­ing them­selves wholly to the work of spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion, need not be afraid to take this course; and they ought to ex­ert them­selves vig­or­ously in mak­ing the cent­ral power pre­pon­der­ant, lim­it­ing the func­tions of the local power to what is strictly in­dis­pens­able. And, not­with­stand­ing all ap­pear­ances to the con­trary, re­pub­lic­an­ism will help to modify the re­volu­tion­ary feel­ing on this point. It re­moves the dis­trust of au­thor­ity caused nat­ur­ally by the ret­ro­grade spirit of the old mon­archy; and it makes it easier to repress any fur­ther tend­en­cies of the same kind, without ne­ces­sit­at­ing an en­tire change in the char­ac­ter of our policy for the sake of provid­ing against a con­tin­gency, of which there is now so little fear. As soon as the cent­ral power has given suf­fi­cient proof of its pro­gress­ive in­ten­tions, there will be no un­will­ing­ness on the part of the French pub­lic to re­strict the powers of the le­gis­lat­ive body, whether by re­du­cing it to one-third of its present num­bers, which are so far too large, or even by lim­it­ing its func­tions to the an­nual vote of the sup­plies. Dur­ing the last phase of the coun­ter­re­volu­tion, and the long period of par­lia­ment­ary gov­ern­ment which fol­lowed, a state of feel­ing has arisen on this sub­ject, which is quite ex­cep­tional, and which sound philo­soph­ical teach­ing, and wise ac­tion on the part of gov­ern­ment, will eas­ily modify. It is in­con­sist­ent with the whole course of French his­tory; and only leads us into the mis­take of im­it­at­ing the Eng­lish con­sti­tu­tion, which is ad­ap­ted to no other coun­try. The very ex­ten­sion which has just been given to the rep­res­ent­at­ive sys­tem will bring it into dis­credit, by show­ing it to be as fu­tile and sub­vers­ive in prac­tice as philo­sophy had rep­res­en­ted it to be in the­ory.

Such, then, is the way in which Pos­it­iv­ism would in­ter­pret these two primary con­di­tions of our present policy, Liberty and Public Order. But be­sides this, it ex­plains and con­firms the con­nec­tion which ex­ists between them. It teaches in the first place, that true liberty is im­possible at present without the vig­or­ous con­trol of a cent­ral power, pro­gress­ive in the true sense of the word, wise enough to ab­dic­ate all spir­itual in­flu­ence, and keep to its own prac­tical func­tions. Such a power is needed in or­der to check the des­potic spirit of the vari­ous doc­trines now in vogue. As all of them are more or less in­con­sist­ent with the prin­ciple of sep­ar­a­tion of powers, they would all be will­ing to em­ploy for­cible means of se­cur­ing uni­form­ity of opin­ion. Besides, the an­archy which is caused by our spir­itual in­ter­regnum, might, but for a strong gov­ern­ment, very prob­ably in­ter­fere with the philo­soph­ical free­dom which we now en­joy. Con­versely, un­less Liberty in the sense here spoken of be gran­ted, it will be im­possible for the cent­ral power to main­tain it­self in the po­s­i­tion which pub­lic or­der re­quires. The obstacle to that po­s­i­tion at present is the fear of re­ac­tion; and a scru­pu­lous re­gard for free­dom is the only means of re­mov­ing these feel­ings which, though per­haps un­foun­ded, are but too nat­ural. All fears will be al­layed at once when liberty of in­struc­tion and as­so­ci­ation be­comes part of the law of the land. There will then be no hope, and in­deed no wish, on the part of gov­ern­ment to reg­u­late our so­cial in­sti­tu­tions in con­form­ity with any par­tic­u­lar doc­trine.

The ob­ject of this chapter has been to show the so­cial value of Pos­it­iv­ism. We have found that not merely does it throw light upon our Fu­ture policy, but that it also teaches us how to act upon the Present; and these in­dic­a­tions have in both cases been based upon care­ful ex­am­in­a­tion of the Past, in ac­cord­ance with the fun­da­mental laws of hu­man de­vel­op­ment. It is the only sys­tem cap­able of hand­ling the prob­lem now pro­posed by the more ad­vanced por­tion of our race to all who would claim to guide them. That prob­lem is this; to re­or­gan­ize hu­man life, ir­re­spect­ively of god or king; re­cog­niz­ing the ob­lig­a­tion of no motive, whether pub­lic or private, other than So­cial Feel­ing, aided in due meas­ure by the pos­it­ive sci­ence and prac­tical en­ergy of Man.





III
The Action of Positivism Upon the Working Classes


Pos­it­iv­ism, whether looked at as a philo­soph­ical sys­tem or as an in­stru­ment of so­cial renov­a­tion, can­not count upon much sup­port from any of the classes, whether in Church or State, by whom the gov­ern­ment of man­kind has hitherto been con­duc­ted. There will be isol­ated ex­cep­tions of great value, and these will soon be­come more nu­mer­ous: but the pre­ju­dices and pas­sions of these classes will present ser­i­ous obstacles to the work of moral and men­tal re­or­gan­iz­a­tion which con­sti­tutes the second phase of the great Western re­volu­tion. Their faulty edu­ca­tion and their re­pug­nance to sys­tem pre­ju­dice them against a philo­sophy which sub­or­din­ates spe­ci­al­it­ies to gen­eral prin­ciples. Their ar­is­to­cratic in­stincts make it very dif­fi­cult for them to re­cog­nize the su­prem­acy of So­cial Feel­ing; that doc­trine which lies at the root of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, as con­ceived by Pos­it­iv­ism. That no sup­port can be ex­pec­ted from the classes who were in the as­cend­ant be­fore the Re­volu­tion, is of course ob­vi­ous; and we shall prob­ably meet with op­pos­i­tion, quite as real though more care­fully con­cealed, from the middle classes, to whom that re­volu­tion trans­ferred the au­thor­ity and so­cial in­flu­ence which they had long been cov­et­ing. Their thoughts are en­tirely en­grossed with the ac­quis­i­tion of power; and they con­cern them­selves but little with the mode in which it is used, or the ob­jects to which it is dir­ec­ted. They were quite con­vinced that the Re­volu­tion had found a sat­is­fact­ory is­sue in the par­lia­ment­ary sys­tem in­sti­tuted dur­ing the re­cent period of polit­ical os­cil­la­tion. They will long con­tinue to re­gret that sta­tion­ary period, be­cause it was pe­cu­li­arly fa­vour­able to their rest­less am­bi­tion. A move­ment tend­ing to the com­plete re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety is al­most as much dreaded now by the middle classes as it was formerly by the higher. And both would at all events agree in pro­long­ing the sys­tem of theo­lo­gical hy­po­crisy, as far as re­pub­lican in­sti­tu­tions ad­mit­ted of it. That policy is now the only means by which ret­ro­gres­sion is still pos­sible. Ignoble as it is, there are two motives for ad­opt­ing it; it se­cures re­spect and sub­mis­sion on the part of the masses, and it im­poses no un­pleas­ant du­ties on their gov­ernors. All their crit­ical and meta­phys­ical pre­ju­dices in­dis­pose them to ter­min­ate the state of spir­itual an­archy which is the greatest obstacle to so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion: while at the same time their am­bi­tion dreads the es­tab­lish­ment of a new moral au­thor­ity, the re­strict­ive in­flu­ence of which would of course press most heav­ily upon them­selves. In the eight­eenth cen­tury, men of rank, and even kings, ac­cep­ted the purely neg­at­ive philo­sophy that was then in vogue; it re­moved many obstacles, it was an easy path to repu­ta­tion, and it im­posed no great sac­ri­fice. But we can hardly hope from this pre­ced­ent that the wealthy and lit­er­ary classes of our own time will be equally will­ing to ac­cept Pos­it­ive philo­sophy; the avowed pur­pose of which is to dis­cip­line our in­tel­lec­tual powers, in or­der to re­or­gan­ize our modes of life.

The avowal of such a pur­pose is quite suf­fi­cient to pre­vent Pos­it­iv­ism from gain­ing the sym­path­ies of any one of the gov­ern­ing classes. The classes to which it must ap­peal are those who have been left un­trained in the present worth­less meth­ods of in­struc­tion by words and en­tit­ies, who are an­im­ated with strong so­cial in­stincts, and who con­sequently have the largest stock of good sense and good feel­ing. In a word it is among the Work­ing Classes that the new philo­soph­ers will find their most en­er­getic al­lies. They are the two ex­treme terms in the so­cial series as fi­nally con­sti­tuted; and it is only through their com­bined ac­tion that so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion can be­come a prac­tical pos­sib­il­ity. Not­with­stand­ing their dif­fer­ence of po­s­i­tion, a dif­fer­ence which in­deed is more ap­par­ent than real, there are strong af­fin­it­ies between them, both mor­ally and in­tel­lec­tu­ally. Both have the same sense of the real, the same pref­er­ence for the use­ful, and the same tend­ency to sub­or­din­ate spe­cial points to gen­eral prin­ciples. Mor­ally they re­semble each other in gen­er­os­ity of feel­ing, in wise un­con­cern for ma­ter­ial pro­spects, and in in­dif­fer­ence to worldly grandeur. This at least will be the case as soon as philo­soph­ers in the true sense of that word have mixed suf­fi­ciently with the no­bler mem­bers of the work­ing classes to raise their own char­ac­ter to its proper level. When the sym­path­ies which unite them upon these es­sen­tial points have had time to show them­selves, it will be felt that the philo­sopher is, un­der cer­tain as­pects, a mem­ber of the work­ing class fully trained; while the work­ing man is in many re­spects a philo­sopher without the train­ing. Both too will look with sim­ilar feel­ings upon the in­ter­me­di­ate or cap­it­al­ist class. As that class is ne­ces­sar­ily the pos­sessor of ma­ter­ial power, the pe­cu­ni­ary ex­ist­ence of both will as a rule be in­de­pend­ent upon it.

These af­fin­it­ies fol­low as a nat­ural res­ult from their re­spect­ive po­s­i­tion and func­tions. The reason of their not hav­ing been re­cog­nized more dis­tinctly is, that at present we have noth­ing that can be called a philo­sophic class, or at least it is only rep­res­en­ted by a few isol­ated types. Work­men worthy of their po­s­i­tion are hap­pily far less rare; but hitherto it is only in France, or rather in Paris, that they have shown them­selves in their true light, as men eman­cip­ated from chi­mer­ical be­liefs, and care­less of the empty prestige of so­cial po­s­i­tion. It is, then, only in Paris that the truth of the pre­ced­ing re­marks can be fully veri­fied.

The oc­cu­pa­tions of work­ing men are evid­ently far more con­du­cive to philo­soph­ical views than those of the middle classes; since they are not so ab­sorb­ing, as to pre­vent con­tinu­ous thought, even dur­ing the hours of la­bour. And be­sides hav­ing more time for think­ing, they have a moral ad­vant­age in the ab­sence of any re­spons­ib­il­ity when their work is over. The work­man is pre­served by his po­s­i­tion from the schemes of ag­grand­ise­ment, which are con­stantly har­ass­ing the cap­it­al­ist. Their dif­fer­ence in this re­spect causes a cor­res­pond­ing dif­fer­ence in their modes of thought; the one cares more for gen­eral prin­ciples, the other more for de­tails. To a sens­ible work­man, the sys­tem of dis­pers­ive spe­ci­al­ity now so much in vogue shows it­self in its true light. He sees it, that is, to be bru­tal­iz­ing, be­cause it would con­demn his in­tel­lect to the most paltry mode of cul­ture, so much so that it will never be ac­cep­ted in France, in spite of the ir­ra­tional en­deav­ours of our An­glo-ma­niac eco­nom­ists. To the cap­it­al­ist, on the con­trary, and even to the man of sci­ence, that sys­tem, how­ever ri­gidly and con­sist­ently car­ried out, will seem far less de­grad­ing; or rather it will be looked upon as most de­sir­able, un­less his edu­ca­tion has been such as to coun­ter­act these tend­en­cies, and to give him the de­sire and the abil­ity for ab­stract and gen­eral thought.

Mor­ally, the con­trast between the po­s­i­tion of the work­man and the cap­it­al­ist is even more strik­ing. Proud as most men are of worldly suc­cess, the de­gree of moral or men­tal ex­cel­lence im­plied in the ac­quis­i­tion of wealth or power, even when the means used have been strictly le­git­im­ate, is hardly such as to jus­tify that pride. Look­ing at in­trinsic qual­it­ies rather than at vis­ible res­ults, it is ob­vi­ous that prac­tical suc­cess, whether in in­dustry or in war, de­pends far more on char­ac­ter than on in­tel­lect or af­fec­tion. The prin­cipal con­di­tion for it is the com­bin­a­tion of a cer­tain amount of en­ergy with great cau­tion, and a fair share of per­sever­ance. When a man has these qual­it­ies, me­diocrity of in­tel­lect and moral de­fi­ciency will not pre­vent his tak­ing ad­vant­age of fa­vour­able chances; chance be­ing usu­ally a very im­port­ant ele­ment in worldly suc­cess. Indeed it would hardly be an ex­ag­ger­a­tion to say that poverty of thought and feel­ing has of­ten some­thing to do with form­ing and main­tain­ing the dis­pos­i­tion re­quis­ite for the pur­pose. Vig­or­ous ex­er­tion of the act­ive powers is more fre­quently in­duced by the per­sonal propensit­ies of av­arice, am­bi­tion, or van­ity, than by the higher in­stincts. Su­peri­or­ity of po­s­i­tion, when le­git­im­ately ob­tained, de­serves re­spect; but the philo­sopher, like the re­li­gion­ist, and with still bet­ter grounds, re­fuses to re­gard it as a proof of moral su­peri­or­ity, a con­clu­sion which would be wholly at vari­ance with the true the­ory of hu­man nature.

The life of the work­man, on the other hand, is far more fa­vour­able to the de­vel­op­ment of the no­bler in­stincts. In prac­tical qual­it­ies he is usu­ally not want­ing, ex­cept in cau­tion, a de­fi­ciency which makes his en­ergy and per­sever­ance less use­ful to him­self, though fully avail­able for so­ci­ety. But it is in the ex­er­cise of the higher feel­ings that the moral su­peri­or­ity of the work­ing class is most ob­serv­able. When our habits and opin­ions have been brought un­der the in­flu­ence of sys­tem­atic prin­ciples, the true char­ac­ter of this class, which forms the basis of mod­ern so­ci­ety, will be­come more dis­tinct; and we shall see that home af­fec­tions are nat­ur­ally stronger with them than with the middle classes, who are too much en­grossed with per­sonal in­terests for the full en­joy­ment of do­mestic ties. Still more evid­ent is their su­peri­or­ity in so­cial feel­ings strictly so called, for these with them are called into daily ex­er­cise from earli­est child­hood. Here it is that we find the highest and most genu­ine types of friend­ship, and this even amongst those who are placed in a de­pend­ent po­s­i­tion, ag­grav­ated of­ten by the ar­is­to­cratic pre­ju­dices of those above them, and whom we might ima­gine on that ac­count con­demned to a lower moral stand­ard. We find sin­cere and simple re­spect for su­per­i­ors, un­tain­ted by servil­ity, not viti­ated by the pride of learn­ing, not dis­turbed by the jeal­ousies of com­pet­i­tion. Their per­sonal ex­per­i­ence of the miser­ies of life is a con­stant stim­u­lus to the no­bler sym­path­ies. In no class is there so strong an in­cent­ive to so­cial feel­ing, at least to the feel­ing of Solid­ar­ity between con­tem­por­ar­ies; for all are con­scious of the sup­port that they de­rive from union, sup­port which is not at all in­com­pat­ible with strong in­di­vidu­al­ity of char­ac­ter. The sense of Continu­ity with the past has not, it is true, been suf­fi­ciently de­veloped; but this is a want which can only be sup­plied by sys­tem­atic cul­ture. It will hardly be dis­puted that there are more re­mark­able in­stances of prompt and un­os­ten­ta­tious self-sac­ri­fice at the call of a great pub­lic ne­ces­sity in this class than in any other. Note, too, that in the ut­ter ab­sence of any sys­tem­atic edu­ca­tion, all these moral ex­cel­lences must be looked upon as in­her­ent in the class. It is im­possible to at­trib­ute them to theo­lo­gical in­flu­ence, now that they have so en­tirely shaken off the old faith. The type I have de­scribed would be gen­er­ally con­sidered ima­gin­ary; and at present it is only in Paris that it can be fully real­ized. But the fact of its ex­ist­ence in the centre of Western Europe is enough for all ra­tional ob­serv­ers. A type so fully in ac­cord­ance with what we know of hu­man nature can­not fail ul­ti­mately to spread every­where, es­pe­cially when these spon­tan­eous tend­en­cies are placed un­der the sys­tem­atic guid­ance of Pos­it­iv­ism.

These re­marks will pre­pare us to ap­pre­ci­ate the wise and gen­er­ous in­stincts of the Con­ven­tion in look­ing to the Pro­let­ari­ate as the main­spring of its policy; and this is not merely on ac­count of the in­cid­ental danger of for­eign in­va­sion, but in deal­ing with the lar­ger ques­tion of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, which it pur­sued so ar­dently, though in such ig­nor­ance of its true prin­ciples. Owing, how­ever, to the want of a sat­is­fact­ory sys­tem, and the dis­order pro­duced by the meta­phys­ical the­or­ies of the time, the spirit in which this al­li­ance with the people was framed was in­com­pat­ible with the real ob­ject in view. It was con­sidered that gov­ern­ment ought as a rule to be in the hands of the people. Now un­der the spe­cial cir­cum­stances of the time pop­u­lar gov­ern­ment was un­doubtedly very use­ful. The ex­ist­ence of the re­pub­lic de­pended al­most en­tirely upon the pro­let­ari­ate, the only class that stood un­shaken and true to its prin­ciples. But in the ab­so­lute spirit of the re­ceived polit­ical the­or­ies, this state of things was re­garded as nor­mal, a view which is in­com­pat­ible with the most im­port­ant con­di­tions of mod­ern so­ci­ety. It is of course al­ways right for the people to as­sist gov­ern­ment in car­ry­ing out the law, even to the ex­tent of phys­ical force, should the case re­quire it. In­ter­fer­ence of this sub­or­din­ate kind, whether in for­eign or in­ternal ques­tions, so far from lead­ing to an­archy, is ob­vi­ously a guar­an­tee for or­der which ought to ex­ist in every prop­erly con­sti­tuted so­ci­ety. Indeed in this re­spect our habits in France are still very de­fect­ive; men are too of­ten con­tent to re­main mere look­ers on, while the po­lice to whom they owe their daily pro­tec­tion is do­ing its duty. But for the people to take a dir­ect part in gov­ern­ment, and to have the fi­nal de­cision of polit­ical meas­ures, is a state of things which in mod­ern so­ci­ety is only ad­ap­ted to times of re­volu­tion. To re­cog­nize it as fi­nal would lead at once to an­archy, were it not so ut­terly im­possible to real­ize.

Pos­it­iv­ism re­jects the meta­phys­ical doc­trine of the Sover­eignty of the people. But it ap­pro­pri­ates all that is really sound in the doc­trine, and this with ref­er­ence not merely to ex­cep­tional cases but to the nor­mal state; while at the same time it guards against the danger in­volved in its ap­plic­a­tion as an ab­so­lute truth. In the hands of the re­volu­tion­ary party the doc­trine is gen­er­ally used to jus­tify the right of in­sur­rec­tion. Now in Pos­it­ive Polity, this right is looked upon as an ul­ti­mate re­source, with which no so­ci­ety should al­low it­self to dis­pense. Ab­so­lute sub­mis­sion, which is too strongly in­cul­cated by mod­ern Cath­oli­cism, would ex­pose us to the danger of tyranny. In­sur­rec­tion may be re­garded, sci­en­tific­ally, as a sort of re­par­at­ive crisis, of which so­ci­et­ies stand in more need than in­di­vidu­als in ac­cord­ance with the well-known bio­lo­gical law, that the higher and the more com­plic­ated the or­gan­ism, the more fre­quent and also the more dan­ger­ous is the patho­lo­gical state. There­fore, the fear that Pos­it­iv­ism, when gen­er­ally ac­cep­ted, will en­cour­age pass­ive obed­i­ence, is per­fectly ground­less; al­though it is cer­tainly not fa­vour­able to the pure re­volu­tion­ary spirit, which would fain take the dis­ease for the nor­mal type of health. Its whole char­ac­ter is so es­sen­tially re­l­at­ive, that it finds no dif­fi­culty in ac­cept­ing sub­or­din­a­tion as the rule, and yet al­low­ing for ex­cep­tional cases of re­volt; a course by which good taste and hu­man dig­nity are alike sat­is­fied. Pos­it­iv­ism looks upon in­sur­rec­tion as a dan­ger­ous rem­edy that should be re­served for ex­treme cases; but it would never scruple to sanc­tion and even to en­cour­age it when it is really in­dis­pens­able. This is quite com­pat­ible with re­fus­ing, as a rule, to sub­mit the de­cision of polit­ical ques­tions and the choice of rulers to judges who are ob­vi­ously in­com­pet­ent; and who, un­der the in­flu­ence of Pos­it­iv­ism, will of their own free will ab­dic­ate rights which are sub­vers­ive of or­der.

The meta­phys­ical doc­trine of the Sover­eignty of the people, con­tains, how­ever, a truth of per­man­ent value, though in a very con­fused form. This truth Pos­it­iv­ism sep­ar­ates very dis­tinctly from its dan­ger­ous al­loy, yet without weak­en­ing, on the con­trary, with the ef­fect of en­for­cing, its so­cial im­port. There are two dis­tinct con­cep­tions in this doc­trine, which have hitherto been con­foun­ded; a polit­ical con­cep­tion ap­plic­able to cer­tain spe­cial cases; a moral con­cep­tion ap­plic­able to all.

In the first place the name of the whole body politic ought to be in­voked in the an­nounce­ment of any spe­cial meas­ure, of which the motives are suf­fi­ciently in­tel­li­gible, and which dir­ectly con­cern the prac­tical in­terests of the whole com­munity. Under this head would be in­cluded de­cisions of law courts, de­clar­a­tions of war, etc. When so­ci­ety has reached the Pos­it­ive state, and the sense of uni­ver­sal solid­ar­ity is more gen­er­ally dif­fused, there will be even more sig­ni­fic­ance and dig­nity in such ex­pres­sions than there is now, be­cause the name in­voked will no longer be that of a spe­cial na­tion, but that of Hu­man­ity as a whole. It would be ab­surd, how­ever, to ex­tend this prac­tice to those still more nu­mer­ous cases where the people is in­com­pet­ent to ex­press any opin­ion, and has merely to ad­opt the opin­ion of su­per­ior of­ficers who have ob­tained its con­fid­ence. This may be ow­ing either to the dif­fi­culty of the ques­tion or to the fact of its ap­plic­a­tion be­ing in­dir­ect or lim­ited. Such, for in­stance, would be en­act­ments, very of­ten of great im­port­ance, which deal with sci­entific prin­ciples; or again most ques­tions re­lat­ing to spe­cial pro­fes­sions or branches of in­dustry. In all these cases pop­u­lar good sense would, un­der Pos­it­iv­ist in­flu­ence, eas­ily be kept clear from polit­ical il­lu­sions. It is only un­der the stim­u­lus of meta­phys­ical pride that such il­lu­sions be­come dan­ger­ous; and the un­taught masses have but little ex­per­i­ence of this feel­ing.

There is, how­ever, an­other truth im­plied in the ex­pres­sion, “Sover­e­ignity of the people.” It im­plies that it is the first of du­ties to con­cen­trate all the ef­forts of so­ci­ety upon the com­mon good. And in this there is a more dir­ect ref­er­ence to the work­ing class than to any other; first, on ac­count of their im­mense nu­mer­ical su­peri­or­ity, and, secondly, be­cause the dif­fi­culties by which their life is sur­roun­ded re­quire spe­cial in­ter­fer­ence to a de­gree which for other classes would be un­ne­ces­sary. From this point of view it is a prin­ciple which all true re­pub­lic­ans may ac­cept. It is, in fact, identical with what we have laid down as the uni­ver­sal basis of mor­al­ity, the dir­ect and per­man­ent pre­pon­der­ance of so­cial feel­ing over all per­sonal in­terests. Not merely, then, is it in­cor­por­ated by Pos­it­iv­ism, but, as was shown in the first chapter, it forms the primary prin­ciple of the sys­tem, even un­der the in­tel­lec­tual as­pect. Since the de­cline of Cath­oli­cism the meta­phys­ical spirit has been pro­vi­sion­ally the guard­ian of this great so­cial pre­cept. Pos­it­iv­ism now fi­nally ap­pro­pri­ates it, and pur­i­fies it for the fu­ture from all taint of an­archy. Re­volu­tion­ists, as we should ex­pect from their char­ac­ter­istic dis­like to the sep­ar­a­tion of the two powers, had treated the ques­tion polit­ic­ally. Pos­it­iv­ism avoids all danger by shift­ing it to the re­gion of mor­al­ity. I shall show presently that this very salut­ary change, so far from weak­en­ing the force of the prin­ciple, in­creases its per­man­ent value, and at the same time re­moves the de­cept­ive and sub­vers­ive tend­en­cies which are al­ways in­volved in the meta­phys­ical mode of re­gard­ing it.

What then, it will be asked, is the part as­signed to the Pro­let­ari­ate in the fi­nal con­sti­tu­tion of so­ci­ety? This sim­il­ar­ity of po­s­i­tion which I poin­ted out between them­selves and the philo­sophic class sug­gests the an­swer. They will be of the most es­sen­tial ser­vice to the spir­itual power in each of its three so­cial func­tions, judg­ment, coun­sel, and even edu­ca­tion. All the in­tel­lec­tual and moral qual­it­ies that we have just in­dic­ated in this class con­cur in fit­ting them for this ser­vice. If we ex­cept the philo­sophic body, which is the re­cog­nized or­gan of gen­eral prin­ciples, there is no class which is so ha­bitu­ally in­clined to take com­pre­hens­ive views of any sub­ject. Their su­peri­or­ity in So­cial Feel­ing is still more ob­vi­ous. In this even the best philo­soph­ers are rarely their equals; and it would be a most be­ne­fi­cial cor­rect­ive of their tend­ency to over-ab­strac­tion to come into daily con­tact with the noble and spon­tan­eous in­stincts of the people. The work­ing class, then, is bet­ter qual­i­fied than any other for un­der­stand­ing, and still more for sym­path­iz­ing with the highest truths of mor­al­ity, though it may not be able to give them a sys­tem­atic form. And, as we have seen, it is in so­cial mor­al­ity, the most im­port­ant and the highest of the three branches of Eth­ics, that their su­peri­or­ity is most ob­serv­able. Besides, in­de­pend­ently of their in­trinsic mer­its, whether in­tel­lec­tual or moral, the ne­ces­sit­ies of their daily life serve to im­press them with re­spect for the great rules of mor­al­ity, which in most cases were framed for their own pro­tec­tion. To se­cure the ap­plic­a­tion of these rules in daily life is a func­tion of the spir­itual power in the per­form­ance of which they will meet with but slight as­sist­ance from the middle classes. It is with them that tem­poral power nat­ur­ally resides, and it is their mis­use of power that has to be con­trolled and set right. The work­ing classes are the chief suf­fer­ers from the selfish­ness and dom­in­eer­ing of men of wealth and power. For this reason they are the like­li­est to come for­ward in de­fence of pub­lic mor­al­ity. And they will be all the more dis­posed to give it their hearty sup­port if they have noth­ing to do dir­ectly with polit­ical ad­min­is­tra­tion. Ha­bitual par­ti­cip­a­tion in tem­poral power, to say noth­ing of its un­set­tling in­flu­ence, would lead them away from the best rem­edy for their suf­fer­ings of which the con­sti­tu­tion of so­ci­ety ad­mits. Pop­u­lar saga­city will soon de­tect the ut­ter hol­low­ness of the off­hand solu­tions that are now be­ing ob­truded upon us. The people will rap­idly be­come con­vinced that the surest method of sat­is­fy­ing all le­git­im­ate claims lies in the moral agen­cies which Pos­it­iv­ism of­fers, though it ap­pears to them at the same time to ab­dic­ate polit­ical power which either yields them noth­ing or res­ults in an­archy.

So nat­ural is this tend­ency of the people to rally round the spir­itual power in de­fence of mor­al­ity, that we find it to have been the case even in me­di­eval times. Indeed this it is which ex­plains the sym­path­ies which Cath­oli­cism still re­tains, not­with­stand­ing its gen­eral de­cline, in the coun­tries where Prot­est­ant­ism has failed to es­tab­lish it­self. Su­per­fi­cial ob­serv­ers of­ten mis­take these sym­path­ies for evid­ence of sin­cere at­tach­ment to the old creeds, though in point of fact they are more thor­oughly un­der­mined in those coun­tries than any­where else. It is an his­tor­ical er­ror which will, how­ever, soon be cor­rec­ted by the re­cep­tion which these na­tions, so wrongly ima­gined to be in a back­ward stage of polit­ical de­vel­op­ment, will give to Pos­it­iv­ism. For they will soon see its su­peri­or­ity to Cath­oli­cism in sat­is­fy­ing the primary ne­ces­sity with which their so­cial in­stincts are so justly pre­oc­cu­pied.

In the Middle Ages, how­ever, the re­la­tions between the work­ing classes and the priest­hood were hampered by the in­sti­tu­tion of serf­age, which was not wholly ab­ol­ished un­til Cath­oli­cism had be­gun to de­cline. In fact a care­ful study of his­tory will show that one of the prin­cipal causes of its de­cline was the want of pop­u­lar sup­port. The me­di­eval church was a noble, but pre­ma­ture at­tempt. Dis­be­lief in its doc­trines, and also ret­ro­grade tend­en­cies in its dir­ect­ors, had vir­tu­ally des­troyed it, be­fore the Pro­let­ari­ate had at­tained suf­fi­cient so­cial im­port­ance to sup­port it suc­cess­fully, sup­pos­ing it could have de­served their sup­port. But we are now suf­fi­ciently ad­vanced for the per­fect real­iz­a­tion of the Cath­olic ideal in Pos­it­iv­ism. And the prin­cipal means of real­iz­ing it will be the form­a­tion of an al­li­ance between philo­soph­ers and the work­ing classes, for which both are alike pre­pared by the neg­at­ive and pos­it­ive pro­gress of the last five cen­tur­ies.

The dir­ect ob­ject of their com­bined ac­tion will be to set in mo­tion the force of Public Opin­ion. All views of the fu­ture con­di­tion of so­ci­ety, the views of prac­tical men as well as of philo­sophic thinkers, agree in the be­lief that the prin­cipal fea­ture of the state to which we are tend­ing, will be the in­creased in­flu­ence which Public Opin­ion is destined to ex­er­cise.

It is in this be­ne­fi­cial in­flu­ence that we shall find the surest guar­an­tee for mor­al­ity; for do­mestic and even for per­sonal mor­al­ity, as well as for so­cial. For as the whole tend­ency of Pos­it­iv­ism is to in­duce every­one to live as far as pos­sible without con­ceal­ment, the pub­lic will be en­trus­ted with a strong check upon the life of the in­di­vidual. Now that all theo­lo­gical il­lu­sions have be­come so en­tirely ob­sol­ete, the need of such a check is greater than it was be­fore. It com­pensates for the in­suf­fi­ciency of nat­ural good­ness which we find in most men, how­ever wisely their edu­ca­tion has been con­duc­ted. Ex­cept the noblest of joys, that which springs from so­cial sym­pathy when called into con­stant ex­er­cise, there is no re­ward for do­ing right so sat­is­fact­ory as the ap­proval of our fel­low-be­ings. Even un­der theo­lo­gical sys­tems it has been one of our strongest as­pir­a­tions to live es­teemed in the memory of oth­ers. And still more prom­in­ence will be given to this noble form of am­bi­tion un­der Pos­it­iv­ism, be­cause it is the only way left us of sat­is­fy­ing the de­sire which all men feel of pro­long­ing their life into the Fu­ture. And the in­creased force of Public Opin­ion will cor­res­pond to the in­creased ne­ces­sity for it. The pe­cu­liar real­ity of Pos­it­ive doc­trine and its con­stant con­form­ity with facts fa­cil­it­ate the re­cog­ni­tion of its prin­ciples, and re­move all ob­scur­ity in their ap­plic­a­tion. They are not to be evaded by sub­ter­fuges like those to which meta­phys­ical and theo­lo­gical prin­ciples, from their vague and ab­so­lute char­ac­ter, have been al­ways li­able. Again, the primary prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, which is to judge every ques­tion by the stand­ard of so­cial in­terests, is in it­self a dir­ect ap­peal to Public Opin­ion; since the pub­lic is nat­ur­ally the judge of the good or bad ef­fect of ac­tion upon the com­mon wel­fare. Under theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical sys­tems no ap­peal of this sort was re­cog­nized; be­cause the ob­jects up­held as the highest aims of life were purely per­sonal.

In polit­ical ques­tions the ap­plic­a­tion of our prin­ciple is still more ob­vi­ous. For polit­ical mor­al­ity Public Opin­ion is al­most our only guar­an­tee. We feel its force even now in spite of the in­tel­lec­tual an­archy in which we live. Neut­ral­ized as it is in most cases by the wide di­ver­gences of men’s con­vic­tions, yet it shows it­self on the oc­ca­sion of any great pub­lic ex­cite­ment. Indeed, we feel it to our cost some­times when the pop­u­lar mind has taken a wrong dir­ec­tion; gov­ern­ment in such cases be­ing very sel­dom able to of­fer ad­equate res­ist­ance. These cases may con­vince us how ir­res­ist­ible this power will prove when used le­git­im­ately, and when it is formed by sys­tem­atic ac­cord­ance in gen­eral prin­ciples in­stead of by a pre­cari­ous and mo­ment­ary co­in­cid­ence of feel­ing. And here we see more clearly than ever how im­possible it is to ef­fect any per­man­ent re­con­struc­tion of the in­sti­tu­tions of so­ci­ety, without a pre­vi­ous re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of opin­ion and of life. The spir­itual basis is ne­ces­sary not merely to de­term­ine the char­ac­ter of the tem­poral re­con­struc­tion, but to sup­ply the prin­cipal motive force by which the work is to be car­ried out. In­tel­lec­tual and moral har­mony will gradu­ally be re­stored, and un­der its in­flu­ence the new polit­ical sys­tem will by de­grees arise. So­cial im­prove­ments of the highest im­port­ance may there­fore be real­ized long be­fore the work of spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion is com­pleted. We find in me­di­eval his­tory that Cath­oli­cism ex­er­cised a power­ful in­flu­ence on so­ci­ety dur­ing its emer­gence from bar­bar­ism, be­fore its own in­ternal con­sti­tu­tion had ad­vanced far. And this will be the case to a still greater de­gree with the re­gen­er­a­tion which is now in pro­gress.

Hav­ing defined the sphere within which Public Opin­ion should op­er­ate, we shall find little dif­fi­culty in de­term­in­ing the con­di­tions re­quis­ite for its proper or­gan­iz­a­tion. These are, first, the es­tab­lish­ment of fixed prin­ciples of so­cial ac­tion; secondly, their ad­op­tion by the pub­lic, and its con­sent to their ap­plic­a­tion in spe­cial cases; and, lastly, a re­cog­nized or­gan to lay down the prin­ciples, and to ap­ply them to the con­duct of daily life. Ob­vi­ous as these three con­di­tions ap­pear, they are still so little un­der­stood, that it will be well to ex­plain each of them some­what more fully.

The first con­di­tion, that of lay­ing down fixed prin­ciples, is, in fact, the ex­ten­sion to so­cial ques­tions of that sep­ar­a­tion between the­ory and prac­tice, which in sub­jects of less im­port­ance is uni­ver­sally re­cog­nized. This is the as­pect in which the su­peri­or­ity of the new spir­itual sys­tem to the old is most per­cept­ible. The prin­ciples of moral and polit­ical con­duct that were ac­cep­ted in the Middle Ages were little bet­ter than em­pir­ical, and owed their sta­bil­ity en­tirely to the sanc­tion of re­li­gion. In this re­spect, in­deed, the su­peri­or­ity of Cath­oli­cism to the sys­tems which pre­ceded it, con­sisted merely in the fact of sep­ar­at­ing its pre­cepts from the spe­cial ap­plic­a­tion of them. By mak­ing its pre­cepts the dis­tinct ob­ject of pre­lim­in­ary study, it se­cured them against the bias of hu­man pas­sions. Yet im­port­ant as this sep­ar­a­tion was, the sys­tem was so de­fect­ive in­tel­lec­tu­ally, that the suc­cess­ful ap­plic­a­tion of its prin­ciples de­pended simply on the good sense of the teach­ers; for the prin­ciples in them­selves were as vague and as ab­so­lute as the creeds from which they were de­rived. The in­flu­ence ex­er­cised by Cath­oli­cism was due to its in­dir­ect ac­tion upon so­cial feel­ing in the only mode then pos­sible. But the claims with which Pos­it­iv­ism presents it­self are far more sat­is­fact­ory. It is based on a com­plete syn­thesis; one which em­braces, not the outer world only, but the in­ner world of hu­man nature. This, while in no way de­tract­ing from the prac­tical value of so­cial prin­ciples, give them the im­pos­ing weight of the­or­et­ical truth; and en­sures their sta­bil­ity and co­her­ence, by con­nect­ing them with the whole series of laws on which the life of man and of so­ci­ety de­pend. For these laws will cor­rob­or­ate even those which are not im­me­di­ately de­duced from them. By con­nect­ing all our rules of ac­tion with the fun­da­mental con­cep­tion of so­cial duty, we render their in­ter­pret­a­tion in each spe­cial case clear and con­sist­ent, and we se­cure it against the soph­isms of pas­sion. Prin­ciples such as these, based on reason, and ren­der­ing our con­duct in­de­pend­ent of the im­pulses of the mo­ment, are the only means of sus­tain­ing the vigour of So­cial Feel­ing, and at the same time of sav­ing us from the er­rors to which its un­guided sug­ges­tions so of­ten lead. Dir­ect and con­stant cul­ture of So­cial Feel­ing in pub­lic as well as in private life is no doubt the first con­di­tion of mor­al­ity. But the nat­ural strength of Self-love is such that some­thing be­sides this is re­quired to con­trol it. The course of con­duct must be traced be­fore­hand in all im­port­ant cases by the aid of demon­strable prin­ciples, ad­op­ted at first upon trust, and af­ter­wards from con­vic­tion.

There is no art whatever in which, how­ever ar­dent and sin­cere our de­sire to suc­ceed, we can dis­pense with know­ledge of the nature and con­di­tions of the ob­ject aimed at. Moral and polit­ical con­duct is as­suredly not ex­empt from such an ob­lig­a­tion, al­though we are more in­flu­enced in this case by the dir­ect prompt­ings of feel­ing than in any other of the arts of life. It has been shown only too clearly by many strik­ing in­stances how far So­cial Feel­ing may lead us astray when it is not dir­ec­ted by right prin­ciples. It was for want of fixed con­vic­tions that the noble sym­path­ies en­ter­tained by the French na­tion for the rest of Europe at the out­set of the Re­volu­tion so soon de­gen­er­ated into for­cible op­pres­sion, when her ret­ro­grade leader began his se­duct­ive ap­peal to selfish pas­sions. In­verse cases are still more com­mon; and they il­lus­trate the con­nec­tion of feel­ing and opin­ion as clearly as the oth­ers. A false so­cial doc­trine has of­ten fa­voured the nat­ural as­cend­ency of Self-love by giv­ing a per­ver­ted con­cep­tion of pub­lic well-be­ing. This has been too plainly ex­em­pli­fied in our own time by the de­plor­able in­flu­ence which Malthus’s soph­ist­ical the­ory of pop­u­la­tion ob­tained in Eng­land. This mis­chiev­ous er­ror met with very little ac­cept­ance in the rest of Europe, and it has been already re­futed by the no­bler thinkers of his own coun­try; but it still gives the show of sci­entific sanc­tion to the crim­inal an­ti­pathy of the gov­ern­ing classes in Great Bri­tain to all ef­fec­tual meas­ures of re­form.

Next to a sys­tem of prin­ciples, the most im­port­ant con­di­tion for the ex­er­cise of Public Opin­ion is the ex­ist­ence of a strong body of sup­port­ers suf­fi­cient to make the weight of these prin­ciples felt. Now it was here that Cath­oli­cism proved so weak; and there­fore, even had its doc­trine been less per­ish­able, its de­cline was un­avoid­able. But the de­fect is amply sup­plied in the new spir­itual or­der, which, as I have be­fore shown, will re­ceive the in­flu­en­tial sup­port of the work­ing classes. And the need of such as­sist­ance is as cer­tain as the read­i­ness with which it will be yiel­ded. For though the in­trinsic ef­fic­acy of Pos­it­ive teach­ing is far greater than that of any doc­trine which is not sus­cept­ible of demon­stra­tion, yet the con­vic­tions it in­spires can­not be ex­pec­ted to dis­pense with the aid of vig­or­ous pop­u­lar sup­port. Hu­man nature is im­per­fectly or­gan­ized; and the in­flu­ence which Reason ex­er­cises over it is not by any means so great as this sup­pos­i­tion would im­ply. Even So­cial Feel­ing, though its in­flu­ence is far greater than that of Reason, would not in gen­eral be suf­fi­cient for the right guid­ance of prac­tical life, if Public Opin­ion were not con­stantly at hand to sup­port the good in­clin­a­tions of in­di­vidu­als. The ar­du­ous struggle of So­cial Feel­ing against Self-love re­quires the con­stant as­ser­tion of true prin­ciples to re­move un­cer­tainty as to the proper course of ac­tion in each case. But it re­quires also some­thing more. The strong re­ac­tion of All upon Each is needed, whether to con­trol selfish­ness or to stim­u­late sym­pathy. The tend­ency of our poor and weak nature to give way to the lower propensit­ies is so great that, but for this uni­ver­sal co­oper­a­tion, Feel­ing and Reason would be al­most in­ad­equate to their task. In the work­ing class we find the re­quis­ite con­di­tions. They will, as we have seen, form the prin­cipal source of opin­ion, not merely from their nu­mer­ical su­peri­or­ity, but also from their in­tel­lec­tual and moral qual­it­ies, as well as from the in­flu­ence dir­ectly due to their so­cial po­s­i­tion. Thus it is that Pos­it­iv­ism views the great prob­lem of hu­man life, and shows us for the first time that the bases of a solu­tion already ex­ist in the very struc­ture of the so­cial or­gan­ism.

Work­ing men, whether as in­di­vidu­als or, what is still more im­port­ant, col­lect­ively, are now at liberty to cri­ti­cize all the de­tails, and even the gen­eral prin­ciples, of the so­cial sys­tem un­der which they live; af­fect­ing, as it ne­ces­sar­ily does, them­selves more nearly than any other class. The re­mark­able eager­ness lately shown by our people to form clubs, though there was no spe­cial motive for it, and no very marked en­thu­si­asm, was a proof that the checks which had pre­vi­ously pre­ven­ted this tend­ency from show­ing it­self were quite un­suited to our times. Nor is this tend­ency likely to pass away; on the con­trary, it will take deeper root and ex­tend more widely, be­cause it is thor­oughly in keep­ing with the habits, feel­ings, and wants of work­ing men, who form the ma­jor­ity in these meet­ings. A con­sist­ent sys­tem of so­cial truth will largely in­crease their in­flu­ence, by giv­ing them a more settled char­ac­ter and a more im­port­ant aim. So far from be­ing in any way de­struct­ive, they form a nat­ural though im­per­fect model of the mode of life which will ul­ti­mately be ad­op­ted in the re­gen­er­ate con­di­tion of Hu­man­ity. In these uni­ons so­cial sym­path­ies are kept in con­stant ac­tion by a stim­u­lus of a most be­ne­fi­cial kind. They of­fer the speedi­est and most ef­fec­tual means of elab­or­at­ing Public Opin­ion: this at least is the case when there has been a fair meas­ure of in­di­vidual train­ing. No one at present has any idea of the ex­tent of the ad­vant­ages which will one day spring from these spon­tan­eous meet­ings, when there is an ad­equate sys­tem of gen­eral prin­ciples to dir­ect them. Spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion will find them its prin­cipal basis of sup­port, for they se­cure its ac­cept­ance by the people; and this will have the greater weight, be­cause it will al­ways be given without com­pul­sion or vi­ol­ence. The ob­jec­tion that meet­ings of this kind may lead to dan­ger­ous polit­ical agit­a­tion, rests upon a mis­in­ter­pret­a­tion of the events of the Re­volu­tion. So far from their stim­u­lat­ing a de­sire for what are called polit­ical rights, or en­cour­aging their ex­er­cise in those who pos­sess them, their tend­ency is quite in the op­pos­ite dir­ec­tion. They will soon di­vert work­ing men en­tirely from all use­less at­tempts to in­ter­fere with ex­ist­ing polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions, and bring them to their true so­cial func­tion, that of as­sist­ing and car­ry­ing out the op­er­a­tions of the new spir­itual power. It is a noble pro­spect which is thus held out to them by Pos­it­iv­ism, a pro­spect far more in­vit­ing than any of the meta­phys­ical il­lu­sions of the day. The real in­ten­tion of the Club is to form a pro­vi­sional sub­sti­tute for the Church of old times, or rather to pre­pare the way for the re­li­gious build­ing of the new form of wor­ship, the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity; which, as I shall ex­plain in a sub­sequent chapter, will be gradu­ally in­tro­duced un­der the re­gen­er­at­ing in­flu­ence of Pos­it­ive doc­trine. Under our present re­pub­lican gov­ern­ment all pro­gress­ive tend­en­cies are al­lowed free scope, and there­fore it will not be long be­fore our people ac­cept this new vent for so­cial sym­path­ies, which in former times could find ex­pres­sion only in Cath­oli­cism.

In this the­ory of Public Opin­ion one con­di­tion yet re­mains to be de­scribed. A philo­sophic or­gan is ne­ces­sary to in­ter­pret the doc­trine; the in­flu­ence of which would oth­er­wise in most cases be very in­ad­equate. This third con­di­tion has been much dis­puted; but it is cer­tainly even more in­dis­pens­able than the second. And in fact it has never been really want­ing, for every doc­trine must have had some founder, and usu­ally has a per­man­ent body of teach­ers. It would be dif­fi­cult to con­ceive that a sys­tem of moral and polit­ical prin­ciples should be pos­sessed of great so­cial in­flu­ence, and yet at the same time that the men who ori­gin­ate or in­cul­cate the sys­tem should ex­er­cise no spir­itual au­thor­ity. It is true that this in­con­sist­ency did for a time ex­ist un­der the neg­at­ive and de­struct­ive in­flu­ence of Prot­est­ant­ism and Deism, be­cause men’s thoughts were for the time en­tirely taken up with the struggle to es­cape from the ret­ro­grade tend­en­cies of Cath­oli­cism. Dur­ing this long period of in­sur­rec­tion, each in­di­vidual be­came a sort of priest; each, that is, fol­lowed his own in­ter­pret­a­tion of a doc­trine which needed no spe­cial teach­ers, be­cause its func­tion was not to con­struct but to cri­ti­cize. All the con­sti­tu­tions that have been re­cently es­tab­lished on meta­phys­ical prin­ciples give a dir­ect sanc­tion to this state of things, in the pre­ambles with which they com­mence. They ap­par­ently re­gard each cit­izen as com­pet­ent to form a sound opin­ion on all so­cial ques­tions, thus ex­empt­ing him from the ne­ces­sity of ap­ply­ing to any spe­cial in­ter­pret­ers. This ex­ten­sion to the nor­mal state of things of a phase of mind only suited to the period of re­volu­tion­ary trans­ition, is an er­ror which I have already suf­fi­ciently re­futed.

In the minor arts of life, it is ob­vi­ous that gen­eral prin­ciples can­not be laid down without some the­or­et­ical study; and that the ap­plic­a­tion of these rules to spe­cial cases is not to be en­tirely left to the un­taught in­stinct of the ar­tisan. And can it be oth­er­wise with the art of So­cial Life, so far harder and more im­port­ant than any other, and in which, from its prin­ciples be­ing less simple and less pre­cise, a spe­cial ex­plan­a­tion of them in each case is even more ne­ces­sary? However per­fect the demon­stra­tion of so­cial prin­ciples may be­come, it must not be sup­posed that know­ledge of Pos­it­ive doc­trine, even when it has been taught in the most ef­fi­cient way, will dis­pense with the ne­ces­sity of fre­quently ap­peal­ing to the philo­sopher for ad­vice in ques­tions of prac­tical life, whether private or pub­lic. And this ne­ces­sity of an in­ter­preter to in­ter­vene oc­ca­sion­ally between the prin­ciple and its ap­plic­a­tion, is even more evid­ent from the moral than it is from the in­tel­lec­tual as­pect. Cer­tain as it is that no one will be so well ac­quain­ted with the true char­ac­ter of the doc­trine as the philo­sopher who teaches it, it is even more cer­tain that none is so likely as him­self to pos­sess the moral qual­i­fic­a­tions of pur­ity, of ex­al­ted aims, and of free­dom from party spirit, without which his coun­sels could have but little weight in re­form­ing in­di­vidual or so­cial con­duct. It is prin­cip­ally through his agency that we may hope in most cases to bring about that re­ac­tion of All upon Each, which, as we have seen, is of such in­dis­pens­able im­port­ance to prac­tical mor­al­ity. Philo­soph­ers are not in­deed the prin­cipal source of Public Opin­ion, as in­tel­lec­tual pride so of­ten leads them to be­lieve. Public Opin­ion pro­ceeds es­sen­tially from the free voice and spon­tan­eous co­oper­a­tion of the people. But in or­der that the full weight of their un­an­im­ous judg­ment may be felt, it must be an­nounced by some re­cog­nized or­gan. There are, no doubt, rare cases where the dir­ect ex­pres­sion of pop­u­lar feel­ing is enough, but these are quite ex­cep­tional. Thus work­ing men and philo­soph­ers are mu­tu­ally ne­ces­sary, not merely in the cre­ation of Public Opin­ion, but also in most cases in the mani­fest­a­tion of it. Without the first, the doc­trine, how­ever well es­tab­lished, would not have suf­fi­cient force. Without the second, it would usu­ally be too in­co­her­ent to over­come those obstacles in the con­sti­tu­tion of man and of so­ci­ety, which make it so dif­fi­cult to bring prac­tical life un­der the in­flu­ence of fixed prin­ciples.

In fact this ne­ces­sity for some sys­tem­atic or­gan to dir­ect and give ef­fect to Public Opin­ion, has al­ways been felt, even amidst the spir­itual an­archy which at present sur­rounds us, on every oc­ca­sion in which such opin­ion has played any im­port­ant part. For its ef­fect on these oc­ca­sions would have been null and void but for some in­di­vidual to take the ini­ti­at­ive and per­sonal re­spons­ib­il­ity. This is fre­quently veri­fied in private life by cases in which we see the op­pos­ite state of things; we see prin­ciples which no one would think of con­test­ing, prac­tic­ally in­ad­equate, for want of some re­cog­nized au­thor­ity to ap­ply them. It is a ser­i­ous de­fi­ciency, which is, how­ever, com­pensated, though im­per­fectly, by the greater fa­cil­ity of ar­riv­ing at the truth in such cases, and by the greater strength of the sym­path­ies which they call forth. But in pub­lic life, with its more dif­fi­cult con­di­tions and more im­port­ant claims, such en­tire ab­sence of sys­tem­atic in­ter­ven­tion could never be tol­er­ated. In all pub­lic trans­ac­tions even now we may per­ceive the par­ti­cip­a­tion of a spir­itual au­thor­ity of one kind or other; the or­gans of which, though con­stantly vary­ing, are in most cases meta­phys­i­cians or lit­er­ary men writ­ing for the press. Thus even in the present an­archy of feel­ings and con­vic­tions, Public Opin­ion can­not dis­pense with guides and in­ter­pret­ers. Only it has to be con­tent with men who at the best can only of­fer the guar­an­tee of per­sonal re­spons­ib­il­ity, without any re­li­able se­cur­ity either for the sta­bil­ity of their con­vic­tions or the pur­ity of their feel­ings. But now that the prob­lem of or­gan­iz­ing Public Opin­ion has once been pro­posed by Pos­it­iv­ism, it can­not re­main long without a solu­tion. It plainly re­duces it­self to the prin­ciple of sep­ar­at­ing the two so­cial powers; just as we have seen that the ne­ces­sity of an es­tab­lished doc­trine res­ted on the ana­log­ous prin­ciple of sep­ar­at­ing the­ory from prac­tice. It is clear, on the one hand, that sound in­ter­pret­a­tion of moral and polit­ical rules, as in the case of any other art, can only be fur­nished by philo­soph­ers en­gaged in the study of the nat­ural laws on which they rest. On the other hand these philo­soph­ers, in or­der to pre­serve that breadth and gen­er­al­ity of view which is their prin­cipal in­tel­lec­tual char­ac­ter­istic, must ab­stain scru­pu­lously from all reg­u­lar par­ti­cip­a­tion in prac­tical af­fairs, and es­pe­cially from polit­ical life: on the ground that its spe­cial­iz­ing in­flu­ence would soon im­pair their spec­u­lat­ive ca­pa­city. And such a course is equally ne­ces­sary on moral grounds. It helps to pre­serve pur­ity of feel­ing and im­par­ti­al­ity of char­ac­ter; qual­it­ies es­sen­tial to their in­flu­ence upon pub­lic as well as upon private life.

Such, in out­line, is the Pos­it­ive the­ory of Public Opin­ion. In each of its three con­stitu­ent ele­ments, the Doc­trine, the Power, and the Or­gan, it is in­tim­ately con­nec­ted with the whole ques­tion of spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion; or rather, it forms the simplest mode of view­ing that great sub­ject. All the es­sen­tial parts of it are closely re­lated to each other. Pos­it­ive prin­ciples, on the one hand, can­not count on much ma­ter­ial sup­port, ex­cept from the work­ing classes; these in their turn will for the fu­ture re­gard Pos­it­iv­ism as the only doc­trine with which they can sym­path­ize. So, again, with the philo­sophic or­gans of opin­ion; without the People, their ne­ces­sary in­de­pend­ence can­not be es­tab­lished or sus­tained. To our lit­er­ary classes the sep­ar­a­tion of the two powers is in­stinct­ively re­pug­nant, be­cause it would lay down sys­tem­atic lim­its to the un­wise am­bi­tion which we now see in them. And it will be dis­liked as strongly by the rich classes, who will look with fear upon a new moral au­thor­ity destined to im­pose an ir­res­ist­ible check upon their selfish­ness. At present it will be gen­er­ally un­der­stood and wel­comed only by the pro­let­ary class, who have more aptitude for gen­eral views and for so­cial sym­pathy. In France es­pe­cially they are less un­der the de­lu­sion of meta­phys­ical soph­isms and of ar­is­to­cratic prestige than any other class; and the Pos­it­iv­ist view of this primary con­di­tion of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion will find a ready en­trance into their minds and hearts.

Our the­ory of Public Opin­ion shows us at once how far we have already gone in or­gan­iz­ing this great reg­u­lator of mod­ern so­ci­ety; how far we still fall short of what is wanted. The Doc­trine has at last arisen: there is no doubt of the ex­ist­ence of the Power; and even the Or­gan is not want­ing. But they do not as yet stand in their right re­la­tion to each other. The ef­fect­ive im­pulse to­wards so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion de­pends, then, on one ul­ti­mate con­di­tion; the form­a­tion of a firm al­li­ance between philo­soph­ers and pro­let­ar­ies.

Of this power­ful co­ali­tion I have already spoken. I have now to ex­plain the ad­vant­ages which it of­fers to the people in the way of ob­tain­ing suf­fi­cient re­cog­ni­tion of all le­git­im­ate claims.

Of these ad­vant­ages, the prin­cipal, and that by which the rest will speedily be de­veloped and se­cured, is the im­port­ant so­cial func­tion which is hereby con­ferred upon them. They be­come aux­il­i­ar­ies of the new spir­itual power; aux­il­i­ar­ies in­dis­pens­able to its ac­tion. This vast pro­let­ary class, which ever since its rise in the Middle Ages has been shut out from the polit­ical sys­tem, will now as­sume the po­s­i­tion for which by nature it is best ad­ap­ted, and which is most con­du­cive to the gen­eral well-be­ing of so­ci­ety. Its mem­bers, in­de­pend­ently of their spe­cial vo­ca­tion, will at last take a reg­u­lar and most im­port­ant part in pub­lic life, a part which will com­pensate for the hard­ships in­sep­ar­able from their so­cial po­s­i­tion. Their com­bined ac­tion, far from dis­turb­ing the es­tab­lished or­der of things, will be its most solid guar­an­tee, from the fact of be­ing moral, not polit­ical. And here we see def­in­itely the al­ter­a­tion which Pos­it­iv­ism in­tro­duces in the re­volu­tion­ary con­cep­tion of the ac­tion of the work­ing classes upon so­ci­ety. For stormy dis­cus­sions about rights, it sub­sti­tutes peace­able defin­i­tion of du­ties. It su­per­sedes use­less dis­putes for the pos­ses­sion of power, by in­quir­ing into the rules that should reg­u­late its wise em­ploy­ment.

A su­per­fi­cial ob­server of the present state of things might ima­gine our work­ing classes to be as yet very far from this frame of mind. But he who looks deeper into the ques­tion will see that the very ex­per­i­ment which they are now try­ing, of ex­tend­ing their polit­ical rights, will soon have the ef­fect of show­ing them the hol­low­ness of a rem­edy which has so slight a bear­ing upon the ob­jects really im­port­ant to them. Without mak­ing any formal ab­dic­a­tion of rights, which might seem in­con­sist­ent with their so­cial dig­nity, there is little doubt that their in­stinct­ive saga­city will lead them to the still more ef­fic­a­cious plan of in­dif­fer­ence. Pos­it­iv­ism will read­ily con­vince them that whereas spir­itual power, in or­der to do its work, must ramify in every dir­ec­tion, it is es­sen­tial to pub­lic or­der that polit­ical power should be as a rule con­cen­trated. And this con­vic­tion will grow upon them, as they see more clearly that the primary so­cial prob­lems which are very prop­erly ab­sorb­ing their at­ten­tion are es­sen­tially moral rather than polit­ical.

One step in this dir­ec­tion they have already taken of their own ac­cord, though its im­port­ance has not been duly ap­pre­ci­ated. The well-known scheme of Com­mun­ism, which has found such rapid ac­cept­ance with them, serves, in the ab­sence of sounder doc­trine, to ex­press the way in which they are now look­ing at the great so­cial prob­lem. The ex­per­i­ence of the first part of the Re­volu­tion has not yet wholly dis­ab­used them of polit­ical il­lu­sions, but it has at least brought them to feel that Prop­erty is of more im­port­ance than Power in the or­din­ary sense of the word. So far Com­mun­ism has given a wider mean­ing to the great so­cial prob­lem, and has thereby rendered an es­sen­tial ser­vice, which is not neut­ral­ized by the tem­por­ary dangers in­volved in the meta­phys­ical forms in which it comes be­fore us. Com­mun­ism should there­fore be care­fully dis­tin­guished from the nu­mer­ous ex­tra­vag­ant schemes brought for­ward in this time of spir­itual an­archy; a time which stim­u­lates in­com­pet­ent and ill-trained minds to the most dif­fi­cult sub­jects of thought. The fool­ish schemes re­ferred to have so few def­in­ite fea­tures, that we have to dis­tin­guish them by the names of their au­thors. But Com­mun­ism bears the name of no single au­thor, and is some­thing more than an ac­ci­dental product of an­om­al­ous cir­cum­stances. We should look upon it as the nat­ural pro­gress in the right dir­ec­tion of the re­volu­tion­ary spirit; pro­gress of a moral rather than in­tel­lec­tual kind. It is a proof that re­volu­tion­ary tend­en­cies are now con­cen­trat­ing them­selves upon moral ques­tions, leav­ing all purely polit­ical ques­tions in the back­ground. It is quite true that the solu­tion of the prob­lem which Com­mun­ists are now put­ting for­ward, is still as es­sen­tially polit­ical as that of their pre­de­cessors; since the only mode by which they pro­pose to reg­u­late the em­ploy­ment of prop­erty, is by a change in the mode of its ten­ure. Still it is ow­ing to them that the ques­tion of prop­erty is at last brought for­ward for dis­cus­sion: and it is a ques­tion which so evid­ently needs a moral solu­tion, the solu­tion of it by polit­ical means is at once so in­ad­equate and so de­struct­ive, that it can­not long con­tinue to be de­bated, without lead­ing to the more sat­is­fact­ory res­ult offered by Pos­it­iv­ism. Men will see that it forms a part of the fi­nal re­gen­er­a­tion of opin­ion and of life, which Pos­it­iv­ism is now in­aug­ur­at­ing.

To do justice to Com­mun­ism, we must look at the gen­er­ous sym­path­ies by which it is in­spired, not at the shal­low the­or­ies in which those sym­path­ies find ex­pres­sion pro­vi­sion­ally, un­til cir­cum­stances en­able them to take some other shape. Our work­ing classes, caring but very little for meta­phys­ical prin­ciples, do not at­tach nearly the same im­port­ance to these the­or­ies as is done by men of lit­er­ary edu­ca­tion. As soon as they see a bet­ter way of bring­ing for­ward the points on which they have such le­git­im­ate claims, they will very soon ad­opt the clear and prac­tical con­cep­tions of Pos­it­iv­ism, which can be car­ried out peace­ably and per­man­ently, in pref­er­ence to these vague and con­fused chi­meras, which, as they will in­stinct­ively feel, lead only to an­archy. Till then they will nat­ur­ally abide by Com­mun­ism, as the only method of bring­ing for­ward the most fun­da­mental of so­cial prob­lems in a way which there shall be no evad­ing. The very alarm which their present solu­tion of the prob­lem arouses helps to stir pub­lic at­ten­tion, and fix it on this great sub­ject. But for this con­stant ap­peal to their fears, the meta­phys­ical de­lu­sions and ar­is­to­cratic self-seek­ing of the gov­ern­ing classes would shelve the ques­tion al­to­gether, or pass it by with in­dif­fer­ence. The er­rors of Com­mun­ism must be rec­ti­fied; but there is no ne­ces­sity for giv­ing up the name, which is a simple as­ser­tion of the para­mount im­port­ance of So­cial Feel­ing. However, now that we have hap­pily passed from mon­archy to re­pub­lic­an­ism, the name of “Com­mun­ist” is no longer in­dis­pens­able; the word “Re­pub­lican” ex­presses the mean­ing as well, and without the same danger. Pos­it­iv­ism, then, has noth­ing to fear from Com­mun­ism; on the con­trary, it will prob­ably be ac­cep­ted by most Com­mun­ists among the work­ing classes, es­pe­cially in France where ab­strac­tions have but little in­flu­ence on minds thor­oughly eman­cip­ated from theo­logy. The people will gradu­ally find that the solu­tion of the great so­cial prob­lem which Pos­it­iv­ism of­fers is bet­ter than the Com­mun­istic solu­tion.

A tend­ency in this dir­ec­tion has already shown it­self since the first edi­tion of this work was pub­lished. The work­ing classes have now ad­op­ted a new ex­pres­sion, “So­cial­ism,” thus in­dic­at­ing that they ac­cept the prob­lem of the Com­mun­ists while re­ject­ing their solu­tion. Indeed that solu­tion would seem to be fi­nally dis­posed of by the vol­un­tary ex­ile of their leader. Yet, if the So­cial­ists at present keep clear of Com­mun­ism, it is only be­cause their po­s­i­tion is one of cri­ti­cism or in­ac­tion. If they were to suc­ceed to power, with prin­ciples so far be­low the level of their sym­path­ies, they would in­ev­it­ably fall into the same er­rors and ex­tra­vag­ances which they now in­stinct­ively feel to be wrong. Con­sequently the rapid spread of So­cial­ism very nat­ur­ally alarms the up­per classes; and their res­ist­ance, blind though it be, is at present the only legal guar­an­tee for ma­ter­ial or­der. In fact, the prob­lem brought for­ward by the Com­mun­ists ad­mits of no solu­tion but their own, so long as the re­volu­tion­ary con­fu­sion of tem­poral and spir­itual power con­tin­ues. There­fore the uni­ver­sal blame that is lav­ished on these uto­pian schemes can­not fail to in­spire re­spect for Pos­it­iv­ism, as the only doc­trine which can pre­serve Western Europe from some ser­i­ous at­tempt to bring Com­mun­ism into prac­tical op­er­a­tion. Pos­it­iv­ists stand for­ward now as the party of con­struc­tion, with a def­in­ite basis for polit­ical ac­tion; namely, sys­tem­atic pro­sec­u­tion of the wise at­tempt of me­di­eval states­men to sep­ar­ate the two so­cial powers. On this basis they are en­abled to sat­isfy the Poor, and at the same time to re­store the con­fid­ence of the Rich. It is a fi­nal solu­tion of our dif­fi­culties which will make the titles of which we have been speak­ing un­ne­ces­sary. Strip­ping the old word “Re­pub­lican” of any false mean­ing at present at­tached to it, we may re­tain it as the best ex­pres­sion of the so­cial sym­path­ies on which the re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety de­pends. For the opin­ions, man­ners, and even in­sti­tu­tions of fu­ture so­ci­ety, “Pos­it­iv­ist” is the only word suit­able.

The pe­cu­liar real­ity of Pos­it­iv­ism, and its in­vari­able tend­ency to con­cen­trate our in­tel­lec­tual powers upon so­cial ques­tions, are at­trib­utes, both of which in­volve its ad­op­tion of the es­sen­tial prin­ciple of Com­mun­ism; that prin­ciple be­ing, that Prop­erty is in its nature so­cial, and that it needs con­trol.

Prop­erty has been er­ro­neously rep­res­en­ted by most mod­ern jur­ists as con­fer­ring an ab­so­lute right upon the pos­sessor, ir­re­spect­ively of the good or bad use made of it. This view is in­stinct­ively felt by the work­ing classes to be un­sound, and all true philo­soph­ers will agree with them. It is an an­ti­so­cial the­ory, due his­tor­ic­ally to ex­ag­ger­ated re­ac­tion against pre­vi­ous le­gis­la­tion of a pe­cu­li­arly op­press­ive kind, but it has no real found­a­tion either in justice or in fact. Prop­erty can neither be cre­ated, nor even trans­mit­ted by the sole agency of its pos­sessor. The co­oper­a­tion of the pub­lic is al­ways ne­ces­sary, whether in the as­ser­tion of the gen­eral prin­ciple or in the ap­plic­a­tion of it to each spe­cial case. There­fore the ten­ure of prop­erty is not to be re­garded as a purely in­di­vidual right. In every age and in every coun­try the state has in­ter­vened, to a greater or less de­gree, mak­ing prop­erty sub­ser­vi­ent to so­cial re­quire­ments. Tax­a­tion evid­ently gives the pub­lic an in­terest in the private for­tune of each in­di­vidual; an in­terest which, in­stead of di­min­ish­ing with the pro­gress of civil­iz­a­tion, has been al­ways on the in­crease, es­pe­cially in mod­ern times, now that the con­nec­tion of each mem­ber of so­ci­ety with the whole is be­com­ing more ap­par­ent. The prac­tice of con­fis­ca­tion, which also is in uni­ver­sal use, shows that in cer­tain ex­treme cases the com­munity con­siders it­self au­thor­ized to as­sume en­tire pos­ses­sion of private prop­erty. Con­fis­ca­tion has, it is true, been ab­ol­ished for a time in France. But this isol­ated ex­cep­tion is due only to the ab­uses which re­cently ac­com­pan­ied the ex­er­cise of what was in it­self an un­doubted right; and it will hardly sur­vive when the causes which led to it are for­got­ten, and the power which in­tro­duced it has passed away. In their ab­stract views of prop­erty, then, Com­mun­ists are per­fectly able to main­tain their ground against the jur­ists.

They are right, again, in dis­sent­ing as deeply as they do from the Econom­ists, who lay it down as an ab­so­lute prin­ciple that the ap­plic­a­tion of wealth should be en­tirely un­res­tric­ted by so­ci­ety. This er­ror, like the one just spoken of, is at­trib­ut­able to in­stances of un­jus­ti­fi­able in­ter­fer­ence. But it is ut­terly op­posed to all sound philo­soph­ical teach­ing, al­though it has a cer­tain ap­pear­ance of truth, in so far as it re­cog­nizes the sub­or­din­a­tion of so­cial phe­nom­ena to nat­ural laws. But the Econom­ists seem to have ad­op­ted this im­port­ant prin­ciple only to show how in­cap­able they are of com­pre­hend­ing it. Be­fore they ap­plied the con­cep­tion of Law to the higher phe­nom­ena of nature, they ought to have made them­selves well ac­quain­ted with its mean­ing, as ap­plied to the lower and more simple phe­nom­ena. Not hav­ing done so, they have been ut­terly blind to the fact that the Order of nature be­comes more and more modi­fi­able as it grows more com­plic­ated. This con­cep­tion lies at the very root of our whole prac­tical life; there­fore noth­ing can ex­cuse the meta­phys­ical school of Econom­ists for sys­tem­at­ic­ally res­ist­ing the in­ter­ven­tion of hu­man wis­dom in the vari­ous de­part­ments of so­cial ac­tion. That the move­ment of so­ci­ety is sub­ject to nat­ural laws is cer­tain; but this truth, in­stead of in­du­cing us to aban­don all ef­forts to modify so­ci­ety, should rather lead to a wiser ap­plic­a­tion of such ef­forts, since they are at once more ef­fic­a­cious, and more ne­ces­sary in so­cial phe­nom­ena than in any other.

So far, there­fore, the fun­da­mental prin­ciple of Com­mun­ism is one which the Pos­it­iv­ist school must ob­vi­ously ad­opt. Pos­it­iv­ism not only con­firms this prin­ciple, but widens its scope, by show­ing its ap­plic­a­tion to other de­part­ments of hu­man life; by in­sist­ing that, not wealth only, but that all our powers shall be de­voted in the true re­pub­lican spirit to the con­tinu­ous ser­vice of the com­munity. The long period of re­volu­tion which has elapsed since the Middle Ages has en­cour­aged in­di­vidu­al­ism in the moral world, as in the in­tel­lec­tual it has fostered the spe­cial­iz­ing tend­ency. But both are equally in­con­sist­ent with the fi­nal or­der of mod­ern so­ci­ety. In all healthy con­di­tions of Hu­man­ity, the cit­izen, whatever his po­s­i­tion, has been re­garded as a pub­lic func­tion­ary, whose du­ties and claims were de­term­ined more or less dis­tinctly by his fac­ulties. The case of prop­erty is cer­tainly no ex­cep­tion to this gen­eral prin­ciple. Pro­pri­et­or­ship is re­garded by the Pos­it­iv­ist as an im­port­ant so­cial func­tion; the func­tion, namely, of cre­at­ing and ad­min­is­ter­ing that cap­ital by means of which each gen­er­a­tion lays the found­a­tion for the op­er­a­tions of its suc­cessor. This is the only ten­able view of prop­erty; and wisely in­ter­preted, it is one which, while en­nobling to its pos­sessor, does not ex­clude a due meas­ure of free­dom. It will in fact place his po­s­i­tion on a firmer basis than ever.

But the agree­ment here poin­ted out the between so­ci­olo­gical sci­ence and the spon­tan­eous in­spir­a­tions of pop­u­lar judg­ment, goes no farther. Pos­it­iv­ists ac­cept, and in­deed en­large, the pro­gramme of Com­mun­ism; but we re­ject its prac­tical solu­tion on the ground that it is at once in­ad­equate and sub­vers­ive. The chief dif­fer­ence between our own solu­tion and theirs is that we sub­sti­tute moral agen­cies for polit­ical. Thus we come again to our lead­ing prin­ciple of sep­ar­at­ing spir­itual from tem­poral power; a prin­ciple which, dis­reg­arded as it has hitherto been in the sys­tem of mod­ern ren­ov­at­ors, will be found in every one of the im­port­ant prob­lems of our time to be the sole pos­sible is­sue. In the present case, while throw­ing such light on the fal­lacy of Com­mun­ism, it should lead us to ex­cuse the fal­lacy, by re­mind­ing us that politi­cians of every ac­cred­ited school are equally guilty of it. At a time when there are so very few, even of cul­tiv­ated minds, who have a clear con­cep­tion of this the primary prin­ciple of mod­ern polit­ics, it would be harsh to blame the people for still ac­cept­ing a res­ult of re­volu­tion­ary em­pir­i­cism, which is so uni­ver­sally ad­op­ted by other classes.

I need not enter here into any de­tailed cri­ti­cism of the uto­pian scheme of Plato. It was con­clus­ively re­futed twenty-two cen­tur­ies ago, by the great Aris­totle, who thus ex­em­pli­fied the or­ganic char­ac­ter, by which, even in its earli­est mani­fest­a­tions, the Pos­it­ive spirit is dis­tin­guished. In mod­ern Com­mun­ism, moreover, there is one fatal in­con­sist­ency, which while it proves the ut­ter weak­ness of the sys­tem, test­i­fies at the same time to the hon­our­able char­ac­ter of the motives from which it arose. Modern Com­mun­ism dif­fers from the an­cient, as ex­pounded by Plato, in not mak­ing wo­men and chil­dren com­mon as well as prop­erty; a res­ult to which the prin­ciple it­self ob­vi­ously leads. Yet this, the only con­sist­ent view of Com­mun­ism, is ad­op­ted by none but a very few lit­er­ary men, whose af­fec­tions, in them­selves too feeble, have been per­ver­ted by vi­cious in­tel­lec­tual train­ing. Our un­taught pro­let­ar­ies, who are the only Com­mun­ists worthy of our con­sid­er­a­tion, are nobly in­con­sist­ent in this re­spect. In­di­vis­ible as their er­ro­neous sys­tem is, they only ad­opt that side of it which touches on their so­cial re­quire­ments. The other side is re­pug­nant to all their highest in­stincts, and they ut­terly re­pu­di­ate it.

Without dis­cuss­ing these chi­mer­ical schemes in de­tail, it will be well to ex­pose the er­rors in­her­ent in the method of reas­on­ing which leads to them, be­cause they are com­mon to all the other pro­gress­ive schools, the Pos­it­iv­ist school ex­cep­ted. The mis­take con­sists in the first place, in dis­reg­ard­ing or even deny­ing the nat­ural laws which reg­u­late so­cial phe­nom­ena; and secondly, in re­sort­ing to polit­ical agen­cies where moral agency is the real thing needed. The in­ad­equacy and the danger of the vari­ous uto­pian sys­tems which are now set­ting up their rival claims to bring about the re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety, are all at­trib­ut­able in real­ity to these two closely-con­nec­ted er­rors. For the sake of clear­ness, I shall con­tinue to refer spe­cially to Com­mun­ism as the most prom­in­ent of these sys­tems. But it will be easy to ex­tend the bear­ing of my re­marks to all the rest.

The ig­nor­ance of the true laws of so­cial life un­der which Com­mun­ists la­bour is evid­ent in their dan­ger­ous tend­ency to sup­press in­di­vidu­al­ity. Not only do they ig­nore the in­her­ent pre­pon­der­ance in our nature of the per­sonal in­stincts; but they for­get that, in the col­lect­ive Or­gan­ism, the sep­ar­a­tion of func­tions is a fea­ture no less es­sen­tial than the co­oper­a­tion of func­tions. Sup­pose for a mo­ment that the con­nec­tion between men could be made such that they were phys­ic­ally in­sep­ar­able, as has been ac­tu­ally the case with twins in cer­tain cases of mon­stros­ity; so­ci­ety would ob­vi­ously be im­possible. Ex­tra­vag­ant as this sup­pos­i­tion is, it may il­lus­trate the fact that in so­cial life in­di­vidu­al­ity can­not be dis­pensed with. It is ne­ces­sary in or­der to ad­mit of that vari­ety of sim­ul­tan­eous ef­forts which con­sti­tutes the im­mense su­peri­or­ity of the So­cial Or­gan­ism over every in­di­vidual life. The great prob­lem for man is to har­mon­ize, as far as pos­sible, the free­dom res­ult­ing from isol­a­tion, with the equally ur­gent ne­ces­sity for con­ver­gence. To dwell ex­clus­ively upon the ne­ces­sity of con­ver­gence would tend to un­der­mine not merely our prac­tical en­ergy, but our true dig­nity; since it would do away with the sense of per­sonal re­spons­ib­il­ity. In ex­cep­tional cases where life is spent in forced sub­jec­tion to do­mestic au­thor­ity, the com­forts of home are of­ten not enough to pre­vent ex­ist­ence from be­com­ing an in­tol­er­able bur­den, simply from the want of suf­fi­cient in­de­pend­ence. What would it be, then, if every­body stood in a sim­ilar po­s­i­tion of de­pend­ence to­wards a com­munity that was in­dif­fer­ent to his hap­pi­ness? Yet no less a danger than this would be the res­ult of ad­opt­ing any of those uto­pian schemes which sac­ri­fice true liberty to un­con­trolled equal­ity, or even to an ex­ag­ger­ated sense of fra­tern­ity. Wide as the di­ver­gence between Pos­it­iv­ism and the Eco­nomic schools is, Pos­it­iv­ists ad­opt sub­stan­tially the stric­tures which they have passed upon Com­mun­ism; es­pe­cially those of Dun­oyer, their most ad­vanced writer.

There is an­other point in which Com­mun­ism is equally in­con­sist­ent with the laws of So­ci­ology. Act­ing un­der false views of the con­sti­tu­tion of our mod­ern in­dus­trial sys­tem, it pro­poses to re­move its dir­ect­ors, who form so es­sen­tial a part of it. An army can no more ex­ist without of­ficers than without sol­diers; and this ele­ment­ary truth holds good of In­dustry as well as of War. The or­gan­iz­a­tion of mod­ern in­dustry has not been found prac­tic­able as yet; but the germ of such or­gan­iz­a­tion lies un­ques­tion­ably in the di­vi­sion which has arisen spon­tan­eously between Cap­it­al­ist and Work­man. No great works could be un­der­taken if each worker were also to be a dir­ector, or if the man­age­ment, in­stead of be­ing fixed, were en­trus­ted to a pass­ive and ir­re­spons­ible body. It is evid­ent that un­der the present sys­tem of in­dustry there is a tend­ency to a con­stant en­large­ment of un­der­tak­ings: each fresh step leads at once to still fur­ther ex­ten­sion. Now this tend­ency, so far from be­ing op­posed to the in­terests of the work­ing classes, is a con­di­tion which will most ser­i­ously fa­cil­it­ate the real or­gan­iz­a­tion of our ma­ter­ial ex­ist­ence, as soon as we have a moral au­thor­ity com­pet­ent to con­trol it. For it is only the lar­ger em­ploy­ers that the spir­itual power can hope to pen­et­rate with a strong and ha­bitual sense of duty to their sub­or­din­ates. Without a suf­fi­cient con­cen­tra­tion of ma­ter­ial power, the means of sat­is­fy­ing the claims of mor­al­ity would be found want­ing, ex­cept at such ex­or­bit­ant sac­ri­fices as would be in­com­pat­ible with all in­dus­trial pro­gress. This is the weak point of every plan of re­form which lim­its it­self to the mode of ac­quir­ing power, whether pub­lic power or private, in­stead of aim­ing at con­trolling its use in who­sever hands it may be placed. It leads to a waste of those forces which, when rightly used, form our prin­cipal re­source in deal­ing with grave so­cial dif­fi­culties.

The motives, there­fore, from which mod­ern Com­mun­ism has arisen, how­ever es­tim­able, lead at present, in the want of proper sci­entific teach­ing, to a very wrong view both of the nature of the dis­ease and of its rem­edy. A heav­ier re­proach against it is, that in one point it shows a mani­fest in­suf­fi­ciency of so­cial in­stinct. Com­mun­ists boast of their spirit of so­cial union; but they limit it to the union of the present gen­er­a­tion, stop­ping short of his­tor­ical con­tinu­ity, which yet is the prin­cipal char­ac­ter­istic of Hu­man­ity. When they have ma­tured their moral growth, and have fol­lowed out in Time that con­nec­tion which at present they only re­cog­nize in Space, they will at once see the ne­ces­sity of these gen­eral con­di­tions which at present they would re­ject. They will un­der­stand the im­port­ance of in­her­it­ance, as the nat­ural means by which each gen­er­a­tion trans­mits to its suc­cessor the res­ult of its own la­bours and the means of im­prov­ing them. The ne­ces­sity of in­her­it­ance, as far as the com­munity is con­cerned, is evid­ent, and its ex­ten­sion to the in­di­vidual is an ob­vi­ous con­sequence. But whatever re­proaches Com­mun­ists may de­serve in this re­spect are equally ap­plic­able to all the other pro­gress­ive sects. They are all per­vaded by an anti-his­toric spirit, which leads them to con­ceive of So­ci­ety as though it had no an­cest­ors; and this, al­though their own ideas for the most part can have no bear­ing ex­cept upon pos­ter­ity.

Ser­i­ous as these er­rors are, a philo­sophic mind will treat the Com­mun­ism of our day, so far as it is ad­op­ted in good faith, with in­dul­gence, whether he look at the motives from which it arose, or at the prac­tical res­ults which will fol­low from it. It is hardly fair to cri­ti­cize the in­trinsic mer­its of a doc­trine, the whole mean­ing and value of which are re­l­at­ive to the pe­cu­liar phase of so­ci­ety in which it is pro­posed. Com­mun­ism has in its own way dis­charged an im­port­ant func­tion. It has brought prom­in­ently for­ward the greatest of so­cial prob­lems; and, if we ex­cept the re­cent Pos­it­iv­ist ex­plan­a­tion, its mode of stat­ing it has never been sur­passed. And let no one sup­pose that it would have been enough simply to state the prob­lem, without haz­ard­ing any solu­tion of it. Those who think so do not un­der­stand the ex­i­gen­cies of man’s feeble in­tel­lect. In far easier sub­jects than this, it is im­possible to give pro­longed at­ten­tion to ques­tions which are simply asked, without any at­tempt to an­swer them. Sup­pose, for in­stance, that Gall and Brous­sais had lim­ited them­selves to a simple state­ment of their great prob­lems without ven­tur­ing on any solu­tion; their prin­ciples, how­ever in­con­test­able, would have been bar­ren of res­ult, for want of that motive power of renov­a­tion which noth­ing can give but a sys­tem­atic solu­tion of some kind or other, haz­ard­ous as the at­tempt must be at first. Now it is hardly likely that we should be able to evade this con­di­tion of our men­tal fac­ulties in sub­jects which are not only of the highest dif­fi­culty, but also more ex­posed than any oth­ers to the in­flu­ence of pas­sion. Besides, when we com­pare the er­rors of Com­mun­ism with those of other so­cial doc­trines which have re­cently re­ceived of­fi­cial sanc­tion, we shall feel more dis­posed to pal­li­ate them. Are they, for in­stance, more shal­low and more really dan­ger­ous than the ab­surd and chi­mer­ical no­tion which was ac­cep­ted in France for a whole gen­er­a­tion, and is still up­held by so many polit­ical teach­ers; the no­tion that the great Re­volu­tion has found its fi­nal is­sue in the con­sti­tu­tional sys­tem of gov­ern­ment, a sys­tem pe­cu­liar to Eng­land dur­ing her stage of trans­ition? Moreover, our so-called con­ser­vat­ives only es­cape the er­rors of Com­mun­ism by evad­ing or ig­nor­ing its prob­lems, though they are be­com­ing every day more ur­gent. Whenever they are in­duced to deal with them, they render them­selves li­able to ex­actly the same dangers, dangers com­mon to all schools which re­ject the di­vi­sion of the two powers, and which con­sequently are forever try­ing to make le­gis­la­tion do the work of mor­al­ity. Ac­cord­ingly we see the gov­ern­ing classes nowadays up­hold­ing in­sti­tu­tions of a thor­oughly Com­mun­ist char­ac­ter, such as alms-houses, found­ling hos­pit­als, etc.; while pop­u­lar feel­ing strongly and rightly con­demns such in­sti­tu­tions, as be­ing in­com­pat­ible with that healthy growth of home af­fec­tion which should be com­mon to all ranks.

Were it not that Com­mun­ism is pro­vi­sion­ally use­ful in ant­ag­on­iz­ing other doc­trines equally er­ro­neous, it would have, then, no real im­port­ance, ex­cept that due to the motives which ori­gin­ated it; since its prac­tical solu­tion is far too chi­mer­ical and sub­vers­ive ever to ob­tain ac­cept­ance. Yet, from the high mor­al­ity of these motives, it will prob­ably main­tain and in­crease its in­flu­ence un­til our work­ing men find that their wants can be more ef­fec­tu­ally sat­is­fied by gentler and surer means. Our re­pub­lican sys­tem seems at first sight fa­vour­able to the scheme; but it can­not fail soon to have the re­verse ef­fect, be­cause, while ad­opt­ing the so­cial prin­ciple which con­sti­tutes the real merit of Com­mun­ism, it re­pu­di­ates its mis­chiev­ous il­lu­sions. In France, at all events, where prop­erty is so easy to ac­quire and is con­sequently so gen­er­ally en­joyed, the doc­trine can­not lead to much prac­tical harm; rather its re­ac­tion will be be­ne­fi­cial, be­cause it will fix men’s minds more ser­i­ously on the just claims of the People. The danger is far greater in other parts of Western Europe; es­pe­cially in Eng­land, where ar­is­to­cratic in­flu­ence is less un­der­mined, and where con­sequently the work­ing classes are less ad­vanced and more op­pressed. And even in Cath­olic coun­tries, where in­di­vidu­al­ism and an­archy have been met by a truer sense of fra­tern­ity, Com­mun­istic dis­turb­ances can only be avoided fi­nally by a more rapid dis­sem­in­a­tion of Pos­it­iv­ism, which will ul­ti­mately dis­pel all so­cial de­lu­sions, by of­fer­ing the true solu­tion of the ques­tions that gave rise to them.

The nature of the evil shows us at once that the rem­edy we seek must be al­most en­tirely of a moral kind. This truth, based as it is on real know­ledge of hu­man nature, the people will soon come to feel in­stinct­ively. And here Com­mun­ists are, without know­ing it, pre­par­ing the way for the as­cend­ancy of Pos­it­iv­ism. They are for­cing upon men’s no­tice in the strongest pos­sible way a prob­lem to which no peace­able and sat­is­fact­ory solu­tion can be given, ex­cept by the new philo­sophy.

That philo­sophy, abandon­ing all use­less and ir­rit­at­ing dis­cus­sion as to the ori­gin of wealth and the ex­tent of its pos­ses­sion, pro­ceeds at once to the moral rules which should reg­u­late it as a so­cial func­tion. The dis­tri­bu­tion of power among men, of ma­ter­ial power es­pe­cially, lies so far bey­ond our means of in­ter­ven­tion, that to set it be­fore us as our main ob­ject to rec­tify the de­fects of the nat­ural or­der in this re­spect, would be to waste our short life in bar­ren and in­ter­min­able dis­putes. The chief con­cern of the pub­lic is that power, in who­sever hands it may be placed, should be ex­er­cised for their be­ne­fit; and this is a point to which we may dir­ect our ef­forts with far greater ef­fect. Besides, by reg­u­lat­ing the em­ploy­ment of wealth, we do, in­dir­ectly, modify its ten­ure; for the mode in which wealth is held has some sec­ond­ary in­flu­ence over the right use of it.

The reg­u­la­tions re­quired should be moral, not polit­ical in their source; gen­eral, not spe­cial, in their ap­plic­a­tion. Those who ac­cept them will do so of their own free will, un­der the in­flu­ence of their edu­ca­tion. Thus their obed­i­ence, while stead­ily main­tained, will have, as Aris­totle long ago ob­served, the merit of vol­un­tary ac­tion. By con­vert­ing private prop­erty into a pub­lic func­tion, we would sub­ject it to no tyr­an­nical in­ter­fer­ence; for this, by the de­struc­tion of free im­pulse and re­spons­ib­il­ity, would prove most deeply de­grad­ing to man’s char­ac­ter. Indeed, the com­par­ison of pro­pri­et­ors with pub­lic func­tion­ar­ies will fre­quently be ap­plied in the in­verse sense; with the view, that is, of strength­en­ing the lat­ter rather than of weak­en­ing the former. The true prin­ciple of re­pub­lic­an­ism is, that all forces shall work to­gether for the com­mon good. With this view we have on the one hand, to de­term­ine pre­cisely what it is that the com­mon good re­quires; and on the other, to de­velop the tem­per of mind most likely to sat­isfy the re­quire­ment. The con­di­tions re­quis­ite for these two ob­jects are, a re­cog­nized Code of prin­ciples, an ad­equate Edu­ca­tion, and a healthy dir­ec­tion of Public Opin­ion. For such con­di­tions we must look prin­cip­ally to the philo­sophic body which Pos­it­iv­ism pro­poses to es­tab­lish at the apex of mod­ern so­ci­ety. Doubt­less this purely moral in­flu­ence would not be suf­fi­cient of it­self. Hu­man frailty is such that Govern­ment, in the or­din­ary sense of the word, will have as be­fore to repress by force the more palp­able and more dan­ger­ous class of de­lin­quen­cies. But this ad­di­tional con­trol, though ne­ces­sary, will not fill so im­port­ant a place as it did in the Middle Ages un­der the sway of Cath­oli­cism. Spir­itual re­wards and pun­ish­ments will pre­pon­der­ate over tem­poral, in pro­por­tion as hu­man de­vel­op­ment evokes a stronger sense of the ties which unite each with all, by the threefold bond of Feel­ing, Thought, and Ac­tion.

Pos­it­iv­ism, be­ing more pa­cific and more ef­fic­a­cious than Com­mun­ism, be­cause more true, is also broader and more com­plete in its solu­tion of great so­cial prob­lems. The su­per­fi­cial view of prop­erty, spring­ing too of­ten from en­vi­ous motives, which con­demns In­her­it­ance be­cause it ad­mits of pos­ses­sion without la­bour, is not sub­vers­ive merely, but nar­row. From the moral point of view we see at once the rad­ical weak­ness of these em­pir­ical re­proaches. They show blind­ness to the fact that this mode of trans­mit­ting wealth is really that which is most likely to call out the tem­per re­quis­ite for its right em­ploy­ment. It saves the mind and the heart from the mean and sor­did habits which are so of­ten en­gendered by slow ac­cu­mu­la­tion of cap­ital. The man who is born to wealth is more likely to feel the wish to be re­spec­ted. And thus those whom we are in­clined to con­demn as idlers may very eas­ily be­come the most use­ful of the rich classes, un­der a wise re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of opin­ions and habits. Of course too, since with the ad­vance of Civil­iz­a­tion the dif­fi­culty of liv­ing without in­dustry in­creases, the class that we are speak­ing of be­comes more and more ex­cep­tional. In every way, then, it is a most ser­i­ous mis­take to wish to up­set so­ci­ety on ac­count of ab­uses which are already in course of re­moval, and which ad­mit of con­ver­sion to a most be­ne­fi­cial pur­pose.

Again, an­other fea­ture in which the Pos­it­iv­ist solu­tion sur­passes the Com­mun­ist, is the re­mark­able com­plete­ness of its ap­plic­a­tion. Com­mun­ism takes no ac­count of any­thing but wealth; as if wealth were the only power in mod­ern so­ci­ety badly dis­trib­uted and ad­min­istered. In real­ity there are greater ab­uses con­nec­ted with al­most every other power that man pos­sesses; and es­pe­cially with the powers of in­tel­lect; yet these our vis­ion­ar­ies make not the smal­lest at­tempt to rec­tify. Pos­it­iv­ism be­ing the only doc­trine that em­braces the whole sphere of hu­man ex­ist­ence, is there­fore the only doc­trine that can el­ev­ate So­cial Feel­ing to its proper place, by ex­tend­ing it to all de­part­ments of hu­man activ­ity without ex­cep­tion. Iden­ti­fic­a­tion, in a moral sense, of private func­tions with pub­lic du­ties is even more ne­ces­sary in the case of the sci­entific man or the artist, than in that of the pro­pri­etor; whether we look at the source from which his powers pro­ceed, or at the ob­ject to which they should be dir­ec­ted. Yet the men who wish to make ma­ter­ial wealth com­mon, the only kind of wealth that can be held ex­clus­ively by an in­di­vidual, never ex­tend their uto­pian scheme to in­tel­lec­tual wealth, in which it would be far more ad­miss­ible. In fact the apostles of Com­mun­ism of­ten come for­ward as zeal­ous sup­port­ers of what they call “lit­er­ary prop­erty.” Such in­con­sist­en­cies show the shal­low­ness of the sys­tem; it pro­claims its own fail­ure in the very cases that are most fa­vour­able for the ap­plic­a­tion. The ex­ten­sion of the prin­ciple here sug­ges­ted would ex­pose at once the in­ex­pedi­ency of polit­ical reg­u­la­tions on the sub­ject, and the ne­ces­sity of moral rules; for these and these only can en­sure the right use of all our fac­ulties without dis­tinc­tion. In­tel­lec­tual ef­fort, to be of any value, must be spon­tan­eous; and it is doubt­less an in­stinct­ive sense of this truth which pre­vents Com­mun­ists from sub­ject­ing in­tel­lec­tual fac­ulties to their uto­pian reg­u­la­tions. But Pos­it­iv­ism can deal with these fac­ulties which stand in the most ur­gent need of wise dir­ec­tion, without in­con­sist­ency and without dis­turb­ance. It leaves to them their fair meas­ure of free ac­tion; and in the case of other fac­ulties which, though less em­in­ent, are hardly less dan­ger­ous to repress, it strengthens their free­dom. When a pure mor­al­ity arises cap­able of im­press­ing a so­cial tend­ency upon every phase of hu­man activ­ity, the freer our ac­tion be­comes the more use­ful will it be to the pub­lic. The tend­ency of mod­ern civil­iz­a­tion, far from im­ped­ing private in­dustry, is to en­trust it more and more with func­tions, es­pe­cially with those of a ma­ter­ial kind, which were ori­gin­ally left to gov­ern­ment. Un­for­tu­nately this tend­ency, which is very evid­ent, leads eco­nom­ists into the mis­take of sup­pos­ing that in­dustry may be left al­to­gether without or­gan­iz­a­tion. All that it really proves is that the in­flu­ence of moral prin­ciples is gradu­ally pre­pon­der­at­ing over that of gov­ern­mental reg­u­la­tions.

The method which is pe­cu­liar to Pos­it­iv­ism of solv­ing our great so­cial prob­lems by moral agen­cies, will be found ap­plic­able also to the set­tle­ment of in­dus­trial dis­putes, so far as the pop­u­lar claims in­volved are well foun­ded. These claims will thus be­come clear from all tend­ency to dis­order, and will con­sequently gain im­mensely in force; es­pe­cially when they are seen to be con­sist­ent with prin­ciples which are freely ac­cep­ted by all, and when they are sup­por­ted by a philo­sophic body of known im­par­ti­al­ity and en­light­en­ment. This spir­itual power, while im­press­ing on the people the duty of re­spect­ing their tem­poral lead­ers, will im­pose du­ties upon these lat­ter, which they will find im­possible to evade. As all classes will have re­ceived a com­mon edu­ca­tion, they will all alike be pen­et­rated with the gen­eral prin­ciples on which these spe­cial ob­lig­a­tions will rest. And these weapons, de­rived from no source but that of Feel­ing and Reason, and aided solely by Public Opin­ion, will wield an in­flu­ence over prac­tical life, of which noth­ing in the present day can give any con­cep­tion. We might com­pare it with the in­flu­ence of Cath­oli­cism in the Middle Ages, only that men are too apt to at­trib­ute the res­ults of Cath­oli­cism to the chi­mer­ical hopes and fears which it in­spired, rather than to the en­ergy with which praise and blame were dis­trib­uted. With the new spir­itual power praise and blame will form the only re­source; but it will be de­veloped and con­sol­id­ated to a de­gree which, as I have be­fore shown, was im­possible for Cath­oli­cism.

This is the only real solu­tion of the dis­putes that are so con­stantly arising between work­men and their em­ploy­ers. Both parties will look to this philo­sophic au­thor­ity as a su­preme court of ar­bit­ra­tion. In es­tim­at­ing its im­port­ance, we must not for­get that the ant­ag­on­ism of em­ployer and em­ployed has not yet been pushed to its full con­sequences. The struggle between wealth and num­bers would have been far more ser­i­ous, but for the fact that com­bin­a­tion, without which there can be no struggle worth speak­ing of, has hitherto only been per­mit­ted to the cap­it­al­ist. It is true that in Eng­land com­bin­a­tions of work­men are not leg­ally pro­hib­ited. But in that coun­try they are not yet suf­fi­ciently eman­cip­ated either in­tel­lec­tu­ally or mor­ally, to make such use of the power as would be the case in France. When French work­men are al­lowed to con­cert their plans as freely as their em­ploy­ers, the ant­ag­on­ism of in­terests that will then arise will make both sides feel the need of a moral power to ar­bit­rate between them. Not that the con­cili­at­ing in­flu­ence of such a power will ever be such as to do away en­tirely with ex­treme meas­ures; but it will greatly re­strict their ap­plic­a­tion, and in cases where they are un­avoid­able, will mit­ig­ate their ex­cesses. Such meas­ures should be lim­ited on both sides to re­fusal of co­oper­a­tion; a power which every free agent ought to be al­lowed to ex­er­cise, on his own per­sonal re­spons­ib­il­ity, with the ob­ject of im­press­ing on those who are teach­ing him un­justly the im­port­ance of the ser­vices which he has been ren­der­ing. The work­man is not to be com­pelled to work any more than the cap­it­al­ist to dir­ect. Any ab­use of this ex­treme protest on either side will of course be dis­ap­proved by the moral power; but the op­tion of mak­ing the protest is al­ways to be re­served to each ele­ment in the col­lect­ive or­gan­ism, by vir­tue of his nat­ural in­de­pend­ence. In the most settled times func­tion­ar­ies have al­ways been al­lowed to sus­pend their ser­vices on spe­cial oc­ca­sions. It was done fre­quently in the Middle Ages by priests, pro­fess­ors, judges, etc. All we have to do is to reg­u­late this priv­ilege, and em­body it into the in­dus­trial sys­tem. This will be one of the sec­ond­ary du­ties of the philo­sophic body, who will nat­ur­ally be con­sul­ted on most of these oc­ca­sions, as on all oth­ers of pub­lic or private mo­ment. The formal sanc­tion which it may give to a sus­pen­sion or pos­it­ive pro­hib­i­tion of work would render such a meas­ure far more ef­fect­ive than it is at present. The op­er­a­tion of the meas­ure is but par­tial at present, but it might in this way ex­tend, first to all who be­long to the same trade, then to other branches of in­dustry, and even ul­ti­mately to every Western na­tion that ac­cepts the same spir­itual guides. Of course per­sons who think them­selves ag­grieved may al­ways re­sort to this ex­treme course on their own re­spons­ib­il­ity, against the ad­vice of the philo­sophic body. True spir­itual power con­fines it­self to giv­ing coun­sel: it never com­mands. But in such cases, un­less the ad­vice given by the philo­soph­ers has been wrong, the sus­pen­sion of work is not likely to be suf­fi­ciently gen­eral to bring about any im­port­ant res­ult.

This the­ory of trade-uni­ons is, in fact, in the in­dus­trial world, what the power of in­sur­rec­tion is with re­gard to the higher so­cial func­tions; it is an ul­ti­mate re­source which every col­lect­ive or­gan­ism must re­serve. The prin­ciple is the same in the sim­pler and more or­din­ary cases as in the more un­usual and im­port­ant. In both the in­ter­ven­tion of the philo­sophic body, whether so­li­cited or not, whether its pur­pose be to or­gan­ize pop­u­lar ef­fort or to repress it, will largely in­flu­ence the res­ult.

We are now in a po­s­i­tion to state with more pre­ci­sion the main prac­tical dif­fer­ence between the policy of Pos­it­iv­ism, and that of Com­mun­ism or of So­cial­ism. All pro­gress­ive polit­ical schools agree in con­cen­trat­ing their at­ten­tion upon the prob­lem, How to give the people their proper place as a com­pon­ent ele­ment of mod­ern So­ci­ety, which ever since the Middle Ages has been tend­ing more and more dis­tinctly to its nor­mal mode of ex­ist­ence. They also agree that the two great re­quire­ments of the work­ing classes are, the or­gan­iz­a­tion of Edu­ca­tion, and the or­gan­iz­a­tion of La­bour. But here their agree­ment ends. When the means of ef­fect­ing these two ob­jects have to be con­sidered, Pos­it­iv­ists find them­selves at is­sue with all other Pro­gress­ive schools. They main­tain that the or­gan­iz­a­tion of In­dustry must be based upon the or­gan­iz­a­tion of Edu­ca­tion. It is com­monly sup­posed that both may be be­gun sim­ul­tan­eously: or in­deed that La­bour may be or­gan­ized ir­re­spect­ively of Edu­ca­tion. It may seem as if we are mak­ing too much of a mere ques­tion of ar­range­ment; yet the dif­fer­ence is one which af­fects the whole char­ac­ter and method of so­cial re­con­struc­tion. The plan usu­ally fol­lowed is simply a re­pe­ti­tion of the old at­tempt to re­con­struct polit­ic­ally without wait­ing for spir­itual re­con­struc­tion; in other words, to raise the so­cial edi­fice be­fore its in­tel­lec­tual and moral found­a­tions have been laid. Hence the at­tempts made to sat­isfy pop­u­lar re­quire­ments by meas­ures of a purely polit­ical kind, be­cause they ap­pear to meet the evil dir­ectly; a course which is as use­less as it is de­struct­ive. Pos­it­iv­ism, on the con­trary, sub­sti­tutes for such agen­cies, an in­flu­ence which is sure and peace­ful, al­though it be gradual and in­dir­ect; the in­flu­ence of a more en­lightened mor­al­ity, sup­por­ted by a purer state of Public Opin­ion; such opin­ion be­ing or­gan­ized by com­pet­ent minds, and dif­fused freely amongst the people. In fact, the whole ques­tion, whether the solu­tion of the two­fold prob­lem be­fore us is to be em­pir­ical, re­volu­tion­ary, and there­fore con­fined simply to France; or whether it is to be con­sist­ent, pa­cific, and ap­plic­able to the whole of Western Europe, de­pends upon the pref­er­ence or the post­pone­ment of the or­gan­iz­a­tion of La­bour to the or­gan­iz­a­tion of Edu­ca­tion.

This con­clu­sion in­volves a brief ex­plan­a­tion of the gen­eral sys­tem of edu­ca­tion which Pos­it­iv­ism will in­tro­duce. This the new spir­itual power re­gards as its prin­cipal func­tion, and as its most ef­fi­cient means of sat­is­fy­ing the work­ing classes in all reas­on­able de­mands.

It was the great so­cial vir­tue of Cath­oli­cism, that it in­tro­duced for the first time, as far as cir­cum­stances per­mit­ted, a sys­tem of edu­ca­tion com­mon to all classes without dis­tinc­tion, not ex­cept­ing even those who were still slaves. It was a vast un­der­tak­ing, yet es­sen­tial to its pur­pose of found­ing a spir­itual power which was to be in­de­pend­ent of the tem­poral power. Apart from its tem­por­ary value, it has left us one im­per­ish­able prin­ciple, namely that in all edu­ca­tion worthy of the name, moral train­ing should be re­garded as of greater im­port­ance than sci­entific teach­ing. Cath­olic edu­ca­tion, how­ever, was of course, ex­tremely de­fect­ive; ow­ing partly to the cir­cum­stances of the time, and partly to the weak­ness of the doc­trine on which it res­ted. Hav­ing ref­er­ence al­most ex­clus­ively to the op­pressed masses, the prin­cipal les­son which it taught was the duty of al­most pass­ive resig­na­tion, with the ex­cep­tion of cer­tain ob­lig­a­tions im­posed upon rulers. In­tel­lec­tual cul­ture in any true sense there was none. All this was nat­ural in a faith which dir­ec­ted men’s highest ef­forts to an ob­ject un­con­nec­ted with so­cial life, and which taught that all the phe­nom­ena of nature were reg­u­lated by an im­pen­et­rable Will. Cath­olic Edu­ca­tion was con­sequently quite un­suited to any period but the Middle Ages; a period dur­ing which the ad­vanced por­tion of Hu­man­ity was gradu­ally rid­ding it­self of the an­cient in­sti­tu­tion of slavery, by com­mut­ing it first into serf­dom, as a pre­lim­in­ary step to en­tire per­sonal free­dom. In the an­cient world Cath­olic edu­ca­tion would have been too re­volu­tion­ary; at the present time it would be servile and in­ad­equate. Its func­tion was that of dir­ect­ing the long and dif­fi­cult trans­ition from the so­cial life of Antiquity to that of Modern times. Per­sonal eman­cip­a­tion once ob­tained, the work­ing classes began to de­velop their powers and rise to their true po­s­i­tion as a class; and they soon be­came con­scious of in­tel­lec­tual and so­cial wants which Cath­oli­cism was wholly in­cap­able of sat­is­fy­ing.

And yet this is the only real sys­tem of uni­ver­sal edu­ca­tion which the world has hitherto seen. For we can­not give that name to the so-called University sys­tem which meta­phys­i­cians began to in­tro­duce into Europe at the close of the Middle Ages; and which offered little more than the spe­cial in­struc­tion pre­vi­ously given to the priest­hood; that is, the study of the Latin lan­guage, with the dia­lect­ical train­ing re­quired for the de­fence of their doc­trines. Mor­als were un­taught ex­cept as a part of the train­ing of the pro­fessed theo­lo­gian. All this meta­phys­ical and lit­er­ary in­struc­tion was of no great ser­vice to so­cial evol­u­tion, ex­cept so far as it de­veloped the crit­ical power; it had, how­ever, a cer­tain in­dir­ect in­flu­ence on the con­struct­ive move­ment, es­pe­cially on the de­vel­op­ment of Art. But its de­fects, both prac­tical and the­or­et­ical, have been made more evid­ent by its ap­plic­a­tion to new classes of so­ci­ety, whose oc­cu­pa­tions, whether prac­tical or spec­u­lat­ive, re­quired a very dif­fer­ent kind of train­ing. And thus, while claim­ing the title of Univer­sal, it never reached the work­ing classes, even in Prot­est­ant coun­tries, where each be­liever be­came to a cer­tain ex­tent his own priest.

The theo­lo­gical method be­ing ob­sol­ete, and the meta­phys­ical method in­ad­equate, the task of found­ing an ef­fi­cient sys­tem of pop­u­lar edu­ca­tion be­longs to Pos­it­iv­ism; the only doc­trine cap­able of re­con­cil­ing these two or­ders of con­di­tions, the in­tel­lec­tual and the moral, which are equally ne­ces­sary, but which since the Middle Ages have al­ways proved in­com­pat­ible. Pos­it­iv­ist edu­ca­tion, while se­cur­ing the su­prem­acy of the heart over the un­der­stand­ing more ef­fi­ciently than Cath­oli­cism, will yet put no obstacle in the way of in­tel­lec­tual growth. The func­tion of In­tel­lect, in edu­ca­tion as in prac­tical life, will be to reg­u­late Feel­ing; the cul­ture of which, be­gin­ning at birth, will be main­tained by con­stant ex­er­cise of the three classes of du­ties re­l­at­ive to Self, to the Fam­ily, and to So­ci­ety.

I have already ex­plained the mode in which the prin­ciples of uni­ver­sal mor­al­ity will be fi­nally co­ordin­ated; a task which, as I have shown, is con­nec­ted with the prin­cipal func­tion of the new spir­itual power. I have now only to point out the para­mount in­flu­ence of mor­al­ity on every part of Pos­it­ive Edu­ca­tion. It will be seen to be con­nec­ted at first spon­tan­eously, and af­ter­wards in a more sys­tem­atic form, with the en­tire sys­tem of hu­man know­ledge.

Pos­it­ive Edu­ca­tion, ad­apt­ing it­self to the re­quire­ments of the Or­gan­ism with which it has to deal, sub­or­din­ates in­tel­lec­tual con­di­tions to so­cial. So­cial con­di­tions are con­sidered as the main ob­ject, in­tel­lec­tual as but the means of at­tain­ing it. Its prin­cipal aim is to in­duce the work­ing classes to ac­cept their high so­cial func­tion of sup­port­ing the spir­itual power, while at the same time it will render them more ef­fi­cient in their own spe­cial du­ties.

Pre­sum­ing that Edu­ca­tion ex­tends from birth to man­hood, we may di­vide it into two peri­ods, the first end­ing with pu­berty, that is, at the be­gin­ning of in­dus­trial ap­pren­tice­ship. Edu­ca­tion here should be es­sen­tially spon­tan­eous, and should be car­ried on as far as pos­sible in the bosom of the fam­ily. The only stud­ies re­quired should be of an aes­thetic kind. In the second period, Edu­ca­tion takes a sys­tem­atic form, con­sist­ing chiefly of a pub­lic course of sci­entific lec­tures, ex­plain­ing the es­sen­tial laws of the vari­ous or­ders of phe­nom­ena. These lec­tures will be the ground­work of Moral Science, which will co­ordin­ate the whole, and point out the re­la­tion of each part to the so­cial pur­pose com­mon to all. Thus, at about the time which long ex­per­i­ence has fixed as that of legal ma­jor­ity, and when in most cases the term of ap­pren­tice­ship closes, the work­man will be pre­pared in­tel­lec­tu­ally and mor­ally for his pub­lic and private ser­vice.

The first years of life, from in­fancy to the end of the period of second den­ti­tion, should be de­voted to edu­ca­tion of the phys­ical powers, car­ried on un­der the su­per­in­tend­ence of the par­ents, es­pe­cially of the mother. Phys­ical edu­ca­tion, as usu­ally prac­tised, is noth­ing but mere mus­cu­lar ex­er­cise; but a more im­port­ant ob­ject is that of train­ing the senses, and giv­ing manual skill, so as to de­velop from the very first our powers of ob­ser­va­tion and ac­tion. Study, in the or­din­ary ac­cept­a­tion, there should be none dur­ing this period, not even read­ing or writ­ing. An ac­quaint­ance with facts of vari­ous kinds, such as may spon­tan­eously at­tract the grow­ing powers of at­ten­tion, will be the only in­struc­tion re­ceived. The philo­sophic sys­tem of the in­fant in­di­vidual, like that of the in­fant spe­cies, con­sists in pure Fet­ish­ism, and its nat­ural de­vel­op­ment should not be dis­turbed by un­wise in­ter­fer­ence. The only care of the par­ents will be to im­press those feel­ings and habits for which a ra­tional basis will be given at a later period. By tak­ing every op­por­tun­ity of call­ing the higher in­stincts into play, they will be lay­ing down the best found­a­tion for true mor­al­ity.

Dur­ing the period of about seven years com­prised between the second den­ti­tion and pu­berty, Edu­ca­tion will be­come some­what more sys­tem­atic; but it will be lim­ited to the cul­ture of the fine arts; and it will be still most im­port­ant, es­pe­cially on moral grounds, to avoid sep­ar­a­tion from the fam­ily. The study of Art should simply con­sist in prac­tising it more or less sys­tem­at­ic­ally. No formal lec­tures are ne­ces­sary, at least for the pur­poses of gen­eral edu­ca­tion, though of course for pro­fes­sional pur­poses they may still be re­quired. There is no reason why these stud­ies should not be car­ried on at home by the second gen­er­a­tion of Pos­it­iv­ists, when the cul­ture of the par­ents will be suf­fi­ciently ad­vanced to al­low them to su­per­in­tend it. They will in­clude Po­etry, the art on which all the rest are based; and the two most im­port­ant of the spe­cial arts, mu­sic and draw­ing. Mean­time the pu­pil will be­come fa­mil­iar with the prin­cipal Western lan­guages, which are in­cluded in the study of Po­etry, since mod­ern po­etry can­not be prop­erly ap­pre­ci­ated without them. Moreover, in­de­pend­ently of aes­thetic con­sid­er­a­tions, a know­ledge of them is most im­port­ant mor­ally, as a means of des­troy­ing na­tional pre­ju­dices, and of form­ing the true Pos­it­iv­ist stand­ard of Oc­ci­dental feel­ing. Each na­tion will be taught to con­sider it a duty to learn the lan­guage of con­tigu­ous coun­tries; an ob­vi­ous prin­ciple, which, in the case of French­men, will in­volve their learn­ing all the other four lan­guages, as a con­sequence of that cent­ral po­s­i­tion which gives them so many ad­vant­ages. When this rule be­comes gen­eral, and the nat­ural af­fin­it­ies of the five ad­vanced na­tions are brought fully into play, a com­mon Oc­ci­dental lan­guage will not be long in form­ing it­self spon­tan­eously, without the aid of any meta­phys­ical scheme for pro­du­cing a lan­guage that shall be ab­so­lutely uni­ver­sal.

Dur­ing the lat­ter por­tion of primary Edu­ca­tion, which is de­voted to the cul­ture of the ima­gin­at­ive powers, the philo­sophic de­vel­op­ment of the in­di­vidual, cor­res­pond­ing to that of the race, will carry him from the simple Fet­ish­ism with which he began to the state of Poly­the­ism. This re­semb­lance between the growth of the in­di­vidual and that of so­ci­ety has al­ways shown it­self more or less, in spite of the ir­ra­tional pre­cau­tions of Chris­tian teach­ers. They have never been able to give chil­dren a dis­taste for those simple tales of fair­ies and genii, which are nat­ural to this phase. The Pos­it­iv­ist teacher will let this tend­ency take its own course. It should not, how­ever, in­volve any hy­po­crisy on the part of the par­ents, nor need it lead to any sub­sequent con­tra­dic­tion. The simple truth is enough. The child may be told that these spon­tan­eous be­liefs are but nat­ural to his age, but that they will gradu­ally lead him on to oth­ers, by the fun­da­mental law of all hu­man de­vel­op­ment. Lan­guage of this kind will not only have the ad­vant­age of fa­mil­i­ar­iz­ing him with a great prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, but will stim­u­late the nas­cent sense of so­ci­ab­il­ity, by lead­ing him to sym­path­ize with the vari­ous na­tions who still re­main at his own prim­it­ive stage of in­tel­lec­tual de­vel­op­ment.

The second part of Pos­it­iv­ist Edu­ca­tion can­not be con­duc­ted al­to­gether at home, since it in­volves pub­lic lec­tures, in which of course the part taken by the par­ent can only be ac­cess­ory. But this is no reason for de­priving the pu­pil of the ad­vant­ages of fam­ily life; it re­mains as in­dis­pens­able as ever to his moral de­vel­op­ment, which is al­ways to be the first con­sid­er­a­tion. It will be easy for him to fol­low the best mas­ters without weak­en­ing his sense of per­sonal and do­mestic mor­al­ity, which is the al­most in­ev­it­able res­ult of the mon­astic se­clu­sion of mod­ern schools. The pub­lic-school sys­tem is com­monly thought to com­pensate for these dis­ad­vant­ages, by the know­ledge of the world which it gives; but this is bet­ter ob­tained by free in­ter­course with so­ci­ety, where sym­path­ies are far more likely to be sat­is­fied. Re­cog­ni­tion of this truth would do much to fa­cil­it­ate and im­prove pop­u­lar edu­ca­tion; and it ap­plies to all cases, ex­cept per­haps to some spe­cial pro­fes­sions, where se­clu­sion of the pu­pils may still be ne­ces­sary, though even in these cases prob­ably it may be ul­ti­mately dis­pensed with.

The plan to be fol­lowed in this period of edu­ca­tion, will ob­vi­ously be that in­dic­ated by the en­cyc­lopædic law of Clas­si­fic­a­tion, which forms part of my The­ory of Devel­op­ment. Scientific study, whether for the work­ing man or the philo­sopher, should be­gin with the in­or­ganic world around us, and then pass to the sub­ject of Man and So­ci­ety; since our ideas on these two sub­jects form the basis of our prac­tical ac­tion. The first class of stud­ies, as I have stated be­fore, in­cludes four sci­ences which we may ar­range in pairs: Mathem­at­ics and Astro­nomy form­ing the first pair; Phys­ics and Chem­istry the second. To each of these pairs, two years may be given. But as the first ranges over a wide field, and is of greater lo­gical im­port­ance, it will re­quire two lec­tures weekly; whereas, for all the sub­sequent stud­ies one lec­ture will be suf­fi­cient. Besides, dur­ing these two years, the ne­ces­sit­ies of prac­tical life will not press heav­ily, and more time may fairly be spent in men­tal oc­cu­pa­tion. From the study of in­or­ganic sci­ence, the pu­pil will pro­ceed to Bi­ology: this sub­ject may eas­ily be con­densed in the fifth year into a series of forty lec­tures, without really los­ing either its philo­sophic or its pop­u­lar char­ac­ter. This con­cludes the in­tro­duct­ory part of Edu­ca­tion. The stu­dent will now co­ordin­ate all his pre­vi­ous know­ledge by the dir­ect study of So­ci­ology, stat­ic­ally and dy­nam­ic­ally viewed. On this sub­ject also forty lec­tures will be given, in which the struc­ture and growth of hu­man so­ci­et­ies, es­pe­cially those of mod­ern times, will be clearly ex­plained. With this found­a­tion we come to the last of the seven years of pu­pil­lage, in which the great so­cial pur­pose of the scheme is at last reached. It will be de­voted to a sys­tem­atic ex­pos­i­tion of Moral Science, the prin­ciples of which may be now fully un­der­stood by the light of the know­ledge pre­vi­ously ob­tained of the World, of Life, and of Hu­man­ity.

Dur­ing this course of study, part of the three un­oc­cu­pied months of each year will be spent in pub­lic ex­am­in­a­tions, to test the de­gree to which the in­struc­tion has been as­sim­il­ated. The pu­pils will of their own ac­cord con­tinue their aes­thetic pur­suits, even sup­pos­ing their nat­ural tastes in this dir­ec­tion not to be en­cour­aged as they ought to be. Dur­ing the last two years the Latin and Greek lan­guages might be ac­quired, as an ac­cess­ory study, which would im­prove the po­etic cul­ture of the stu­dent, and be use­ful to him in the his­tor­ical and moral ques­tions with which he will then be oc­cu­pied. For the pur­poses of Art, Greek is the more use­ful of the two; but in the second ob­ject, that of en­abling us to real­ize our so­cial Fili­ation, Latin is of even greater im­port­ance.

In the course of these seven years the philo­sophic de­vel­op­ment of the in­di­vidual, pre­serving its cor­res­pond­ence with that of the race, will pass through its last phase. As the pu­pil passed be­fore from Fet­ish­ism to Poly­the­ism, so he will now pass, as spon­tan­eously, into Mono­the­ism, in­duced by the in­flu­ence on his ima­gin­at­ive powers which hitherto have been su­preme, of the spirit of dis­cus­sion. No in­ter­fer­ence should be offered to this meta­phys­ical trans­ition, which is the homage that he pays to the ne­ces­sary con­di­tions un­der which man­kind ar­rives at truth. There is some­thing in this pro­vi­sional phase which evid­ently har­mon­izes well with the ab­stract and in­de­pend­ent char­ac­ter of Mathem­at­ics, with which the two first years of the seven are oc­cu­pied. As long as more at­ten­tion is given to de­duc­tion than to in­duc­tion, the mind can­not but re­tain a lean­ing to meta­phys­ical the­or­ies. Under their in­flu­ence the stu­dent will soon re­duce his prim­it­ive theo­logy to Deism of a more or less dis­tinct kind; and this dur­ing his physi­co­chem­ical stud­ies will most likely de­gen­er­ate into a spe­cies of Athe­ism; which last phase, un­der the en­light­en­ing in­flu­ence of bio­lo­gical and still more of so­ci­olo­gical know­ledge, will be fi­nally re­placed by Pos­it­iv­ism. Thus at the time fixed for the ul­ti­mate study of moral sci­ence, each new mem­ber of Hu­man­ity will have been strongly im­pressed by per­sonal ex­per­i­ence, with a sense of his­tor­ical Fili­ation, and will be en­abled to sym­path­ize with his an­cest­ors and con­tem­por­ar­ies, while de­vot­ing his prac­tical en­er­gies to the good of his suc­cessors.

There is an ex­cel­lent cus­tom pre­val­ent among the work­ing men of France and cred­it­able to their good sense, with which our edu­ca­tional scheme seems at first sight in­com­pat­ible. I refer to the cus­tom of trav­el­ling from place to place dur­ing the last years of ap­pren­tice­ship; which is as be­ne­fi­cial to their mind and char­ac­ter, as the pur­pose­less ex­cur­sions of our wealthy and idle classes are in most cases in­jur­i­ous. But there is no ne­ces­sity for its in­ter­fer­ing with study, since it al­ways in­volves long res­id­ence in the chief centres of pro­duc­tion, where the work­man is sure to find an­nual courses of lec­tures sim­ilar to those which he would oth­er­wise have been at­tend­ing at home. As the struc­ture and dis­tri­bu­tion of the philo­sophic body will be every­where the same, there need be no great in­con­veni­ence in these changes. For every centre not more than seven teach­ers will be re­quired; each of whom will take the whole En­cyc­lopædic scale suc­cess­ively. Thus the total num­ber of lec­tures will be so small as to ad­mit of a high stand­ard of merit be­ing every­where at­tained, and of find­ing every­where a fair meas­ure of ma­ter­ial sup­port. So far from dis­cour­aging the trav­el­ling sys­tem, Pos­it­iv­ism will give it a new char­ac­ter, in­tel­lec­tu­ally and so­cially, by ex­tend­ing the range of travel to the whole of Western Europe, since there is no part of it in which the work­man will not be able to pro­sec­ute his edu­ca­tion. The dif­fer­ence of lan­guage will then be no obstacle. Not only would the sense of fra­tern­ity among Western na­tions be strengthened by such a plan, but great im­prove­ment would res­ult aes­thet­ic­ally. The lan­guages of Europe would be learnt more thor­oughly, and there would be a keener ap­pre­ci­ation of works of art, whether mu­sical, pictorial, or ar­chi­tec­tural; for these can never be prop­erly ap­pre­ci­ated but in the coun­try which gave them birth.

Judging by our present prac­tice, it would seem im­possible to in­clude such a mass of im­port­ant sci­entific stud­ies, as are here pro­posed, in three hun­dred and sixty lec­tures. But the length to which courses of lec­tures on any sub­ject ex­tend at present, is ow­ing partly to the spe­cial or pro­fes­sional ob­ject with which the course is given, and still more to the dis­curs­ive and un­philo­soph­ical spirit of most of the teach­ers, con­sequent on the miser­able man­ner in which our sci­entific sys­tem is or­gan­ized. Such a re­gen­er­a­tion of sci­entific stud­ies as Pos­it­iv­ism pro­poses, will an­im­ate them with a so­cial spirit, and thus give them a lar­ger and more com­pre­hens­ive tend­ency. Teach­ers will be­come more prac­tised in the art of con­dens­ing, and their lec­tures will be far more sub­stan­tial. They will not in­deed be a sub­sti­tute for vol­un­tary ef­fort, on which all the real value of teach­ing de­pends. Their aim will be rather to dir­ect such ef­fort. A strik­ing ex­ample, which is not so well re­membered as it should be, will help to ex­plain my mean­ing. At the first open­ing of the Poly­tech­nic School, courses of lec­tures were given, very ap­pro­pri­ately named “Re­volu­tion­ary Courses,” which con­cen­trated the teach­ing of three years into three months. What was in that case an ex­traordin­ary an­om­aly, due to re­pub­lican en­thu­si­asm, may be­come the nor­mal state when a moral power arises not in­ferior in en­ergy, and yet based upon a con­sist­ent in­tel­lec­tual syn­thesis, of which our great pre­de­cessors of the Re­volu­tion could have no con­cep­tion.

Little at­ten­tion has hitherto been given to the di­dactic value of Feel­ing. Since the close of the Middle Ages, the heart has been neg­lected in pro­por­tion as the mind has been cul­tiv­ated. But it is the char­ac­ter­istic prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, a prin­ciple as fer­tile in in­tel­lec­tual as in moral res­ults, that the In­tel­lect, whether we look at its nat­ural or at its nor­mal po­s­i­tion, is sub­or­din­ate to So­cial Feel­ing. Throughout this course of pop­u­lar edu­ca­tion, par­ents and mas­ters will seize every suit­able oc­ca­sion for call­ing So­cial Feel­ing into play; and the most ab­struse sub­jects will of­ten be viv­i­fied by its in­flu­ence. The of­fice of the mind is to strengthen and to cul­tiv­ate the heart; the heart again should an­im­ate and dir­ect the men­tal powers. This mu­tual in­flu­ence of gen­eral views and gen­er­ous feel­ings will have greater ef­fect upon sci­entific study, from the aes­thetic cul­ture pre­vi­ously given, in which such habits of mind will have been formed, as will give grace and beauty to the whole life.

When I speak of this edu­ca­tion as spe­cially destined for the people, I am not merely us­ing words to de­note its com­pre­hens­ive­ness and philo­sophic char­ac­ter. It is, in my opin­ion, the only edu­ca­tion, with the ex­cep­tion of cer­tain spe­cial branches, for which pub­lic or­gan­iz­a­tion is needed. It should be looked on as a sac­red debt which the re­pub­lic owes to the work­ing classes. But the claim does not ex­tend to other classes, who can eas­ily pay for any spe­cial in­struc­tion that they may re­quire. Besides such in­struc­tion will be only a par­tial de­vel­op­ment of the more gen­eral teach­ing, or an ap­plic­a­tion of it to some par­tic­u­lar pur­pose. There­fore if the gen­eral train­ing be sound, most people will be able to pro­sec­ute ac­cess­ory stud­ies by them­selves. Ap­pren­tice­ship to any busi­ness in­volves very little, ex­cept the prac­tice of it. Even in the highest arts, no course of sys­tem­atic in­struc­tion is ne­ces­sary. The false views now pre­val­ent on the sub­ject are due to the un­for­tu­nate ab­sence of all gen­eral edu­ca­tion, since the de­cay of Cath­oli­cism. The spe­cial in­sti­tu­tions foun­ded in Europe dur­ing the last three cen­tur­ies, and care­fully re­mod­elled in France by the Con­ven­tion, are only valu­able as con­tain­ing cer­tain germs of truth, which will be found in­dis­pens­able when gen­eral edu­ca­tion is fi­nally re­or­gan­ized. But im­port­ant as they may be from a sci­entific as­pect, their prac­tical util­ity, which seems to have been the motive for es­tab­lish­ing them, is ex­ceed­ingly doubt­ful. The arts which they were in­ten­ded to pro­mote could have done per­fectly well without them. I in­clude in these re­marks such in­sti­tu­tions as the Poly­tech­nic School, the Mu­seum of Nat­ural His­tory, etc. Their value, like that of all good in­sti­tu­tions of mod­ern times, is purely pro­vi­sional. Viewed in this light, it may be worth our while to re­or­gan­ize them. Pos­it­iv­ist prin­ciples, dis­card­ing all at­tempts to make them per­man­ent, will be all the bet­ter able to ad­apt them to their im­port­ant tem­por­ary pur­pose. Indeed there are some new in­sti­tu­tions which it might be ad­vis­able to form; such, for in­stance, as a School of Com­par­at­ive Philo­logy, the ob­ject of which would be to range all hu­man lan­guages ac­cord­ing to their true af­fin­it­ies. This would com­pensate the sup­pres­sion of Greek and Latin pro­fess­or­ships, which is cer­tainly an in­dis­pens­able meas­ure. But the whole of this pro­vi­sional frame­work would no doubt dis­ap­pear be­fore the end of the nine­teenth cen­tury, when a sys­tem of gen­eral edu­ca­tion will have been thor­oughly or­gan­ized. The present ne­ces­sity for a pro­vi­sional sys­tem should lead to no mis­con­cep­tion of its char­ac­ter and pur­pose. Work­ing men are the only class who have a real claim upon the State for in­struc­tion; and this, if wisely or­gan­ized, dis­penses with the ne­ces­sity of spe­cial in­sti­tu­tions. The ad­op­tion of these views would at once fa­cil­it­ate and en­noble pop­u­lar edu­ca­tion. Na­tions, provinces, and towns will vie with one an­other in in­vit­ing the best teach­ers that the spir­itual au­thor­it­ies of Western Europe can sup­ply. And every true philo­sopher will take pride in such teach­ing, when it be­comes gen­er­ally un­der­stood that the pop­u­lar char­ac­ter of his lec­tures im­plies that they shall be at the same time sys­tem­atic. Mem­bers of the new spir­itual power will in most cases re­gard teach­ing as their prin­cipal oc­cu­pa­tion, for at least a con­sid­er­able por­tion of their pub­lic life.

What has been said makes it clear that any or­gan­iz­a­tion of such edu­ca­tion as this at the present time would be im­possible. However sin­cere the in­ten­tions of gov­ern­ments to ef­fect this great res­ult might be, any pre­ma­ture at­tempt to do it would but in­jure the work, es­pe­cially if they put in a claim to su­per­in­tend it. The truth is that a sys­tem of edu­ca­tion, if it de­serve the name, pre­sup­poses the ac­cept­ance of a def­in­ite philo­soph­ical and so­cial creed to de­term­ine its char­ac­ter and pur­pose. Chil­dren can­not be brought up in con­vic­tions con­trary to those of their par­ents; in­deed, the in­flu­ence of the par­ent is es­sen­tial to the in­structor. Opin­ions and habits that have been already formed may sub­sequently be strengthened by an edu­ca­tional sys­tem; but the car­ry­ing out of any such sys­tem is im­possible, un­til the prin­ciples of com­bined ac­tion and be­lief have been well es­tab­lished. Till then the or­gan­iz­a­tion that we pro­pose can only be ef­fected in the case of in­di­vidu­als who are ripe for it. Each of these will en­deav­our to re­pair the faults and de­fi­cien­cies of his own edu­ca­tion in the best way he can, by the aid of the gen­eral doc­trine which he ac­cepts. As­sum­ing that the doc­trine is destined to tri­umph, the num­ber of such minds gradu­ally in­creases, and they su­per­in­tend the so­cial pro­gress of the next gen­er­a­tion. This is the nat­ural pro­cess, and no ar­ti­fi­cial in­ter­fer­ence can dis­pense with it. So far, then, from in­vit­ing gov­ern­ment to or­gan­ize edu­ca­tion, we ought rather to ex­hort it to ab­dic­ate the edu­ca­tional powers which it already holds, and which, I refer more es­pe­cially to France, are either use­less or a source of dis­cord. There are only two ex­cep­tions to this re­mark, namely, primary edu­ca­tion, and spe­cial in­struc­tion in cer­tain higher branches. Of these I have already spoken. But with these ex­cep­tions, it is most de­sir­able that gov­ern­ment, whether mu­ni­cipal or cent­ral, should sur­render its un­reas­on­able mono­poly, and es­tab­lish real liberty of teach­ing; the con­di­tion of such liberty be­ing, as I said be­fore, the sup­pres­sion of all an­nual grants what­so­ever for theo­lo­gical or meta­phys­ical pur­poses. Until some uni­ver­sal faith has been ac­cep­ted on its own mer­its, all at­tempts made by Govern­ment to re­form edu­ca­tion must ne­ces­sar­ily be re­ac­tion­ary; since they will al­ways be based on some one of the ret­ro­gress­ive creeds which it is our ob­ject to su­per­sede al­to­gether.

It is with adults, then, that we must deal. We must en­deav­our to dis­sem­in­ate sys­tem­atic con­vic­tions among them, and thus open the door to a real re­form of edu­ca­tion for the next gen­er­a­tion. The press and the power of free speech of­fer many ways of bring­ing about this res­ult. The most im­port­ant of these would be a more or less con­nec­ted series of pop­u­lar lec­tures on the vari­ous pos­it­ive sci­ences, in­clud­ing his­tory, which may now be ranked among them. Now for these lec­tures to pro­duce their full ef­fect, they must even when treat­ing of the most ele­ment­ary point in math­em­at­ics, be thor­oughly philo­sophic and con­sequently an­im­ated by a so­cial spirit. They must be en­tirely in­de­pend­ent of gov­ern­ment, so as not to be hampered by any of the au­thor­ized views. Lastly, there is a con­di­tion in which all the rest are summed up. These lec­tures should be Oc­ci­dental, not simply Na­tional. What we re­quire is a free as­so­ci­ation of philo­soph­ers through­out Western Europe, formed by the vol­un­tary co­oper­a­tion of all who can con­trib­ute ef­fi­ciently to this great pre­lim­in­ary work; their ser­vices be­ing es­sen­tially gra­tu­it­ous. It is a res­ult which no sys­tem but Pos­it­iv­ism is cap­able of ef­fect­ing. By its agency that co­ali­tion between philo­soph­ers and the work­ing classes, on which so much de­pends, will speedily be es­tab­lished.

While the work of propagat­ing Pos­it­iv­ist con­vic­tions is go­ing on in the free and un­res­tric­ted man­ner here de­scribed, the spir­itual au­thor­ity will at the same time be form­ing it­self, and will be pre­pared to make use of these con­vic­tions as the basis for so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion. Thus the trans­itional state will be brought as nearly as pos­sible into har­mony with the nor­mal state; and this the more in pro­por­tion as the nat­ural af­fin­ity between philo­soph­ers and work­men is brought out more dis­tinctly. The con­nec­tion between Pos­it­iv­ist lec­tures and Pos­it­iv­ist clubs will il­lus­trate my mean­ing. While the lec­tures pre­pare the way for the Fu­ture, the clubs work in the same dir­ec­tion by judging the Past, and ad­vising for the Present; so that we have at once a be­gin­ning of the three es­sen­tial func­tions of the new spir­itual power.

We have now a clear con­cep­tion of pop­u­lar edu­ca­tion in its pro­vi­sional, and in its nor­mal state. Long be­fore the nor­mal state can be real­ized, the mu­tual ac­tion of philo­soph­ers and work­men will have done great ser­vice to both. Meet­ing with such power­ful sup­port from the people, the rising spir­itual power will win the re­spect if not the af­fec­tion of their rulers, even of those among them who are now the most con­temp­tu­ous of every in­flu­ence but that of ma­ter­ial power. Their ex­cess of pride will of­ten be so far humbled that they will in­vite its me­di­ation in cases where the people have been roused to just in­dig­na­tion. The force of num­bers seems at first so vi­ol­ent as to carry all be­fore it; but in the end it usu­ally proves far in­ferior to that of wealth. It can­not ex­ist for any length of time without com­plete con­ver­gence of opin­ion and feel­ing. Hence, a spir­itual power has very great weight in con­trolling or dir­ect­ing its ac­tion. Philo­soph­ers will never, in­deed, be able to man­age the work­ing classes as they please, as some un­prin­cipled agit­at­ors have ima­gined; but when they ex­er­cise their au­thor­ity rightly, whether it be in the cause of Order or that of Pro­gress, they will have great power over their pas­sions and con­duct. Such in­flu­ence can only spring from long cher­ished feel­ings of grat­it­ude and trust, due not merely to pre­sumed ca­pa­city but to ser­vices ac­tu­ally rendered. No one is a fit rep­res­ent­at­ive of his own claims; but the philo­sopher may hon­our­ably rep­res­ent the cause of work­ing men be­fore the gov­ern­ing classes; and the people will in their turn com­pel their rulers to re­spect the new spir­itual power. By this ha­bitual ex­change of ser­vices the as­pir­a­tions of the people will be kept clear of all sub­vers­ive tend­en­cies, and philo­soph­ers will be led to aban­don the folly of seek­ing polit­ical power. Neither class will de­grade it­self by mak­ing its own in­terest the chief con­sid­er­a­tion: each will find its own re­ward in keep­ing to the no­bler course of its own so­cial duty.

To com­plete this view of the polit­ical at­ti­tude which Pos­it­iv­ism re­com­mends to the work­ing class, I have now to speak of the in­tel­lec­tual and moral con­di­tions which that at­ti­tude re­quires, and on which the char­ac­ter of their spir­itual lead­ers de­pends. What is wanted is only a more per­fect de­vel­op­ment of tend­en­cies which already ex­ist in the people, and which have already shown them­selves strong in Paris, the centre of the great Western move­ment.

In­tel­lec­tu­ally the prin­cipal con­di­tions are two: Eman­cip­a­tion from ob­sol­ete be­liefs, and a suf­fi­cient amount of men­tal cul­ture.

The eman­cip­a­tion of the work­ing classes from theo­logy is com­plete, at least in Paris. In no other class has it so en­tirely lost its power. The shal­low de­ism, which sat­is­fies so many of our lit­er­ary men, finds little fa­vour with the people. They are hap­pily un­versed in stud­ies of words and ab­strac­tions, without which this last stage in the pro­cess of eman­cip­a­tion speedily comes to an end. We only re­quire a stronger ex­pres­sion of pop­u­lar feel­ing on this point, so as to avoid all de­cep­tion and false state­ment as to the in­tel­lec­tual char­ac­ter of the re­or­gan­iz­a­tion that is go­ing on. And the free­dom that we are now en­joy­ing will ad­mit of these feel­ings be­ing un­mis­tak­ably mani­fes­ted, es­pe­cially now that they have the new philo­sophy for their ex­po­nent. A dis­tinct de­clar­a­tion of opin­ion on this sub­ject is ur­gently needed on so­cial grounds. That hy­po­crit­ical af­fect­a­tion of theo­lo­gical be­lief against which we have to fight, is de­signed to pre­vent, or at least has the ef­fect of pre­vent­ing, the just en­force­ment of pop­u­lar claims. These un­scru­pu­lous at­tempts to mys­tify the people in­volve their men­tal sub­jec­tion. The res­ult is, that their le­git­im­ate as­pir­a­tions for real pro­gress are evaded, by di­vert­ing their thoughts to­wards an ima­gin­ary fu­ture state. It is for the work­ing classes them­selves to break through this con­cer­ted scheme, which is even more con­tempt­ible than it is odi­ous. They have only to de­clare without dis­guise what their in­tel­lec­tual po­s­i­tion really is; and to do this so em­phat­ic­ally as to make any mis­take on the part of the gov­ern­ing classes im­possible. They will con­sequently re­ject all teach­ers who are in­suf­fi­ciently eman­cip­ated, or who in any way sup­port the sys­tem of theo­lo­gical hy­po­crisy, which, from Robe­s­pi­erre down­wards, has been the refuge of all re­ac­tion­ists, whether demo­crat or roy­al­ist. But there are teach­ers of an­other kind, who sin­cerely main­tain that our life here on Earth is a tem­por­ary ban­ish­ment, and that we ought to take as little in­terest in it as pos­sible. A prompt an­swer may be given to such in­struct­ors as these. They should be re­ques­ted to fol­low out their prin­ciple con­sist­ently, and to cease to in­ter­fere in the man­age­ment of a world which is so alien to what, in their ideas, is the sole aim of life.

Meta­phys­ical prin­ciples have more hold on our work­ing classes than theo­lo­gical; yet their aban­don­ment is equally ne­ces­sary. The subtle ex­tra­vag­ances by which the Ger­man mind has been so con­fused, find, it is true, little fa­vour in Cath­olic coun­tries. But even in Paris the people re­tains a pre­ju­dice in fa­vour of meta­phys­ical in­struc­tion, though hap­pily it has not been able to ob­tain it. It is most de­sir­able that this last il­lu­sion of our work­ing classes should be dis­sip­ated, as it forms the one great obstacle to their so­cial ac­tion. One reason for it is that they fall into the com­mon er­ror of con­found­ing know­ledge with in­tel­li­gence, and ima­gine in their mod­esty that none but in­struc­ted men are cap­able of gov­ern­ing. Now this er­ror, nat­ural as it is, of­ten leads them to choose in­com­pet­ent lead­ers. A truer es­tim­ate of mod­ern so­ci­ety would teach them that it is not among our lit­er­ary, or even our sci­entific men, proud as they may be of their at­tain­ments, that the largest num­ber of really power­ful in­tel­lects are to be found. There are more of them among the des­pised prac­tical class, and even amongst the most un­in­struc­ted work­ing men. In the Middle Ages this truth was bet­ter known than it is now. Edu­ca­tion was thought more of than in­struc­tion. A knight would be ap­pre­ci­ated for his saga­city and pen­et­ra­tion, and ap­poin­ted to im­port­ant posts, though he might be ex­tremely ig­nor­ant. Clear-sighted­ness, wis­dom, and even con­sist­ency of thought, are qual­it­ies which are very in­de­pend­ent of learn­ing; and, as mat­ters now stand, they are far bet­ter cul­tiv­ated in prac­tical life than in schol­astic study. In breadth of view, which lies at the root of all polit­ical ca­pa­city, our lit­er­ary classes have cer­tainly shown them­selves far be­low the av­er­age.

And now we come to an­other and a deeper reason for the pre­ju­dice of which I am speak­ing. It is that they make no dis­tinc­tion between one kind of in­struc­tion and an­other. The un­for­tu­nate con­fid­ence which they still be­stow on lit­er­ary men and law­yers shows that the prestige of ped­antry lingers among them longer than the prestige of theo­logy or mon­archy. But all this will soon be altered un­der the in­flu­ence of re­pub­lican gov­ern­ment, and the strong dis­cip­line of a sound philo­soph­ical sys­tem. Pop­u­lar in­stinct will soon dis­cover that con­stant prac­tice of the fac­ulty of ex­pres­sion, whether in speech or in writ­ing, is no guar­an­tee for real power of thought; in­deed that it has a tend­ency to in­ca­pa­cit­ate men from form­ing a clear and de­cided judg­ment on any ques­tion. The in­struc­tion which such men re­ceive is ut­terly de­fi­cient in solid prin­ciples, and it al­most al­ways either pre­sup­poses or causes a total ab­sence of fixed con­vic­tions. Most minds thus trained, while skilled in put­ting other men’s thoughts into shape, be­come in­cap­able of dis­tin­guish­ing true from false in the com­mon­est sub­jects, even when their own in­terest re­quires it. The people must give up the feel­ing of blind re­spect which leads them to en­trust such men with their higher in­terests. Rev­er­ence for su­per­i­ors is doubt­less in­dis­pens­able to a well-ordered state; only it needs to be bet­ter guided than it is now.

What then, work­ing men may ask, is the proper train­ing for them­selves, and con­sequently for those who claim to guide them? The an­swer is, sys­tem­atic cul­tiv­a­tion of the Pos­it­ive spirit. It is already called into ex­er­cise by their daily oc­cu­pa­tions; and all that is wanted is to strengthen it by a course of sci­entific study. Their daily work in­volves a rudi­ment­ary ap­plic­a­tion of the Pos­it­ive method: it turns their at­ten­tion to many most im­port­ant nat­ural laws. In fact, the work­men of Paris, whom I take as the best type of their class, have a clearer sense of that union of real­ity with util­ity by which the Pos­it­ive spirit is char­ac­ter­ized, than most of our sci­entific men. The spe­ci­al­ity of their em­ploy­ment is no doubt dis­ad­vant­age­ous with re­spect to breadth and co­her­ence of ideas. But it leaves the mind free from re­spons­ib­il­ity, and this is the most fa­vour­able con­di­tion for de­vel­op­ing these qual­it­ies to which all vig­or­ous in­tel­lects are nat­ur­ally dis­posed. But noth­ing will so strongly im­press on the people the im­port­ance of ex­tend­ing and or­gan­iz­ing their sci­entific know­ledge, as their in­terest in so­cial ques­tions. Their de­term­in­a­tion to rec­tify a faulty con­di­tion of so­ci­ety will sug­gest to them that they must first know what the laws of So­cial life really are; know­ledge which is ob­vi­ously ne­ces­sary in every other sub­ject. They will then feel how im­possible it is to un­der­stand the present state of so­ci­ety, without un­der­stand­ing its re­la­tion on the one hand with the Past, and on the other with the Fu­ture. Their de­sire to modify the nat­ural course of so­cial phe­nom­ena will make them anxious to know the ante­cedents and con­sequences of these phe­nom­ena, so as to avoid all mis­chiev­ous or use­less in­ter­fer­ence. They will thus dis­cover that Polit­ical Art is even more de­pend­ent than other arts, upon its cor­res­pond­ing Science. And then they will soon see that this sci­ence is no isol­ated de­part­ment of know­ledge, but that it in­volves pre­lim­in­ary study of Man and of the World. In this way they will pass down­wards through the hier­archic scale of Pos­it­ive con­cep­tions, un­til they come back to the in­or­ganic world, the sphere more im­me­di­ately con­nec­ted with their own spe­cial avoca­tions. And thus they will reach the con­clu­sion that Pos­it­iv­ism is the only sys­tem which can sat­isfy either the in­tel­lec­tual or ma­ter­ial wants of the people, since its sub­ject-mat­ter and its ob­jects are identical with their own, and since, like them­selves, it sub­or­din­ates everything to so­cial con­sid­er­a­tions. All that it claims is to present in a sys­tem­atic form prin­ciples which they already hold in­stinct­ively. By co­ordin­at­ing these prin­ciples of mor­al­ity and good sense, their value, whether in pub­lic or in private ques­tions, is largely in­creased; and the union of the two forms of wis­dom, the­or­et­ical and prac­tical wis­dom, is per­man­ently se­cured. When all this is un­der­stood, the people will feel some shame at hav­ing en­trus­ted ques­tions of the greatest com­plex­ity to minds that have never quite com­pre­hen­ded the dif­fer­ence between a cu­bic inch and a cu­bic foot. As to men of sci­ence, in the com­mon ac­cept­a­tion of the word, who are so re­spec­ted by the middle classes, we need not be afraid of their gain­ing much in­flu­ence with the people. They are ali­en­ated from them by their ut­ter in­dif­fer­ence to so­cial ques­tions; and be­fore these their learned pu­er­il­it­ies fade into in­sig­ni­fic­ance. Ab­sorbed in the de­tails of their own spe­cial sci­ence, they are quite in­cap­able of sat­is­fy­ing un­soph­ist­ic­ated minds. What the people want is to have clear con­cep­tions on all sub­jects, des clartés de tout, as Molière has it. Whenever the sav­ants of our time are drawn by their fool­ish am­bi­tion into polit­ics, or­din­ary men find to their sur­prise that, ex­cept in a few ques­tions of lim­ited ex­tent and im­port­ance, their minds have be­come thor­oughly nar­row un­der the in­flu­ence of the spe­cial­iz­ing sys­tem of which they are so proud. Pos­it­iv­ism ex­plains the mys­tery, by show­ing that, since the ne­ces­sity for the spe­cial­iz­ing sys­tem now no longer ex­ists, it nat­ur­ally res­ults if pro­longed, in a sort of aca­demic idiocy. Dur­ing the last three cen­tur­ies it did real ser­vice to so­ci­ety, by lay­ing down the sci­entific ground­work for the renov­a­tion of Philo­sophy pro­jec­ted by Ba­con and Des­cartes. But as soon as the ground­work was suf­fi­ciently fin­ished to ad­mit of the form­a­tion of true Science, that is, of Science viewed re­l­at­ively to Hu­man­ity, the spe­cial­iz­ing method be­came ret­ro­grade. It ceased to be of any as­sist­ance to the mod­ern spirit; and in­deed it is now, es­pe­cially in France, a ser­i­ous obstacle to its dif­fu­sion and sys­tem­atic work­ing. The wise re­volu­tion­ists of the Con­ven­tion were well aware of this when they took the bold step of sup­press­ing the Academy of Sciences. The be­ne­fi­cial res­ults of this states­man­like policy will soon be ap­pre­ci­ated by our work­men. The danger lest, in with­draw­ing their con­fid­ence from meta­phys­i­cians or lit­er­ary men, they should fall into the bad sci­entific spirit, is not there­fore very great. With the so­cial aims which they have in view, they can­not but see that gen­er­al­ity in their con­cep­tions is as ne­ces­sary as pos­it­iv­ity. The Cap­it­al­ist class by which in­dustry is dir­ec­ted, be­ing more con­cen­trated on spe­cial ob­jects, will al­ways look on men of pure sci­ence with more re­spect. But the people will be drawn by their polit­ical lean­ings to­wards philo­soph­ers in the true sense of that word. The num­ber of such men is but very small at present; but it will soon in­crease at the call of the work­ing classes, and will in­deed be re­cruited from their ranks.

This, then, should be the at­ti­tude of the work­ing class, in­tel­lec­tu­ally. Mor­ally, what is re­quired is, that they should have a suf­fi­cient sense of the dig­nity of la­bour, and that they should be pre­pared for the mis­sion that now lies be­fore them.

The work­man must learn to look upon him­self, mor­ally, as a pub­lic ser­vant, with func­tions of a spe­cial and also of a gen­eral kind. Not that he is to re­ceive his wages for the fu­ture from the State in­stead of from a private hand. The present plan is per­fectly well ad­ap­ted to all ser­vices which are so dir­ect and def­in­ite, that a com­mon stand­ard of value can be at once ap­plied to them. Only let it be un­der­stood that the ser­vice is not suf­fi­ciently re­com­pensed, without the so­cial feel­ing of grat­it­ude to­wards the agent that per­forms it. In what are called lib­eral pro­fes­sions, this feel­ing already ob­tains. The cli­ent or pa­tient is not dis­pensed from grat­it­ude by pay­ment of his fee. In this re­spect the re­pub­lican in­stincts of the Con­ven­tion have an­ti­cip­ated the teach­ing of philo­sophy. They val­ued the work­man’s la­bour at its true worth. Work­men have only to ima­gine la­bour sup­pressed or even sus­pen­ded in the trade to which they may be­long, to see its im­port­ance to the whole fab­ric of mod­ern so­ci­ety. Their gen­eral func­tion as a class, the func­tion of form­ing pub­lic opin­ion, and of sup­port­ing the ac­tion of the spir­itual power, it is of course less easy for them to un­der­stand at present. But, as I have already shown, it fol­lows so nat­ur­ally from their char­ac­ter and po­s­i­tion, and cor­res­ponds so per­fectly with their re­quire­ments as a class, that they can­not fail to ap­pre­ci­ate its im­port­ance, when the course of events al­lows, or rather com­pels them to bring it into play. The only danger lies in their in­sist­ing on the pos­ses­sion of what meta­phys­i­cians call “polit­ical rights,” and in en­ga­ging in use­less dis­cus­sions about the dis­tri­bu­tion of power, in­stead of fix­ing their at­ten­tion on the man­ner in which it is used. Of this, how­ever, there is no great fear, at all events in France, where the meta­phys­ical the­ory of Right has never reached so fan­at­ical a pitch with the work­ing classes as else­where. Ideo­lo­gists may blame them, and may use their of­fi­cial in­flu­ence as they will; but the people have too much good sense to be per­man­ently misled as to their true func­tion in so­ci­ety. De­luged as they have been with elect­oral votes, they will soon vol­un­tar­ily aban­don this use­less qual­i­fic­a­tion, which now has not even the charm of a priv­ilege. Ques­tions of pure polit­ics have ceased to in­terest the people; their at­ten­tion is fixed, and will re­main fixed, on so­cial ques­tions, which are to be solved for the most part through moral agen­cies. That sub­sti­tu­tions of one per­son or party for an­other, or that mere modi­fic­a­tions of any kind in the ad­min­is­tra­tion should be looked on as the fi­nal is­sue of the great Re­volu­tion, is a res­ult in which they will never ac­qui­esce.

And if this is to be the at­ti­tude of the people, it must be the at­ti­tude no less of those who seek to gain their con­fid­ence. With them, as with the people, polit­ical ques­tions should be sub­or­din­ate to so­cial ques­tions; and with them the con­vic­tion should be even more dis­tinct, that the solu­tion of so­cial prob­lems de­pends es­sen­tially on moral agen­cies. They must, in fact, ac­cept the great prin­ciple of sep­ar­a­tion of spir­itual from tem­poral power, as the basis on which mod­ern so­ci­ety is to be prom­in­ently or­gan­ized. So en­tirely does the prin­ciple meet the wants of the people, that they will soon in­sist on its ad­op­tion by their teach­ers. They will ac­cept none who do not form­ally aban­don any pro­spects they may have of tem­poral power, par­lia­ment­ary as well as ad­min­is­trat­ive. And by thus ded­ic­at­ing their lives without re­ser­va­tion to the priest­hood of Hu­man­ity, they will gain con­fid­ence, not merely from the people, but from the gov­ern­ing classes. Govern­ments will of­fer no im­ped­i­ment to so­cial spec­u­la­tions which do not pro­fess to be sus­cept­ible of im­me­di­ate ap­plic­a­tion; and thus the nor­mal state may be pre­pared for in the fu­ture without dis­turb­ance, and yet without neg­lect­ing the present. Practical states­men mean­while, no longer in­terfered with by pre­ten­tious soph­ists, will give up their ret­ro­grade tend­en­cies, and will gradu­ally ad­apt their policy to the new ideas cur­rent in the pub­lic mind, while dis­char­ging the in­dis­pens­able func­tion of main­tain­ing ma­ter­ial or­der.

For the people to rise to the true level of their po­s­i­tion, they have only to de­velop and cul­tiv­ate cer­tain dis­pos­i­tions which already ex­ist in them spon­tan­eously. And the most im­port­ant of these is, ab­sence of am­bi­tion for wealth or rank. Polit­ical meta­phys­i­cians would say that the sole ob­ject of the Great Re­volu­tion was to give the work­ing classes easier ac­cess to polit­ical and civil power. But this, though it should al­ways be open to them, is very far from meet­ing their true wants. In­di­vidu­als among them may be be­nefited by it, but the mass is left un­af­fected, or rather is placed of­ten in a worse po­s­i­tion, by the deser­tion of the more en­er­getic mem­bers. The Con­ven­tion is the only gov­ern­ment by which this res­ult has been prop­erly ap­pre­ci­ated. It is the only gov­ern­ment which has shown due con­sid­er­a­tion for work­ing men as such; which has re­cog­nized the value of their ser­vices, and en­cour­aged what is the chief com­pens­a­tion for their con­di­tion of poverty, their par­ti­cip­a­tion in pub­lic life. All sub­sequent gov­ern­ments, whether ret­ro­grade or con­sti­tu­tional, have, on the con­trary, done all they could to di­vert the people from their true so­cial func­tion, by af­ford­ing op­por­tun­ity for in­di­vidu­als among them to rise to higher po­s­i­tions. The monied classes, un­der the in­flu­ence of blind routine, have lent their aid to this de­grad­ing policy, by con­tinu­ally preach­ing to the people the ne­ces­sity of sav­ing; a pre­cept which is in­deed in­cum­bent on their own class, but not on oth­ers. Without sav­ing, cap­ital could not be ac­cu­mu­lated and ad­min­istered; it is there­fore of the highest im­port­ance that the monied classes should be as eco­nom­ical as pos­sible. But in other classes, and es­pe­cially in those de­pend­ent on fixed wages, parsi­mo­ni­ous habits are un­called for and in­jur­i­ous; they lower the char­ac­ter of the la­bourer, while they do little or noth­ing to im­prove his phys­ical con­di­tion; and neither the work­ing classes nor their teach­ers should en­cour­age them. Both the one and the other will find their truest hap­pi­ness in keep­ing clear of all ser­i­ous prac­tical re­spons­ib­il­ity, and in al­low­ing free play to their men­tal and moral fac­ulties in pub­lic as well as private life. In spite of the Econom­ists, sav­ings-banks are re­garded by the work­ing classes with un­mis­tak­able re­pug­nance. And the re­pug­nance is jus­ti­fi­able; they do harm mor­ally, by check­ing the ex­er­cise of gen­er­ous feel­ings. Again, it is the fash­ion to de­claim against wine-shops; and yet after all they are at present the only places where the people can en­joy so­ci­ety. So­cial in­stincts are cul­tiv­ated there which de­serve our ap­proval far more than the self-help­ing spirit which car­ries men to the sav­ings-bank. No doubt this un­con­cern for money, wise as it is, in­volves real per­sonal risk; but it is a danger which civil­iz­a­tion is con­stantly tend­ing to di­min­ish, without ef­fa­cing qual­it­ies which do the work­man hon­our, and which are the source of his most cher­ished pleas­ures. The danger ceases when the men­tal and moral fac­ulties are called into stronger ex­er­cise. The in­terest which Pos­it­iv­ism will arouse among the people in pub­lic ques­tions, will lead to the sub­sti­tu­tion of the club for the wine-shop. In these ques­tions, the gen­er­ous in­spir­a­tions of pop­u­lar in­stinct hold out a model which philo­soph­ers will do well to fol­low them­selves. Fond­ness for money is as much a dis­qual­i­fic­a­tion for the spir­itual gov­ern­ment of Hu­man­ity, as polit­ical am­bi­tion. It is a clear proof of moral in­com­pet­ence, which is gen­er­ally con­nec­ted in one way or other with in­tel­lec­tual feeble­ness.

One of the prin­cipal res­ults of the spir­itual power ex­er­cised by philo­soph­ers and the work­ing classes un­der the Pos­it­iv­ist sys­tem, will be to com­pensate by a just dis­tri­bu­tion of blame and praise for the im­per­fect ar­range­ments of so­cial rank, in which wealth must al­ways pre­pon­der­ate. Leav­ing the present sub­or­din­a­tion of of­fices un­touched, each func­tion­ary will be judged by the in­trinsic worth of his mind and heart, without servil­ity and yet without any en­cour­age­ment to an­archy. It must al­ways be ob­vi­ous that the polit­ical im­port­ance which high po­s­i­tion gives, is out of all pro­por­tion to the real merit im­plied in gain­ing that po­s­i­tion. The people will come to see more and more clearly that real hap­pi­ness, so far from de­pend­ing on rank, is far more com­pat­ible with their own humble sta­tion. Ex­cep­tional men no doubt there are, whose char­ac­ter im­pels them to seek power; a char­ac­ter more dan­ger­ous than use­ful, un­less there be suf­fi­cient wis­dom in the so­cial body to turn it to good ac­count. The best work­men, like the best philo­soph­ers, will soon cease to feel envy for great­ness, laden, as it al­ways must be, with heavy re­spons­ib­il­it­ies. At present, the com­pens­a­tion which I hold out to them has not been real­ized; but when it ex­ists, the people will feel that their spir­itual and tem­poral lead­ers are com­bin­ing all the en­er­gies of so­ci­ety for the sat­is­fac­tion of their wants. Re­cog­niz­ing this, they will care but little for fame that must be bought by long and te­di­ous med­it­a­tion, or for power burdened with con­stant care. There are men whose tal­ents call them to these im­port­ant du­ties, and they will be left free to per­form them; but the great mass of so­ci­ety will be well sat­is­fied that their own lot is one far more in keep­ing with the con­sti­tu­tion of our nature; more com­pat­ible with that har­mo­ni­ous ex­er­cise of the fac­ulties of Thought, Feel­ing, and Ac­tion, which is most con­du­cive to hap­pi­ness. The im­me­di­ate pres­sure of poverty once re­moved, the highest re­ward of hon­our­able con­duct will be found in the per­man­ent es­teem, posthum­ous as it may be some­times, of that por­tion of Hu­man­ity which has wit­nessed it. In a word the title, ser­vus ser­vorum, which is still re­tained by the Pa­pacy from false hu­mil­ity, but which ori­gin­ated in an­ti­cip­a­tion of a so­cial truth, is ap­plic­able to all func­tion­ar­ies in high po­s­i­tion. They may be de­scribed as the in­vol­un­tary ser­vants of vol­un­tary sub­or­din­ates. It is not chi­mer­ical to con­ceive Pos­it­iv­ist so­ci­ety so or­gan­ized that its the­or­et­ical and prac­tical dir­ect­ors, with all their per­sonal ad­vant­ages, will of­ten re­gret that they were not born, or that they did not re­main, in the con­di­tion of work­men. The only solid sat­is­fac­tion which great minds have hitherto found in polit­ical or spir­itual power has been that, be­ing more oc­cu­pied with pub­lic in­terests, they had a wider scope for the ex­er­cise of so­cial feel­ing. But the ex­cel­lence of the fu­ture con­di­tion of so­ci­ety will be, that the pos­sib­il­ity of com­bin­ing pub­lic and private life will be open to all. The humblest cit­izen will be able to in­flu­ence not by com­mand but by coun­sel, in pro­por­tion to his en­ergy and worth.

All the views brought for­ward in this chapter bear out the state­ment with which it began, that the Pro­let­ari­ate forms the prin­cipal basis of the so­cial sys­tem, not merely as fi­nally con­sti­tuted, but in its present state of trans­ition; and ad­mit­ting this, the present state will be seen to have no es­sen­tial dif­fer­ence from the nor­mal fu­ture to which it tends. The prin­cipal con­di­tions of our trans­itional policy were de­scribed at the con­clu­sion of the last chapter. The se­cur­ity for these con­di­tions is to be found in the nat­ural tend­en­cies of the people of Western Europe, and es­pe­cially of France. Our gov­ernors will do well to fol­low these tend­en­cies in­stead of at­tempt­ing to lead them; for they are in per­fect keep­ing with the two great re­quire­ments of the present time, Liberty and Public Order.

Liberty of thought and speech is en­joyed in France, and es­pe­cially in Paris, to an ex­tent im­possible in any other coun­try, and it is due prin­cip­ally to the in­tel­lec­tual eman­cip­a­tion of our work­men. They have rid them­selves of theo­logy in all its forms, and yet have not ac­cep­ted any meta­phys­ical sys­tem. At the same time, though totally devoid at present of sys­tem­atic con­vic­tions, there is in them a sub­missive­ness of mind which pre­dis­poses them to re­ceive con­vic­tions com­bin­ing real­ity with util­ity. In all other classes there is a tend­ency to use for­cible meas­ures in spread­ing their doc­trines when dis­cus­sion fails. It is only to the people that philo­soph­ers can look for the sup­port and ex­ten­sion of Liberty, which is so es­sen­tial to their ob­jects; and from this they de­rive moral con­fid­ence far more re­as­sur­ing than any legal se­cur­ity. However re­ac­tion­ary or sta­tion­ary the views of par­tic­u­lar lead­ers or sects may be, with such a pop­u­la­tion as that of Paris, no real op­pres­sion is pos­sible. Of all the claims which France has to the lead­er­ship of Europe, this is the strongest. The res­ist­ance which is still offered to free­dom of as­so­ci­ation and free­dom of edu­ca­tion will soon be over­come by the force of its lib­eral sym­path­ies. A pop­u­la­tion of such strong so­cial feel­ing as ours will cer­tainly not al­low it­self to be per­man­ently de­prived of the power of meet­ing to­gether freely in clubs; in­sti­tu­tions most con­du­cive both to its cul­ture and to the pro­tec­tion of its in­terests. It will in­sist with equal force upon per­fect liberty of teach­ing, feel­ing deeply the need of solid in­struc­tion, and the in­ca­pa­city of meta­phys­i­cians and theo­lo­gians to give it. Without pop­u­lar pres­sure, the es­sen­tial con­di­tions of edu­ca­tional liberty will al­ways be evaded.

And if Liberty de­pends upon pop­u­lar sup­port, Public Order, whether at home or abroad, de­pends upon it no less. The in­clin­a­tions of the work­ing classes are al­to­gether on the side of peace. Their strong dis­like of war is the prin­cipal reason of the present re­mark­able tran­quil­lity of Europe. The fool­ish re­gret ex­pressed by all the ret­ro­grade parties for the de­cline of the mil­it­ary spirit is a suf­fi­cient in­dic­a­tion of what the pop­u­lar feel­ing is; but even more sig­ni­fic­ant is the ne­ces­sity for com­puls­ory en­list­ment, which began in France and has ex­ten­ded to other parts of Europe. There has been much fac­ti­tious in­dig­na­tion on the sub­ject, but at least it must be al­lowed, that in our armies the of­ficers are the only vo­lun­teers. Again, the work­ing class is more free than any other from in­ter­na­tional pre­ju­dices, which still dis­unite the great fam­ily of Western na­tions, al­though they are very much weaker than formerly. They are strongest in the middle classes, a fact prin­cip­ally due to in­dus­trial com­pet­i­tion. But work­ing men feel how sim­ilar their wants and their con­di­tions are in all coun­tries, and this feel­ing checks their an­im­os­ity. And the con­scious­ness of union will be­come far stronger, now that the great so­cial prob­lem of their in­cor­por­a­tion into mod­ern so­ci­ety is be­ing raised every­where. No er­rors that states­men can com­mit, whether in mat­ters of war or peace, can pre­vent this from be­com­ing the pre­pon­der­at­ing ques­tion in every European coun­try; and thus it tends to pre­serve their mu­tual con­cord.

Pop­u­lar sym­path­ies of this sort are, it may be said, less con­du­cive to in­ternal tran­quil­lity than to pa­cific for­eign re­la­tions. But the alarm which is nat­ur­ally aroused by the spir­itual an­archy around us must not blind us to the real guar­an­tees for Order which pop­u­lar tend­en­cies, rightly in­ter­preted, hold out. It is to the people that we must look for the as­cend­ancy of cent­ral over local power, which, as we have seen, is so in­dis­pens­able to pub­lic or­der. The ex­ec­ut­ive au­thor­ity, provided only that it gives no cause to fear re­ac­tion, will al­ways have their sup­port when op­posed by an as­sembly the pre­val­ent tend­en­cies of which will usu­ally be ad­verse to their in­terests. They will al­ways turn in­stinct­ively to the dic­tat­orial rather than to the par­lia­ment­ary branch of the ad­min­is­tra­tion; feel­ing that from its prac­tical char­ac­ter and the dir­ect­ness of its ac­tion, it is more likely to meet their wants. Use­less dis­cus­sions on con­sti­tu­tional ques­tions may suit am­bi­tious mem­bers of the middle classes, by fa­cil­it­at­ing their ar­rival to power. But the people take very little in­terest in all this un­mean­ing agit­a­tion, and of­ten treat it with mer­ited con­tempt. They know that it can be of no use to them, and that its only res­ult is to evade their real wants by un­der­min­ing the only au­thor­ity that can do them justice. Con­sequently the people are cer­tain to give their sup­port to every gov­ern­ment that de­serves it; es­pe­cially in France, where polit­ical pas­sions have already yiel­ded to the su­per­ior and more per­man­ent in­terest of so­cial ques­tions. And while strength­en­ing the gov­ern­ment they may do much to el­ev­ate its char­ac­ter; by con­fin­ing it strictly to its prac­tical func­tion, and res­ist­ing any at­tempts that it may make to in­ter­fere with opin­ion. In all these re­spects the spon­tan­eous in­flu­ence of the work­ing classes will be of ma­ter­ial as­sist­ance in car­ry­ing out the sys­tem­atic con­cep­tions of so­cial philo­sophy.

But a more strik­ing proof of the polit­ical in­flu­ence to be ex­er­cised by the people is this. The dic­tat­or­ship which our trans­itional policy re­quires as long as the spir­itual in­ter­regnum lasts must arise in the first in­stance from their ranks.

In the word “People,” es­pe­cially in the French lan­guage, there is a for­tu­nate am­bi­gu­ity, which may serve to re­mind us that the pro­let­ari­ate class is not, prop­erly speak­ing, a class at all, but con­sti­tutes the body of so­ci­ety. From it pro­ceed the vari­ous spe­cial classes, which we may re­gard as or­gans ne­ces­sary to that body. Since the ab­ol­i­tion of roy­alty, the last rem­nant of caste, our polit­ical lead­ers have been re­cruited, and will con­tinue to be so, from the work­ing class. In the nor­mal state, how­ever, it will be re­quired as a pre­lim­in­ary con­di­tion, that the holder of dic­tat­orial power shall have first re­ceived the polit­ical train­ing which is given by the ex­er­cise of au­thor­ity in his own busi­ness. In a settled state of so­ci­ety, Govern­ment, strictly so called, is a mere ex­ten­sion of civil in­flu­ence. Ul­timately, there­fore, polit­ical power will fall into the hands of the great lead­ers of in­dustry. As spir­itual re­or­gan­iz­a­tion pro­ceeds, they will gradu­ally be­come more worthy of it than they are at present. Besides, the ten­ure of power will be­come less bur­den­some, be­cause it will be con­fined to du­ties of a purely prac­tical kind.

As yet, how­ever, the case is very dif­fer­ent; and there­fore the wealthy, though ul­ti­mately they will be the ad­min­is­trat­ors of power, are not those to whom it should as a rule be en­trus­ted in our present con­di­tion. Spe­cial de­part­ments may be given to them with ad­vant­age, as we have seen proved re­cently, and that in cases where the func­tions to be per­formed had no re­la­tion whatever to in­dus­trial skill. But they are not com­pet­ent as yet for dic­tat­orial power, the power which has to sup­ply the place of roy­alty. In­di­vidual ex­cep­tions, of course, there may be, though none have ap­peared hitherto, and at least they are not enough for our pro­vi­sional sys­tem to rely on. As yet the wealthy classes have shown them­selves too de­based in thought and feel­ing for an of­fice of such im­port­ance. Nor do we find greater aptitude for it out­side the in­dus­trial class. Scientific men are most as­suredly un­fit for it, es­pe­cially in France, where the sys­tem of Academies has nar­rowed the mind, withered the feel­ings, and en­er­vated the char­ac­ter to such an ex­tent, that most of them fail in the con­duct of com­mon life, and are ut­terly un­worthy of the smal­lest post of au­thor­ity, even in their own de­part­ment.

All other classes fail­ing us, we have to look to the work­ing class, which has been left more free to form broad views, and in which the sense of duty has been bet­ter cul­tiv­ated. On his­tor­ical grounds I feel con­vinced that the work­men of France are more likely than any other class to sup­ply men com­pet­ent for su­preme power, as long as the spir­itual in­ter­regnum lasts; that is, for at least one gen­er­a­tion.

On look­ing at this ques­tion calmly and without schol­astic or ar­is­to­cratic pre­ju­dice, it will be seen, as I poin­ted out at the be­gin­ning of this chapter, that the work­ing class is bet­ter situ­ated than any other with re­spect to gen­er­al­ity of views and gen­er­os­ity of feel­ing. In know­ledge and ex­per­i­ence of ad­min­is­tra­tion they would or­din­ar­ily be de­fi­cient; they would there­fore not be fit for the work of any spe­cial de­part­ment. But this is no dis­qual­i­fic­a­tion for the su­preme power, or in­deed for any of the higher of­fices for which breadth of view rather than spe­cial know­ledge is re­quired. These may be filled by work­ing men, whose good sense and mod­esty will at once lead them to choose their agents for spe­cial de­part­ments from the classes who have usu­ally fur­nished them be­fore. The prac­tical char­ac­ter and pro­gress­ive spirit of such a gov­ern­ment be­ing bey­ond sus­pi­cion, spe­cial tal­ent of whatever kind may be made avail­able, even in the case of men who, if they had been placed in a higher po­s­i­tion, would have proved thor­oughly hos­tile to re­pub­lican in­sti­tu­tions. Of all the di­ver­si­fied ele­ments of mod­ern so­ci­ety, there is not one which may not be of real ser­vice in as­sist­ing the trans­ition. Among sol­diers and ma­gis­trates, for in­stance, there are many who will join the pop­u­lar move­ment, and be­come sin­cere sup­port­ers of re­pub­lic­an­ism. A gov­ern­ment of this kind would tran­quil­lize the people, would ob­vi­ate the ne­ces­sity for vi­ol­ent com­press­ive meas­ures, and would at the same time have a most be­ne­fi­cial in­flu­ence on the cap­it­al­ist class. It would show them the ne­ces­sity of at­tain­ing to greater pur­ity of feel­ing and greater breadth of view, if they are to be­come worthy of the po­s­i­tion for which they are ul­ti­mately destined.

Thus, whether we look at the in­terests of Public Order, or at those of Liberty, it ap­pears ne­ces­sary as a pro­vi­sional meas­ure, dur­ing the con­tinu­ance of our spir­itual in­ter­regnum, that the hold­ers of dic­tat­orial power shall be chosen from the work­ing class. The suc­cess of a few work­ing men in the pur­suit of wealth has ex­er­cised an un­set­tling in­flu­ence on the rest; but in the present in­stance we need not fear this res­ult. It will be ob­vi­ous that the ca­reer of a pro­let­ary gov­ernor is a rare ex­cep­tion, and one which re­quires pe­cu­liar en­dow­ments.

In ex­amin­ing the mode in which this an­om­al­ous policy should be car­ried out, we must bear in mind the ob­ject with which it was in­sti­tuted. It is most im­port­ant to get rid of the cus­tom, based on motives of self-in­terest, which has grown up dur­ing the last gen­er­a­tion, of in­sist­ing on par­lia­ment­ary ex­per­i­ence as an ap­pren­tice­ship for ex­ec­ut­ive power; ex­ec­ut­ive power be­ing al­ways the real ob­ject of am­bi­tion. We have found from ex­per­i­ence what we might have an­ti­cip­ated on the­or­et­ical grounds, that this plan ex­cludes all ex­cept mere talk­ers of the Girondin type, men totally devoid of states­man­like qual­it­ies. To work­ing men it of­fers al­most in­sur­mount­able obstacles; and even sup­pos­ing these obstacles to be over­come, we may be sure that they would lose the straight­for­ward­ness and nat­ive vigour which con­sti­tute their best claim to the ex­cep­tional po­s­i­tion pro­posed for them.

It is best, then, that they should reach the po­s­i­tion as­signed to them at once, without the cir­cuit­ous pro­cess of a par­lia­ment­ary ca­reer. Our trans­ition to­wards the nor­mal state will then ex­hibit its true char­ac­ter. It will be tran­quil and yet de­cis­ive; for it will rest on the com­bined ac­tion of philo­soph­ers without polit­ical am­bi­tion, and dic­tat­ors ad­verse to spir­itual en­croach­ment. The teacher who at­tempts to gov­ern, the gov­ernor who at­tempts to edu­cate, will both in­cur severe pub­lic cen­sure, as en­emies alike of peace and pro­gress. The whole res­ult will be a change in our re­volu­tion­ary con­di­tion identical with that which the Con­ven­tion would have real­ized, if, as its founders con­tem­plated, it had las­ted till the Peace.

Such, then, is the nature of the com­pact into which all true philo­soph­ers should enter with the lead­ing mem­bers of the pro­let­ary class. Their ob­ject is to dir­ect the or­ganic and fi­nal phase through which the Great Re­volu­tion is now passing. What they have to do is care­fully to pro­long the pro­vi­sional sys­tem ad­op­ted by the Con­ven­tion, and to ig­nore, as far as pos­sible, the tra­di­tions of all suc­ceed­ing gov­ern­ments, whether sta­tion­ary or ret­ro­grade. Com­pre­hens­ive­ness of view and so­cial sym­pathy pre­dom­in­ate alike in both mem­bers of this great al­li­ance; and it is thus a guar­an­tee for our present state of trans­ition, and a sure earn­est of the nor­mal fu­ture. The people are the spon­tan­eous rep­res­ent­at­ives of this al­li­ance; the philo­soph­ers its sys­tem­atic or­gan. The in­tel­lec­tual de­fi­cien­cies of the former will eas­ily be remedied by philo­soph­ers, who will show them how es­sen­tial it is on so­cial grounds that they should un­der­stand the true mean­ing of his­tory; since oth­er­wise their con­cep­tion of the union of man­kind must be lim­ited to the present gen­er­a­tion, ig­nor­ing the more im­port­ant truth of the con­tinu­ity of the Present with the Past and the Fu­ture. A far greater obstacle is the moral de­fi­ciency of most philo­soph­ers of our time. But the whole­some in­flu­ence of the people upon them, com­bined with a deep philo­sophic con­vic­tion of the pre­pon­der­ance of Feel­ing in every sub­ject of thought, will do much to over­come the am­bi­tious in­stincts which weaken and dis­tract their en­er­gies in the com­mon cause of so­cial renov­a­tion.





IV
The Influence of Positivism Upon Women


In their ac­tion, then, upon so­ci­ety, philo­soph­ers may hope for the en­er­getic sup­port of the work­ing classes. But the re­gen­er­at­ing move­ment re­quires still the co­oper­a­tion of a third ele­ment, an ele­ment in­dic­ated by our ana­lysis of hu­man nature, and sug­ges­ted also by his­tor­ical study of the great crisis of mod­ern times.

The moral con­sti­tu­tion of man con­sists of some­thing more than In­tel­lect and Activ­ity. These are rep­res­en­ted in the con­sti­tu­tion of so­ci­ety by the philo­sophic body and the pro­let­ari­ate. But be­sides these there is Feel­ing, which, in the the­ory put for­ward in the first chapter of this work, was shown to be the pre­dom­in­at­ing prin­ciple, the motive power of our be­ing, the only basis on which the vari­ous parts of our nature can be brought into unity. Now the al­li­ance between philo­soph­ers and work­ing men, which has been just de­scribed, how­ever per­fectly it may be real­ized, does not rep­res­ent the ele­ment of Feel­ing with suf­fi­cient dis­tinct­ness and prom­in­ence.

Cer­tainly without So­cial Feel­ing, neither philo­soph­ers nor pro­let­ar­ies can ex­er­cise any real in­flu­ence. But in their case its source is not suf­fi­ciently pure nor deep to sus­tain them in the per­form­ance of their duty. A more spon­tan­eous and more per­en­nial spring of in­spir­a­tion must be found.

With the philo­sopher so­cial sym­path­ies will never be want­ing in co­her­ence, since they will be con­nec­ted with his whole sys­tem of thought; but this very sci­entific char­ac­ter will deaden their vigour, un­less they are re­vived by im­pulses in which re­flec­tion has no share. Roused as he will be by the con­scious­ness of pub­lic duty to a de­gree of activ­ity of which ab­stract thinkers can form no con­cep­tion, the emo­tions of private life will yet be not less ne­ces­sary for him than for oth­ers. In­ter­course with the work­ing classes will be of the greatest be­ne­fit to him; but even this is not enough to com­pensate the de­fects of a life de­voted to spec­u­la­tion.

The sym­path­ies of the people again, though stronger and more spon­tan­eous than those of the philo­sopher, are, in most cases, less pure and not so last­ing. From the pres­sure of daily ne­ces­sit­ies it is dif­fi­cult for them to main­tain the same con­sist­ent and dis­in­ter­ested char­ac­ter. Great as are the moral ad­vant­ages which will res­ult from the in­cor­por­a­tion of the people in mod­ern so­ci­ety, they are not enough by them­selves to out­weigh the force of self-in­terest aroused by the pre­cari­ous nature of their po­s­i­tion. Emo­tions of a gentler and less tran­si­ent kind must be called into play. Philo­soph­ers may re­lieve the work­ing classes from the ne­ces­sity of press­ing their own claims and griev­ances; but the fact still re­mains, that the in­stincts by which those claims are promp­ted are per­sonal rather than so­cial.

Thus, in the al­li­ance which has been here pro­posed as ne­ces­sary for so­cial re­or­gan­iz­a­tion, Feel­ing, the most in­flu­en­tial part of hu­man nature, has not been ad­equately rep­res­en­ted. An ele­ment is want­ing which shall have the same re­la­tion to the moral side of our con­sti­tu­tion, as the philo­sophic body has with In­tel­lect, and the people with Activ­ity. On this, as well as on other grounds, it is in­dis­pens­able that Wo­men be as­so­ci­ated in the work of re­gen­er­a­tion as soon as its tend­en­cies and con­di­tions can be ex­plained to them. With the ad­di­tion of this third ele­ment, the con­struct­ive move­ment at last as­sumes its true char­ac­ter. We may then feel con­fid­ent that our in­tel­lec­tual and prac­tical fac­ulties will be kept in due sub­or­din­a­tion to uni­ver­sal Love. The di­gres­sions of in­tel­lect, and the sub­vers­ive tend­en­cies of our act­ive powers will be as far as pos­sible pre­ven­ted.

Indis­pens­able to Pos­it­iv­ism as the co­oper­a­tion of wo­men is, it in­volves one es­sen­tial con­di­tion. Modern pro­gress must rise above its present im­per­fect char­ac­ter, be­fore wo­men can thor­oughly sym­path­ize with it.

At present the gen­eral feel­ing amongst them is an­ti­pathy to the Re­volu­tion. They dis­like the de­struct­ive char­ac­ter which the Re­volu­tion ne­ces­sar­ily ex­hib­ited in its first phase. All their so­cial sym­path­ies are given to the Middle Ages. And this is not merely due, as is sup­posed, to the re­gret which they very nat­ur­ally feel for the de­cline of chiv­alry, al­though they can­not but feel that the Middle Ages are the only period in which the feel­ing of rev­er­ence for wo­men has been prop­erly cul­tiv­ated. But the real ground of their pre­dilec­tion is deeper and less in­ter­ested. It is that, be­ing mor­ally the purest por­tion of Hu­man­ity, they ven­er­ate Cath­oli­cism, as the only sys­tem which has up­held the prin­ciple of sub­or­din­at­ing Polit­ics to Mor­als. This, I can­not doubt, is the secret cause of most of the re­gret with which wo­men still re­gard the ir­re­voc­able de­cay of me­di­eval so­ci­ety.

They do not dis­reg­ard the pro­gress which mod­ern times have made in vari­ous spe­cial dir­ec­tions. But our er­ro­neous tend­en­cies to­wards bring­ing back the old su­prem­acy of Polit­ics over Mor­al­ity, are, in their eyes, a ret­ro­grade move­ment so com­pre­hens­ive in its char­ac­ter that no par­tial im­prove­ments can com­pensate for it. True, we are able to jus­tify this de­vi­ation pro­vi­sion­ally, since the de­cay of Cath­oli­cism renders polit­ical dic­tat­or­ship ne­ces­sary. But wo­men, hav­ing com­par­at­ively little to do with the prac­tical busi­ness of life, can hardly ap­pre­ci­ate this ne­ces­sity without a more sat­is­fact­ory the­ory of his­tory than they at present pos­sess. It is a com­plete mis­take to charge wo­men with be­ing ret­ro­grade on ac­count of these feel­ings of re­gret which are most hon­our­able to them. They might re­tort the charge with far bet­ter reason on the re­volu­tion­ists, for their blind ad­mir­a­tion of Greek and Ro­man so­ci­ety, which they still per­sist in as­sert­ing to be su­per­ior to Cath­olic Feud­al­ism; a de­lu­sion, the con­tinu­ance of which is prin­cip­ally due to our ab­surd sys­tem of clas­sical edu­ca­tion, from which wo­men are for­tu­nately pre­served.

However this may be, the feel­ings of wo­men upon these sub­jects are a very plain and simple demon­stra­tion of the first con­di­tion of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, which is, that Polit­ics must again be sub­or­din­ated to Mor­al­ity; and this upon a more in­tel­li­gible, more com­pre­hens­ive, and more per­man­ent basis than Cath­oli­cism could sup­ply. A sys­tem which sup­plied such a basis would nat­ur­ally in­volve rev­er­ence for wo­men as one of its char­ac­ter­istic res­ults. Such, then, are the terms on which wo­men will cor­di­ally co­oper­ate in the pro­gress­ive move­ment. Noth­ing but in­ca­pa­city to sat­isfy these terms could in­duce any thinkers to con­demn the con­cep­tion as ret­ro­grade.

It is not, then, to the Re­volu­tion it­self that wo­men feel an­ti­pathy, but to the anti-his­toric spirit which pre­vailed in its first phase. The blind ab­use lav­ished on the Middle Ages wounds their strongest sym­path­ies. They care little for meta­phys­ical the­or­ies of so­ci­ety in which hu­man hap­pi­ness is made to con­sist in a con­tinual ex­er­cise of polit­ical rights; for polit­ical rights, how­ever at­tract­ively presen­ted, will al­ways fail to in­terest them. But they give their cor­dial sym­pathy to all reas­on­able claims of the people; and these claims form the real ob­ject of the re­volu­tion­ary crisis. They will wish all suc­cess to philo­soph­ers and work­men when they see them en­deav­our­ing to trans­form polit­ical dis­putes into so­cial com­pacts, and prov­ing that they have greater re­gard for du­ties than for rights. If they re­gret the de­cline of the gentle in­flu­ence which they pos­sessed in former times, it is prin­cip­ally be­cause they find it su­per­seded by coarse and egot­istic feel­ings, which are now no longer coun­ter­bal­anced by re­volu­tion­ary en­thu­si­asm. In­stead of blam­ing their an­ti­path­ies, we should learn from them the ur­gent ne­ces­sity of put­ting an end to the moral and in­tel­lec­tual an­archy of our times; for this it is which gives a ground of real justice to their re­proaches.

Wo­men will gladly as­so­ci­ate them­selves with the Re­volu­tion as soon as its work of re­con­struc­tion is fairly be­gun. Its neg­at­ive phase must not be pro­longed too far. It is dif­fi­cult enough for them to un­der­stand how such a phase could ever be ne­ces­sary; there­fore they can­not be ex­pec­ted to ex­cuse its ab­er­ra­tions. The true con­nec­tion of the Re­volu­tion with the Middle Ages must be fairly stated. His­tory, when rightly in­ter­preted, will show them that its real ob­ject is, while lay­ing down a surer basis for Mor­al­ity, to re­store it to the old po­s­i­tion of su­peri­or­ity over Polit­ics in which the me­di­eval sys­tem first placed it. Wo­men will feel en­thu­si­asm for the second phase of the Re­volu­tion, when they see re­pub­lic­an­ism in the light in which Pos­it­iv­ism presents it, mod­i­fied by the spirit of an­cient chiv­alry.

Then, and not till then, will the move­ment of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion be fairly be­gun. The move­ment can have no great force un­til wo­men give cor­dial sup­port to it; for it is they who are the best rep­res­ent­at­ives of the fun­da­mental prin­ciple on which Pos­it­iv­ism rests, the vic­tory of so­cial over selfish af­fec­tions. On philo­soph­ers rests the duty of giv­ing lo­gical co­her­ence to this prin­ciple, and sav­ing it from soph­ist­ical at­tacks. Its prac­tical work­ing de­pends upon the pro­let­ary class, without whose aid it would al­most al­ways be evaded. But to main­tain it in all its pur­ity, as an in­spir­a­tion that needs neither ar­gu­ment nor com­pul­sion, is the work of wo­men only. So con­sti­tuted, the al­li­ance of the three classes will be the fore­shad­owed im­age of the nor­mal state to which Hu­man­ity is tend­ing. It will be the liv­ing type of per­fect hu­man nature.

Un­less the new philo­sophy can ob­tain the sup­port of wo­men, the at­tempt to sub­sti­tute it for theo­logy in the reg­u­la­tion of so­cial life had bet­ter be aban­doned. But if the the­ory stated in my first chapter be true, Pos­it­iv­ism will have even greater in­flu­ence with wo­men than with the work­ing classes. In the prin­ciple which an­im­ates it, in its man­ner of re­gard­ing and of hand­ling the great prob­lem of hu­man life, it is but a sys­tem­atic de­vel­op­ment of what wo­men have al­ways felt in­stinct­ively. To them, as to the people, it of­fers a noble ca­reer of so­cial use­ful­ness, and it holds out a sure pro­spect of im­prove­ment in their own per­sonal po­s­i­tion.

Nor is it sur­pris­ing that the new philo­sophy should pos­sess such qual­it­ies. They fol­low nat­ur­ally from the real­ity which is one of its chief claims to ac­cept­ance; in other words, from the ex­act­ness with which it takes ac­count of the facts of every sub­ject that it deals with. Strong as the pre­ju­dices of wo­men are upon re­li­gious ques­tions, it can­not be long be­fore they find out that Pos­it­iv­ism sat­is­fies, not merely their in­tel­lec­tual, but their moral and so­cial wants bet­ter than Cath­oli­cism. They will then have no fur­ther reason for cling­ing to the old sys­tem, of the de­cayed con­di­tion of which they are per­fectly aware. At present they not un­nat­ur­ally con­found Pos­it­iv­ism with the sci­entific spe­ci­al­it­ies on which it is based. Scientific stud­ies have, as they see, a harden­ing in­flu­ence, which they can­not sup­pose that the new school of philo­soph­ers, who in­sist so strongly upon the ne­ces­sity of study­ing sci­ence, can have es­caped. Closer ac­quaint­ance with the sub­ject will show them where their er­ror lies. They will see that the moral danger of sci­entific stud­ies arises al­most en­tirely from want of pur­pose and from ir­ra­tional spe­ci­al­ity, which al­ways ali­en­ate them from the so­cial point of view. But for the Pos­it­iv­ist this danger does not ex­ist; since, how­ever far he may carry these pre­lim­in­ary stud­ies, he does so simply in or­der to gain a stronger grasp of so­cial ques­tions. His one ob­ject is to con­cen­trate all the powers of Man upon the gen­eral ad­vance­ment of the race. And so long as this ob­ject be kept in view, wo­men’s good sense will read­ily dis­tin­guish between the train­ing ne­ces­sary for it, and the pu­er­il­it­ies of the learned so­ci­et­ies. The gen­eral spirit of this work, how­ever, makes fur­ther ex­plan­a­tion un­ne­ces­sary.

The so­cial mis­sion of wo­man in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem fol­lows as a nat­ural con­sequence from the qual­it­ies pe­cu­liar to her nature.

In the most es­sen­tial at­trib­ute of the hu­man race, the tend­ency to place so­cial above per­sonal feel­ing, she is un­doubtedly su­per­ior to man. Mor­ally, there­fore, and apart from all ma­ter­ial con­sid­er­a­tions, she mer­its al­ways our lov­ing ven­er­a­tion, as the purest and simplest im­per­son­a­tion of Hu­man­ity, who can never be ad­equately rep­res­en­ted in any mas­cu­line form. But these qual­it­ies do not in­volve the pos­ses­sion of polit­ical power, which some vis­ion­ar­ies have claimed for wo­men, though without their own con­sent. In that which is the great ob­ject of hu­man life, they are su­per­ior to men; but in the vari­ous means of at­tain­ing that ob­ject they are un­doubtedly in­ferior. In all kinds of force, whether phys­ical, in­tel­lec­tual, or prac­tical, it is cer­tain that Man sur­passes Wo­man, in ac­cord­ance with a gen­eral law which pre­vails through­out the an­imal king­dom. Now prac­tical life is ne­ces­sar­ily gov­erned by force rather than by af­fec­tion, be­cause it re­quires un­re­mit­ting and la­bor­i­ous activ­ity. If there were noth­ing else to do but to love, as in the Chris­tian uto­pia of a fu­ture life in which there are no ma­ter­ial wants, Wo­men would be su­preme. But life is sur­roun­ded with dif­fi­culties, which it needs all our thoughts and en­er­gies to avoid; there­fore Man takes the com­mand, not­with­stand­ing his in­feri­or­ity in good­ness. Suc­cess in all great ef­forts de­pends more upon en­ergy and tal­ent than upon good­will, al­though this last con­di­tion re­acts strongly upon the oth­ers.

Thus the three ele­ments of our moral con­sti­tu­tion do not act in per­fect har­mony. Force is nat­ur­ally su­preme, and all that wo­men can do is to modify it by af­fec­tion. Justly con­scious of their su­peri­or­ity in strength of feel­ing, they en­deav­our to as­sert their in­flu­ence in a way which is of­ten at­trib­uted by su­per­fi­cial ob­serv­ers to the mere love of power. But ex­per­i­ence al­ways teaches them that in a world where the simplest ne­ces­sar­ies of life are scarce and dif­fi­cult to pro­cure, power must be­long to the strongest, not to the most af­fec­tion­ate, even though the lat­ter may de­serve it best. With all their ef­forts they can never do more than modify the harsh­ness with which men ex­er­cise their au­thor­ity. And men sub­mit more read­ily to this modi­fy­ing in­flu­ence, from feel­ing that in the highest at­trib­utes of Hu­man­ity wo­men are their su­per­i­ors. They see that their own su­prem­acy is due prin­cip­ally to the ma­ter­ial ne­ces­sit­ies of life, pro­vi­sion for which calls into play the self-re­gard­ing rather than the so­cial in­stincts. Hence we find it the case in every phase of hu­man so­ci­ety that wo­men’s life is es­sen­tially do­mestic, pub­lic life be­ing con­fined to men. Civil­iz­a­tion, so far from ef­fa­cing this nat­ural dis­tinc­tion, tends, as I shall af­ter­wards show, to de­velop it, while rem­edy­ing its ab­uses.

Thus the so­cial po­s­i­tion of wo­men is in this re­spect very sim­ilar to that of philo­soph­ers and of the work­ing classes. And we now see why these three ele­ments should be united. It is their com­bined ac­tion which con­sti­tutes the moral or modi­fy­ing force of so­ci­ety.

Philo­soph­ers are ex­cluded from polit­ical power by the same fatal­ity as wo­men, al­though they are apt to think that their in­tel­lec­tual em­in­ence gives them a claim to it. Were our ma­ter­ial wants more eas­ily sat­is­fied, the in­flu­ence of in­tel­lect would be less im­peded than it is by the prac­tical busi­ness of life. But, on this hy­po­thesis, wo­men would have a bet­ter claim to gov­ern than philo­soph­ers. For the reas­on­ing fac­ulties would have re­mained al­most in­ert had they not been needed to guide our en­er­gies; the con­sti­tu­tion of the brain not be­ing such as to fa­vour their spon­tan­eous de­vel­op­ment. Whereas the af­fect­ive prin­ciple is de­pend­ent on no such ex­ternal stim­u­lus for its activ­ity. A life of thought is a more evid­ent dis­qual­i­fic­a­tion for the gov­ern­ment of the world even than a life of feel­ing, al­though the pride of philo­soph­ers is a greater obstacle to sub­mis­sion than the van­ity of wo­men. With all its pre­ten­sions, in­tel­lec­tual force is not in it­self more moral than ma­ter­ial force. Each is but an in­stru­ment; the merit de­pends en­tirely upon its right em­ploy­ment. The only ele­ment of our nature which is in it­self moral is Love; for Love alone tends of it­self to­wards the pre­pon­der­ance of so­cial feel­ing over self-in­terest. And since even Love can­not gov­ern, what can be the claim of In­tel­lect? In prac­tical life pre­ced­ence must al­ways de­pend upon su­per­ior en­ergy. Reason, even more than Feel­ing, must be re­stric­ted to the task of modi­fy­ing. Philo­soph­ers there­fore must be ex­cluded from gov­ern­ment, at least as ri­gidly as wo­men. It is in vain for in­tel­lect to at­tempt to com­mand; it never can do more than modify. In fact, the mor­al­ity which it in­dir­ectly pos­sesses is due to this im­possib­il­ity of ex­er­cising com­puls­ory power, and would be ruined by the at­tain­ment of it, sup­pos­ing it were pos­sible. In­tel­lect may do much to amend the nat­ural or­der of things, provided that it does not at­tempt to sub­vert it. What it can do is by its power of sys­tem­atic ar­range­ment to ef­fect the union of all the classes who are likely to ex­ert a be­ne­fi­cial in­flu­ence on ma­ter­ial power. It is with this view that every spir­itual power has availed it­self of the aid of wo­men, as we see was the case in the Middle Ages.

Pro­ceed­ing with our so­ci­olo­gical ana­lysis of moral force, we shall find an equally strik­ing re­semb­lance between the in­flu­ence of Wo­men and that ex­er­cised by the People.

In the first stage of pro­gress, there is no modi­fy­ing power ex­cept what springs from Feel­ing; af­ter­wards In­tel­lect com­bines with it, find­ing it­self un­able to gov­ern. The only ele­ment now want­ing is Activ­ity; and this want, which is in­dis­pens­able, is sup­plied by the co­oper­a­tion of the people. The fact is, that al­though the people con­sti­tute the basis on which all polit­ical power rests, yet they have as little to do dir­ectly with the ad­min­is­tra­tion of power as philo­soph­ers or wo­men.

Power, in the strict sense of the word, power, that is, which con­trols ac­tion without per­suad­ing the will, has two per­fectly dis­tinct sources, num­bers and wealth. The force of num­bers is usu­ally con­sidered the more ma­ter­ial of the two; but in real­ity it is the more moral. Be­ing cre­ated by co­oper­a­tion, it in­volves some con­ver­gence of ideas and feel­ings, and there­fore it does not give such free scope for the self-re­gard­ing in­stincts as the more con­cen­trated power of wealth. But for this very reason, it is too in­dir­ect and pre­cari­ous for the or­din­ary pur­poses of gov­ern­ment. It can in­flu­ence gov­ern­ment mor­ally, but can­not take an act­ive part in it. The same causes which ex­clude philo­soph­ers and wo­men ap­ply in the case of the people. Our ma­ter­ial ne­ces­sit­ies are so ur­gent, that those who have the means of provid­ing for them will al­ways be the pos­sessors of power. Now the wealthy have these means; they hold in their hands the products of la­bour, by which each gen­er­a­tion fa­cil­it­ates the ex­ist­ence and pre­pares the op­er­a­tions of its suc­cessor. Con­sequently the power of the cap­it­al­ist is one of so con­cen­trated a kind, that num­bers can very sel­dom res­ist it suc­cess­fully. Even in mil­it­ary na­tions we find the same thing; the in­flu­ence of num­bers, though more dir­ect, af­fects only the mode of ac­quir­ing wealth, not its ten­ure. But in in­dus­trial states, where wealth is ac­quired by other ways than vi­ol­ence, the law is evid­ent. And with the ad­vance of civil­iz­a­tion it will op­er­ate not less, but more strongly. Cap­ital is ever on the in­crease, and con­sequently is ever cre­at­ing means of sub­sist­ence for those who pos­sess noth­ing. In this sense, but in no other, the cyn­ical maxim of Antiquity, Paucis nas­citur hu­manum genus, will al­ways bear a true mean­ing. The few provide sub­sist­ence for the many. We come back, then, to the con­clu­sion of the last chapter; that the work­ing classes are not destined for polit­ical power, but that they tend to be­come a most im­port­ant source of moral power. The moral value of their in­flu­ence is even more in­dir­ect than that of philo­soph­ers, and de­pends even more in their case upon sub­or­din­a­tion polit­ic­ally. In the few cases where gov­ern­ment passes for a time into the hands of the masses, wealth in its turn as­sumes a sort of moral in­flu­ence for­eign to its nature. It mod­er­ates the vi­ol­ence with which gov­ern­ment is apt to be ad­min­istered in such cases. The high in­tel­lec­tual and moral qual­it­ies be­long­ing to the work­ing classes are, as we have seen, in great part due to their so­cial po­s­i­tion. They would be ser­i­ously im­paired if the polit­ical au­thor­ity that be­longs to wealth were ha­bitu­ally trans­ferred to num­bers.

Such, in out­line, is the Pos­it­ive the­ory of Moral Force. By it the des­pot­ism of ma­ter­ial force may be in part con­trolled. It rests upon the union of the three ele­ments in so­ci­ety who are ex­cluded from the sphere of polit­ics strictly so called. In their com­bined ac­tion lies our prin­cipal hope of solv­ing, so far as it can be solved, the great prob­lem of man’s nature, the suc­cess­ful struggle of So­cial Feel­ing against Self-love. Each of the three ele­ments sup­plies a qual­ity in­dis­pens­able to the task. Without wo­men this con­trolling power would be de­fi­cient in pur­ity and spon­tan­eous im­pulse; without philo­soph­ers, in wis­dom and co­her­ence; without the people, in en­ergy and activ­ity. The philo­sophic ele­ment, al­though neither the most dir­ect nor the most ef­fi­cient, is yet the dis­tinct­ive fea­ture of this power, be­cause its func­tion is to or­gan­ize its con­sti­tu­tion and dir­ect its op­er­a­tions in ac­cord­ance with the true laws of so­cial life. As be­ing the sys­tem­atic or­gan of the spir­itual power it has be­come iden­ti­fied with it in name. This, how­ever, may lead to an er­ro­neous con­cep­tion. The moral as­pect of the spir­itual power is more im­port­ant than the in­tel­lec­tual. While re­tain­ing the name as an his­tor­ical tra­di­tion of real value, Pos­it­iv­ists at­tach a some­what dif­fer­ent mean­ing to it. It ori­gin­ated in a time when the­or­ies of so­ci­ety were un­known, and when In­tel­lect was con­sidered as the cent­ral prin­ciple of hu­man nature.

Spir­itual power, as in­ter­preted by Pos­it­iv­ism, be­gins with the in­flu­ence of wo­men in the fam­ily; it is af­ter­wards moul­ded into a sys­tem by thinkers, while the people are the guar­an­tees for its polit­ical ef­fi­ciency. Al­though it is the in­tel­lec­tual class that in­sti­tutes the union, yet its own part in it, as it should never for­get, is less dir­ect than that of wo­men, less prac­tical than that of the people. The thinker is so­cially power­less ex­cept so far as he is sup­por­ted by fem­in­ine sym­pathy and pop­u­lar en­ergy.

Thus the ne­ces­sity of as­so­ci­at­ing wo­men in the move­ment of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion cre­ates no obstacle whatever to the philo­sophy by which that move­ment is to be dir­ec­ted. On the con­trary, it aids its pro­gress, by show­ing the true char­ac­ter of the moral force which is destined to con­trol all the other forces of man. It in­volves as per­fect an in­aug­ur­a­tion of the nor­mal state as our times of trans­ition ad­mit. For the chief char­ac­ter­istic of that state will be a more com­plete and more har­mo­ni­ous union of the same three classes to whom we are now look­ing for the first im­pulse of re­form. Already we can see how per­fectly ad­ap­ted to the con­sti­tu­tion of man this fi­nal con­di­tion of Hu­man­ity will be. Feel­ing, Reason, Activ­ity, whether viewed sep­ar­ately or in com­bin­a­tion, cor­res­pond ex­actly to the three ele­ments of the re­gen­er­at­ive move­ment, Wo­men, Philo­soph­ers, and People.

Veri­fic­a­tion of this the­ory may be found more or less dis­tinctly in every period of his­tory. Each of the three classes re­ferred to have al­ways borne out the bio­lo­gical law that the life of re­la­tion or an­imal life, is sub­or­din­ated to the life of nu­tri­tion. Still more strik­ing is the ap­plic­a­tion to this case of an­other gen­eral prin­ciple, namely, that Pro­gress is the de­vel­op­ment of Order; a prin­ciple which, as I showed in the second chapter, con­nects every dy­nam­ical ques­tion in So­ci­ology with the cor­res­pond­ing stat­ical con­cep­tion. For with the growth of so­ci­ety, the modi­fy­ing in­flu­ence of moral force is al­ways in­creas­ing, both by lar­ger scope be­ing given to each of its three ele­ments spe­cially, and also by the more per­fect con­sol­id­a­tion of their union. Robertson has made an im­port­ant re­mark on the gradual im­prove­ment in the con­di­tion of wo­men, which is but a par­tic­u­lar case of this so­ci­olo­gical law. The gen­eral prin­ciple on which pro­gress in all three classes de­pends, is the bio­lo­gical law, that the pre­pon­der­ance of ve­get­able life over an­imal life di­min­ishes as the or­gan­ism is higher in the scale and is more per­fectly de­veloped.

Dur­ing the vari­ous phases of an­cient Poly­the­ism, the con­trolling power con­sisted simply of the moral in­flu­ence ex­er­ted by wo­men in the Fam­ily. In pub­lic life the in­flu­ence of thinkers had not made it­self in­de­pend­ent of the gov­ern­mental au­thor­ity, of which it was some­times the source, some­times the in­stru­ment. Me­di­eval Cath­oli­cism went a step fur­ther, and took the first step in sys­tem­at­iz­ing moral force. It cre­ated an in­de­pend­ent spir­itual au­thor­ity to which polit­ical gov­ern­ments were sub­or­din­ated, and this au­thor­ity was al­ways sup­por­ted by wo­men. But the com­plete or­gan­iz­a­tion of moral force was re­served for mod­ern times. It is only re­cently that the work­ing classes have be­gun to in­ter­fere act­ively in so­cial ques­tions; and, as I have shown in the pre­ced­ing chapter, it is from their co­oper­a­tion that the new spir­itual power will de­rive its prac­tical ef­fi­ciency. Lim­ited ori­gin­ally to the sphere of Feel­ing, and sub­sequently ex­ten­ded to the in­tel­lec­tual sphere, it hence­for­ward em­braces the sphere of Activ­ity; and this without los­ing its spir­itual char­ac­ter, since the in­flu­ences of which it con­sists are en­tirely dis­tinct from the do­main of prac­tical polit­ics. Each of its three ele­ments per­suades, ad­vises, judges; but ex­cept in isol­ated cases, never com­mands. The so­cial mis­sion of Pos­it­iv­ism is to reg­u­late and com­bine their spon­tan­eous ac­tion, by dir­ect­ing each to the ob­jects for which it is best ad­ap­ted.

And this mis­sion, in spite of strong pre­ju­dices to the con­trary, it will be found well cal­cu­lated to ful­fil. I have already shown its ad­apt­a­tion to the case of the people and of the philo­sophic body, whether re­garded sep­ar­ately or in com­bin­a­tion: I have now to show that it is equally ad­ap­ted to the case of wo­men.

In proof of this I have but to refer to the prin­ciple on which, as stated in the first chapter, the whole sys­tem of Pos­it­iv­ism is based; the pre­pon­der­ance of af­fec­tion in our nature. Such a prin­ciple is of it­self an ap­peal to wo­men to as­so­ci­ate them­selves with the sys­tem, as one of its es­sen­tial ele­ments. In Cath­oli­cism, their co­oper­a­tion, though valu­able, was not of primary im­port­ance, be­cause Cath­oli­cism claimed a di­vine ori­gin in­de­pend­ent of their as­sist­ance. But to Pos­it­iv­ism they are in­dis­pens­able, as be­ing the purest and simplest em­bod­i­ment of its fun­da­mental prin­ciple. It is not merely in the Fam­ily that their in­flu­ence will be re­quired. Their duty will of­ten be to call philo­soph­ers and people back to that unity of pur­pose which ori­gin­ated in the first place with them­selves, and which each of the other ele­ments is of­ten dis­posed to vi­ol­ate.

All true philo­soph­ers will no doubt ac­cept and be pro­foundly in­flu­enced by the con­vic­tion, that in all sub­jects of thought the so­cial point of view should be lo­gic­ally and sci­en­tific­ally pre­pon­der­ant. They will con­sequently ad­mit the truth that the Heart takes pre­ced­ence of the Under­stand­ing. Still they re­quire some more dir­ect in­cent­ive to uni­ver­sal Love than these con­vic­tions can sup­ply. Know­ing, as they do, how slight is the prac­tical res­ult of purely in­tel­lec­tual con­sid­er­a­tions, they will wel­come so pre­cious an in­cent­ive, were it only in the in­terest of their own mis­sion. I re­cog­nized its ne­ces­sity my­self, when I wrote on the 11th of March, 1846, to her who, in spite of death, will al­ways re­main my con­stant com­pan­ion:7 “I was in­com­plete as a philo­sopher, un­til the ex­per­i­ence of deep and pure pas­sion has given me fuller in­sight into the emo­tional side of hu­man nature.” Strong af­fec­tion ex­er­cises a mar­vel­lous in­flu­ence upon men­tal ef­fort. It el­ev­ates the in­tel­lect at once to the only point of view which is really uni­ver­sal. Doubt­less, the method of pure sci­ence leads up to it also; but only by a long and toil­some pro­cess, which ex­hausts the power of thought, and leaves little en­ergy for fol­low­ing out the new res­ults to which this great prin­ciple gives rise. The stim­u­la­tion of af­fec­tion un­der fem­in­ine in­flu­ence is ne­ces­sary, there­fore, for the ac­cept­ance of Pos­it­iv­ism, not merely in those classes for whom a long pre­lim­in­ary course of sci­entific study would be im­possible. It is equally ne­ces­sary for the sys­tem­atic teach­ers of Pos­it­iv­ism, in whom it checks the tend­ency, which is en­cour­aged by habits of ab­stract spec­u­la­tion, to de­vi­ate into use­less di­gres­sions; these be­ing al­ways easier to pro­sec­ute than re­searches of real value.

Under this as­pect the new spir­itual sys­tem is ob­vi­ously su­per­ior to the old. By the in­sti­tu­tion of cel­ib­acy, which was in­dis­pens­able to Cath­oli­cism, its priests were en­tirely re­moved from the be­ne­fi­cial in­flu­ence ex­er­cised by wo­men. Only those could profit from it who did not be­long to the ec­cle­si­ast­ical body; the mem­bers of that body, as Ari­osto has re­marked in his vig­or­ous satire, were ex­cluded. Nor could the evil be remedied, ex­cept in very rare cases, by ir­reg­u­lar at­tach­ment, which in­ev­it­ably cor­rup­ted the priest’s char­ac­ter by in­volving the ne­ces­sity of per­petual hy­po­crisy.

And when we look at the dif­fer­ence of the spirit by which the two sys­tems are per­vaded, we shall find still more strik­ing evid­ence that the new sys­tem of­fers a far lar­ger sphere of moral in­flu­ence to wo­men than the old.

Both are based upon the prin­ciple of af­fec­tion; but in Pos­it­iv­ism the af­fec­tion in­cul­cated is so­cial, in Cath­oli­cism it is es­sen­tially per­sonal. The ob­ject of Cath­olic de­vo­tion is one of such stu­pendous mag­nitude, that feel­ings which are un­con­nec­ted with it are in danger of be­ing crushed. The priest­hood, it is true, wise in­ter­pret­ers in this re­spect of a gen­eral in­stinct, brought all the more im­port­ant so­cial ob­lig­a­tions within the com­pass of re­li­gion, and held them out as ne­ces­sary for sal­va­tion. In­dir­ectly, the no­bler feel­ings were thus called into ac­tion; but at the same time they were rendered far less spon­tan­eous and pure. There could be no per­fectly dis­in­ter­ested af­fec­tion un­der a sys­tem which prom­ised eternal re­wards for all acts of self-denial. For it was im­possible, and in­deed it would have been thought sin­ful, to keep the fu­ture out of sight; and thus all spon­tan­eous gen­er­os­ity was un­avoid­ably tain­ted by self-in­terest. Cath­oli­cism gave rise to an ig­noble the­ory of mor­als which be­came very mis­chiev­ous when it was ad­op­ted by the meta­phys­i­cians; be­cause, while re­tain­ing the vi­cious prin­ciple, they swept away the checks by which the priest­hood had con­trolled it. But even when we look at the purest form in which the love of God was ex­hib­ited, we can­not call it a so­cial feel­ing, ex­cept in so far as the same ob­ject of wor­ship was held out sim­ul­tan­eously to all. In­trins­ic­ally, it is an­ti­so­cial, since, when at­tained in ab­so­lute per­fec­tion, it im­plies the en­tire sac­ri­fice of all other love. And in the best rep­res­ent­at­ives of Chris­tian thought and feel­ing, this tend­ency is very ap­par­ent. No one has por­trayed the Cath­olic ideal with such sub­lim­ity and pathos as the au­thor of the Imit­a­tion, a work which so well de­served the beau­ti­ful trans­la­tion of Corneille. And yet, read­ing it as I do daily, I can­not help re­mark­ing how griev­ously the nat­ural noble­ness of Tho­mas à Kempis was im­paired by the Cath­olic sys­tem, al­though in spite of all obstacles he rises at times to the purest ar­dour. Cer­tainly those of our feel­ings which are purely un­selfish must be far stronger and more spon­tan­eous than ever has yet been sup­posed, since even the op­press­ive dis­cip­line of twelve cen­tur­ies could not pre­vent their growth.

Pos­it­iv­ism, from the fact of its con­form­ity with the con­sti­tu­tion of our nature, is the only sys­tem cal­cu­lated to de­velop, both in pub­lic and in private life, those high at­trib­utes of Hu­man­ity which, for want of ad­equate sys­tem­atic cul­ture, are still in their rudi­ment­ary stage. Cath­oli­cism, while ap­peal­ing to the Heart, crushed In­tel­lect, and In­tel­lect nat­ur­ally struggled to throw off the yoke. Pos­it­iv­ism, on the con­trary, brings Reason into com­plete har­mony with Feel­ing, without im­pair­ing the activ­ity of either.

Scientific study of the re­la­tion which each in­di­vidual bears to the whole race is a con­tinual stim­u­lus to so­cial sym­pathy. Without a the­ory of so­ci­ety, it is im­possible to keep this re­la­tion dis­tinctly and con­stantly in view. It is only no­ticed in a few ex­cep­tional cases, and un­con­nec­ted im­pres­sions are soon ef­faced from the memory. But the Pos­it­iv­ist teacher, tak­ing the so­cial point of view in­vari­ably, will make this no­tion far more fa­mil­iar to us than it has ever been be­fore. He will show us the im­possib­il­ity of un­der­stand­ing any in­di­vidual or so­ci­ety apart from the whole life of the race. Noth­ing but the be­wil­der­ment caused by theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical doc­trines can ac­count for the shal­low ex­plan­a­tions of hu­man af­fairs given by our teach­ers, at­trib­ut­ing as they do to Man what is really due to Hu­man­ity. But with the sounder the­ory that we now pos­sess, we can see the truth as it really stands. We have but to look each of us at our own life un­der its phys­ical, in­tel­lec­tual, or moral as­pects, to re­cog­nize what it is that we owe to the com­bined ac­tion of our pre­de­cessors and con­tem­por­ar­ies. The man who dares to think him­self in­de­pend­ent of oth­ers, either in feel­ings, thoughts, or ac­tions, can­not even put the blas­phem­ous con­cep­tion into words without im­me­di­ate self-con­tra­dic­tion, since the very lan­guage he uses is not his own. The pro­found­est thinker can­not by him­self form the simplest lan­guage; it re­quires the co­oper­a­tion of a com­munity for sev­eral gen­er­a­tions. Without fur­ther il­lus­tra­tion, the tend­ency of Pos­it­ive doc­trine is evid­ent. It ap­peals sys­tem­at­ic­ally to our so­cial in­stincts, by con­stantly im­press­ing upon us that only the Whole is real; that the Parts ex­ist only in ab­strac­tion.

But in­de­pend­ently of the be­ne­fi­cial in­flu­ence which, in this fi­nal state of Hu­man­ity, the mind will ex­er­cise upon the heart, the dir­ect cul­ture of the heart it­self will be more pure and more vig­or­ous than un­der any former sys­tem. It of­fers us the only means of dis­en­ga­ging our be­ne­vol­ent af­fec­tions from all cal­cu­la­tions of self-in­terest. As far as the im­per­fec­tion of man’s nature ad­mits, these af­fec­tions will gradu­ally be­come su­preme, since they give deeper sat­is­fac­tion than all oth­ers, and are cap­able of fuller de­vel­op­ment. Set­ting the re­wards and pun­ish­ments of theo­logy aside, we shall at­tain at last to that which is the real hap­pi­ness of man, pure and dis­in­ter­ested love. This is truly the Sover­eign Good, sought for so long by former sys­tems of philo­sophy in vain. That it sur­passes all other good one fact will show, known to the tender­hearted from per­sonal ex­per­i­ence; that it is even bet­ter to love than to be loved. Over­strained as this may seem to many, it is yet in har­mony with a gen­eral truth, that our nature is in a health­ier state when act­ive than when pass­ive. In the hap­pi­ness of be­ing loved, there is al­ways some tinge of self-love; it is im­possible not to feel pride in the love of one whom we prefer to all oth­ers. Since, then, lov­ing gives purer sat­is­fac­tion than be­ing loved, the su­peri­or­ity of per­fectly dis­in­ter­ested af­fec­tion is at once demon­strated. It is the fun­da­mental de­fect of our nature, that in­trins­ic­ally these af­fec­tions are far weaker than the selfish propensit­ies con­nec­ted with the pre­ser­va­tion of our own ex­ist­ence. But when they have been once aroused, even though the ori­ginal stim­u­lus may have been per­sonal, they have greater ca­pa­city of growth, ow­ing to the pe­cu­liar charm in­her­ent in them. Besides, in the ex­er­cise of these feel­ings, all of us can co­oper­ate with and en­cour­age one an­other, whereas the re­verse is the case with the selfish in­stincts. There is, there­fore, noth­ing un­reas­on­able in sup­pos­ing that Pos­it­iv­ism, by reg­u­lat­ing and com­bin­ing these nat­ural tend­en­cies, may rouse our sym­path­etic in­stincts to a con­di­tion of per­man­ent activ­ity hitherto un­known. When the heart is no longer crushed by theo­lo­gical dog­mas, or hardened by meta­phys­ical the­or­ies, we soon dis­cover that real hap­pi­ness, whether pub­lic or private, con­sists in the highest pos­sible de­vel­op­ment of the so­cial in­stincts. Self-love comes to be re­garded as an in­cur­able in­firm­ity, which is to be yiel­ded to only so far as is ab­so­lutely ne­ces­sary. Here lies the uni­ver­sal ad­apt­ab­il­ity of Pos­it­iv­ism to every type of char­ac­ter and to all cir­cum­stances. In the humblest re­la­tions of life, as in the highest, re­gen­er­ate Hu­man­ity will ap­ply the ob­vi­ous truth, It is bet­ter to give than to re­ceive.

The Heart thus aroused will in its turn re­act be­ne­fi­cially upon the In­tel­lect; and it is es­pe­cially from wo­men that this re­ac­tion will pro­ceed. I have spoken of it so fully be­fore, that I need not de­scribe it fur­ther. It is in Feel­ing that I find the basis on which the whole struc­ture of Pos­it­iv­ism, in­tel­lec­tu­ally as well as mor­ally con­sidered, rests. The only re­mark I have now to add is, that by fol­low­ing out this prin­ciple, philo­soph­ical dif­fi­culties of the most for­mid­able kind are at once sur­moun­ted. From moral con­sid­er­a­tions, the in­tel­lect may be read­ily in­duced to sub­mit to sci­entific re­stric­tions, the pro­pri­ety of which would re­main for a long time mat­ter of de­bate, were philo­soph­ical dis­cus­sions the only means of in­dic­at­ing it. At­tempt, for in­stance, to con­vince a pure math­em­atician, how­ever con­scien­tious and tal­en­ted, that So­ci­ology is both lo­gic­ally and sci­en­tific­ally su­per­ior to all other stud­ies. He would not read­ily ad­mit this; and severe ex­er­tion of the in­duct­ive and de­duct­ive fac­ulties can alone con­vince him of it. But by the aid of Feel­ing, an ar­tisan or a wo­man can, without edu­ca­tion, read­ily grasp this great en­cyc­lopædic prin­ciple, and ap­ply it prac­tic­ally to the com­mon af­fairs of life. But for this, the lar­ger con­cep­tions of philo­sophy would have but a lim­ited range, and very few would be cap­able of the course of study which is yet so im­port­ant on so­cial grounds for all. Com­pre­hens­ive­ness of mind is no doubt fa­vour­able to sym­pathy, but is it­self more act­ively stim­u­lated by it. When the Pos­it­iv­ist method of edu­ca­tion is ac­cep­ted, moral ex­cel­lence will be very gen­er­ally re­garded as a guar­an­tee of real in­tel­lec­tual ca­pa­city. The re­volu­tion­ist lead­ers of the Con­ven­tion showed their sense of this con­nec­tion by al­low­ing, as they did some­times, re­pub­lican ar­dour to out­weigh sci­entific at­tain­ment. Of course, so long as men re­main without a sys­tem­atic the­ory of mor­als, such policy would be likely to fail of its ob­ject, and in­deed would be­come pos­it­ively mis­chiev­ous. But the re­proach is usu­ally that it was a ret­ro­grade policy, a re­proach far more ap­plic­able to the present sys­tem, in which the stand­ard of fit­ness for any of­fice is reg­u­lated ex­clus­ively by in­tel­lec­tual con­sid­er­a­tions, the heart be­ing al­to­gether dis­reg­arded. His­tor­ic­ally we can ex­plain this prac­tice by the fact that the re­li­gious faith in which our moral nature has hitherto been trained has been of a most op­press­ive char­ac­ter. Ever since the Middle Ages, the in­tel­lect and the heart have been un­avoid­ably at is­sue. Pos­it­iv­ism is the only sys­tem which can put an end to their ant­ag­on­ism, be­cause, as I have be­fore ex­plained, while sub­or­din­at­ing Reason to Feel­ing, it does so in such a way as not to im­pair the de­vel­op­ment of either. With its present un­ten­able claims to su­prem­acy, In­tel­lect is in real­ity the prin­cipal source of so­cial dis­cord. Until it ab­dic­ates in fa­vour of the Heart, it can never be of real ser­vice in re­con­struc­tion. But its ab­dic­a­tion will be use­less, un­less it is en­tirely vol­un­tary. Now this is pre­cisely the res­ult which Pos­it­iv­ism at­tains, be­cause it takes up the very ground on which the claims of in­tel­lect are de­fen­ded, namely, sci­entific demon­stra­tion, a ground which the de­fend­ers of in­tel­lect can­not re­pu­di­ate without sus­pi­cion at once at­tach­ing to their motives. But theo­lo­gical or meta­phys­ical rem­ed­ies can only ex­as­per­ate the dis­ease. By op­press­ing the in­tel­lect they pro­voke it to fresh in­sur­rec­tion against the heart.

For all these reas­ons, wo­men, who are bet­ter judges of moral ques­tions than ourselves, will ad­mit that Pos­it­iv­ism, in­con­test­ably su­per­ior as it is to other sys­tems in­tel­lec­tu­ally, sur­passes them yet more in deal­ing with the af­fec­tions. Their only ob­jec­tion arises from con­found­ing Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy it­self with its pre­lim­in­ary course of sci­entific study.

Wo­men’s minds no doubt are less cap­able than ours of gen­er­al­iz­ing very widely, or of car­ry­ing on long pro­cesses of de­duc­tion. They are, that is, less cap­able than men of ab­stract in­tel­lec­tual ex­er­tion. On the other hand, they are gen­er­ally more alive to that com­bin­a­tion of real­ity with util­ity which is one of the char­ac­ter­ist­ics of Pos­it­ive spec­u­la­tion. In this re­spect they have much in com­mon in­tel­lec­tu­ally with the work­ing classes; and for­tu­nately they have also the same ad­vant­age of be­ing un­tram­melled by the present ab­surd sys­tem of edu­ca­tion. Nor is their po­s­i­tion far re­moved from what it should be nor­mally; be­ing less en­gaged than men in the busi­ness of life, their con­tem­plat­ive fac­ulties are called into activ­ity more eas­ily. Their minds are neither pre­oc­cu­pied nor in­dif­fer­ent; the most fa­vour­able con­di­tion for the re­cep­tion of philo­soph­ical truth. They have far more af­fin­ity in­tel­lec­tu­ally with philo­soph­ers who truly de­serve the name, than we find in the sci­entific men of the present day. Com­pre­hens­ive­ness of thought they con­sider as im­port­ant as pos­it­iv­ity, whereas our sav­ants care for noth­ing but the lat­ter qual­ity, and even that they un­der­stand im­per­fectly. Molière’s re­mark­able ex­pres­sion, “des clartés de tout,” which I ap­plied in the last chapter to pop­u­lar edu­ca­tion, was used by him in ref­er­ence to wo­men. Ac­cord­ingly we find that wo­men took a vivid in­terest in the very first at­tempt made to sys­tem­at­ize Pos­it­ive spec­u­la­tion, the Cartesian philo­sophy. No more strik­ing proof could be given of their philo­soph­ical af­fin­it­ies; and the more so that in the Cartesian sys­tem moral and so­cial spec­u­la­tions were ne­ces­sar­ily ex­cluded. Surely, then, we may ex­pect them to re­ceive Pos­it­iv­ism far more fa­vour­ably, a sys­tem of which the prin­cipal sub­ject of spec­u­la­tion is the moral prob­lem in which both sexes are alike in­ter­ested.

Wo­men, there­fore, may, like the people, be coun­ted among the fu­ture sup­port­ers of the new philo­sophy. Without their com­bined aid it could never hope to sur­mount the strong re­pug­nance to it which is felt by our cul­tiv­ated classes, es­pe­cially in France, where the ques­tion of its suc­cess has first to be de­cided.

But when wo­men have suf­fi­cient ac­quaint­ance with Pos­it­iv­ism, to see its su­peri­or­ity to Cath­oli­cism in ques­tions of feel­ing, they will sup­port it from moral sym­pathy even more than from in­tel­lec­tual ad­he­sion. It will be the heart even more than the mind which will in­cline them to the only sys­tem of philo­sophy which has fully re­cog­nized the pre­pon­der­ance of Feel­ing. They can­not fail to be drawn to­wards a sys­tem which re­gards wo­men as the em­bod­i­ment of this prin­ciple; the unity of hu­man nature, of which this prin­ciple is the basis, be­ing thus en­trus­ted to their spe­cial charge. The only reason of their re­gret for the past, is that the present fails to sat­isfy their noblest so­cial in­stincts. Not that Cath­oli­cism ever really sat­is­fied them; in­deed in its gen­eral char­ac­ter it is even less ad­ap­ted to wo­men than to men, since the dom­in­ant qual­ity of wo­man’s nature is in dir­ect con­tra­dic­tion with it. Chris­tian­ity, not­with­stand­ing its claims to moral per­fec­tion, has al­ways con­foun­ded the qual­ity of ten­der­ness with that of pur­ity. And it is true that love can­not be deep un­less it is also pure. But Cath­oli­cism, al­though it pur­i­fied love from the an­imal propensit­ies which had been stim­u­lated by Poly­the­ism, did noth­ing oth­er­wise to strengthen it. It has given us in­deed too many in­stances of pur­ity, pushed to the ex­tent of fan­at­icism, without ten­der­ness. And this res­ult is es­pe­cially com­mon now, be­cause the aus­ter­ity of the Chris­tian spirit is not cor­rec­ted, as it used to be, by the in­spir­ing in­flu­ences of Chiv­alry. Poly­the­ism, de­fi­cient as it was in pur­ity, was really far more con­du­cive than Chris­tian­ity, to ten­der­ness. Love of God, the su­preme af­fec­tion round which Cath­oli­cism en­deav­oured to con­cen­trate all other feel­ings, was es­sen­tially a self-re­gard­ing prin­ciple, and as such con­flic­ted with wo­man’s noblest in­stincts. Not only did it en­cour­age mon­astic isol­a­tion, but if de­veloped to the full ex­tent, it be­came in­con­sist­ent with love for our fel­low men. It was im­pi­ety for the knight to love his Lady bet­ter than his God; and thus the best feel­ings of his nature were repressed by his re­li­gious faith. Wo­men, there­fore, are not really in­ter­ested in per­petu­at­ing the old sys­tem; and the very in­stincts by which their nature is char­ac­ter­ized, will soon in­cline them to aban­don it. They have only been wait­ing un­til so­cial life should as­sume a less ma­ter­ial char­ac­ter; so that mor­al­ity, for the pre­ser­va­tion of which they justly con­sider them­selves re­spons­ible, may not be com­prom­ised. And on this head Pos­it­iv­ism sat­is­fies their heart no less than their un­der­stand­ing with all the guar­an­tees that they can re­quire. Based as it is upon ac­cur­ate know­ledge of our nature, it can com­bine the simple af­fec­tion­ate spirit of Poly­the­ism with the ex­quis­ite pur­ity of Cath­oli­cism, without fear of taint from the sub­vers­ive soph­isms en­gendered by the spir­itual an­archy of our times. Not how­ever that pur­ity is to be placed on the same level with ten­der­ness. Ten­der­ness is the more es­sen­tial of the two qual­it­ies, be­cause more closely con­nec­ted with the grand ob­ject of all hu­man ef­fort, the el­ev­a­tion of So­cial Feel­ing over Self-love. In a wo­man without ten­der­ness there is some­thing even more mon­strous than in a man without cour­age. Whatever her tal­ents and even her en­ergy may be, they will in most cases prove mis­chiev­ous both to her­self and to oth­ers, un­less in­deed they should be nul­li­fied by the re­straint of theo­lo­gical dis­cip­line. If she has force of char­ac­ter it will be wasted in a struggle against all le­git­im­ate au­thor­ity; while her men­tal power will be em­ployed only in de­struct­ive soph­isms. Too many cases of this kind present them­selves in the so­cial an­archy of the present time.

Such is the Pos­it­iv­ist the­ory on the sub­ject of Wo­men. It marks out for them a noble field of so­cial use­ful­ness. It ex­tends the scope of their in­flu­ence to pub­lic as well as private life, and yet in a way thor­oughly in har­mony with their nature. Without leav­ing the fam­ily, they will par­ti­cip­ate in the con­trolling power ex­er­cised by philo­soph­ers and work­men, seek­ing even in their own do­mestic sphere rather to modify than to gov­ern. In a word, as I shall show more fully in the last chapter of this in­tro­duct­ory work, Wo­man is the spon­tan­eous priest­ess of Hu­man­ity. She per­son­i­fies in the purest form the prin­ciple of Love upon which the unity of our nature de­pends; and the cul­ture of that prin­ciple in oth­ers is her spe­cial func­tion.

All classes, there­fore, must be brought un­der wo­men’s in­flu­ence; for all re­quire to be re­minded con­stantly of the great truth that Reason and Activ­ity are sub­or­din­ate to Feel­ing. Of their in­flu­ence upon philo­soph­ers I have spoken. If they are men worthy of their mis­sion, they will be con­scious of the tend­ency which their life has to harden them and lead them into use­less spec­u­la­tion; and they will feel the need of re­new­ing the ar­dour of their so­cial sym­pathy at its nat­ive source. Feel­ing, when it is pure and deep, cor­rects its own er­rors, be­cause they clash with the good to which it is ever tend­ing. But er­ro­neous use of the in­tel­lec­tual or prac­tical fac­ulties, can­not be even re­cog­nized, much less cor­rec­ted, without the aid of Af­fec­tion, which is the only part of our nature that suf­fers dir­ectly from such er­rors. There­fore whenever either the philo­sopher or the people de­vi­ate from duty, it will be the part of wo­men to re­mon­strate with them gently, and re­call them to the true so­cial prin­ciples which are en­trus­ted to their spe­cial charge.

With the work­ing classes, the spe­cial danger to be con­ten­ded against is their tend­ency to ab­use their strength, and to re­sort to force for the at­tain­ment of their ob­jects, in­stead of per­sua­sion. But this danger is after all less than that of the mis­use of in­tel­lec­tual power to which philo­soph­ers are so li­able. Thinkers who try to make reas­on­ing do the work of feel­ing can very sel­dom be con­vinced of their er­ror. Pop­u­lar ex­cite­ment, on the con­trary, has of­ten yiel­ded to fem­in­ine in­flu­ence, ex­er­ted though it has been hitherto without any sys­tem­atic guid­ance. The dif­fer­ence is no doubt partly ow­ing to the fact that there are now few or none who de­serve the name of philo­soph­ers. For we can­not give that name to the su­per­fi­cial soph­ists and rhet­or­icians of our time, whether psy­cho­lo­gists or ideo­lo­gists, men wholly in­cap­able of deep thought on any sub­ject. Independ­ently of this, how­ever, the dif­fer­ence is ex­plained by the char­ac­ter of the two classes. Wo­men will al­ways find it harder to deal with in­tel­lec­tual pride than with pop­u­lar vi­ol­ence. Ap­peals to so­cial feel­ing are their only weapons; and the so­cial feel­ings of the work­man are stronger than those of the philo­sopher. Soph­istry is far more for­mid­able to them than pas­sion. In fact, were it not that the work­ing classes are even now so amen­able to fe­male in­flu­ence, so­ci­ety would be in ex­treme danger from the dis­order caused by in­tel­lec­tual an­archy. There are many soph­isms which main­tain them­selves in spite of sci­entific re­fut­a­tion, and which would be de­struct­ive of all or­der, were it not for our moral in­stincts. Of this the Com­mun­ists of­fer a strik­ing ex­ample, in avoid­ing, with that ad­mir­able in­con­sist­ency to which I have already called at­ten­tion, the ex­ten­sion of their prin­ciple to the Fam­ily. Sur­roun­ded by the wild­est the­or­ies, such as, if they were put in prac­tice, would ut­terly des­troy or para­lyse so­ci­ety, we see large num­bers of work­ing men show­ing in their daily life a de­gree of af­fec­tion and re­spect for wo­men, which is un­equalled by any other class. It is well to re­flect on facts like these, not only be­cause they lead us to judge the Com­mun­ist school with more justice, but be­cause, oc­cur­ring as they do in the midst of so­cial an­archy, they show what power­ful agen­cies for good will be at our dis­posal in more settled times. Cer­tainly they can­not be at­trib­uted to theo­lo­gical teach­ing, which has rather had the ef­fect of strength­en­ing the er­rors which it at­tacks by the ab­surdity of its re­fut­a­tions. They are simply the res­ult of the in­flu­ence which wo­men have spon­tan­eously ex­er­cised on the no­bler feel­ings of the people. In Prot­est­ant coun­tries where their in­flu­ence is less, the mis­chiev­ous ef­fects of Com­mun­istic the­or­ies have been far greater. We owe it to wo­men that the Fam­ily has been so little in­jured by the ret­ro­grade spirit of those re­pub­lican re­formers, whose ideal of mod­ern so­ci­ety is to ab­sorb the Fam­ily into the State, as was done by a few small tribes in an­cient Greece.

The read­i­ness shown by wo­men in ap­ply­ing prac­tical rem­ed­ies to er­ro­neous the­or­ies of mor­al­ity is shown in other cases where the at­tract­ive­ness of the er­ror would seem ir­res­ist­ible to the coarser nature of men. The evils con­sequent on di­vorce, which has been au­thor­ized in Ger­many for three cen­tur­ies, have been much lessened by wo­men’s in­stinct­ive re­pug­nance to it. The same may be said of re­cent at­tacks upon mar­riage, which are still more ser­i­ous be­cause the an­archy of mod­ern life re­vives all the ex­tra­vag­ances of the meta­phys­ical spirit in an­cient times. In no one case has a scheme of so­ci­ety hos­tile to mar­riage met with any real fa­vour from wo­men, plaus­ible as many of them seemed. Un­able in their ig­nor­ance of so­cial sci­ence to see the fal­lacy of such schemes them­selves, our re­volu­tion­ary writers can­not con­ceive that wo­men will not be con­vinced by them. But hap­pily wo­men, like the people, judge in these mat­ters by the heart rather than by the head. In the ab­sence of any guid­ing prin­ciple to dir­ect the un­der­stand­ing and pre­vent the de­vi­ations to which it is al­ways ex­posed, the heart is a far safer guide.

There is no need at present of pur­su­ing these re­marks farther. It is abund­antly clear that wo­men are in every re­spect ad­ap­ted for rec­ti­fy­ing the moral de­vi­ations to which every ele­ment in the so­cial or­gan­ism is li­able. And if we already feel the value of their in­flu­ence, spring­ing as it does from the un­aided in­spir­a­tions of the heart, we may be sure it will be­come far more con­sol­id­ated and will be far more widely felt, when it rests on the basis of a sound philo­soph­ical sys­tem, cap­able of re­fut­ing soph­isms and ex­pos­ing fal­la­cies from which their un­as­sisted in­stinct is in­suf­fi­cient to pre­serve us.

Thus the part to be played by wo­men in pub­lic life is not merely pass­ive. Not only will they give their sanc­tion in­di­vidu­ally and col­lect­ively to the ver­dicts of pub­lic opin­ion as formed by philo­soph­ers and by the people; but they will them­selves in­ter­fere act­ively in moral ques­tions. It will be their part to main­tain the primary prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, which ori­gin­ated with them­selves, and of which they will al­ways be the most nat­ural rep­res­ent­at­ives.

But, how, it may be asked, can this be re­con­ciled with my pre­vi­ous re­mark that wo­men’s life should still be es­sen­tially do­mestic?

For the an­cients, and for the greater part of the hu­man race at the present time, it would be ir­re­con­cil­able. But in Western Europe the solu­tion has long ago been found. From the time when wo­men ac­quired, as they did in the Middle Ages, a fair meas­ure of do­mestic free­dom, op­por­tun­it­ies for so­cial in­ter­course arose, which com­bined most hap­pily the ad­vant­ages of private and of pub­lic life, and in these wo­men presided. The prac­tice af­ter­wards ex­ten­ded, es­pe­cially in France, and these meet­ings be­came the labor­at­or­ies of pub­lic opin­ion. It seems now as if they had died out, or had lost their char­ac­ter. The in­tel­lec­tual and moral an­archy of our times is most un­fa­vour­able to free in­ter­change of thoughts and feel­ings. But a cus­tom so so­cial, and which did such good ser­vice in the philo­soph­ical move­ment pre­ced­ing the Re­volu­tion, is as­suredly not destined to per­ish. In the more per­fect so­cial state to which we are tend­ing, it will be de­veloped more fully than ever, when men’s minds and hearts have ac­cep­ted the ral­ly­ing point offered by the new philo­sophy.

This is, then, the mode in which wo­men can with pro­pri­ety par­ti­cip­ate in pub­lic life. Here all classes will re­cog­nize their au­thor­ity as para­mount. Under the new sys­tem these meet­ings will en­tirely lose their old ar­is­to­cratic char­ac­ter, which is now simply ob­struct­ive. The Pos­it­iv­ist salon will com­plete the series of so­cial meet­ings, in which the three ele­ments of the spir­itual power will be able to act in con­cert. First, there is the re­li­gious as­semblage in the Temple of Hu­man­ity. Here the philo­sopher will nat­ur­ally preside, the other two classes tak­ing on a sec­ond­ary part. In the Club again it is the people who will take the act­ive part; wo­men and philo­soph­ers would sup­port them by their pres­ence, but without join­ing in the de­bate. Lastly, wo­men in their salons will pro­mote act­ive and friendly in­ter­course between all three classes; and here all who may be qual­i­fied to take a lead­ing part will find their in­flu­ence cor­di­ally ac­cep­ted. Gently and without ef­fort a moral con­trol will thus be es­tab­lished, by which acts of vi­ol­ence or folly may be checked in their source. Kind ad­vice, given in­dir­ectly but earn­estly, will of­ten save the philo­sopher from be­ing blinded by am­bi­tion, or from de­vi­at­ing, through in­tel­lec­tual pride, into use­less di­gres­sions. Work­ing men at these meet­ings will learn to repress the spirit of vi­ol­ence or envy that fre­quently arises in them, re­cog­niz­ing the sac­red­ness of the care thus mani­fes­ted for their in­terests. And the great and the wealthy will be taught from the man­ner in which praise and blame is given by those whose opin­ion is most val­ued, that the only jus­ti­fi­able use of power or tal­ent is to de­vote it to the ser­vice of the weak.

But, how­ever im­port­ant the pub­lic du­ties that wo­men will ul­ti­mately be called upon to per­form, the Fam­ily is after all their highest and most dis­tinct­ive sphere of work. It was in al­lu­sion to their do­mestic in­flu­ence that I spoke of them as the ori­gin­at­ors of spir­itual power. Now the Fam­ily, al­though it is the basis of all hu­man so­ci­ety, has never been sat­is­fact­or­ily de­fen­ded by any re­ceived sys­tem of so­ci­ety. All the cor­ros­ive power of meta­phys­ical ana­lysis has been em­ployed upon it; and of many of the soph­isms put for­ward no ra­tional re­fut­a­tion has been given. On the other hand, the pro­tec­tion of the theo­lo­gians is no less in­jur­i­ous. For they still per­sist in con­nect­ing the in­sti­tu­tions of the Fam­ily with their ob­sol­ete dog­mas, which, how­ever use­ful they may have been formerly, are now simply dan­ger­ous. From the close of the Middle Ages the priest­hood has been power­less, as the li­centious songs of the troubadours prove, to pro­tect the sanc­tity of mar­riage against the shal­low but mis­chiev­ous at­tacks which even then were made against it. And af­ter­wards, when these false prin­ciples be­came more gen­er­ally pre­val­ent, and even royal courts dis­graced them­selves by giv­ing pub­lic ap­proval to them, the weak­ness of the priests be­came still more mani­fest. Thus noth­ing can be more mon­strous than these ig­nor­ant as­ser­tions that theo­lo­gical doc­trines have been the safe­guard of the Fam­ily. They have done noth­ing to pre­serve it from the most sub­vers­ive at­tacks, un­der which it must have suc­cumbed, but for the bet­ter in­stincts of so­ci­ety, es­pe­cially of the fe­male por­tion of it. With the ex­cep­tion of a fool­ish fic­tion about the ori­gin of Wo­man, theo­logy has put for­ward no sys­tem­atic de­fence of mar­riage; and as soon as theo­lo­gical au­thor­ity it­self fell into dis­credit, the feeble sanc­tion which it gave to do­mestic mor­al­ity be­came ut­terly power­less against soph­ist­ical at­tacks. But now that the Fam­ily can be shown on Pos­it­ive prin­ciples to rest on sci­entific laws of hu­man nature or of so­ci­ety, the danger of meta­phys­ical con­tro­versy and theo­lo­gical feeble­ness is past. These prin­ciples will be dis­cussed sys­tem­at­ic­ally in the second volume of the lar­ger Treat­ise to which this work is the In­tro­duc­tion. But the few re­marks to which I must at present limit my­self, will, I hope, at least sat­isfy the reader as to the cap­ab­il­ity of Pos­it­iv­ism to rees­tab­lish mor­al­ity upon a firm basis.

Ac­cord­ing to the lower views of the sub­ject, such as those coarsely ex­pressed by the great hero of re­ac­tion, Na­po­leon, pro­cre­ation and ma­ter­nity are the only so­cial func­tions of Wo­man. Indeed many the­or­ists ob­ject even to her rear­ing her chil­dren, and think it prefer­able to leave them to the ab­stract be­ne­vol­ence of the State. But in the Pos­it­iv­ist the­ory of mar­riage, the prin­cipal func­tion of Wo­man is one quite un­con­nec­ted with pro­cre­ation. It is a func­tion de­pend­ent on the highest at­trib­utes of our nature.

Vast as is the moral im­port­ance of ma­ter­nity, yet the po­s­i­tion of wife has al­ways been con­sidered even more char­ac­ter­istic of wo­man’s nature; as shown by the fact that the words wo­man and wife are in many lan­guages syn­onym­ous. Mar­riage is not al­ways fol­lowed by chil­dren; and be­sides this, a bad wife is very sel­dom in­deed a good mother. The first as­pect then, un­der which Pos­it­iv­ism con­siders Wo­man, is simply as the com­pan­ion of Man, ir­re­spect­ive of her ma­ter­nal du­ties.

Viewed thus, Mar­riage is the most ele­ment­ary and yet the most per­fect mode of so­cial life. It is the only as­so­ci­ation in which en­tire iden­tity of in­terests is pos­sible. In this union, to the moral com­plete­ness of which the lan­guage of all civ­il­ized na­tions bears testi­mony, the noblest aim of hu­man life is real­ized, as far as it ever can be. For the ob­ject of hu­man ex­ist­ence, as shown in the second chapter, is pro­gress of every kind; pro­gress in mor­al­ity, that is to say in the sub­jec­tion of Self-in­terest to So­cial Feel­ing, hold­ing the first rank. Now this un­ques­tion­able prin­ciple leads us by a very sure and dir­ect path to the true the­ory of mar­riage.

Dif­fer­ent as the two sexes are by nature, and in­creased as that dif­fer­ence is by the di­versity which hap­pily ex­ists in their so­cial po­s­i­tion, each is con­sequently ne­ces­sary to the moral de­vel­op­ment of the other. In prac­tical en­ergy and in the men­tal ca­pa­city which usu­ally ac­com­pan­ies it, Man is evid­ently su­per­ior to Wo­man. Wo­man’s strength, on the other hand, lies in Feel­ing. She ex­cels Man in love, as Man ex­cels her in force. It is im­possible to con­ceive of a closer union than that which binds these two be­ings to the mu­tual ser­vice and per­fec­tion of each other, sav­ing them from all danger of rivalry. The vol­un­tary char­ac­ter too of this union gives it a still fur­ther charm, when the choice has been on both sides a happy one. In the Pos­it­ive the­ory, then, of mar­riage, its prin­cipal ob­ject is con­sidered to be that of com­plet­ing and con­firm­ing the edu­ca­tion of the heart by call­ing out the purest and strongest of hu­man sym­path­ies.

It is true that sexual in­stinct, which, in man’s case at all events, was the ori­gin of con­jugal at­tach­ment, is a feel­ing purely selfish. It is also true that its ab­sence would in the ma­jor­ity of cases, di­min­ish the en­ergy of af­fec­tion. But wo­man with her more lov­ing heart, has usu­ally far less need of this coarse stim­u­lus than man. The in­flu­ence of her pur­ity re­acts on man, and en­nobles his af­fec­tion. And af­fec­tion is in it­self so sweet, that when once it has been aroused by whatever agency, its own charm is suf­fi­cient to main­tain it in activ­ity. When this is the case, con­jugal union be­comes a per­fect ideal of friend­ship; yet still more beau­ti­ful than friend­ship, be­cause each pos­sesses and is pos­sessed by the other. For per­fect friend­ship, dif­fer­ence of sex is es­sen­tial, as ex­clud­ing the pos­sib­il­ity of rivalry. No other vol­un­tary tie can ad­mit of such full and un­res­trained con­fid­ence. It is the source of the most un­al­loyed hap­pi­ness that man can en­joy; for there can be no greater hap­pi­ness than to live for an­other.

But in­de­pend­ently of the in­trinsic value of this sac­red union, we have to con­sider its im­port­ance from the so­cial point of view. It is the first stage in our pro­gress to­wards that which is the fi­nal ob­ject of moral edu­ca­tion, namely, uni­ver­sal love. Many writers of the so-called so­cial­ist school, look upon con­jugal love and uni­ver­sal be­ne­vol­ence, the two ex­treme terms in the scale of af­fec­tions, as op­posed to each other. In the second chapter, I poin­ted out the false­ness and danger of this view. The man who is in­cap­able of deep af­fec­tion for one whom he has chosen as his part­ner in the most in­tim­ate re­la­tions of life, can hardly ex­pect to be be­lieved when he pro­fesses de­vo­tion to a mass of hu­man be­ings of whom he knows noth­ing. The heart can­not throw off its ori­ginal selfish­ness, without the aid of some com­plete and en­dur­ing af­fec­tion. And con­jugal love, con­cen­trated as it is upon one ob­ject ex­clus­ively, is more en­dur­ing and com­plete than any other. From per­sonal ex­per­i­ence of strong love we rise by de­grees to sin­cere af­fec­tion for all man­kind; al­though, as the scope of feel­ing widens, its en­ergy must de­crease. The con­nec­tion of these two states of feel­ing is in­stinct­ively re­cog­nized by all; and it is clearly in­dic­ated by the Pos­it­ive the­ory of hu­man nature, which has now placed it bey­ond the reach of meta­phys­ical at­tacks. When the moral em­pire of Wo­man has been more firmly es­tab­lished by the dif­fu­sion of Pos­it­iv­ist prin­ciples, men will see that the com­mon prac­tice of look­ing to the private life of a states­man as the best guar­an­tee of his pub­lic con­duct had deep wis­dom in it. One of the strongest symp­toms of the gen­eral lax­ity of mor­als to which men­tal an­archy has brought us, is that dis­grace­ful law passed in France thirty years ago, and not yet re­pealed; the avowed ob­ject of which was to sur­round men’s lives with a “wall” of pri­vacy; a law in­tro­duced by psy­cho­lo­gist politi­cians who no doubt needed such a wall.8

The pur­pose of mar­riage once clearly un­der­stood, it be­comes easy to define its con­di­tions. The in­ter­ven­tion of so­ci­ety is ne­ces­sary; but its only ob­ject is to con­firm and to de­velop the or­der of things which ex­ists nat­ur­ally.

It is es­sen­tial in the first place to the high pur­poses for which mar­riage has been in­sti­tuted, that the union shall be both ex­clus­ive and in­dis­sol­uble. So es­sen­tial in­deed are both con­di­tions, that we fre­quently find them even when the con­nec­tion is il­legal. That any­one should have ven­tured to pro­pound the doc­trine that hu­man hap­pi­ness is to be se­cured by lev­ity and in­con­sist­ency in love, is a fact which noth­ing but the ut­ter de­fi­ciency of so­cial and moral prin­ciples can ex­plain. Love can­not be deep un­less it re­mains con­stant to a fixed ob­ject. The very pos­sib­il­ity of change is a tempta­tion to it. So dif­fer­ently con­sti­tuted as man and wo­man are, is their short life too much for per­fect know­ledge and love of one an­other? Yet the ver­sat­il­ity to which most hu­man af­fec­tion is li­able makes the in­ter­ven­tion of so­ci­ety ne­ces­sary. Without some check upon in­de­cision and caprice, life might de­gen­er­ate into a miser­able series of ex­per­i­ments, each end­ing in fail­ure and de­grad­a­tion. Sexual love may be­come a power­ful en­gine for good: but only on the con­di­tion of pla­cing it un­der rig­or­ous and per­man­ent dis­cip­line. Those who doubt the ne­ces­sity for this, have only to cast a glance bey­ond Western Europe at the coun­tries where no such dis­cip­line has been es­tab­lished. It has been said that the ad­op­tion or re­jec­tion of mono­gamy is a simple ques­tion of cli­mate. But for this hy­po­thesis there is no ground whatever. It is as con­trary to com­mon ob­ser­va­tion as to philo­sophic the­ory. Mar­riage, like every other hu­man in­sti­tu­tion, has al­ways been im­prov­ing. Be­gin­ning in all coun­tries with un­res­tric­ted poly­gamy, it tends in all to the purest mono­gamy. Tra­cing back the his­tory of North­ern Europe, we find poly­gamy there as well as in the South; and South­ern na­tions, like North­ern, ad­opt poly­gamy as their so­cial life ad­vances. We see the tend­ency to it in those parts of the East which come into con­tact with Western civil­iz­a­tion.

Mono­gamy, then, is one of the most pre­cious gifts which the Middle Ages have be­queathed to Western Europe. The strik­ing su­peri­or­ity of so­cial life in the West is prob­ably due to it more than to any other cause. Prot­est­ant coun­tries have ser­i­ously im­paired its value by their laws of di­vorce. But this ab­er­ra­tion will hardly be per­man­ent. It is alien to the purer feel­ings of wo­men and of the people, and the mis­chief done by it is lim­ited to the priv­ileged classes. France is now threatened with a re­vival of the meta­phys­ical de­lu­sions of the Re­volu­tion, and it is feared by some that the dis­astrous ex­ample of Ger­many in this re­spect will be im­it­ated. But all such tend­en­cies, be­ing ut­terly in­con­sist­ent with the habits of mod­ern life, will soon be checked by the sounder philo­soph­ical prin­ciples which have now arisen. The mode of res­ist­ance to these er­rors which Pos­it­iv­ism ad­opts will render the struggle most use­ful in hasten­ing the ad­op­tion of the true the­ory of mar­riage. The spirit of Pos­it­iv­ism be­ing al­ways re­l­at­ive, con­ces­sions may be made to meet ex­cep­tional cases, without weak­en­ing or con­tra­dict­ing the prin­ciple; whereas the ab­so­lute char­ac­ter of theo­lo­gical doc­trine was in­com­pat­ible with con­ces­sion. The rules of mor­al­ity should be gen­eral and com­pre­hens­ive; but in their prac­tical ap­plic­a­tion ex­cep­tions have of­ten to be made. By no philo­sophy but the Pos­it­ive can these two con­di­tions be re­con­ciled.

To the spirit of an­archy, how­ever, Pos­it­iv­ism yields noth­ing. The unity es­sen­tial to mar­riage, it renders more com­plete than ever. It de­vel­ops the prin­ciple of mono­gamy, by in­cul­cat­ing, not as a legal in­sti­tu­tion, but as moral duty, the per­petu­ity of wid­ow­hood. Af­fec­tion so firmly con­cen­trated has al­ways been re­garded with re­spect even on man’s side. But hitherto no re­li­gion has had suf­fi­cient pur­ity or in­flu­ence to se­cure its ad­op­tion. Pos­it­iv­ism, how­ever, from the com­plete­ness of its syn­thesis, and from the fact that its rules are in­vari­ably based on the laws of nature, will gain such in­flu­ence, and we find little dif­fi­culty in in­du­cing all natures of del­ic­ate feel­ing to ac­cept this ad­di­tional ob­lig­a­tion. It fol­lows from the very prin­ciple which to the Pos­it­iv­ist is the ob­ject of all mar­riage, the rais­ing and puri­fy­ing of the heart. Un­ity of the tie which is already re­cog­nized as ne­ces­sary in life, is not less so in death. Con­stancy in wid­ow­hood was once com­mon among wo­men; and if its moral beauty is less ap­pre­ci­ated now, it is be­cause all sys­tem­atic mor­al­ity has been for­got­ten. But it is none the less, as care­ful study of hu­man nature will show, a most pre­cious source of moral good, and one which is not bey­ond the reach of no­bler natures, even in their youth. Vol­un­tary wid­ow­hood, while it of­fers all the ad­vant­ages which chastity can con­fer on the in­tel­lec­tual and phys­ical as well as on the moral nature, is yet free from the moral dangers of cel­ib­acy. Con­stant ad­or­a­tion of one whom Death has im­planted more vis­ibly and deeply on the memory, leads all high natures, and es­pe­cially philo­soph­ers, to give them­selves more un­re­servedly to the ser­vice of Hu­man­ity; and thus their pub­lic life is an­im­ated by the en­nobling in­flu­ence of their in­ner­most feel­ings. Alike from a sense of their own truest hap­pi­ness and from de­vo­tion to pub­lic duty, they will be led to this res­ult.

Deep as is the sat­is­fac­tion in this pro­long­a­tion of the sac­red­ness of mar­riage, it may be car­ried by those who re­cog­nize its value yet fur­ther. As the death of one did not des­troy the bond, so neither should the death of both. Let, then, those whom death could not di­vide be laid in the same grave to­gether. A prom­ise of this sol­emn act of per­petu­ation might be given be­fore­hand, when the or­gans of pub­lic opin­ion judged it mer­ited. A man would find a new motive for pub­lic ex­er­tion, if it were felt to be a pledge that the memory of her whom he loved should be forever coupled with his own. We have a few in­stances where this union of memor­ies has taken place spon­tan­eously, as in the case of Laura and Petrarch, and of Dante and Be­atrice. Yet these in­stances are so ex­cep­tional, that they hardly help us to real­ize the full value of the in­sti­tu­tion pro­posed. There is no reason for lim­it­ing it to cases of ex­traordin­ary genius. In the more healthy state of so­ci­ety to which we are tend­ing, where private and pub­lic life will be far more closely con­nec­ted than they have been hitherto, this re­com­pense of ser­vice may be given to all who have de­served it, by those who have come within their circle of in­flu­ence.

Such, then, are the con­sol­a­tions which Pos­it­iv­ist sym­pathy can give. They leave no cause to re­gret the vis­ion­ary hopes held out by Chris­tian­ity, hopes which now are as en­feebling to the heart as to the in­tel­lect. Here, as in all other re­spects, the moral su­peri­or­ity of Pos­it­iv­ism is shown, for the com­fort which it gives to the be­reaved im­plies a strength­en­ing of the tie. Chris­tian con­sol­a­tion, of which so much has been said, rather en­cour­ages a second union. By so do­ing it ser­i­ously im­pairs the value of the in­sti­tu­tion; for a di­vi­sion of af­fec­tion arises, which in­deed seems hardly com­pat­ible with the vague uto­pia of a fu­ture life. The in­sti­tu­tions of per­petual wid­ow­hood and of union in the tomb have found no place in any pre­vi­ous sys­tem, though both were want­ing to make mono­gamy com­plete. Here, as else­where, the best reply which the new philo­sophy can give to ig­nor­ant pre­ju­dice or ma­lig­nant calumny, is to take new steps for­ward in the moral ad­vance­ment of Man.

Thus the the­ory of mar­riage, as set for­ward by the Pos­it­iv­ist, be­comes totally in­de­pend­ent of any phys­ical motive. It is re­garded by him as the most power­ful in­stru­ment of moral edu­ca­tion; and there­fore as the basis of pub­lic or in­di­vidual wel­fare. It is no over­strained en­thu­si­asm which leads us to el­ev­ate the moral pur­ity of mar­riage. We do so from rig­or­ous ex­am­in­a­tion of the facts of hu­man nature. All the best res­ults, whether per­sonal or so­cial, of mar­riage may fol­low, when the union, though more im­pas­sioned, is as chaste as that of brother and sis­ter. The sexual in­stinct has no doubt some­thing to do in most cases with the first form­a­tion of the pas­sion; but it is not ne­ces­sary in all cases to grat­ify the in­stinct. Ab­stin­ence, in cases where there is real ground for it on both sides, will but serve to strengthen mu­tual af­fec­tion.

We have ex­amined the po­s­i­tion of Wo­man as a wife, without sup­pos­ing her to be a mother. We shall find that ma­ter­nity, while it ex­tends her sphere of moral in­flu­ence, does not al­ter its nature.

As a mother, no less than as a wife, her po­s­i­tion will be im­proved by Pos­it­iv­ism. She will have, al­most ex­clus­ively, the dir­ec­tion of house­hold edu­ca­tion. Public edu­ca­tion given sub­sequently, will be little but a sys­tem­atic de­vel­op­ment of that which has been pre­vi­ously given at home.

For it is a fun­da­mental prin­ciple that edu­ca­tion, in the nor­mal con­di­tion of so­ci­ety, must be en­trus­ted to the spir­itual power; and in the fam­ily the spir­itual power is rep­res­en­ted by Wo­man. There are strong pre­ju­dices against en­trust­ing the edu­ca­tion of chil­dren to moth­ers: pre­ju­dices spring­ing from the re­volu­tion­ary spirit of mod­ern times. Since the close of the Middle Ages, the tend­ency has been to place the in­tel­lect above the heart. We have neg­lected the moral side of edu­ca­tion, and I have given un­due im­port­ance to its in­tel­lec­tual side. But Pos­it­iv­ism hav­ing su­per­seded this re­volu­tion­ary phase by demon­strat­ing the pre­pon­der­ance of the heart over the in­tel­lect, moral edu­ca­tion will re­sume its proper place. Cer­tainly the present mode of in­struc­tion is not ad­op­ted for Wo­man’s teach­ing. But their in­flu­ence over the edu­ca­tion of the fu­ture will be even greater than it was in the Middle Ages. For in the first place, in every part of it, moral con­sid­er­a­tions will be para­mount; and moreover, un­til pu­berty, noth­ing will be stud­ied con­tinu­ously ex­cept Art and Po­etry. The knights of old times were usu­ally brought up in this way un­der fem­in­ine guid­ance, and on them most as­suredly it had no en­er­vat­ing in­flu­ence. The train­ing can hardly be sup­posed less ad­ap­ted to a pa­cific than to a war­like state of so­ci­ety. For in­struc­tion, the­or­et­ical and prac­tical, as dis­tin­guished from edu­ca­tion, mas­ters are no doubt ne­ces­sary. But moral edu­ca­tion will be left en­tirely to wo­men, un­til the time ar­rives for sys­tem­atic teach­ing of moral sci­ence in the years im­me­di­ately pre­ced­ing ma­jor­ity. Here the philo­sopher is ne­ces­sary. But the chief du­ties of the philo­sopher lie with adults; his aim be­ing to re­call them, in­di­vidu­ally or col­lect­ively, to prin­ciples im­pressed on them in child­hood, and to en­force the right ap­plic­a­tion of these prin­ciples to spe­cial cases as they may arise. That part of edu­ca­tion which has the greatest in­flu­ence on life, what may be called the spon­tan­eous train­ing of the feel­ings, be­longs en­tirely to the mother. Hence it is, as I have already ob­served, of the greatest im­port­ance to al­low the pu­pil to re­main with his fam­ily, and to do away with the mon­astic se­clu­sion of our pub­lic schools.

The pe­cu­liar fit­ness of wo­men for in­cul­cat­ing these ele­ment­ary prin­ciples of mor­al­ity is a truth which every true philo­sopher will fully re­cog­nize. Wo­men, hav­ing stronger sym­path­ies than men, must be bet­ter able to call out sym­path­ies in oth­ers. Men of good sense have al­ways felt it more im­port­ant to train the heart than the head; and this is the view ad­op­ted by Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy. There is a danger of ex­ag­ger­at­ing the im­port­ance of sys­tem and of for­get­ting the con­di­tions on which its util­ity de­pends; but the Pos­it­iv­ist is pre­served from this danger by the pe­cu­liar real­ity of his philo­sophy. In mor­als, even more than in other sub­jects, we can only sys­tem­at­ize what has ex­is­ted pre­vi­ously without sys­tem. The feel­ings must first be stim­u­lated to free and dir­ect ac­tion, be­fore we at­tempt to bring them un­der philo­sophic dis­cip­line. And this pro­cess, which be­gins with birth, and lasts dur­ing the whole period of phys­ical growth, should be left for wo­men to su­per­in­tend. So spe­cially are they ad­ap­ted for it, that fail­ing the mother, a fe­male friend, if well chosen, and if she can make her­self suf­fi­ciently a mem­ber of the fam­ily, will in most cases do bet­ter than the father him­self. The im­port­ance of the sub­ject can only be ap­pre­ci­ated by minds dom­in­ated, as wo­men’s minds are, by feel­ing. Wo­men can see, what men can sel­dom see, that most ac­tions, and cer­tainly the ac­tions of youth and child­hood, ought not to be judged in them­selves so much as by the tend­en­cies which they show or by the habits to which they lead. Viewed with ref­er­ence to their in­flu­ence on char­ac­ter, no ac­tions are in­dif­fer­ent. The simplest events in a child’s life may serve as an oc­ca­sion for en­for­cing the fun­da­mental prin­ciple by which the early as well as later stages of Pos­it­iv­ist edu­ca­tion should be dir­ec­ted; the strength­en­ing of So­cial Feel­ing, the weak­en­ing of Self-love. In fact, ac­tions of an un­im­port­ant kind are pre­cisely those in which it is easi­est to ap­pre­ci­ate the feel­ings which promp­ted them; since the mind of the ob­server, not be­ing oc­cu­pied with the con­sequences of such ac­tions, is more free to ex­am­ine their source. Moreover, it is only by teach­ing the child to do right in small things that he can be trained for the hard in­ward struggle that lies be­fore him in life; the struggle to bring the selfish in­stincts more and more com­pletely un­der the con­trol of his higher sym­path­ies. In these re­spects the best tu­tor, how­ever sym­path­etic his nature, will be al­ways far in­ferior to a good mother. A mother may of­ten not be able to ex­plain the reason of the prin­ciple on which she acts, but the wis­dom of her plans will gen­er­ally show it­self in the end. Without formal teach­ing, she will take every op­por­tun­ity of show­ing her chil­dren, as no other in­structor could show them, the joy that springs from gen­er­ous feel­ings, and the misery of yield­ing to selfish­ness.

From the re­la­tion of mother we re­turn by a nat­ural trans­ition to Wo­man’s po­s­i­tion as a wife. The mother, though her au­thor­ity of course tends to de­crease, con­tin­ues to su­per­in­tend the growth of char­ac­ter un­til the or­din­ary age of mar­riage. Up to that time fem­in­ine in­flu­ence over Man has been in­vol­un­tary on his part. By mar­riage he enters into a vol­un­tary en­gage­ment of sub­or­din­a­tion to Wo­man for the rest of his life. Thus he com­pletes his moral edu­ca­tion. Destined him­self for ac­tion, he finds his highest hap­pi­ness in hon­our­able sub­mis­sion to one in whom the dom­in­ant prin­ciple is af­fec­tion.

Pos­it­iv­ism holds out to wo­man a most im­port­ant sphere of pub­lic and private duty. This sphere, as we may now see, is noth­ing but a lar­ger and more sys­tem­atic de­vel­op­ment of the qual­it­ies by which she is char­ac­ter­ized. Her mis­sion is so uni­form in its nature and so clearly defined, that there seems hardly room for much un­cer­tainty as to her proper so­cial po­s­i­tion. It is a strik­ing in­stance of the rule which ap­plies uni­ver­sally to all hu­man ef­fort; namely, that the or­der of things in­sti­tuted by man ought to be simply a con­sol­id­a­tion and im­prove­ment of the nat­ural or­der.

In all ages of trans­ition, as in our own, there have been false and soph­ist­ical views of the so­cial po­s­i­tion of Wo­man. But we find it to be a nat­ural law that Wo­man should pass the greater part of her life in the fam­ily; and this law has never been af­fected to any im­port­ant ex­tent. It has al­ways been ac­cep­ted in­stinct­ively, though the soph­ist­ical ar­gu­ments against it have never yet been ad­equately re­futed. The in­sti­tu­tion of the fam­ily has sur­vived the subtle at­tacks of Greek meta­phys­ics, which then were in all the vigour of their youth, and which were act­ing on minds that had no sys­tem­atic prin­ciples to op­pose to them. There­fore, pro­found as the in­tel­lec­tual an­archy of the present day may be, we need not be ser­i­ously alarmed when we see that noth­ing worse comes of it than shal­low pla­gi­ar­isms from an­cient uto­pias, against which the vig­or­ous satire of Aris­to­phanes was quite enough to rouse gen­eral in­dig­na­tion. True, there is a more com­plete ab­sence of so­cial prin­ciples now, than when the world was passing from Poly­the­ism to Mono­the­ism; but our in­tel­lec­tual powers are more de­veloped than they were then, and in moral cul­ture our su­peri­or­ity is even greater. Wo­men in those times were too de­graded to of­fer even the op­pos­i­tion of their si­lence to the ped­ants who pro­fessed to be tak­ing up their cause; the only res­ist­ance offered was of a purely in­tel­lec­tual kind. But hap­pily in mod­ern times the wo­men of the West have been free; and have con­sequently been able to mani­fest such un­mis­tak­able aver­sion for these ideas, and for the want of moral dis­cip­line which gives rise to them, that, though still un­re­futed philo­soph­ic­ally, their mis­chiev­ous ef­fects have been neut­ral­ized. Noth­ing but wo­men’s an­ti­pathy has pre­ven­ted the prac­tical out­rages which seem lo­gic­ally to fol­low from these sub­vers­ive prin­ciples. Among our priv­ileged classes the danger is ag­grav­ated by in­dol­ence; moreover, the pos­ses­sion of wealth has a bad in­flu­ence on wo­men’s moral nature. Yet even here the evil is not really very deep or widely spread. Men have never been ser­i­ously per­ver­ted, and wo­men still less so, by flat­tery of their bad propensit­ies. The really for­mid­able tempta­tions are those which act upon our bet­ter in­stincts, and give them a wrong dir­ec­tion. Schemes which are ut­terly of­fens­ive to fe­male del­ic­acy will never really be ad­op­ted, even by the wealth­ier classes, who are less averse to them than oth­ers. The re­pug­nance shown to them by the people, with whom the mis­chief that they would cause would be ir­re­par­able, is far more de­cided. The life which work­ing people lead makes it very clear to both sexes what the proper po­s­i­tion of each should be. Thus it will be in the very class where the pre­ser­va­tion of the in­sti­tu­tion of the fam­ily is of the greatest im­port­ance, that Pos­it­iv­ists will find the least dif­fi­culty in es­tab­lish­ing their the­ory of the so­cial po­s­i­tion of wo­men, as con­sequent on the sphere of pub­lic and private duty which has been here as­signed to them.

Look­ing at the re­la­tion of this the­ory to other parts of the Pos­it­ive sys­tem, we shall see that it fol­lows from the great prin­ciple which dom­in­ates every other so­cial prob­lem, the prin­ciple of sep­ar­at­ing spir­itual and tem­poral power. That Wo­man’s life should be con­cen­trated in her fam­ily, and that even there her in­flu­ence should be that of per­sua­sion rather than that of com­mand, is but an ex­ten­sion of the prin­ciple which ex­cludes the spir­itual power from polit­ical ad­min­is­tra­tion. Wo­men, as the purest and most spon­tan­eous of the moral forces of so­ci­ety, are bound to ful­fil with rig­or­ous ex­act­ness all the con­di­tions which the ex­er­cise of moral force de­mands. Ef­fec­tu­ally to per­form their mis­sion of con­trolling and guid­ing our af­fec­tions, they must ab­stain al­to­gether from the prac­tical pur­suits of the stronger sex. Such ab­stin­ence, even when the ar­range­ments of so­ci­ety may leave it op­tional, is still more de­sir­able in their case than in the case of philo­soph­ers. Act­ive life, in­com­pat­ible as it is with the clear­ness and breadth of philo­sophic spec­u­la­tion, is even more in­jur­i­ous to del­ic­acy of feel­ing, which is wo­men’s highest claim to our re­spect and the true secret of their in­flu­ence. The philo­sophic spirit is in­com­pat­ible with a po­s­i­tion of prac­tical au­thor­ity, be­cause such a po­s­i­tion oc­cu­pies the mind with ques­tions of de­tail. But to pur­ity of feel­ing it is even more dan­ger­ous, be­cause it strengthens the in­stincts of power and of gain. And for wo­men it would be harder to avoid the danger of such a po­s­i­tion than for men. Abound­ing as they do in sym­pathy, they are gen­er­ally de­fi­cient in en­ergy, and are there­fore less able to with­stand cor­rupt­ing in­flu­ences. The more we ex­am­ine this im­port­ant sub­ject, the clearer it be­comes that the present con­di­tion of wo­men does not hamper them in their true work; that, on the con­trary, it is well cal­cu­lated to de­velop and even im­prove their highest qual­it­ies. The nat­ural ar­range­ments of so­ci­ety in this as in other re­spects are far less faulty than cer­tain blind de­claim­ers would have us be­lieve. But for the ex­ist­ence of strong ma­ter­ial forces, moral force would soon de­teri­or­ate, be­cause its dis­tinct­ive pur­pose would be gone. Philo­soph­ers and pro­let­ar­ies would soon lose their in­tel­lec­tual and moral su­peri­or­ity by the ac­quis­i­tion of power. On wo­men its ef­fect would be still more dis­astrous. From in­stances in the up­per classes of so­ci­ety, where wealth gives them in­de­pend­ence, and some­times un­for­tu­nately even power, we see but too clearly what the con­sequences would be. And this is why we have to look to the poorer classes for the highest type of wo­manly per­fec­tion. With the people sym­pathy is bet­ter cul­tiv­ated, and has a greater in­flu­ence upon life. Wealth has more to do with the moral de­grad­a­tion of wo­men among the priv­ileged classes than even idle­ness and dis­sip­a­tion.

Pro­gress, in this re­spect as in every other, is only a more com­plete de­vel­op­ment of the preex­ist­ing Order. Equal­ity in the po­s­i­tion of the two sexes is con­trary to their nature, and no tend­ency to it has at any time been ex­hib­ited. All his­tory as­sures us that with the growth of so­ci­ety the pe­cu­liar fea­tures of each sex have be­come not less but more dis­tinct. By Cath­olic Feud­al­ism the so­cial con­di­tion of wo­men in Western Europe was raised to a far higher level. But it took away from them the priestly func­tions which they had held un­der Poly­the­ism; a re­li­gion in which the priest­hood was more oc­cu­pied with Art than with Science. So too with the gradual de­cline of the prin­ciple of Caste, wo­men have been ex­cluded more and more ri­gidly from roy­alty and from every other kind of polit­ical au­thor­ity. Again, there is a vis­ible tend­ency to­wards the re­moval of wo­men from all in­dus­trial oc­cu­pa­tions, even from those which might seem best suited to them. And thus fe­male life, in­stead of be­com­ing in­de­pend­ent of the Fam­ily, is be­ing more and more con­cen­trated in it; while at the same time their proper sphere of moral in­flu­ence is con­stantly ex­tend­ing. The two tend­en­cies so far from be­ing op­posed, are in­sep­ar­ably con­nec­ted.

Without dis­cuss­ing the ab­surd and ret­ro­grade schemes which have been re­cently put for­ward on the sub­ject, there is one re­mark which may serve to il­lus­trate the value of the or­der which now ex­ists. If wo­men were to ob­tain that equal­ity in the af­fairs of life which their so-called cham­pi­ons are claim­ing for them without their wish, not only would they suf­fer mor­ally, but their so­cial po­s­i­tion would be en­dangered. They would be sub­ject in al­most every oc­cu­pa­tion to a de­gree of com­pet­i­tion which they would not be able to sus­tain. Moreover, by rivalry in the pur­suits of life, mu­tual af­fec­tion between the sexes would be cor­rup­ted at its source.

Leav­ing these sub­vers­ive dreams, we find a nat­ural prin­ciple which, by de­term­in­ing the prac­tical ob­lig­a­tions of the Act­ive to the Sym­path­etic sex, averts this danger. It is a prin­ciple which no philo­sophy but Pos­it­iv­ism has been suf­fi­ciently real and prac­tical to bring for­ward sys­tem­at­ic­ally for gen­eral ac­cept­ance. It is no new in­ven­tion, how­ever, but a uni­ver­sal tend­ency, con­firmed by care­ful study of the whole past his­tory of Man. The prin­ciple is, that Man should provide for Wo­man. It is a nat­ural law of the hu­man race; a law con­nec­ted with the es­sen­tially do­mestic char­ac­ter of fe­male life. We find it in the rudest forms of so­cial life; and with every step in the pro­gress of so­ci­ety its ad­op­tion be­comes more ex­tens­ive and com­plete. A still lar­ger ap­plic­a­tion of this fun­da­mental prin­ciple will meet all the ma­ter­ial dif­fi­culties un­der which wo­men are now la­bour­ing. All so­cial re­la­tions, and es­pe­cially the ques­tion of wages, will be af­fected by it. The tend­ency to it is spon­tan­eous; but it also fol­lows from the high po­s­i­tion which Pos­it­iv­ism has as­signed to Wo­man as the sym­path­etic ele­ment in the spir­itual power. The in­tel­lec­tual class, in the same way, has to be sup­por­ted by the prac­tical class, in or­der to have its whole time avail­able for the spe­cial du­ties im­posed upon it. But in the case of wo­men, the ob­lig­a­tion of the other sex is still more sac­red, be­cause the sphere of duty in which pro­tec­tion for them is re­quired, is the home. The ob­lig­a­tion to provide for the in­tel­lec­tual class, af­fects so­ci­ety as a whole; but the main­ten­ance of wo­men is, with few ex­cep­tions, a per­sonal ob­lig­a­tion. Each in­di­vidual should con­sider him­self bound to main­tain the wo­man he has chosen to be his part­ner in life. There are cases, how­ever, in which men should be con­sidered col­lect­ively re­spons­ible for the sup­port of the other sex. Wo­men who are without hus­band or par­ents should have their main­ten­ance guar­an­teed by so­ci­ety; and this not merely from com­pas­sion for their de­pend­ent po­s­i­tion, but with the view of en­abling them to render pub­lic ser­vice of the greatest moral value.

The dir­ec­tion, then, of pro­gress in the so­cial con­di­tion of wo­man is this: to render her life more and more do­mestic; to di­min­ish as far as pos­sible the bur­den of out­door la­bour; and so to fit her more com­pletely for her spe­cial of­fice of edu­cat­ing our moral nature. Among the priv­ileged classes it is already a re­cog­nized rule that wo­men should be spared all la­bor­i­ous ex­er­tion. It is the one point in the re­la­tions of the sexes in which the work­ing classes would do well to im­it­ate the habits of their em­ploy­ers. In every other re­spect the people of Western Europe have a higher sense of their du­ties to wo­men than the up­per classes. Indeed there are few of them who would not be ashamed of the bar­bar­ity of sub­ject­ing wo­men to their present bur­den­some oc­cu­pa­tions, if the present state of our in­dus­trial sys­tem al­lowed of its ab­ol­i­tion. But it is chiefly among the higher and wealth­ier classes that we find those de­grad­ing and very of­ten fraud­u­lent bar­gains, con­nec­ted with un­scru­pu­lous in­ter­fer­ence of par­ents in the ques­tion of mar­riage, which are so hu­mi­li­at­ing to one sex and so cor­rupt­ing to the other. Among the work­ing classes the prac­tice of giv­ing dowries is al­most ex­tinct; and as wo­men’s true mis­sion be­comes more re­cog­nized, and as choice in mar­riage be­comes less re­stric­ted, this relic of bar­bar­ism, with all its de­bas­ing res­ults, will rap­idly die out. With this view the ap­plic­a­tion of our the­ory should be car­ried one step fur­ther. Wo­men should not be al­lowed to in­herit. If in­her­it­ance be al­lowed, the pro­hib­i­tion of dowries would be evaded in a very ob­vi­ous man­ner by dis­count­ing the re­ver­sion­ary in­terest. Since wo­men are to be ex­empt from the la­bour of pro­duc­tion, cap­ital, that is to say, the in­stru­ments of la­bour pro­duced by each gen­er­a­tion for the be­ne­fit of the next, should re­vert to men. This view of in­her­it­ance, so far from mak­ing men a priv­ileged class, places them un­der heavy re­spons­ib­il­it­ies. It is not from wo­men that any ser­i­ous op­pos­i­tion to it will pro­ceed. Wise edu­ca­tion will show them its value to them­selves per­son­ally, as a safe­guard against un­worthy suit­ors. But, im­port­ant as the rule is, it should not be leg­ally en­forced un­til it has be­come es­tab­lished on its own mer­its as a gen­eral cus­tom, which every­one has felt to con­duce to the healthy or­gan­iz­a­tion of the Fam­ily as here de­scribed.

Com­ing now to the sub­ject of fe­male edu­ca­tion, we have only to make a fur­ther ap­plic­a­tion of the the­ory which has guided us hitherto.

Since the vo­ca­tion as­signed by our the­ory to wo­men is that of edu­cat­ing oth­ers, it is clear that the edu­ca­tional sys­tem which we have pro­posed in the last chapter for the work­ing classes, ap­plies to them as well as to the other sex with very slight al­ter­a­tions. Un­en­cumbered as it is with spe­ci­al­it­ies, it will be found, even in its more sci­entific parts, as suit­able to the sym­path­etic ele­ment of the mod­er­at­ing power, as to the syn­er­gic ele­ment. We have spoken of the ne­ces­sity of dif­fus­ing sound his­tor­ical views among the work­ing classes; and the same ne­ces­sity ap­plies to wo­men; for so­cial sym­pathy can never be per­fectly de­veloped, without a sense of the con­tinu­ity of the Past, as well as of the solid­ar­ity of the Present. Since, then, both sexes alike need his­tor­ical in­struc­tion as a basis for the sys­tem­at­iz­a­tion of moral truth, both should alike pass through the sci­entific train­ing which pre­pares the way for so­cial stud­ies, and which moreover has as in­trinsic a value for wo­men as for men. Again, since the first or spon­tan­eous stage of edu­ca­tion is en­tirely to be left to wo­men, it is most de­sir­able that they should them­selves have passed through the second or sys­tem­atic stage. The only de­part­ment with which they need not con­cern them­selves, is what is called pro­fes­sional edu­ca­tion. But this, as I have be­fore ob­served, is not sus­cept­ible of reg­u­lar or­gan­iz­a­tion. Pro­fes­sional skill can only be ac­quired by care­ful prac­tice and ex­per­i­ence, rest­ing upon a sound basis of the­ory. In all other re­spects wo­men, philo­soph­ers, and work­ing men will re­ceive the same edu­ca­tion.

But while I would place the sexes on a level in this re­spect, I do not take the view of my em­in­ent pre­de­cessor Con­dorcet, that they should be taught to­gether. On moral grounds, which of course are the most im­port­ant con­sid­er­a­tion, it is ob­vi­ous that such a plan would be equally pre­ju­di­cial to both. In the church, in the club, in the salon, they may as­so­ci­ate freely at every period of life. But at school such in­ter­course would be pre­ma­ture; it would check the nat­ural de­vel­op­ment of char­ac­ter, not to say that it would ob­vi­ously have an un­set­tling in­flu­ence upon study. Until the feel­ings on both sides are suf­fi­ciently ma­tured, it is of the greatest im­port­ance that the re­la­tions of the two sexes should not be too in­tim­ate, and that they should be su­per­in­ten­ded by the watch­ful eye of their moth­ers.

As, how­ever, the sub­jects of study are to be the same for both, the ne­ces­sity of sep­ar­at­ing the sexes does not im­ply that there should be spe­cial teach­ers for wo­men. Not to speak of the in­creased ex­pendit­ure that would thus be in­curred, it would in­ev­it­ably lower the stand­ard of fe­male edu­ca­tion. It would al­ways be pre­sumed that their teach­ers were men of in­ferior at­tain­ments. To en­sure that the in­struc­tion given is the same for both sexes, the in­struct­ors must be the same, and must give their lec­tures al­tern­ately to each sex. These con­di­tions are per­fectly com­pat­ible with the scheme de­scribed in the last chapter. It was there men­tioned that each philo­sopher would be ex­pec­ted to give one, or, in some cases, two lec­tures every week. Now sup­pos­ing this were doubled, it would still come far short of the in­tol­er­able bur­dens which are im­posed upon teach­ers in the present day. Moreover, as the Pos­it­iv­ist edu­cator will pass suc­cess­ively through the seven stages of sci­entific in­struc­tion, he will be able so to reg­u­late his work as to avoid wear­i­some re­pe­ti­tion of the same lec­tures in each year. Besides, the dis­tin­guished men to whom our edu­ca­tional sys­tem will be en­trus­ted will soon dis­cover that their two audi­ences re­quire some dif­fer­ence in the man­ner of teach­ing, and that this may be done without in any way lower­ing the uni­form stand­ard which their method and their doc­trines re­quire.

But in­de­pend­ently of the im­port­ance to fe­male edu­ca­tion of this iden­tity of teach­ers, it will re­act be­ne­fi­cially on the in­tel­lec­tual and moral char­ac­ter of the philo­sopher who teaches. It will pre­clude him from en­ter­ing into use­less de­tails, and will keep him in­vol­un­tar­ily to the broad prin­ciples of his sub­ject. By com­ing into con­tact sim­ul­tan­eously with two natures, in one of which thought, and in the other emo­tion, is pre­dom­in­ant, he will gain clearer in­sight into the great prin­ciple of sub­or­din­at­ing the in­tel­lect to the heart. The ob­lig­a­tion of teach­ing both sexes will com­plete that uni­ver­sal­ity of mind which is to be re­quired of the new school of philo­soph­ers. To treat with equal abil­ity of all the vari­ous or­ders of sci­entific con­cep­tions, and to in­terest two audi­ences of so dif­fer­ent a char­ac­ter, is a task which will de­mand the highest per­sonal qual­i­fic­a­tions. However, as the num­ber re­quired by the con­di­tions is not ex­cess­ive, it will not be im­possible to find men fit for the pur­pose, as soon as the proper means are taken to pro­cure their ser­vices, and to guar­an­tee their ma­ter­ial sub­sist­ence. It must be borne in mind, too, that the cor­por­a­tion of teach­ers is not to be re­cruited from any one na­tion for it­self, but from the whole of Western Europe; so that the Pos­it­iv­ist edu­cator will change his res­id­ence, when re­quired, even more fre­quently than the priests of the Middle Ages. Put­ting these con­sid­er­a­tions to­gether, we shall find that Pos­it­iv­ist edu­ca­tion for both sexes may be or­gan­ized on a suf­fi­cient scale for the whole of Western Europe, with less than the use­less, or worse than use­less, ex­pendit­ure in­curred by the clergy of the Anglican church. This would give each func­tion­ary an ad­equate main­ten­ance, though none of them would be de­graded by wealth. A body of twenty thou­sand philo­soph­ers would be enough now, and prob­ably would al­ways suf­fice, for the spir­itual wants of the five Western na­tions. This would im­ply the es­tab­lish­ment of the sept­en­nial sys­tem of in­struc­tion in two thou­sand sta­tions. The in­flu­ence of wo­men and of work­ing men will never be­come so sys­tem­atic as to en­able them to dis­pense with philo­sophic as­sist­ance al­to­gether. But in pro­por­tion as they be­come more ef­fec­tu­ally in­cor­por­ated as ele­ments of the spir­itual power, the ne­ces­sity of en­lar­ging the purely spec­u­lat­ive class will di­min­ish. Under theo­lo­gical sys­tems it has been far too nu­mer­ous. The priv­ilege of liv­ing in com­fort without pro­duct­ive la­bour will be ul­ti­mately so rare and so dearly earned, that no ra­tional ground of ob­jec­tion to it will be left. It will be gen­er­ally felt that the cost of main­tain­ing these philo­sophic teach­ers, like that of main­tain­ing wo­men, is no real bur­den to the pro­duct­ive classes; on the con­trary, that it con­duces to their highest in­terest, by en­sur­ing the per­form­ance of in­tel­lec­tual and moral func­tions which are the noblest char­ac­ter­ist­ics of Hu­man­ity.

It ap­pears, then, that the primary prin­ciple laid down at the be­gin­ning of this chapter en­ables us to solve all the prob­lems that of­fer them­selves on the sub­ject of Wo­man. Her func­tion in so­ci­ety is de­term­ined by the con­sti­tu­tion of her nature. She is spon­tan­eously the or­gan of Feel­ing, on which the unity of hu­man nature en­tirely de­pends. And she con­sti­tutes the purest and most nat­ural ele­ment of the mod­er­at­ing power; which, while avow­ing its own sub­or­din­a­tion to the ma­ter­ial forces of so­ci­ety, pur­poses to dir­ect them to higher uses. As mother and as wife, it is her of­fice to con­duct the moral edu­ca­tion of Hu­man­ity. In or­der the more per­fectly to ful­fil this mis­sion, her life must be con­nec­ted even more closely than it has been with the Fam­ily. At the same time she must par­ti­cip­ate, to the full ex­tent that is pos­sible, in the gen­eral sys­tem of in­struc­tion.

A few re­marks on the priv­ileges which the ful­fil­ment of this vo­ca­tion will bring, will com­plete this part of my sub­ject.

Wo­men’s mis­sion is a strik­ing il­lus­tra­tion of the truth that hap­pi­ness con­sists in do­ing the work for which we are nat­ur­ally fit­ted. That mis­sion is al­ways the same; it is summed up in one word, Love. But Love is a work in which there can never be too many work­ers; it grows by co­oper­a­tion; it has noth­ing to fear from com­pet­i­tion. Wo­men are charged with the edu­ca­tion of Sym­pathy, the source of hu­man unity; and their highest hap­pi­ness is reached when they have the full con­scious­ness of their vo­ca­tion, and are free to fol­low it. It is the ad­mir­able fea­ture of their so­cial mis­sion, that it in­vites them to cul­tiv­ate qual­it­ies which are nat­ural to them; to call into ex­er­cise emo­tions which all al­low to be the most pleas­ur­able. All that is re­quired for them in a bet­ter or­gan­iz­a­tion of so­ci­ety are cer­tain im­prove­ments in their ex­ternal con­di­tion. They must be re­lieved from out­door la­bour; and other means must be taken to pre­vent their moral in­flu­ence from be­ing im­paired. Both ob­jects are con­tem­plated in the ma­ter­ial, in­tel­lec­tual, and moral ameli­or­a­tions which Pos­it­iv­ism is destined to ef­fect in fe­male life.

But be­sides the pleas­ure in­her­ent in their vo­ca­tion, Pos­it­iv­ism of­fers a re­com­pense for their ser­vices, which Cath­olic Feud­al­ism fore­shad­owed but could not real­ize. As men be­come more and more grate­ful for the bless­ing of their moral in­flu­ence, they will give ex­pres­sion to this feel­ing in a sys­tem­atic form. In a word the new doc­trine will in­sti­tute the Wor­ship of Wo­man, pub­licly and privately, in a far more per­fect way than has ever be­fore been pos­sible. It is the first per­man­ent step to­wards the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity; which, as the con­clud­ing chapter of this in­tro­duct­ory work will show, is the cent­ral prin­ciple of Pos­it­iv­ism, viewed either as a Philo­sophy or as a Polity.

Our an­cest­ors in chiv­al­rous times made noble ef­forts in this dir­ec­tion, which, ex­cept by wo­men, are now no longer ap­pre­ci­ated. But these ef­forts, how­ever ad­mir­able, were in­ad­equate; partly ow­ing to the mil­it­ary spirit of so­ci­ety in those times, partly be­cause their re­li­gious doc­trines had not a suf­fi­ciently so­cial char­ac­ter. Never­the­less, they have left memor­ies which will not per­ish. The re­fine­ment of life in Western Europe is in great part due to them, al­though much of it is already ef­faced by the an­archy of the present time.

Chiv­alry, if we are to be­lieve the neg­at­ive philo­soph­ers of the last cen­tury, can never re­vive; be­cause the re­li­gious be­liefs with which it was con­nec­ted have be­come ob­sol­ete. But the con­nec­tion was never very pro­found, and there is no reason whatever for its con­tinu­ance. Far too much has been made of it by re­cent apo­lo­gists for Cath­oli­cism; who, while lay­ing great stress on the sanc­tion which Theology gave to Chiv­alry, have failed to ap­pre­ci­ate the sym­path­ies to which this ad­mir­able in­sti­tu­tion is really due. The real source of Chiv­alry lies most un­ques­tion­ably in the feudal spirit. Theolo­gical sanc­tion for it was af­ter­wards sought for, as the only sys­tem­atic basis that offered it­self at that time. But the truth is that Theology and Chiv­alry were hardly com­pat­ible. Theology fixed men’s thoughts upon a vis­ion­ary fu­ture; Chiv­alry con­cen­trated his en­er­gies upon the world around him. The knight of the Middle Ages had al­ways to choose between his God and his Lady; and could there­fore never at­tain that con­cen­trated unity of pur­pose, without which the full res­ult of his mis­sion, so gen­er­ously un­der­taken, could never be real­ized.

Placed as we are now, near the close of the re­volu­tion­ary period, we are be­gin­ning to see that Chiv­alry is not destined to ex­tinc­tion; that, on the con­trary, when mod­ern life has as­sumed its nor­mal char­ac­ter, its in­flu­ence will be greater than ever, be­cause it will op­er­ate on a more pa­cific so­ci­ety, and will be based on a more prac­tical re­li­gion. For Chiv­alry sat­is­fies an es­sen­tial want of so­ci­ety, a want which be­comes more ur­gent as civil­iz­a­tion ad­vances; it in­sti­tutes a vol­un­tary com­bin­a­tion of the strong for the pro­tec­tion of the weak. The period of trans­ition from the of­fens­ive mil­it­ary sys­tem of Rome to the de­fens­ive sys­tem of Feud­al­ism, was nat­ur­ally the time of its first ap­pear­ance, and it re­ceived the sanc­tion of the re­li­gion then dom­in­ant. But so­ci­ety is now en­ter­ing upon a period of per­man­ent peace; and when this, the most strik­ing polit­ical fea­ture of mod­ern times, has be­come firmly es­tab­lished, the in­flu­ence of Chiv­alry will be greater than ever. Its pro­ced­ure will be dif­fer­ent, be­cause the modes of op­pres­sion are hap­pily not now what they were formerly. The in­stru­ments of ma­ter­ial force are now not arms, but riches. It is no longer the per­son that is at­tacked, but his means of sub­sist­ence. The ad­vant­ages of the change are ob­vi­ous: the danger is less ser­i­ous, and pro­tec­tion from it is easier and more ef­fec­tual. But it will al­ways re­main most de­sir­able that pro­tect­ors should come for­ward, and that they should form an or­gan­ized as­so­ci­ation. The de­struct­ive in­stinct will al­ways show it­self in vari­ous ways, wherever there are the means of in­dul­ging it. And there­fore as an ad­junct to the spir­itual or­gan­iz­a­tion, Pos­it­iv­ism will en­cour­age a sys­tem­atic mani­fest­a­tion of chiv­al­rous feel­ing among the lead­ers of in­dustry. Those among them who feel an­im­ated with the noble spirit of the her­oes of the Middle Ages, will de­vote not their sword, but their wealth, their time, and, if need be, their whole en­er­gies to the de­fence of the op­pressed in all classes. The ob­jects of their gen­er­os­ity will prin­cip­ally be found, as in the Middle Ages, among the classes spe­cially ex­posed to ma­ter­ial suf­fer­ing, that is to say, among wo­men, philo­soph­ers, and work­ing men. It would be strange in­deed for a sys­tem like Pos­it­iv­ism, the main ob­ject of which is to strengthen the so­cial spirit, not to ap­pro­pri­ate the in­sti­tu­tion which is the noblest product of that spirit.

So far, then, the res­tor­a­tion of Chiv­alry is merely a re­con­struc­tion of the me­di­eval in­sti­tu­tion in a shape ad­ap­ted to the altered state of ideas and feel­ings. In mod­ern as in me­di­eval times, de­vo­tion of the strong to the weak fol­lows as a nat­ural con­sequence from the sub­or­din­a­tion of Polit­ics to Mor­als. Now, as then, the spir­itual power will be nobly seconded by mem­bers of the gov­ern­ing class in the at­tempt to bring that class to a stricter sense of so­cial duty. But be­sides this, Feudal Chiv­alry had a deeper and more spe­cial pur­pose in ref­er­ence to wo­men. And in this re­spect the su­peri­or­ity of Pos­it­iv­ism is even more com­plete and ob­vi­ous.

Feud­al­ism in­tro­duced for the first time the wor­ship of Wo­man. But in this it met with little sup­port from Cath­oli­cism, and was in many re­spects thwarted by it. The habits of Chris­tian­ity were in them­selves ad­verse to real ten­der­ness of heart; they only strengthened it in­dir­ectly, by pro­mot­ing one of the in­dis­pens­able con­di­tions of true af­fec­tion, pur­ity of life. In all other re­spects Chiv­alry was con­stantly op­posed by the Cath­olic sys­tem; which was so aus­tere and an­ti­so­cial, that it could not sanc­tion mar­riage ex­cept as an in­firm­ity which it was ne­ces­sary to tol­er­ate, but which was haz­ard­ous to per­sonal sal­va­tion. Even its rules of pur­ity, valu­able as they were, were of­ten weakened by in­ter­ested motives which ser­i­ously im­paired their value. Con­sequently, not­with­stand­ing all the noble and long-con­tin­ued ef­forts of our me­di­eval an­cest­ors, the in­sti­tu­tion of the wor­ship of Wo­man was very im­per­fectly ef­fected, es­pe­cially in its re­la­tion to pub­lic life. Whatever Cath­olic apo­lo­gists may say, there is every reason to be­lieve that if Feud­al­ism could have arisen be­fore the de­cline of Poly­the­ism, the in­flu­ence of Chiv­alry would have been greater.

It was re­served for the more com­pre­hens­ive sys­tem of Pos­it­iv­ism, in which sound prac­tice is al­ways sup­por­ted by sound the­ory, to give full ex­pres­sion to the feel­ing of ven­er­a­tion for wo­men. In the new re­li­gion, ten­der­ness of heart is looked upon as the first of Wo­man’s at­trib­utes. But pur­ity is not neg­lected. On the con­trary its true source and its es­sen­tial value, as the first con­di­tion of hap­pi­ness and of moral growth, are poin­ted out more dis­tinctly than be­fore. The shal­low and soph­ist­ical views of mar­riage main­tained in these un­settled times by men of nar­row minds and coarse feel­ings, will be eas­ily re­futed by a more care­ful study of hu­man nature. Even the obstacles presen­ted by sci­entific ma­ter­i­al­ism will rap­idly dis­ap­pear be­fore the spread of Pos­it­iv­ist mor­al­ity. A phys­i­cian of great saga­city, Hufe­land, has re­marked, with truth, that the well-known vigour of the knights of old times was a suf­fi­cient an­swer to men who talked of the phys­ical dangers of con­tin­ence. Pos­it­iv­ism, deal­ing with this ques­tion in all its as­pects, teaches that while the primary reason for in­sist­ing on pur­ity is that it is es­sen­tial to depth of af­fec­tion, it has as close a con­nec­tion with the phys­ical and in­tel­lec­tual im­prove­ment of the in­di­vidual and the race as with our moral pro­gress.

Pos­it­iv­ism then, as the whole tend­ency of this chapter in­dic­ates, en­cour­ages, on in­tel­lec­tual as well as on moral grounds, full and sys­tem­atic ex­pres­sion of the feel­ing of ven­er­a­tion for Wo­men, in pub­lic as well as in private life, col­lect­ively as well as in­di­vidu­ally. Born to love and to be loved, re­lieved from the bur­dens of prac­tical life, free in the sac­red re­tire­ment of their homes, the wo­men of the West will re­ceive from Pos­it­iv­ists the trib­ute of deep and sin­cere ad­mir­a­tion which their life in­spires. They will feel no scruple in ac­cept­ing their po­s­i­tion as spon­tan­eous priest­esses of Hu­man­ity; they will fear no longer the rivalry of a vin­dict­ive Deity. From child­hood each of us will be taught to re­gard their sex as the prin­cipal source of hu­man hap­pi­ness and im­prove­ment, whether in pub­lic life or in private.

The treas­ures of af­fec­tion which our an­cest­ors wasted upon mys­tical ob­jects, and which these re­volu­tion­ary times ig­nore, will then be care­fully pre­served and dir­ec­ted to their proper pur­pose. The en­er­vat­ing in­flu­ence of chi­mer­ical be­liefs will have passed away; and men in all the vigour of their en­er­gies, feel­ing them­selves the mas­ters of the known world, will feel it their highest hap­pi­ness to sub­mit with grat­it­ude to the be­ne­fi­cent power of wo­manly sym­pathy. In a word, Man will in those days kneel to Wo­man, and to Wo­man alone.

The source from which these rev­er­en­tial feel­ings for the sym­path­etic sex pro­ceed, is a clear ap­pre­ci­ation in the other sex of be­ne­fits re­ceived, and a spirit of deep thank­ful­ness for them. The Pos­it­iv­ist will never for­get that moral per­fec­tion, the primary con­di­tion of pub­lic and private hap­pi­ness, is prin­cip­ally due to the in­flu­ence of Wo­man over Man, first as mother, then as wife. Such a con­vic­tion can­not fail to arouse feel­ings of lov­ing ven­er­a­tion for those with whom, from their po­s­i­tion in so­ci­ety, he is in no danger of rivalry in the af­fairs of life. When the mis­sion of wo­man is bet­ter un­der­stood, and is car­ried out more fully, she will be re­garded by Man as the most per­fect im­per­son­a­tion of Hu­man­ity.

Ori­gin­at­ing in spon­tan­eous feel­ings of grat­it­ude, the wor­ship of Wo­man, when it has as­sumed a more sys­tem­atic shape, will be val­ued for its own sake as a new in­stru­ment of hap­pi­ness and moral growth. In­ert as the tender sym­path­ies are in Man, it is most de­sir­able to strengthen them by such ex­er­cise as the pub­lic and private in­sti­tu­tion of this wor­ship will af­ford. And here it is that Pos­it­iv­ists will find all the el­ev­at­ing in­flu­ences which Cath­oli­cism de­rived from Prayer.

It is a com­mon but very palp­able er­ror to ima­gine that Prayer is in­sep­ar­able from the chi­mer­ical motives of self-in­terest in which it first ori­gin­ated. In Cath­oli­cism there was al­ways a tend­ency to rise above these motives, so far at least as the prin­ciples of theo­logy ad­mit­ted. From St. Augustine down­wards, all the no­bler spir­its have felt more and more strongly, not­with­stand­ing the self-ab­sorb­ing tend­en­cies of Chris­tian doc­trine, that Prayer did not ne­ces­sar­ily im­ply pe­ti­tion. When sounder views of hu­man nature have be­come pre­val­ent, the value of this im­port­ant func­tion will be more clearly ap­pre­ci­ated; and it will ul­ti­mately be­come of greater im­port­ance than ever, be­cause foun­ded on a truer prin­ciple. In the nor­mal state of Hu­man­ity, the moral ef­fic­acy of Prayer will no longer be im­paired by thoughts of per­sonal re­com­pense. It will be simply a sol­emn out­pour­ing, whether in private or in pub­lic, of men’s no­bler feel­ings, in­spir­ing them with lar­ger and more com­pre­hens­ive thoughts. As a daily prac­tice, it is in­cul­cated by Pos­it­iv­ism as the best pre­ser­vat­ive against the selfish and nar­row views which are so apt to arise in the or­din­ary avoca­tions of life. To men its value is even greater than to wo­men; their life be­ing less fa­vour­able to large views and gen­eral sym­path­ies, it is the more im­port­ant to re­vive them at reg­u­lar peri­ods.

But Prayer would be of little value un­less the mind could form a clear con­cep­tion of its ob­ject. The wor­ship of Wo­man sat­is­fies this con­di­tion, and is so far of greater ef­fic­acy than the wor­ship of God. True, the ul­ti­mate ob­ject of Pos­it­iv­ist Prayer, as shown in the con­clud­ing chapter of this volume, is Hu­man­ity. But some of its best moral ef­fects would hardly be real­ized, if it were at once and ex­clus­ively dir­ec­ted to an ob­ject so dif­fi­cult to con­ceive clearly. It is pos­sible that Wo­men with their stronger sym­path­ies may be able to reach this stage without in­ter­me­di­ate steps. However this may be, men cer­tainly would not be able to do so; even the in­tel­lec­tual class, with all its powers of gen­er­al­iz­a­tion, would find it im­possible. The wor­ship of Wo­man, be­gun in private, and af­ter­wards pub­licly cel­eb­rated, is ne­ces­sary in man’s case to pre­pare him for any ef­fec­tual wor­ship of Hu­man­ity.

No one can be so un­happy as not to be able to find some wo­man worthy of his pe­cu­liar love, whether in the re­la­tion of wife or of mother; some one who in his sol­it­ary prayer may be present to him as a fixed ob­ject of de­vo­tion. Nor will such de­vo­tion, as might be thought, cease with death; rather, when its ob­ject has been rightly chosen, death strengthens it by mak­ing it more pure. The prin­ciple upon which Pos­it­iv­ism in­sists so strongly, the union of the Present with the Past, and even with the Fu­ture, is not lim­ited to the life of So­ci­ety. It is a doc­trine which unites all in­di­vidu­als and all gen­er­a­tions; and when it has be­come more fa­mil­iar to us, it will stim­u­late every­one to call his dearest memor­ies to life; the spirit of the sys­tem be­ing that the private life of the very humblest cit­izen has a close re­la­tion to his pub­lic duty. We all know how in­tel­lec­tual cul­ture en­ables us to live with our great pre­de­cessors of the Middle Ages and of Antiquity, al­most as we should do with ab­sent friends. And if in­tel­lect can do so much, will it not be far easier for the strong pas­sion of Love to ef­fect this ideal re­sur­rec­tion? We have already many in­stances where whole na­tions have shown strong sym­path­ies or an­ti­path­ies to great his­tor­ical names, es­pe­cially when their in­flu­ence was still sens­ibly felt. There is no reason why a private life should not pro­duce the same ef­fect upon those who have been brought into con­tact with it. Moral cul­ture has been con­duc­ted hitherto on such un­sat­is­fact­ory prin­ciples, that we can hardly form an ad­equate no­tion of its res­ults when Pos­it­iv­ism has re­gen­er­ated it, and has con­cen­trated the af­fec­tions as well as the thoughts of Man upon hu­man life. To live with the dead is the pe­cu­liar priv­ilege of Hu­man­ity, a priv­ilege which will ex­tend as our con­cep­tions widen and our thoughts be­come more pure. Under Pos­it­iv­ism the im­pulse to it will be­come far stronger, and it will be re­cog­nized as a sys­tem­atic prin­ciple in private as well as in pub­lic life. Even the Fu­ture is not ex­cluded from its ap­plic­a­tion. We may live with those who are not yet born; a thing im­possible only till a true the­ory of his­tory had arisen, of scope suf­fi­cient to em­brace at one glance the whole course of hu­man des­tiny. There are num­ber­less in­stances to prove that the heart of Man is cap­able of emo­tions which have no out­ward basis, ex­cept what Ima­gin­a­tion has sup­plied. The fa­mil­iar spir­its of the Poly­the­ist, the mys­tical de­sires of the Mono­the­ist, all point to a gen­eral tend­ency in the Past, which, with our bet­ter prin­ciples, we shall be able in the Fu­ture to dir­ect to a no­bler and more real pur­pose. And thus even those who may be so un­for­tu­nate as to have no spe­cial ob­ject of love need not, on that ac­count, be pre­cluded from the act of wor­ship: they may choose from the wo­men of the past some type ad­ap­ted to their own nature. Men of power­ful ima­gin­a­tion might even form their own more per­fect ideal, and thus open out the path of the fu­ture. This, in­deed, is what was of­ten done by the knights of chiv­al­rous times, simple and un­in­struc­ted as they were. Surely then we, with our fuller un­der­stand­ing and greater fa­mili­ar­ity with the Past, should be able to ideal­ize more per­fectly. But whether the choice lie in the Past or in the Fu­ture, its ef­fic­acy would be im­paired un­less it re­mained con­stant to one ob­ject; and fixed prin­ciples, such as Pos­it­iv­ism sup­plies, are needed to check the nat­ural tend­ency to ver­sat­il­ity of feel­ing.

I have dwelt at some length upon the per­sonal ad­or­a­tion of Wo­man un­der its real or ideal as­pects, be­cause upon it de­pends nearly all the moral value of any pub­lic cel­eb­ra­tion. Public as­semblage in the temples of Hu­man­ity may strengthen and stim­u­late feel­ings of de­vo­tion, but can­not ori­gin­ate them. Un­less each wor­ship­per has felt in his own per­son deep and rev­er­en­tial love for those to whom our highest af­fec­tions are due, a pub­lic ser­vice in hon­our of wo­men would be noth­ing but a re­pe­ti­tion of un­mean­ing for­mu­las. But those whose daily cus­tom it has been to give ex­pres­sion to such feel­ings in secret, will gain, by as­sem­bling to­gether, all the be­ne­fit of more in­tense and more ex­al­ted sym­pathy. In my last let­ter to her who is forever mine, I said: “Amidst the heav­iest anxi­et­ies which Love can bring, I have never ceased to feel that the one thing es­sen­tial to hap­pi­ness is that the heart shall be al­ways nobly oc­cu­pied.”9 And now that we are sep­ar­ated by Death, daily ex­per­i­ence con­firms this truth, which is moreover in ex­act ac­cord­ance with the Pos­it­ive the­ory of hu­man nature. Without per­sonal ex­per­i­ence of Love no pub­lic cel­eb­ra­tion of it can be sin­cere.

In its pub­lic cel­eb­ra­tion the su­peri­or­ity of the new Re­li­gion is even more mani­fest than in the private wor­ship. A sys­tem in which the so­cial spirit is uni­formly pre­pon­der­ant, is pe­cu­li­arly ad­ap­ted to render homage for the so­cial ser­vices of the sym­path­etic sex. When the knights of the Middle Ages met to­gether, they might give vent to their per­sonal feel­ings, and ex­press to one an­other the rev­er­ence which each felt for his own mis­tress; but farther than this they could not go. And such per­sonal feel­ings will never cease to be ne­ces­sary. Still the prin­cipal ob­ject of pub­lic cel­eb­ra­tion is to ex­press grat­it­ude on the part of the people for the so­cial bless­ings con­ferred by Wo­man, as the or­gan of that ele­ment in our nature on which its unity de­pends, and as the ori­ginal source of moral power. In the Middle Ages such con­sid­er­a­tions were im­possible, for want of a ra­tional the­ory em­bra­cing the whole circle of so­cial re­la­tions. Indeed the re­ceived faith was in­com­pat­ible with any such con­cep­tion, since God in that faith oc­cu­pied the place really due to Hu­man­ity.

There are wo­men whose ca­reer has been al­to­gether ex­cep­tional; and these, like the rest, meet with their due trib­ute of praise in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem. The chief motive, doubt­less, for pub­lic and private ven­er­a­tion is the mis­sion of sym­pathy, which is Wo­man’s pe­cu­liar vo­ca­tion. But there have been re­mark­able in­stances of wo­men whose life has been one of spec­u­la­tion, or even, what is in most cases still more for­eign to their nature, of polit­ical activ­ity. They have rendered real ser­vice to Hu­man­ity, and they should re­ceive the hon­our that is due to them. Theology, from its ab­so­lute char­ac­ter, could not make such con­ces­sions; they would have weakened the ef­fi­ciency of its most im­port­ant so­cial rules. Con­sequently, Cath­oli­cism was com­pelled, though at first with sin­cere re­gret, to leave some of the noblest wo­men without com­mem­or­a­tion. A sig­nal in­stance is the Maid of Or­leans, whose hero­ism saved France in the fif­teenth cen­tury. Our great king Louis XI ap­plied very prop­erly to the Pope for her can­on­iz­a­tion, and no ob­jec­tion was made to his re­quest. Yet, prac­tic­ally, it was never car­ried into ef­fect. It was gradu­ally for­got­ten; and the clergy soon came to feel a sort of dis­like to her memory, which re­minded them of noth­ing but their own so­cial weak­ness. It is easy to ac­count for this res­ult; nor is any­one really to blame for it. It was feared, not without reason, that to con­sider Joan of Arc as a saint might have the ef­fect of spread­ing false and dan­ger­ous ideas of fem­in­ine duty. The dif­fi­culty was in­su­per­able for any ab­so­lute sys­tem, in which to sanc­tion the ex­cep­tion is to com­prom­ise the rule. But in a re­l­at­ive sys­tem the case is dif­fer­ent. It is even more in­con­sist­ent with Pos­it­ive prin­ciples than it is with Cath­olic, for wo­men to lead a mil­it­ary life, a life which of all oth­ers is the least com­pat­ible with their proper func­tions. And yet Pos­it­iv­ists will be the first to do justice to this ex­traordin­ary heroine, whom theo­lo­gians have been afraid to re­cog­nize, and whom meta­phys­i­cians, even in France, have had the hardi­hood to in­sult. The an­niversary of her glor­i­ous mar­tyr­dom will be a sol­emn fest­ival, not only for France, but for Western Europe. For her work was not merely of na­tional im­port­ance: the en­slave­ment of France would have in­volved the loss of all the in­flu­ence which France has ex­er­cised as the centre of the ad­vanced na­tions of Europe. Moreover, as none of them are al­to­gether clear from the dis­grace of de­tract­ing, as Voltaire has done, from her char­ac­ter, all should aid in the re­par­a­tion of it which Pos­it­iv­ism pro­poses to in­sti­tute. So far from her apo­theosis hav­ing an in­jur­i­ous ef­fect on fe­male char­ac­ter, it will af­ford an op­por­tun­ity of point­ing out the an­om­al­ous nature of her ca­reer, and the rar­ity of the con­di­tions which alone could jus­tify it. It is a fresh proof of the ad­vant­ages ac­cru­ing to Mor­al­ity from the re­l­at­ive char­ac­ter of Pos­it­iv­ism, which en­ables it to ap­pre­ci­ate ex­cep­tional cases without weak­en­ing the rules.

The sub­ject of the wor­ship of Wo­man by Man raises a ques­tion of much del­ic­acy; how to sat­isfy the ana­log­ous feel­ings of de­vo­tion in the other sex. We have seen its ne­ces­sity for men as an in­ter­me­di­ate step to­wards the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity; and wo­men, stronger though their sym­path­ies are, stand, it may be, in need of sim­ilar pre­par­a­tion. Yet cer­tainly the dir­ec­tion taken should be some­what dif­fer­ent. What is wanted is that each sex should strengthen the moral qual­it­ies in which it is nat­ur­ally de­fi­cient. En­ergy is a char­ac­ter­istic fea­ture of Hu­man­ity as well as Sym­pathy; as is well shown by the double mean­ing of the word “Heart.” In Man Sym­pathy is the weaker ele­ment, and it re­quires con­stant ex­er­cise. This he gains by ex­pres­sion of his feel­ings of rev­er­ence for Wo­man. In Wo­man, on the other hand, the de­fect­ive qual­ity is En­ergy; so that, should any spe­cial pre­par­a­tion for the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity be needed, it should be such as to strengthen cour­age rather than sym­pathy. But my sex renders me in­com­pet­ent to enter farther into the secret wants of Wo­man’s heart. The­ory in­dic­ates a blank hitherto un­noticed, but does not en­able me to fill it. It is a prob­lem for wo­men them­selves to solve; and I had re­served it for my noble col­league, for whose pre­ma­ture death I would fain hope that my own grief may one day be shared by all.

Throughout this chapter I have been keenly sens­ible of the philo­sophic loss res­ult­ing from our ob­ject­ive sep­ar­a­tion. True, I have been able to show that Pos­it­iv­ism is a mat­ter of the deep­est con­cern to wo­men, since it in­cor­por­ates them in the pro­gress­ive move­ment of mod­ern times. I have proved that the part al­lot­ted to them in this move­ment is one which sat­is­fies their highest as­pir­a­tions for the Fam­ily or for So­ci­ety. And yet I can hardly hope for much sup­port from them un­til some wo­man shall come for­ward to in­ter­pret what I have said into lan­guage more ad­ap­ted to their nature and habits of thought. Till then it will al­ways be taken for gran­ted that they are in­cap­able even of un­der­stand­ing the new philo­sophy, not­with­stand­ing all the nat­ural af­fin­it­ies for it which I have shown that they pos­sess.

All these dif­fi­culties had been en­tirely re­moved by the noble and lov­ing friend to whom I ded­ic­ate the treat­ise to which this work is in­tro­duct­ory. The ded­ic­a­tion is un­usual in form, and some may think it over­strained. But my own fear is rather, now that five years have past, that my words were too weak for the deep grat­it­ude which I now feel for her el­ev­at­ing in­flu­ence. Without it the moral as­pects of Pos­it­iv­ism would have lain very long lat­ent.

Clotilde de Vaux was gif­ted equally in mind and heart: and she had already be­gun to feel the power of the new philo­sophy to raise fem­in­ine in­flu­ence from the de­cline into which it had fallen, un­der the re­volu­tion­ary in­flu­ences of mod­ern times. Misun­der­stood every­where, even by her own fam­ily, her nature was far too noble for bit­ter­ness. Her sor­rows were as ex­cep­tional as they were un­deserved; but her pur­ity was even more rare than her sor­row; and it pre­served her un­scathed from all soph­ist­ical at­tacks on mar­riage, even be­fore the true the­ory of mar­riage had come be­fore her. In the only writ­ing which she pub­lished,10 there is a beau­ti­ful re­mark, which to those who know the his­tory of her life is deeply af­fect­ing: “Great natures should al­ways be above bring­ing their sor­rows upon oth­ers.” In this charm­ing story, writ­ten be­fore she knew any­thing of Pos­it­iv­ism, she ex­pressed her­self most char­ac­ter­ist­ic­ally on the sub­ject of Wo­man’s vo­ca­tion: “Surely the true sphere of Wo­man is to provide Man with the com­forts and de­lights of home, re­ceiv­ing in ex­change from him the means of sub­sist­ence earned by his la­bours. I would rather see the mother of a poor fam­ily wash­ing her chil­dren’s linen, than see her earn­ing a live­li­hood by her tal­ents away from home. Of course I do not speak of wo­men of ex­traordin­ary powers whose genius leads them out of the sphere of do­mestic duty. Such natures should have free scope given to them: for great minds are kindled by the ex­hib­i­tion of their powers.” These words com­ing from a young lady dis­tin­guished no less for beauty than for worth, showed her an­ti­pathy to the sub­vers­ive ideas so pre­val­ent in the present day. But in a large work which she did not live to fin­ish, she had in­ten­ded to re­fute the at­tacks upon mar­riage, con­tained in the works of Ge­orge Sand, to whom she was in­tel­lec­tu­ally no less than mor­ally su­per­ior. Her nature was of rare en­dow­ment, moved by noble im­pulse, and yet al­low­ing its due in­flu­ence to reason. When she was be­gin­ning to study Pos­it­iv­ism she wrote to me: “No one knows bet­ter than my­self how weak our nature is un­less it has some lofty aim bey­ond the reach of pas­sion.” A short time af­ter­wards, writ­ing with all the grace­ful free­dom of friend­ship, she let fall a phrase of deep mean­ing, al­most un­awares: “Our race is one which must have du­ties, in or­der to form its feel­ings.”

With such a nature my Saint Clotilde was, as may be sup­posed, fully con­scious of the moral value of Pos­it­iv­ism, though she had only one year to give to its study. A few months be­fore her death, she wrote to me: “If I were a man, I should be your en­thu­si­astic dis­ciple; as a wo­man, I can but of­fer you my cor­dial ad­mir­a­tion.” In the same let­ter she ex­plains the part which she pro­posed to take in dif­fus­ing the prin­ciples of the new philo­sophy: “It is al­ways well for a wo­man to fol­low mod­estly be­hind the army of ren­ov­at­ors, even at the risk of los­ing a little of her own ori­gin­al­ity.” She de­scribes our in­tel­lec­tual an­archy in this charm­ing simile: “We are all stand­ing as yet with one foot in the air over the threshold of truth.”

With such a col­league, com­bin­ing as she did qual­it­ies hitherto shared amongst the noblest types of wo­man­hood, it would have been easy to in­duce her sex to co­oper­ate in the re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety. For she gave a per­fect ex­ample of that nor­mal re­ac­tion of Feel­ing upon Reason which has been here set for­ward as the highest aim of Wo­man’s ef­forts. When she had fin­ished the im­port­ant work on which she was en­gaged, I had marked out for her a def­in­ite yet spa­cious field of co­oper­a­tion in the Pos­it­iv­ist cause: a field which her in­tel­lect and char­ac­ter were fully com­pet­ent to oc­cupy. I men­tion it here, to il­lus­trate the mode in which wo­men may help to spread Pos­it­iv­ism through the West; giv­ing thus the first ex­ample of the so­cial in­flu­ence which they will af­ter­wards ex­ert per­man­ently. What I say has spe­cial ref­er­ence to Italy and to Spain. In other coun­tries it only ap­plies to in­di­vidu­als who, though liv­ing in an at­mo­sphere of free thought, have not them­selves ven­tured to think freely. Suc­cess in this lat­ter case is so fre­quent, as to make me con­fid­ent that the agen­cies of which I am about to speak may be ap­plied col­lect­ively with the same fa­vour­able res­ult.

The in­tel­lec­tual free­dom of the West began in Eng­land and Ger­many; and it had all the dangers of ori­ginal ef­forts for which at that time no sys­tem­atic basis could be found. With the legal es­tab­lish­ment of Prot­est­ant­ism, the meta­phys­ical move­ment stopped. Prot­est­ant­ism, by con­sol­id­at­ing it, ser­i­ously im­peded sub­sequent pro­gress, and is still, in the coun­tries where it pre­vails, the chief obstacle to all ef­fi­cient renov­a­tion. Hap­pily France, the nor­mal centre of Western Europe, was spared this so-called Re­form­a­tion. She made up for the delay, by passing at one stride, un­der the im­pulse given by Voltaire, to a state of en­tire free­dom of thought; and thus re­sumed her nat­ural place as leader of the com­mon move­ment of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion. But the French while es­cap­ing the in­con­sist­en­cies and os­cil­la­tions of Prot­est­ant­ism, have been ex­posed to all the dangers res­ult­ing from un­qual­i­fied ac­cept­ance of re­volu­tion­ary meta­phys­ics. Prin­ciples of sys­tem­atic neg­a­tion have now held their ground with us too long. Use­ful as they once were in pre­par­ing the way for so­cial re­con­struc­tion, they are now a hindrance to it. It may be hoped that when the move­ment of free thought ex­tends, as it as­suredly will, to the two South­ern na­tions, where Cath­oli­cism has been more suc­cess­ful in res­ist­ing Prot­est­ant­ism and Deism, it will be at­ten­ded with less in­jur­i­ous con­sequences. If France was spared the Calvin­istic stage, there seems no reason why Italy and even Spain should not be spared Voltairi­an­ism. As a com­pens­a­tion for this ap­par­ent stag­na­tion, they might pass at once from Cath­oli­cism to Pos­it­iv­ism, without halt­ing for any length of time at the neg­at­ive stage. These coun­tries could not have ori­gin­ated the new philo­sophy, ow­ing to their in­suf­fi­cient pre­par­a­tion; but as soon as it has taken root in France, they will prob­ably ac­cept it with ex­treme rapid­ity. Dir­ect at­tacks upon Cath­oli­cism will not be ne­ces­sary. The new re­li­gion will simply put it­self into com­pet­i­tion with the old by per­form­ing in a bet­ter way the same func­tions that Cath­oli­cism ful­fils now, or has ful­filled in past times.

All evid­ence, es­pe­cially the evid­ence of the po­ets, goes to prove that be­fore Luther’s time, there was less be­lief in the South of Europe, cer­tainly less in Italy, than in the North. And Cath­oli­cism, with all its res­ist­ance to the pro­gress of thought, has never been able really to re­vive the be­lief in Chris­tian­ity. We speak of Italy and Spain as less ad­vanced; but the truth is that they only cling to Cath­oli­cism be­cause it sat­is­fies their moral and so­cial wants bet­ter than any sys­tem with which they are ac­quain­ted. Mor­ally they have more af­fin­ity to Pos­it­iv­ism than other na­tions; be­cause their feel­ings of fra­tern­ity have not been weakened by the in­dus­trial de­vel­op­ment which has done so much harm in Prot­est­ant coun­tries. In­tel­lec­tu­ally, too, they are less hos­tile to the primary prin­ciple of Pos­it­ive Polity; the sep­ar­a­tion of spir­itual and tem­poral power. And there­fore they will wel­come Pos­it­iv­ism as soon as they see that in all es­sen­tial fea­tures it equals and sur­passes the me­di­eval church. Now as this ques­tion is al­most en­tirely a moral one, their con­vic­tions in this re­spect will de­pend far more upon Feel­ing than upon ar­gu­ment. Con­sequently, the work of con­vert­ing them to Pos­it­iv­ism is one for which wo­men are pe­cu­li­arly ad­ap­ted. Pos­it­iv­ism has been com­mu­nic­ated to Eng­land by men. Hol­land, too, which has been the van­guard of Ger­many ever since the Middle Ages has been ini­ti­ated in the same way still more ef­fi­ciently. But its in­tro­duc­tion in Italy and Spain will de­pend upon the wo­men of those coun­tries; and the ap­peal to them must come, not from a French­man, but from a French­wo­man; for heart must speak to heart. Would that these few words might en­able oth­ers to ap­pre­ci­ate the in­es­tim­able worth of the col­league whom I had in­ten­ded to write such an ap­peal; and that they might stim­u­late someone worthy to take her place!

Already, then, there is ground for en­cour­age­ment. Already we have one strik­ing in­stance of a wo­man ready to co­oper­ate in the philo­soph­ical move­ment, which as­signs to her sex a mis­sion of the highest so­cial con­sequence as the pre­lude to the func­tion for which in the nor­mal state they are destined. Such an in­stance, though it may seem now ex­cep­tional, does but an­ti­cip­ate what will one day be uni­ver­sal. Highly gif­ted natures pass through the same phases as oth­ers; only they un­dergo them earlier, and so be­come guides for the rest. The sac­red friend of whom I speak had noth­ing that spe­cially dis­posed her to ac­cept Pos­it­iv­ism, ex­cept the beauty of her mind and char­ac­ter, pre­ma­turely ripened by sor­row. Had she been an un­taught work­ing wo­man, it would per­haps have been still easier for her to grasp the gen­eral spirit of the new philo­sophy and its so­cial pur­pose.

The res­ult of this chapter is to show the af­fin­ity of the sys­tem­atic ele­ment of the modi­fy­ing power, as rep­res­en­ted by philo­soph­ers, with wo­men who form its sym­path­etic ele­ment; an af­fin­ity not less close than that with the people, who con­sti­tute its syn­er­gic ele­ment. The or­gan­iz­a­tion of moral force is based on the al­li­ance of philo­soph­ers with the people; but the ad­he­sion of wo­men is ne­ces­sary to its com­ple­tion. With the union of all three, the re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety be­gins, and the re­volu­tion is brought to a close. But more than this: their union is at once an in­aug­ur­a­tion of the fi­nal or­der of so­ci­ety. Each of these three ele­ments will be act­ing as it will be called upon to act in the nor­mal state, and will be oc­cupy­ing its per­man­ent po­s­i­tion re­l­at­ively to the tem­poral power. The philo­sophic class whose work it is to com­bine the ac­tion of the other two classes, will find valu­able as­sist­ance from wo­men in every fam­ily, as well as power­ful co­oper­a­tion from the people in every city.

The res­ult will be a union of all who are pre­cluded from polit­ical ad­min­is­tra­tion, in­sti­tuted for the pur­pose of judging all prac­tical meas­ures by the fixed rules of uni­ver­sal mor­al­ity. Ex­cep­tional cases will arise when moral in­flu­ence is in­suf­fi­cient: in these it will be ne­ces­sary for the people to in­ter­fere act­ively. But philo­soph­ers and wo­men are dis­pensed from such in­ter­fer­ence. Dir­ect ac­tion would be most in­jur­i­ous to their powers of sym­pathy or of thought. They can only pre­serve these powers by keep­ing clear of all po­s­i­tions of polit­ical au­thor­ity.

But while the moral force res­ult­ing from the com­bined ac­tion of wo­men and of the people, will be more ef­fi­cient than that of the Middle Ages, the sys­tem­atic or­gans of that force will find their work one of great dif­fi­culty. High powers of in­tel­lect are re­quired and a heart worthy of such in­tel­lect. To se­cure the sup­port of wo­men, and the co­oper­a­tion of the people, they must have the sym­pathy and pur­ity of the first, the en­ergy and dis­in­ter­ested­ness of the second. Such natures are rare; yet without them the new spir­itual power can­not ob­tain that as­cend­ancy over so­ci­ety to which Pos­it­iv­ism as­pires. And with all the agen­cies, phys­ical or moral, which can be brought to bear, we shall have to ac­know­ledge that the ex­ceed­ing im­per­fec­tions of hu­man nature form an eternal obstacle to the ob­ject for which Pos­it­iv­ism strives, the vic­tory of so­cial sym­pathy over self-love.





V
The Relation of Positivism to Art


The es­sen­tial prin­ciples and the so­cial pur­pose of the only philo­sophy by which the re­volu­tion can be brought to a close, are now be­fore us. We have seen too that en­er­getic sup­port from the People and cor­dial sym­pathy from Wo­men are ne­ces­sary to bring this philo­sophic move­ment to a prac­tical res­ult. One fur­ther con­di­tion yet re­mains. The view here taken of hu­man life as re­gen­er­ated by this com­bin­a­tion of ef­forts, would be in­com­plete if it did not in­clude an ad­di­tional ele­ment, with which Pos­it­iv­ism, as I have now to show, is no less com­pet­ent to deal. We have spoken already of the place which Reason oc­cu­pies in our nature; its func­tion be­ing to sub­or­din­ate it­self to Feel­ing for the bet­ter guid­ance of the Act­ive powers. But in the nor­mal state of our nature it has also an­other func­tion; that of reg­u­lat­ing and stim­u­lat­ing Ima­gin­a­tion, without yield­ing pass­ive obed­i­ence to it. The aes­thetic fac­ulties are far too im­port­ant to be dis­reg­arded in the nor­mal state of Hu­man­ity; there­fore they must not be omit­ted from the sys­tem which aims to in­tro­duce that state. There is a strong but ground­less pre­ju­dice that in this re­spect at least Pos­it­iv­ism will be found want­ing. Yet it fur­nishes, as may read­ily be shown, the only true found­a­tion of mod­ern Art, which, since the Middle Ages, has been cul­tiv­ated without fixed prin­ciples or lofty pur­pose.

The re­proach that Pos­it­iv­ism is in­com­pat­ible with Art arises simply from the fact that al­most every­one is in the habit of con­found­ing the philo­sophy it­self with the sci­entific stud­ies on which it is based. The charge only ap­plies to the pos­it­ive spirit in its pre­lim­in­ary phase of dis­con­nec­ted spe­ci­al­it­ies, a phase which sci­entific men of the present day are mak­ing such mis­chiev­ous ef­forts to pro­long. Noth­ing can be more fatal to the fine arts than the nar­row views, the over­strain­ing of ana­lysis, the ab­use of the reas­on­ing fac­ulty, which char­ac­ter­ize the sci­entific in­vest­ig­a­tion of the present day; to say noth­ing of their in­jur­i­ous ef­fects upon moral pro­gress, the first con­di­tion of aes­thetic de­vel­op­ment. But all these de­fects ne­ces­sar­ily dis­ap­pear when the Pos­it­ive spirit be­comes more com­pre­hens­ive and sys­tem­atic; which is the case as soon as it em­braces the higher sub­jects in the en­cyc­lopædic scale of sci­ences. When it reaches the study of So­ci­ety, which is its true and ul­ti­mate sphere, it has to deal with the con­cep­tions of Po­etry, as well as with the op­er­a­tions of Feel­ing: since its ob­ject must then be to give a faith­ful and com­plete rep­res­ent­a­tion of hu­man nature un­der its in­di­vidual, and still more un­der its so­cial, as­pects. Hitherto Pos­it­ive sci­ence has avoided these two sub­jects: but their charm is such that, when the study of them has been once be­gun, it can­not fail to be pro­sec­uted with ar­dour; and their proper place in the con­sti­tu­tion of Man and of So­ci­ety will then be re­cog­nized. Reason has been di­vorced for a long time from Feel­ing and Ima­gin­a­tion. But, with the more com­plete and sys­tem­atic cul­ture here pro­posed, they will be re­united.

To those who have stud­ied the fore­go­ing chapters with at­ten­tion, the view that the new philo­sophy is un­fa­vour­able to Art, will be ob­vi­ously un­just. Sup­pos­ing even that there were no im­port­ant func­tions spe­cially as­signed to the fine arts in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem, yet in­dir­ectly, the lead­ing prin­ciples of the sys­tem, its so­cial pur­pose, and the in­flu­ences by which it is propag­ated, are all most con­du­cive to the in­terests of Art. To demon­strate, as Pos­it­iv­ism alone of all philo­sophies has done, the sub­or­din­a­tion of the in­tel­lect to the heart, and the de­pend­ence of the unity of hu­man nature upon Feel­ing, is to stim­u­late the aes­thetic fac­ulties, be­cause Feel­ing is their true source. To pro­pound a so­cial doc­trine by which the Re­volu­tion is brought to a close, is to re­move the prin­cipal obstacle to the growth of Art, and to open a wide field and a firm found­a­tion for it, by es­tab­lish­ing fixed prin­ciples and modes of life; in the ab­sence of which Po­etry can have noth­ing noble to nar­rate or to in­spire. To ex­hort the work­ing classes to seek hap­pi­ness in call­ing their moral and men­tal powers into con­stant ex­er­cise, and to give them an edu­ca­tion, the prin­cipal basis of which is aes­thetic, is to place Art un­der the pro­tec­tion of its nat­ural pat­rons.

But one con­sid­er­a­tion is of it­self suf­fi­cient for our pur­pose. We have but to look at the in­flu­ence of Pos­it­iv­ism upon Wo­men, at its tend­ency to el­ev­ate the so­cial dig­nity of their sex, while at the same time strength­en­ing all fam­ily ties. Now of all the ele­ments of which so­ci­ety is con­sti­tuted, Wo­man cer­tainly is the most aes­thetic, alike from her nature and her po­s­i­tion; and both her po­s­i­tion and her nature are raised and strengthened by Pos­it­iv­ism. We re­ceive from wo­men, not only our first ideas of Good­ness, but our first sense of Beauty; for their own sens­ib­il­ity to it is equalled by their power of im­part­ing it to oth­ers. We see in them every kind of beauty com­bined; beauty of mind and char­ac­ter as well as of per­son. All their ac­tions, even those which are un­con­scious, ex­hibit a spon­tan­eous striv­ing for ideal per­fec­tion. And their life at home, when free from the ne­ces­sity of la­bour­ing for a live­li­hood, fa­vours this tend­ency. Liv­ing as they do for af­fec­tion, they can­not fail to feel as­pir­a­tions for all that is highest, in the world around them first, and then also in the world of ima­gin­a­tion. A doc­trine, then, which re­gards wo­men as the ori­gin­at­ors of moral in­flu­ence in so­ci­ety, and which places the ground­work of edu­ca­tion un­der their charge, can­not be sus­pec­ted of be­ing un­fa­vour­able to Art.

Leav­ing these pre­ju­dices, we may now ex­am­ine the mode in which the in­cor­por­a­tion of Art into the mod­ern so­cial sys­tem will be pro­moted by Pos­it­iv­ism. In the first place sys­tem­atic prin­ciples of Art will be laid down, and its proper func­tion clearly defined. The res­ult of this will be to call out new and power­ful means of ex­pres­sion, and also new or­gans. I may ob­serve that the po­s­i­tion which Art will oc­cupy in the present move­ment of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion is already an in­aug­ur­a­tion of its fi­nal func­tion; as we saw in the ana­log­ous cases of the po­s­i­tion of wo­men and of the work­ing classes.

But be­fore touch­ing on this ques­tion it will be well to rec­tify a pre­val­ent mis­con­cep­tion on the sub­ject, one of the many con­sequences of our men­tal and moral an­archy. I refer to the ex­ag­ger­a­tion of the in­flu­ence of Art; an er­ror which, if un­cor­rec­ted, would viti­ate all our views with re­gard to it.

All po­ets of real genius, from Homer to Corneille, have al­ways con­sidered their work to be that of beau­ti­fy­ing hu­man life, and so far, of el­ev­at­ing it. Govern­ment of hu­man life they had never sup­posed to fall within their province. Indeed no sane man would lay it down as a pro­pos­i­tion that Ima­gin­a­tion should con­trol the other men­tal fac­ulties. It would im­ply that the nor­mal con­di­tion of the in­tel­lect was in­san­ity; in­san­ity be­ing defin­able as that state of mind in which sub­ject­ive in­spir­a­tions are stronger than ob­ject­ive judg­ments. It is a static law of our nature, which has never been per­man­ently sus­pen­ded, that the fac­ulties of Re­p­res­ent­a­tion and Ex­pres­sion should be sub­or­din­ate to those of Con­cep­tion and Coordin­a­tion. Even in cereb­ral dis­turb­ances the law holds good. The re­la­tion with the ex­ternal world is per­ver­ted, but the ori­ginal cor­rel­a­tion of the in­ternal men­tal func­tions re­mains un­af­fected.

The fool­ish van­ity of the later po­ets of an­tiquity led some of them into er­rors much re­sem­bling those which now pre­vail on this point. Still in Poly­the­istic so­ci­ety artists were at no time looked upon as the lead­ing class, not­with­stand­ing the aes­thetic char­ac­ter of Greek and Ro­man re­li­gion. If proofs were ne­ces­sary, Homer’s poems, es­pe­cially the Odys­sey, would show how sec­ond­ary the in­flu­ence of the fine arts was upon so­ci­ety, even when the priest­hood had ceased to con­trol them. Plato’s Uto­pia, writ­ten when Poly­the­ism was in its de­cline, rep­res­en­ted a state in which the in­ter­fer­ence of po­ets was sys­tem­at­ic­ally pre­ven­ted. Me­di­eval Mono­the­ism was still less dis­posed to over­rate the im­port­ance of Art, though its true value was re­cog­nized more gen­er­ally than it had ever been be­fore. But with the de­cline of Cath­oli­cism, germs of er­rors showed them­selves, from which even the ex­traordin­ary genius of Dante was not free. The re­volu­tion­ary in­flu­ences of the last five cen­tur­ies have de­veloped these er­rors into the de­li­rium of self-con­ceit ex­hib­ited by the po­ets and lit­er­ary men of our time. Theology hav­ing ar­rived at its ex­treme lim­its be­fore any true con­cep­tion of the Pos­it­ive state could arise, the neg­at­ive con­di­tion of the Western Re­pub­lic be­came ag­grav­ated to an un­heard-of ex­tent. Rules and in­sti­tu­tions, which had formerly con­trolled the most head­strong am­bi­tion, fell rap­idly into dis­credit. And as the prin­ciples of so­cial or­der dis­ap­peared, artists and es­pe­cially po­ets, the lead­ing class among them, stim­u­lated by the ap­plause which they re­ceived from their un­in­struc­ted audi­ence, fell into the er­ror of seek­ing polit­ical in­flu­ence. In­com­pat­ible as all mere cri­ti­cism must be with true po­etry, mod­ern Art since the four­teenth cen­tury has par­ti­cip­ated more and more act­ively in the de­struc­tion of the old sys­tem. Until, how­ever, Neg­at­iv­ism had re­ceived its dis­tinct shape and char­ac­ter from the re­volu­tions of the six­teenth and sev­en­teenth cen­tur­ies, the in­flu­ence of Art for de­struct­ive pur­poses was sec­ond­ary to that ex­er­cised by meta­phys­i­cians and le­gists. But in the eight­eenth cen­tury, when neg­at­iv­ism began to be propag­ated boldly in a sys­tem­atic form, the case was changed, and lit­er­ary am­bi­tion as­ser­ted it­self more strongly. The spec­u­lat­ive thinkers who had hitherto formed the van­guard of the de­struct­ive move­ment, were re­placed by mere lit­ter­at­eurs, men whose tal­ents were of a po­et­ical rather than philo­soph­ical kind, but who had, in­tel­lec­tu­ally speak­ing, no real vo­ca­tion. When the crisis of the Re­volu­tion came, this het­ero­gen­eous class took the lead in the move­ment, and nat­ur­ally stepped into all polit­ical of­fices; a state of things which will con­tinue un­til there is a more dir­ect and gen­eral move­ment of re­or­gan­iz­a­tion.

This is the his­tor­ical ex­plan­a­tion, and at the same time the re­fut­a­tion, of the sub­vers­ive schemes so pre­val­ent in our time, of which the ob­ject is to es­tab­lish a sort of ar­is­to­cracy of lit­er­ary ped­ants. Such day­dreams of un­bridled self-con­ceit find fa­vour only with the meta­phys­ical minds who can­not sanc­tion ex­cep­tional cases without mak­ing them into an ab­so­lute rule. If philo­soph­ers are to be ex­cluded from polit­ical au­thor­ity, there is still greater reason for ex­clud­ing po­ets. The men­tal and moral ver­sat­il­ity which makes them so apt in re­flect­ing the thoughts and feel­ings of those around them, ut­terly un­fits them for be­ing our guides. Their nat­ural de­fects are such as noth­ing but rig­or­ous and sys­tem­atic edu­ca­tion can cor­rect; they are, there­fore, cer­tain to be pe­cu­li­arly prom­in­ent in times like these when deep con­vic­tions of any kind are so rare. Their real vo­ca­tion is to as­sist the spir­itual power as ac­cess­ory mem­bers; and this in­volves their re­noun­cing all ideas of gov­ern­ment, even more strictly than philo­soph­ers them­selves. Philo­soph­ers, though not them­selves en­ga­ging in polit­ics, are called upon to lay down the prin­ciples of polit­ical ac­tion; but the poet has very little to do with either. His spe­cial func­tion is to ideal­ize and to stim­u­late; and to do this well, he must con­cen­trate his en­er­gies ex­clus­ively upon it. It is a large and noble field, amply suf­fi­cient to ab­sorb men who have a real vo­ca­tion for it. Ac­cord­ingly, in the great artist of former times we see com­par­at­ively few traces of this ex­tra­vag­ant am­bi­tion. It comes be­fore us in a time when, ow­ing to the ab­sence of reg­u­lar habits of life and fixed con­vic­tions, art of the highest or­der is im­possible. The po­ets of our time either have not real­ized or have mis­taken their vo­ca­tion. When So­ci­ety is again brought un­der the in­flu­ence of a uni­ver­sal doc­trine, real po­etry will again be­come pos­sible; and such men as those we have been speak­ing of will turn their en­er­gies in a dif­fer­ent dir­ec­tion. Till then they will con­tinue to waste their ef­forts or to ruin their char­ac­ter in worth­less polit­ical agit­a­tion, a state of things in which me­diocrity shines and real genius is left in the back­ground.

In the nor­mal state of hu­man nature, Ima­gin­a­tion is sub­or­din­ate to Reason as Reason is to Feel­ing. Any pro­longed in­ver­sion of this nat­ural or­der is both mor­ally and in­tel­lec­tu­ally dan­ger­ous. The reign of Ima­gin­a­tion would be still more dis­astrous than the reign of Reason; only that it is even more in­com­pat­ible with the prac­tical con­di­tions of hu­man life. But chi­mer­ical as it is, the mere pur­suit of it may do much in­di­vidual harm by sub­sti­tut­ing ar­ti­fi­cial ex­cite­ment, and in too many cases af­fect­a­tion of feel­ing, in the place of deep and spon­tan­eous emo­tion. Viewed polit­ic­ally, noth­ing can be worse than this un­due pre­pon­der­ance of aes­thetic con­sid­er­a­tions caused by the un­con­trolled am­bi­tion of artists and lit­ter­at­eurs. The true ob­ject of Art, which is to charm and el­ev­ate hu­man life, is gradu­ally lost sight of. By be­ing held out as the aim and ob­ject of ex­ist­ence, it de­grades the artist and the pub­lic equally, and is there­fore cer­tain to de­gen­er­ate. It loses all its higher tend­en­cies, and is re­duced either to a sen­su­ous pleas­ure, or to a mere dis­play of tech­nical skill. Ad­mir­a­tion for the arts, which, when kept in its proper place, has done so much for mod­ern life, may be­come a deeply cor­rupt­ing in­flu­ence, if it be­comes the para­mount con­sid­er­a­tion. It is no­tori­ous what an at­ro­cious cus­tom pre­vailed in Italy for sev­eral cen­tur­ies, simply for the sake of im­prov­ing men’s voices. Art, the true pur­pose of which is to strengthen our sym­path­ies, leads when thus de­graded to a most ab­ject form of selfish­ness; in which en­joy­ment of sounds or forms is held out as the highest hap­pi­ness, and ut­ter apathy pre­vails as to all ques­tions of so­cial in­terest. So dan­ger­ous is it in­tel­lec­tu­ally, and still more so mor­ally, for in­di­vidu­als, and above all, for so­ci­et­ies to al­low aes­thetic con­sid­er­a­tions to be­come un­duly pre­pon­der­ant; even when they spring from a genu­ine im­pulse. But the in­vari­able con­sequence to which this vi­ol­a­tion of the first prin­ciples of so­cial or­der leads, is the suc­cess of me­diocrit­ies who ac­quire tech­nical skill by long prac­tice.

Thus it is that we have gradu­ally fallen un­der the dis­cred­it­able in­flu­ence of men who were evid­ently not com­pet­ent for any but sub­or­din­ate po­s­i­tions, and whose pre­pon­der­ance has proved as in­jur­i­ous to Art as it has been to Philo­sophy and Mor­al­ity. A fatal fa­cil­ity of giv­ing ex­pres­sion to what is neither be­lieved nor felt, gives tem­por­ary repu­ta­tion to men who are as in­cap­able of ori­gin­al­ity in Art as they are of grasp­ing any new prin­ciple in sci­ence. It is the most re­mark­able of all the polit­ical an­om­alies caused by our re­volu­tion­ary po­s­i­tion; and the moral res­ults are most de­plor­able, un­less when, as rarely hap­pens, the pos­sessor of these un­deserved hon­ours has a nature too noble to be in­jured by them. Po­ets are more ex­posed to these dangers than other artists, be­cause their sphere is more gen­eral and gives wider scope for am­bi­tion. But in the spe­cial arts we find the same evil in a still more de­grad­ing form; that of av­arice, a vice by which so much of our highest tal­ent is now tain­ted. Another sig­nal proof of the child­ish van­ity and un­con­trolled am­bi­tion of the class is, that those who are merely in­ter­pret­ers of other men’s pro­duc­tions claim the same title as those who have pro­duced ori­ginal works.

Such are the res­ults of the ex­tra­vag­ant pre­ten­sions which artists and lit­er­ary men have gradu­ally de­veloped dur­ing the last five cen­tur­ies. I have dwelt upon them be­cause they con­sti­tute at present ser­i­ous im­ped­i­ments to all sound views of the nature and pur­poses of Art. My stric­tures will not be thought too severe by really aes­thetic natures, who know from per­sonal ex­per­i­ence how fatal the present sys­tem is to all tal­ent of a high or­der. Whatever the out­cry of those per­son­ally in­ter­ested, it is cer­tain that in the true in­terest of Art the sup­pres­sion of me­diocrity is at least as im­port­ant as the en­cour­age­ment of tal­ent. True taste al­ways im­plies dis­taste. The very fact that the ob­ject is to foster in us the sense of per­fec­tion, im­plies that all true con­nois­seurs will feel a thor­ough dis­like for feeble work. Hap­pily there is this priv­ilege in all mas­ter­pieces, that the ad­mir­a­tion aroused by them en­dures in its full strength for all time; so that the plea which is of­ten put for­ward of keep­ing up the pub­lic taste by nov­el­ties which in real­ity in­jure it, falls to the ground. To men­tion my own ex­per­i­ence, I may say that for thir­teen years I have been in­duced alike from prin­ciple and from in­clin­a­tion, to re­strict my read­ing al­most en­tirely to the great Oc­ci­dental po­ets, without feel­ing the smal­lest curi­os­ity for the works of the day which are brought out in such mis­chiev­ous abund­ance.

Guard­ing ourselves, then, against er­rors of this kind, we may now pro­ceed to con­sider the aes­thetic char­ac­ter of Pos­it­iv­ism. In the first place, it fur­nishes us with a sat­is­fact­ory the­ory of Art; a sub­ject which has never been sys­tem­at­ic­ally ex­plained; all pre­vi­ous at­tempts to do so, whatever their value, hav­ing viewed the sub­ject in­com­pletely. The the­ory here offered is based on the sub­ject­ive prin­ciple of the new philo­sophy, on its ob­ject­ive dogma, and on its so­cial pur­pose; as set for­ward in the two first chapters of this work.

Art may be defined as an ideal rep­res­ent­a­tion of Fact; and its ob­ject is to cul­tiv­ate our sense of per­fec­tion. Its sphere there­fore is co­ex­tens­ive with that of Science. Both deal in their own way with the world of Fact; the one ex­plains it, the other beau­ti­fies it. The con­tem­pla­tions of the artist and of the man of sci­ence fol­low the same en­cyc­lopædic law; they be­gin with the simple ob­jects of the ex­ternal world; they gradu­ally rise to the com­plic­ated facts of hu­man nature. I poin­ted out in the second chapter that the sci­entific scale, the scale, that is, of the True, co­in­cided with that of the Good: we now see that it co­in­cides with that of the Beau­ti­ful. Thus between these three great cre­ations of Hu­man­ity, Philo­sophy, Polity, and Po­etry, there is the most per­fect har­mony. The first ele­ments of Beauty, that is to say, Order and Mag­nitude, are vis­ible in the in­or­ganic world, es­pe­cially in the heav­ens; and they are there per­ceived with greater dis­tinct­ness than where the phe­nom­ena are more com­plex and less uni­form. The higher de­grees of Beauty will hardly be re­cog­nized by those who are in­sens­ible to this its simplest phase. But as in Philo­sophy we only study the in­or­ganic world as a pre­lim­in­ary to the study of Man; so, but to a still greater ex­tent, is it with Po­etry. In Polity the tend­ency is sim­ilar but less ap­par­ent. Here we be­gin with ma­ter­ial pro­gress; we pro­ceed to phys­ical and sub­sequently to in­tel­lec­tual pro­gress; but it is long be­fore we ar­rive at the ul­ti­mate goal, moral pro­gress. Po­etry passes more rap­idly over the three pre­lim­in­ary stages, and rises with less dif­fi­culty to the con­tem­pla­tion of moral beauty. Feel­ing, then, is es­sen­tially the sphere of Po­etry. And it sup­plies not the end only, but the means. Of all the phe­nom­ena which re­late to man, hu­man af­fec­tions are the most modi­fi­able, and there­fore the most sus­cept­ible of ideal­iz­a­tion. Be­ing more im­per­fect than any other, by vir­tue of their higher com­plex­ity, they al­low greater scope for im­prove­ment. Now the act of ex­pres­sion, how­ever im­per­fect, re­acts power­fully upon these func­tions, which from their nature are al­ways seek­ing some ex­ternal vent. Every­one re­cog­nizes the in­flu­ence of lan­guage upon thoughts: and surely it can­not be less upon feel­ings, since in them the need of ex­pres­sion is greater. Con­sequently all aes­thetic study, even if purely im­it­at­ive, may be­come a use­ful moral ex­er­cise, by call­ing sym­path­ies and an­ti­path­ies into healthy play. The ef­fect is far greater when the rep­res­ent­a­tion, passing the lim­its of strict ac­cur­acy, is suit­ably ideal­ized. This in­deed is the char­ac­ter­istic mis­sion of Art. Its func­tion is to con­struct types of the noblest kind, by the con­tem­pla­tion of which our feel­ings and thoughts may be el­ev­ated. That the por­trait­ure should be ex­ag­ger­ated fol­lows from the defin­i­tion of Art; it should sur­pass real­it­ies so as to stim­u­late us to amend them. Great as the in­flu­ence is of these po­etic emo­tions on in­di­vidu­als, they are far more ef­fic­a­cious when brought to bear upon pub­lic life: not only from the greater im­port­ance of the sub­ject mat­ter, but be­cause each in­di­vidual im­pres­sion is rendered more in­tense by com­bin­a­tion.

Thus Pos­it­iv­ism ex­plains and con­firms the view or­din­ar­ily taken of Po­etry, by pla­cing it mid­way between Philo­sophy and Polity; is­su­ing from the first, and pre­par­ing the way for the second.

Even Feel­ing it­self, the highest prin­ciple of our ex­ist­ence, ac­cepts the ob­ject­ive dogma of Philo­sophy, that Hu­man­ity is sub­ject to the or­der of the ex­ternal world. And Ima­gin­a­tion on still stronger grounds must ac­cept the same law. The ideal must al­ways be sub­or­din­ate to the real; oth­er­wise feeble­ness as well as ex­tra­vag­ance is the con­sequence. The states­man who en­deav­ours to im­prove the ex­ist­ing or­der, must first study it as it ex­ists. And the poet, al­though his im­prove­ments are but ima­gined, and are not sup­posed cap­able of real­iz­a­tion, must do like­wise. True in his fic­tions he will tran­scend the lim­its of the pos­sible, while the states­man will keep within those lim­its; but both have the same point of de­par­ture; both be­gin by study­ing the ac­tual facts with which they deal. In our ar­ti­fi­cial im­prove­ments we should never aim at any­thing more than wise modi­fic­a­tion of the nat­ural or­der; we should never at­tempt to sub­vert it. And though Ima­gin­a­tion has a wider range for its pic­tures, they are yet sub­ject to the same fun­da­mental law, im­posed by Philo­sophy upon Polity and Po­etry alike. Even in the most po­etic ages this law has al­ways been re­cog­nized, only the ex­ternal world was in­ter­preted then in a way very dif­fer­ently from now. We see the same thing every day in the men­tal growth of the child. As his no­tions of fact change, his fic­tions are mod­i­fied in con­form­ity with these changes.

But while Po­etry de­pends upon Philo­sophy for the prin­ciples on which its types are con­struc­ted, it in­flu­ences Polity by the dir­ec­tion which it gives to those types. In every op­er­a­tion that man un­der­takes, he must ima­gine be­fore he ex­ecutes, as he must ob­serve be­fore he ima­gines. He can never pro­duce a res­ult which he has not con­ceived first in his own mind. In the simplest ap­plic­a­tion of mech­an­ics or geo­metry he finds it ne­ces­sary to form a men­tal type, which is al­ways more per­fect than the real­ity which it pre­cedes and pre­pares. Now none but those who con­found po­etry with verse-mak­ing can fail to see that this con­cep­tion of a type is the same thing as aes­thetic ima­gin­a­tion, un­der its simplest and most gen­eral as­pect. Its ap­plic­a­tion to so­cial phe­nom­ena, which con­sti­tute the chief sphere both of Art and of Science, is very im­per­fectly un­der­stood as yet, and can hardly be said to have be­gun, ow­ing to the want of any true the­ory of so­ci­ety. The real ob­ject of so ap­ply­ing it is, that it should reg­u­late the form­a­tion of so­cial Uto­pias; sub­or­din­at­ing them to the laws of so­cial de­vel­op­ment as re­vealed by his­tory. Uto­pias are to the Art of so­cial life what geo­met­rical and mech­an­ical types are to their re­spect­ive arts. In these their ne­ces­sity is uni­ver­sally re­cog­nized; and surely the ne­ces­sity can­not be less in prob­lems of such far greater in­tric­acy. Ac­cord­ingly we see that, not­with­stand­ing the em­pir­ical con­di­tion in which polit­ical art has hitherto ex­is­ted, every great change has been ushered in, one or two cen­tur­ies be­fore­hand, by an Uto­pia bear­ing some ana­logy to it. It was the product of the aes­thetic genius of Hu­man­ity work­ing un­der an im­per­fect sense of its con­di­tions and re­quire­ments. Pos­it­iv­ism, far from lay­ing an in­ter­dict on Uto­pias, tends rather to fa­cil­it­ate their em­ploy­ment and their in­flu­ence, as a nor­mal ele­ment in so­ci­ety. Only, as in the case of all other products of ima­gin­a­tion, they must al­ways re­main sub­or­din­ated to the ac­tual laws of so­cial ex­ist­ence. And thus by giv­ing a sys­tem­atic sanc­tion to this the Po­etry, as it may be called, of Polit­ics, most of the dangers which now sur­round it will dis­ap­pear. Its present ex­tra­vag­ances arise simply from the ab­sence of some philo­soph­ical prin­ciple to con­trol it, and there­fore there is no reason for re­gard­ing them with great sever­ity.

The whole of this the­ory may be summed up in the double mean­ing of the word so ad­mir­ably chosen to des­ig­nate our aes­thetic func­tions. The word “Art” is a re­mark­able in­stance of the pop­u­lar in­stinct from which lan­guage pro­ceeds, and which is far more en­lightened than edu­cated per­sons are apt to sup­pose. It in­dic­ates, how­ever vaguely, a sense of the true po­s­i­tion of Po­etry, mid­way between Philo­sophy and Polity, but with a closer re­la­tion to the lat­ter. True, in the case of the tech­nical arts the im­prove­ments pro­posed are prac­tic­ally real­ized, while those of the fine arts re­main ima­gin­ary. Po­etry, how­ever, does pro­duce one res­ult of an in­dir­ect but most es­sen­tial kind; it does ac­tu­ally modify our moral nature. If we in­clude oratory, which is only Po­etry in a sim­pler phase, though of­ten worth­less enough, we find its in­flu­ence ex­er­ted in a most dif­fi­cult and crit­ical task, that of arous­ing or calm­ing our pas­sions; and this not ar­bit­rar­ily, but in ac­cord­ance with the fixed laws of their ac­tion. Here it has al­ways been re­cog­nized as a moral agency of great power. On every ground, then, Po­etry seems more closely re­lated to prac­tical than to spec­u­lat­ive life. For its prac­tical res­ults are of the most im­port­ant and com­pre­hens­ive nature. Whatever the util­ity of other arts, ma­ter­ial, phys­ical, or in­tel­lec­tual, they are only sub­si­di­ary or pre­par­at­ory to that which in Po­etry is the dir­ect aim, moral im­prove­ment. In the Middle Ages it was com­mon in all Western lan­guages to speak of it as a Science, the proper mean­ing of the word Science be­ing then very im­per­fectly un­der­stood. But as soon as both artistic and sci­entific genius had be­come more fully de­veloped, their dis­tinct­ive fea­tures were more clearly re­cog­nized, and fi­nally the name of Art was ap­pro­pri­ated to the whole class of po­etic func­tions. The fact is, at all events, an ar­gu­ment in fa­vour of the Pos­it­ive the­ory of ideal­iz­a­tion, as stand­ing mid­way between the­or­et­ical in­quiry and prac­tical res­ult.

Evidently, then, it is in Art that the unity of hu­man natures finds its most com­plete and most nat­ural rep­res­ent­a­tion. For Art is in dir­ect re­la­tion with the three or­ders of phe­nom­ena by which hu­man nature is char­ac­ter­ized; Feel­ings, Thoughts, and Ac­tions. It ori­gin­ates in Feel­ing; the proof of this is even more ob­vi­ous than in the case of Philo­sophy and Polity. It has its basis in Thought, and its end is Ac­tion. Hence its power of ex­ert­ing an in­flu­ence for good alike on every phase of our ex­ist­ence, whether per­sonal or so­cial. Hence too its pe­cu­liar at­trib­ute of giv­ing equal pleas­ure to all ranks and ages. Art in­vites the thinker to leave his ab­strac­tions for the study of real life; it el­ev­ates the prac­tical man into a re­gion of thought where self-love has no place. By its in­ter­me­di­ate po­s­i­tion it pro­motes the mu­tual re­ac­tion of Af­fec­tion and Reason. It stim­u­lates feel­ing in those who are too much en­grossed with in­tel­lec­tual ques­tions: it strengthens the con­tem­plat­ive fac­ulty in natures where sym­pathy pre­dom­in­ates. It has been said of Art that its province is to hold a mir­ror to nature. The say­ing is usu­ally ap­plied to so­cial life where its truth is most ap­par­ent. But it is no less true of every as­pect of our ex­ist­ence; for un­der every as­pect it may be a source of Art, and may be rep­res­en­ted and mod­i­fied by it. Turn­ing to Bi­ology for the cause of this so­ci­olo­gical re­la­tion, we find it in the re­la­tion of the mus­cu­lar and nervous sys­tems. Our mo­tions, in­vol­un­tary at first, and then vol­un­tary, in­dic­ate in­ternal im­pres­sions, moral im­pres­sions more es­pe­cially; and as they pro­ceed from them, so they re­act upon them. Here we find the first germ of a true the­ory of Art. Throughout the an­imal king­dom lan­guage is simply ges­tic­u­la­tion of a more or less ex­press­ive kind. And with man aes­thetic de­vel­op­ment be­gins in the same spon­tan­eous way.

With this primary prin­ciple we may now com­plete our stat­ical the­ory of Art, by in­dic­at­ing in it three dis­tinct de­grees or phases. The fine arts have been di­vided into im­it­at­ive and in­vent­ive; but this dis­tinc­tion has no real found­a­tion. Art al­ways im­it­ates, and al­ways ideal­izes. True, as the real is in every case the source of the ideal, Art be­gins at first with simple Imit­a­tion. In the child­hood, whether of men or of the race, as also with the lower an­im­als, servile im­it­a­tion, and that of the most in­sig­ni­fic­ant ac­tions, is the only symp­tom of aes­thetic ca­pa­city. No rep­res­ent­a­tion, how­ever, has at present any claim to the title of Art (al­though from motives of pu­erile van­ity the name is of­ten given to it), ex­cept so far as it is made more beau­ti­ful, that is to say, more per­fect. The rep­res­ent­a­tion thus be­comes in real­ity more faith­ful, be­cause the prin­cipal fea­tures are brought prom­in­ently for­ward, in­stead of be­ing ob­scured by a mass of un­mean­ing de­tail. This it is which con­sti­tutes Ideal­iz­a­tion; and from the time of the great mas­ter­pieces of an­tiquity, it has be­come more and more the char­ac­ter­istic fea­ture of aes­thetic pro­duc­tions. But in re­cog­niz­ing the su­peri­or­ity of Ideal­iz­a­tion as the second stage of Art, we must not for­get the ne­ces­sity of its first stage, Imit­a­tion. Without it neither the ori­gin nor the nature of Art could be cor­rectly un­der­stood.

In ad­di­tion to the cre­at­ive pro­cess, which is the chief char­ac­ter­istic of Art, there is a third func­tion which, though not ab­so­lutely ne­ces­sary in its im­it­at­ive stage, be­comes in its ideal stage. I mean the func­tion of Ex­pres­sion strictly so called, without which the product of ima­gin­a­tion could not be com­mu­nic­ated to oth­ers. Lan­guage, whether it be the Lan­guage of sound or form, is the last stage of the aes­thetic op­er­a­tion, and it does not al­ways bear a due pro­por­tion to the in­vent­ive fac­ulty. When it is too de­fect­ive, the sub­limest cre­ations may be ranked lower than they de­serve, ow­ing to the fail­ure of the poet to com­mu­nic­ate his thought com­pletely. Great powers of style may, on the other hand, con­fer un­mer­ited repu­ta­tion, which how­ever does not en­dure. An in­stance of this is the pref­er­ence that was given for so long a time to Ra­cine over Corneille.

So long as Art is con­fined to Imit­a­tion, no spe­cial lan­guage is re­quired; im­it­a­tion is it­self the sub­sti­tute for lan­guage. But as soon as the rep­res­ent­a­tion has be­come ideal­ized by height­en­ing some fea­tures and sup­press­ing or al­ter­ing oth­ers, it cor­res­ponds to some­thing which ex­ists only in the mind of the com­poser; and its com­mu­nic­a­tion to the world re­quires ad­di­tional la­bour de­voted ex­clus­ively to Ex­pres­sion. In this fi­nal pro­cess so ne­ces­sary to the com­plete suc­cess of his work, the poet moulds his signs upon his in­ward type; just as he began at first by ad­apt­ing them to ex­ternal facts. So far there is some truth in Grétry’s prin­ciple that song is de­rived from speech by the in­ter­me­di­ate stage of de­clam­a­tion. The same prin­ciple has been ap­plied to all the spe­cial arts; it might also be ap­plied to Po­etry, oratory be­ing the link between verse and prose. These views, how­ever, are some­what mod­i­fied by the his­tor­ical spirit of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy. We must in­vert Grétry’s re­la­tion of cause and ef­fect; at least when we are con­sid­er­ing those prim­it­ive times, when Art and Lan­guage first arose to­gether.

The ori­gin of all our fac­ulties of ex­pres­sion is in­vari­ably aes­thetic; for we do not ex­press till after we have felt strongly. Feel­ing had, in prim­it­ive times at all events, far more to do with these fac­ulties than Thought, be­ing a far stronger stim­u­lant to ex­ternal demon­stra­tion. Even in the most highly wrought lan­guages, where, in con­sequence of so­cial re­quire­ments, reason has to a great ex­tent en­croached upon emo­tion, we see evid­ence of this truth. There is a mu­sical ele­ment in the most or­din­ary con­ver­sa­tion. Listen­ing care­fully to a lec­ture on the most ab­struse math­em­at­ical prob­lem, we shall hear in­ton­a­tions which pro­ceed ob­vi­ously from the heart rather than the head, and which are in­dic­a­tions of char­ac­ter even in the most un­im­pas­sioned speaker. Bi­ology at once ex­plains this law, by teach­ing that the stim­u­lus to the muscles used in ex­pres­sion, whether vo­cal or ges­tic­u­lat­ory, comes prin­cip­ally from the af­fect­ive re­gion of the brain; the specu-re­gion be­ing too in­ert to pro­duce mus­cu­lar con­trac­tion for which there is no ab­so­lute ne­ces­sity. Ac­cord­ingly, So­ci­ology re­gards every lan­guage as con­tain­ing in its prim­it­ive ele­ments all that is spon­tan­eous and uni­ver­sal in the aes­thetic de­vel­op­ment of Hu­man­ity; enough, that is, to sat­isfy the gen­eral need of com­mu­nic­at­ing emo­tion. In this com­mon field the spe­cial arts com­mence, and they ul­ti­mately widen it. But the op­er­a­tion is the same in its nature, whether car­ried on by pop­u­lar in­stinct or by in­di­vidu­als. The fi­nal res­ult is al­ways more de­pend­ent on feel­ing than on reason, even in times like these, when the in­tel­lect has risen in re­volt against the heart. Song, there­fore, comes be­fore Speech; Paint­ing be­fore Writ­ing; be­cause the first things we ex­press are those which move our feel­ings most. Sub­sequently the ne­ces­sit­ies of so­cial life ob­lige us to em­ploy more fre­quently, and ul­ti­mately to de­velop, those ele­ments in paint­ing or in song, which re­late to our prac­tical wants and to our spec­u­lat­ive fac­ulties so far as they are re­quired for sup­ply­ing them; these form­ing the top­ics of or­din­ary com­mu­nic­a­tion. Thus the emo­tion from which the sign had ori­gin­ally pro­ceeded be­comes gradu­ally ef­faced; the prac­tical ob­ject is alone thought of, and ex­pres­sion be­comes more rapid and less em­phatic. The pro­cess goes on un­til at last the sign is sup­posed to have ori­gin­ated in ar­bit­rary con­ven­tion; though, if this were the case, its uni­ver­sal and spon­tan­eous ad­op­tion would be in­ex­plic­able. Such, then, is the so­ci­olo­gical the­ory of Lan­guage, on which I shall af­ter­wards dwell more fully. I con­nect it with the whole class of aes­thetic func­tions, from which in the lower an­im­als it is not dis­tin­guished. For no an­imal ideal­izes its song or ges­ture so far as to rise to any­thing that can prop­erly be called Art.

To com­plete our ex­am­in­a­tion of the philo­sophy of Art, stat­ic­ally viewed, we have now only to speak of the or­der in which the vari­ous arts should be clas­si­fied. Placed as Art is, mid­way between The­ory and Practice, it is clas­si­fied on the same prin­ciple, the prin­ciple, that is of de­creas­ing gen­er­al­ity, which I have long ago shown to be ap­plic­able to all Pos­it­ive clas­si­fic­a­tions of whatever kind. We have already ob­tained from it a scale of the Beau­ti­ful, an­swer­ing in most points to that which was first laid down for the True, and which we ap­plied af­ter­wards to the Good. By fol­low­ing it in the present in­stance, we shall be en­abled to range the arts in the or­der of their con­cep­tion and suc­ces­sion, as was done in my Treat­ise on Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy for the vari­ous branches of Science and In­dustry.

The arts, then, should be clas­si­fied by the de­creas­ing gen­er­al­ity and the in­creas­ing in­tens­ity, which in­volves also in­creas­ing tech­nic­al­ity, of their modes of ex­pres­sion. In its highest term the aes­thetic scale con­nects it­self with the sci­entific scale; and in its low­est with the in­dus­trial scale. This is in con­form­ity with the po­s­i­tion as­signed to Art in­ter­me­di­ate between Philo­sophy and Practical life. Art never be­comes dis­con­nec­ted from hu­man in­terests; but as it be­comes less gen­eral and more tech­nical, its re­la­tion with our higher at­trib­utes be­comes less in­tim­ate, and it is more de­pend­ent on in­or­ganic Nature, so that at last the kind of beauty de­pic­ted by it is merely ma­ter­ial.

On these prin­ciples of clas­si­fic­a­tion we must give the first place to Po­etry prop­erly so called, as be­ing the most gen­eral and least tech­nical of the arts, and as be­ing the basis on which all the rest de­pend. The im­pres­sions which it pro­duces are less in­tense than those of the rest, but its sphere is evid­ently wider, since it em­braces every side of our ex­ist­ence, whether in­di­vidual, do­mestic, or so­cial. Po­etry, like the spe­cial arts, has a closer re­la­tion with ac­tions and im­pulses than with thoughts. Yet the most ab­stract con­cep­tions are not ex­cluded from its sphere; for not merely can it im­prove the lan­guage in which they are ex­pressed, but it may add to their in­trinsic beauty. It is, on the whole, the most pop­u­lar of all the arts, both on ac­count of its wider scope, and also be­cause, its in­stru­ments of ex­pres­sion be­ing taken dir­ectly from or­din­ary lan­guage, it is more gen­er­ally in­tel­li­gible than any other. True, in the highest kind of po­etry ver­si­fic­a­tion is ne­ces­sary; but this can­not be called a spe­cial art. The lan­guage of Po­etry, al­though dis­tinct in form, is in real­ity noth­ing but the lan­guage of com­mon men more per­fectly ex­pressed. The only tech­nical ele­ment in it, pros­ody, is eas­ily ac­quired by a few days’ prac­tice. A proof of the iden­tity of the lan­guage of Po­etry with that of com­mon life, is the fact that no poet has ever been able to write with ef­fect in a for­eign or a dead lan­guage. And not only is this noblest of Arts more com­pre­hens­ive, more spon­tan­eous, more pop­u­lar than the rest, but it sur­passes them in that which is the char­ac­ter­istic fea­ture of all art, Ideal­ity. Po­etry is the art which ideal­izes the most, and im­it­ates the least. For these reas­ons it has al­ways held the first place among the arts; a view which will be strengthened in pro­por­tion as we at­tach greater im­port­ance to ideal­iz­a­tion and less to mere ex­pres­sion. In ex­pres­sion it is in­ferior to the other arts, which rep­res­ent such sub­jects as fall within their com­pass with greater in­tens­ity. But it is from Po­etry that these sub­jects are usu­ally bor­rowed.

The first term of the series be­ing thus de­term­ined, the other arts may at once be ranked ac­cord­ing to the de­gree of their af­fin­ity with Po­etry. Let us be­gin by dis­tin­guish­ing the dif­fer­ent senses to which they ap­peal; and we shall find that our series pro­ceeds on the prin­ciple which bio­lo­gists, since Gall’s time, have ad­op­ted for the clas­si­fic­a­tion of the spe­cial senses, the prin­ciple of de­creas­ing so­ci­ab­il­ity. There are only two senses which can be called aes­thetic; namely, Sight and Hear­ing: the oth­ers hav­ing no power of rais­ing us to Ideal­iz­a­tion. The sense of smell can, it is true, en­able us to as­so­ci­ate ideas; but in man it ex­ists too feebly for artistic ef­fects. Hear­ing and Sight cor­res­pond to the two modes of nat­ural lan­guage, voice and ges­ture. From the first arises the art of Music; the second, which how­ever is less aes­thetic, in­cludes the three arts of form. These are more tech­nical than Music; their field is not so wide, and moreover they stand at a greater dis­tance from po­etry; whereas Music re­mained for a long time iden­ti­fied with it. Another dis­tinc­tion is that the sense to which mu­sic ap­peals per­forms its func­tion in­vol­un­tar­ily; and this is one reason why the emo­tions which it calls forth are more spon­tan­eous and more deep, though less def­in­ite, than in the case where it de­pends on the will whether we re­ceive the im­pres­sion or not. Again, the dif­fer­ence between them an­swers to the dis­tinc­tion of Time and Space. The art of sound rep­res­ents suc­ces­sion; the arts of form, co­ex­ist­ence. On all these grounds mu­sic should cer­tainly be ranked be­fore the other spe­cial arts, as the second term of the aes­thetic series. Its tech­nical dif­fi­culties are ex­ag­ger­ated by ped­ants, whose in­terest it is to do so; in real­ity, spe­cial train­ing is less needed for its ap­pre­ci­ation, and even for its com­pos­i­tion, than in the case of either paint­ing or sculp­ture. Hence it is in every re­spect more pop­u­lar and more so­cial.

Of the three arts which ap­peal to the vol­un­tary sense of sight, and which present sim­ul­tan­eous im­pres­sions, Paint­ing, on the same prin­ciple of ar­range­ment, holds the first rank, and Ar­chi­tec­ture the last; Sculp­ture be­ing placed between them. Paint­ing alone em­ploys all the meth­ods of visual ex­pres­sion, com­bin­ing the ef­fects of col­our with those of form. Whether in pub­lic or private life, its sphere is wider than that of the other two. More tech­nical skill is re­quired in it than in mu­sic, and it is harder to ob­tain; but the dif­fi­culty is less than in Sculp­ture or in Ar­chi­tec­ture. These lat­ter ideal­ize less, and im­it­ate more. Of the two, Ar­chi­tec­ture is the less aes­thetic. It is far more de­pend­ent on tech­nical pro­cesses; and in­deed most of its pro­duc­tions are rather works of in­dustry than works of art. It sel­dom rises above ma­ter­ial beauty: moral beauty it can only rep­res­ent by ar­ti­fices, of which the mean­ing is of­ten am­bigu­ous. But the im­pres­sions con­veyed by it are so power­ful and so per­man­ent, that it will al­ways re­tain its place among the fine arts, es­pe­cially in the case of great pub­lic build­ings, which stand out as the most im­pos­ing re­cord of each suc­cess­ive phase of so­cial de­vel­op­ment. Never has the power of Ar­chi­tec­ture been dis­played to greater ef­fect than in our mag­ni­fi­cent cathed­rals, in which the spirit of the Middle Ages has been ideal­ized and pre­served for pos­ter­ity. They ex­hibit in a most strik­ing man­ner the prop­erty which Ar­chi­tec­ture pos­sesses of bring­ing all the arts to­gether into a com­mon centre.

These brief re­marks will il­lus­trate the method ad­op­ted by the new philo­sophy in in­vest­ig­at­ing a sys­tem­atic the­ory of Art un­der all its stat­ical as­pects. We have now to speak of its ac­tion upon so­cial life, whether in the fi­nal state of Hu­man­ity, or in the trans­itional move­ment through which that state is to be reached.

The Pos­it­ive the­ory of his­tory shows us at once, in spite of strong pre­ju­dices to the con­trary, that up to the present time the pro­gress achieved by Art has been, like that of Science and In­dustry, only pre­par­at­ory; the con­di­tions es­sen­tial to its full de­vel­op­ment never hav­ing yet been com­bined.

Too much has been made of the aes­thetic tend­en­cies of the na­tions of an­tiquity, ow­ing to the free scope that was given to Ima­gin­a­tion in con­struct­ing their doc­trines. In fact Poly­the­ism, now that the be­lief in its prin­ciples ex­ists no longer, has been re­garded as simply a work of art. But the long dur­a­tion of its prin­ciples would be suf­fi­cient proof that they were not cre­ated by the po­ets, but that they em­an­ated from the philo­sophic genius of Hu­man­ity work­ing spon­tan­eously, as ex­plained in my the­ory of hu­man de­vel­op­ment, in the only way that was then pos­sible. All that Art did for Poly­the­ism was to per­form its proper func­tion of cloth­ing it in a more po­etic form. It is quite true that the pe­cu­liar char­ac­ter of Poly­the­istic philo­sophy gave greater scope for the de­vel­op­ment of Art than has been af­forded by any sub­sequent sys­tem. It is to this por­tion of the theo­lo­gical period that we must at­trib­ute the first steps of aes­thetic de­vel­op­ment, whether in so­ci­ety or in the in­di­vidual. Yet Art was never really in­cor­por­ated into the an­cient or­der. Its free growth was im­possible so long as it re­mained un­der the con­trol of Theo­cracy, which made use of it as an in­stru­ment, but which, from the sta­tion­ary char­ac­ter of its dog­mas, shackled its op­er­a­tions. Moreover, the so­cial life of an­tiquity was highly un­fa­vour­able to Art. The sphere of per­sonal feel­ings and do­mestic af­fec­tions was hardly open to it. Public life in an­cient times had cer­tainly more vig­or­ous and more per­man­ent fea­tures, and here there was a wider field. Yet even in such a case as that of Homer, we feel that he would hardly have spent his ex­traordin­ary powers upon de­scrip­tions of mil­it­ary life, had there been no­bler sub­jects for his genius. The only grand as­pect, viewed so­cially, that war could of­fer, the sys­tem of in­cor­por­a­tion in­sti­tuted by Rome after a suc­ces­sion of con­quests, could not then be fore­seen. When that period ar­rived, an­cient his­tory was draw­ing to a close, and the only po­et­ical trib­ute to this no­bler policy was con­tained in a few beau­ti­ful lines of Vir­gil’s Aeneid, end­ing with the re­mark­able ex­pres­sion,


Pa­cisque im­ponere morem.11



Me­di­eval so­ci­ety, not­with­stand­ing ir­ra­tional pre­ju­dices to the con­trary, would have been far more fa­vour­able to the fine arts, could it have con­tin­ued longer. I do not speak, in­deed, of its dog­mas; which were so in­com­pat­ible with Art, as to lead to the strange in­con­sist­ency of giv­ing a fac­ti­tious sanc­tion to Pagan­ism in the midst of Chris­tian­ity. By hold­ing per­sonal and chi­mer­ical ob­jects be­fore us as the end of life, Mono­the­ism dis­cour­aged all po­etry, ex­cept so far as it re­lated to our in­di­vidual ex­ist­ence. This, how­ever, was ideal­ized by the mys­tics, whose beau­ti­ful com­pos­i­tions pen­et­rated into our in­most emo­tions, and wanted noth­ing but greater per­fec­tion of form. All that Cath­oli­cism ef­fected for Art in other re­spects was to se­cure a bet­ter po­s­i­tion for it, as soon as the priest­hood be­came strong enough to coun­ter­act the in­tel­lec­tual and moral de­fects of Chris­tian doc­trine. But the so­cial life of the Middle Ages was far more aes­thetic than that of an­tiquity. War was still the pre­vail­ing oc­cu­pa­tion; but by as­sum­ing a de­fens­ive char­ac­ter, it had be­come far more moral, and there­fore more po­etic. Wo­man had ac­quired a due meas­ure of free­dom; and the free de­vel­op­ment of home af­fec­tions were thus no longer re­stric­ted. There was a con­scious­ness of per­sonal dig­nity hitherto un­known, and yet quite com­pat­ible with so­cial de­vo­tion, which el­ev­ated in­di­vidual life in all its as­pects. All these qual­it­ies were summed up in the noble in­sti­tu­tion of Chiv­alry; which gave a strong stim­u­lus to Art through­out Western Europe, and dif­fused it more largely than in any former period. This move­ment was in real­ity, though the fact is not re­cog­nized as it should be, the source of mod­ern Art. The reason for its short dur­a­tion is to be found in the es­sen­tially tran­si­ent and pro­vi­sional char­ac­ter of me­di­eval so­ci­ety un­der all its as­pects. By the time that its lan­guage and habits had be­come suf­fi­ciently stable for the aes­thetic spirit to pro­duce works of per­man­ent value, Cath­olic Feud­al­ism was already un­der­mined by the grow­ing force of the neg­at­ive move­ment. The be­liefs and modes of life offered for ideal­iz­a­tion were seen to be de­clin­ing: and neither the poet nor his read­ers could feel those deep con­vic­tions which the highest pur­poses of Art re­quire.

Dur­ing the de­cline of Chiv­alry, Art re­ceived in­dir­ectly an ad­di­tional im­pulse from the move­ment of so­cial de­com­pos­i­tion which has been go­ing on rap­idly for the last five cen­tur­ies. In this move­ment all men­tal and so­cial in­flu­ences gradu­ally par­ti­cip­ated. Neg­at­iv­ism, it is true, is not the proper province of Art; but the dog­mas of Chris­tian­ity were so op­press­ive to it, that its ef­forts to shake off the yoke were of great ser­vice to the cause of gen­eral eman­cip­a­tion. Dante’s in­com­par­able work is a strik­ing il­lus­tra­tion of this an­om­al­ous com­bin­a­tion of two con­tra­dict­ory in­flu­ences. It was a situ­ation un­fa­vour­able for art, be­cause every as­pect of life was rap­idly chan­ging and los­ing its char­ac­ter be­fore there was time to ideal­ize it. Con­sequently the poet had to cre­ate his own field ar­ti­fi­cially from an­cient his­tory, which sup­plied him with those fixed and def­in­ite modes of life which he could not find around him. Thus it was that for sev­eral cen­tur­ies the Clas­sical sys­tem be­came the sole source of aes­thetic cul­ture; the res­ult be­ing that Art lost much of the ori­gin­al­ity and pop­ular­ity which had pre­vi­ously be­longed to it. That great mas­ter­pieces should have been pro­duced at all un­der such un­fa­vour­able cir­cum­stances is the best proof of the spon­tan­eous char­ac­ter of our aes­thetic fac­ulties. The value of the Clas­sical sys­tem has been for some time en­tirely ex­hausted; and now that the neg­at­ive move­ment has reached its ex­treme lim­its there only re­mained one ser­vice (a ser­vice of great tem­por­ary im­port­ance) for Art to render, the ideal­iz­a­tion of Doubt it­self. Such a phase of course ad­mit­ted of but short dur­a­tion. The best ex­amples of it are the works of Byron and Go­ethe, the prin­ciple value of which has been, that they have ini­ti­ated Prot­est­ant coun­tries into the un­res­tric­ted free­dom of thought which em­an­ated ori­gin­ally from French philo­sophy.

Thus his­tory shows that the aes­thetic de­vel­op­ment of Hu­man­ity has been the res­ult of spon­tan­eous tend­en­cies rather than of sys­tem­atic guid­ance. The men­tal con­di­tions most fa­vour­able to it have never been ful­filled sim­ul­tan­eously with its so­cial con­di­tions. At the present time both are alike want­ing. Yet there is no evid­ence that our aes­thetic fac­ulties are on the de­cline. Not only has the growth of art pro­ceeded in spite of every obstacle, but it has be­come more thor­oughly in­cor­por­ated into the life of or­din­ary men. In an­cient times it was cul­tiv­ated only by a small class. So little was it re­cog­nized as a com­pon­ent part of so­cial or­gan­iz­a­tion, that it did not even enter into men’s ima­gin­ary vis­ions of a fu­ture ex­ist­ence. But in the Middle Ages the simplest minds were en­cour­aged to cul­tiv­ate the sense of beauty as one of the purest de­lights of hu­man life; and it was held out as the prin­cipal oc­cu­pa­tion of the ce­les­tial state. From that time all classes of European so­ci­ety have taken an in­creas­ing in­terest in these el­ev­at­ing pleas­ures, be­gin­ning with po­etry, and thence passing to the spe­cial arts, es­pe­cially mu­sic, the most so­cial of all. The in­flu­ence of artists, even when they had no real claim to the title, has been on the in­crease; un­til at last the an­archy of the present time has in­tro­duced them to polit­ical power, for which they are ut­terly un­qual­i­fied.

All this would seem to show that the greatest epoch of Art has yet to come. In this re­spect, as in every other, the Past has but sup­plied the ne­ces­sary ma­ter­i­als for fu­ture re­con­struc­tion. What we have seen as yet is but a spon­tan­eous and im­ma­ture pre­lude; but in the man­hood of our moral and men­tal powers, the cul­ture of Art will pro­ceed on prin­ciples as sys­tem­atic as the cul­ture of Science and of In­dustry, both of which at present are sim­il­arly devoid of or­gan­iz­a­tion. The re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety will be in­com­plete un­til Art has been fully in­cor­por­ated into the mod­ern or­der. And to this res­ult all our ante­cedents have been tend­ing. To re­new the aes­thetic move­ment so ad­mir­ably be­gun in the Middle Ages, but in­ter­rup­ted by clas­sical in­flu­ences, will form a part of the great work which Pos­it­iv­ism has un­der­taken, the com­ple­tion and re-es­tab­lish­ment of the Me­di­eval struc­ture upon a firmer in­tel­lec­tual basis. And when Art is once re­stored to its proper place, its fu­ture pro­gress will be un­checked, be­cause, as I shall now pro­ceed to show, all the in­flu­ences of the fi­nal or­der, spon­tan­eous or sys­tem­atic, will be in every re­spect fa­vour­able to it. If this can be made clear, the po­etic cap­ab­il­it­ies of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy will re­quire no fur­ther proof.

As be­ing the only ral­ly­ing point now pos­sible for fixed con­vic­tions, without which life can have no def­in­ite or per­man­ent char­ac­ter, Pos­it­iv­ism is on this ground alone in­dis­pens­able to all fur­ther de­vel­op­ment of mod­ern Art. If the poet and his read­ers are alike devoid of such con­vic­tions, no ideal­iz­a­tion of life, whether per­sonal, do­mestic, or so­cial, is in any true sense pos­sible. No emo­tions are fit sub­jects for Art un­less they are felt deeply, and un­less they come spon­tan­eously to all. When so­ci­ety has no marked in­tel­lec­tual or moral fea­ture, Art, which is its mir­ror, can have none either. And al­though the aes­thetic fac­ulty is so in­nate in us that it never can re­main in­act­ive, yet its cul­ture be­comes in this case vague and ob­ject­less. The fact there­fore that Pos­it­iv­ism ter­min­ates the Re­volu­tion by ini­ti­at­ing the move­ment of or­ganic growth is of it­self enough to prove its be­ne­fi­cial in­flu­ence upon Art.

Art, in­deed, would profit by any method of re­or­gan­iz­a­tion, whatever its nature. But the prin­ciple on which Pos­it­iv­ism pro­poses to re­con­struct is pe­cu­li­arly fa­vour­able to its growth. The opin­ions and the modes of life to which that prin­ciple con­ducts are pre­cisely those which are most es­sen­tial to aes­thetic de­vel­op­ment.

A more aes­thetic sys­tem can­not be ima­gined than one which teaches that Feel­ing is the basis on which the unity of hu­man nature rests; and which as­signs as the grand ob­ject of man’s ex­ist­ence, pro­gress in every dir­ec­tion, but es­pe­cially moral pro­gress. It may seem at first as if the tend­ency of the new philo­sophy was merely to make us more sys­tem­atic. And sys­tem­at­iz­a­tion is as­suredly in­dis­pens­able; but the sole ob­ject of it is to in­crease our sym­pathy and our syn­er­gic activ­ity by sup­ply­ing that fix­ity of prin­ciple which alone can lead to en­er­getic prac­tice. By teach­ing that the highest hap­pi­ness is to aid in the hap­pi­ness of oth­ers, Pos­it­iv­ism in­vites the poet to his noblest func­tion, the cul­ture of gen­er­ous sym­path­ies, a sub­ject far more po­etic than the pas­sions of hatred and op­pres­sion which hitherto have been his or­din­ary theme. A sys­tem which re­gards such cul­ture as the highest ob­ject can­not fail to in­cor­por­ate Po­etry as one of its es­sen­tial ele­ments, and to give to it a far higher po­s­i­tion than it has ever held be­fore. Science, al­though it be the source from which the Pos­it­ive sys­tem em­an­ates, will be re­stric­ted to its proper func­tion of sup­ply­ing the ob­ject­ive basis for hu­man pre­vi­sion; thus giv­ing to Art and In­dustry, which must al­ways be the prin­cipal ob­jects of our at­ten­tion, the found­a­tion they re­quire. Pos­it­iv­ism, sub­sti­tut­ing in every sub­ject the re­l­at­ive point of view for the ab­so­lute, re­gard­ing, that is, every sub­ject in its re­la­tion to Hu­man­ity, would not pro­sec­ute the study of the True bey­ond what is re­quired for the de­vel­op­ment of the Good and the Beau­ti­ful. Bey­ond this point, sci­entific cul­ture is a use­less ex­pendit­ure of time, and a di­ver­sion from the great end for which Man and So­ci­ety ex­ist. Subor­din­ate as the ideal must ever be to the real, Art will yet ex­er­cise a most salut­ary in­flu­ence upon Science, as soon as we cease to study Science in an ab­so­lute spirit. In the very simplest phe­nom­ena, after reach­ing the de­gree of ex­act­ness which our wants re­quire, there is al­ways a cer­tain mar­gin of liberty for the ima­gin­a­tion; and ad­vant­age may very well be taken of this to make our con­cep­tions more beau­ti­ful and so far more use­ful. Still more avail­able is this in­flu­ence of the Beau­ti­ful on the True in the highest sub­jects, those which dir­ectly con­cern Hu­man­ity. Minute ac­cur­acy be­ing here more dif­fi­cult and at the same time less im­port­ant, more room is left for aes­thetic con­sid­er­a­tions. In rep­res­ent­ing the great his­tor­ical types, for in­stance, Art has its place as well as Science. A so­ci­ety which de­votes all its powers to mak­ing every as­pect of life as per­fect as pos­sible, will nat­ur­ally give pref­er­ence to that kind of in­tel­lec­tual cul­ture which is of all oth­ers the best cal­cu­lated to heighten our sense of per­fec­tion.

The tend­ency of Pos­it­iv­ism to fa­vour these the most en­er­getic of our in­tel­lec­tual fac­ulties and the most closely re­lated to our moral nature, is ap­par­ent through­out its edu­ca­tional sys­tem. The reader will have seen in the third chapter that in Pos­it­ive edu­ca­tion more im­port­ance is at­tached to Art than to Science, as the true the­ory of hu­man de­vel­op­ment re­quires. Science in­ter­venes only to put into sys­tem­atic shape what Art, op­er­at­ing un­der the dir­ect in­flu­ence of af­fec­tion, has spon­tan­eously be­gun. As in the his­tory of man­kind aes­thetic de­vel­op­ment pre­ceded sci­entific de­vel­op­ment, so it will be with the in­di­vidual, whose edu­ca­tion on the Pos­it­ive method is but a re­pro­duc­tion of the edu­ca­tion of the race. The only ra­tional prin­ciple of our ab­surd clas­sical sys­tem is its sup­posed tend­ency to en­cour­age po­et­ical train­ing. The fu­til­ity, how­ever, of this pro­fes­sion is but too evid­ent: the usual res­ult of the sys­tem be­ing to im­plant er­ro­neous no­tions of all the fine arts, if not ut­ter dis­taste for them. A strik­ing il­lus­tra­tion of its worth­less­ness is the id­ol­atry with which for a whole cen­tury our French ped­ants re­garded Boileau; a most skil­ful ver­si­fier, but of all our po­ets per­haps the least gif­ted with true po­etic feel­ing. Pos­it­iv­ist edu­ca­tion will ef­fect what clas­sical edu­ca­tion has at­temp­ted so im­per­fectly. It will fa­mil­i­ar­ize the humblest work­ing man or wo­man from child­hood with all the beau­ties of the best po­ets; not those of his own na­tion merely, but of all the West. To se­cure the genu­ine­ness and ef­fi­ciency of aes­thetic de­vel­op­ment, at­ten­tion must first be given to the po­ets who de­pict our own mod­ern so­ci­ety. After­wards, as I have said, the young Pos­it­iv­ist will be ad­vised to com­plete his po­et­ical course, by study­ing the po­ets who have ideal­ized an­tiquity. But his edu­ca­tion will not be lim­ited to po­etry, it will em­brace the spe­cial arts of sound and form, by which the prin­cipal ef­fects of po­etry are re­pro­duced with greater in­tens­ity. Thus the con­tem­pla­tion and med­it­a­tion sug­ges­ted by Art, be­sides their own in­trinsic charm, will pre­pare the way for the ex­er­cise of sim­ilar fac­ulties in Science. For with the in­di­vidual, as with the spe­cies, the com­bin­a­tion of im­ages will as­sist the com­bin­a­tion of signs: signs in their ori­gin be­ing im­ages which have lost their vivid­ness. As the sphere of Art in­cludes every sub­ject of hu­man in­terest, we shall be­come fa­mil­i­ar­ized, dur­ing the aes­thetic period of edu­ca­tion, with the prin­cipal con­cep­tions that are af­ter­wards to be brought be­fore us sys­tem­at­ic­ally in the sci­entific period. Espe­cially will this be true of his­tor­ical stud­ies. By the time that the pu­pil enters upon them, he will be already fa­mil­iar with po­etic de­scrip­tions of the vari­ous so­cial phases, and of the men who played a lead­ing part in them.

And if Art is of such im­port­ance in the edu­ca­tion of the young, it is no less im­port­ant in the af­ter­work of edu­ca­tion; the work of re­call­ing men or classes of men to those high feel­ings and prin­ciples which, in the daily busi­ness of life, are so apt to be for­got­ten. In the solem­nit­ies, private or pub­lic, ap­poin­ted for this pur­pose, Pos­it­iv­ism will rely far more on im­pres­sions such as po­etry can in­spire, than on sci­entific ex­plan­a­tions. Indeed the pre­pon­der­ance of Art over Science will be still greater than in edu­ca­tion prop­erly so called. The sci­entific basis of hu­man con­duct hav­ing been already laid down, it will not be ne­ces­sary to do more than refer to it. The philo­sophic priest­hood will in this case be less oc­cu­pied with new con­cep­tions, than with the en­force­ment of truth already known, which de­mands aes­thetic rather than sci­entific tal­ent.

A vague presen­ti­ment of the proper func­tion of Art in reg­u­lat­ing pub­lic fest­ivals was shown em­pir­ic­ally by the Re­volu­tion­ists. But all their at­tempts in this dir­ec­tion proved no­tori­ous fail­ures; a sig­nal proof that politi­cians should not usurp the of­fice of spir­itual guides. The in­ten­tion of a fest­ival is to give pub­lic ex­pres­sion to deep and genu­ine feel­ing; spon­tan­eous­ness there­fore is its first con­di­tion. Hence it is a mat­ter with which polit­ical rulers are in­com­pet­ent to deal; and even the spir­itual power should only act as the sys­tem­atic or­gan of im­pulses which already ex­ist. Since the de­cline of Cath­oli­cism we have had no fest­ivals worthy of the name; nor can we have them un­til Pos­it­iv­ism has be­come gen­er­ally ac­cep­ted. All that gov­ern­ments could do at present is to ex­hibit un­mean­ing and un­dig­ni­fied shows be­fore dis­cord­ant crowds, who are them­selves the only spec­tacles worth be­hold­ing. Indeed the usurp­a­tion of this func­tion by gov­ern­ment is in many cases as tyr­an­nical as it is ir­ra­tional; ar­bit­rary for­mu­las are of­ten im­posed, which an­swer to no preex­ist­ing feel­ing whatever. Evidently the dir­ec­tion of fest­ivals is a func­tion which more than any other be­longs ex­clus­ively to the spir­itual power, since it is the spir­itual power which reg­u­lates the tend­en­cies of which these fest­ivals are the mani­fest­a­tion. Here its work is es­sen­tially aes­thetic. A fest­ival even in private, and still more in pub­lic life, is or should be a work of art; its pur­pose be­ing to ex­press cer­tain feel­ings by voice or ges­ture, and to ideal­ize them. It is the most aes­thetic of all func­tions, since it in­volves usu­ally a com­plete com­bin­a­tion of the four spe­cial arts, un­der the pres­id­ence of the primary art, Po­etry. On this ground gov­ern­ments have in most cases been will­ing to waive their of­fi­cial au­thor­ity in this mat­ter, and to be largely guided by artistic coun­sel, ac­cept­ing even the ad­vice of paint­ers and sculptors in the de­fault of po­ets of real merit.

The aes­thetic tend­en­cies of Pos­it­iv­ism, with re­gard to in­sti­tu­tions of this kind, are suf­fi­ciently evid­ent in the wor­ship of Wo­man, spoken of in the pre­ced­ing chapter, and in the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity, of which I shall speak more par­tic­u­larly af­ter­wards. From these, in­deed, most Pos­it­iv­ist fest­ivals, private or pub­lic, will ori­gin­ate. But this sub­ject has been already broached, and will be dis­cussed in the next chapter with as much de­tail as the lim­its of this in­tro­duct­ory work al­low.

While the so­cial value of Art is thus en­hanced by the im­port­ance of the work as­signed to it, new and ex­tens­ive fields for its op­er­a­tions are opened out by Pos­it­iv­ism. Chief amongst these is His­tory, re­garded as a con­tinu­ous whole; a do­main at present al­most un­touched.

Modern po­ets, find­ing little to in­spire them in their own times, and driven back into an­cient life by the clas­sical sys­tem, have already ideal­ized some of the past phases of Hu­man­ity. Our great Corneille, for in­stance, is prin­cip­ally re­membered for the series of dra­mas in which he has so ad­mir­ably de­pic­ted vari­ous peri­ods of Ro­man his­tory. In our own times where the his­tor­ical spirit has be­come stronger, nov­el­ists, like Scott and Man­zoni, have made sim­ilar though less per­fect at­tempts to ideal­ize later peri­ods. Such ex­amples, how­ever, are but spon­tan­eous and im­per­fect in­dic­a­tions of the new field which Pos­it­iv­ism now of­fers to the artist; a field which ex­tends over the whole re­gion of the Past and even of the Fu­ture. Until this vast do­main had been con­ceived of as a whole by the philo­sopher, it would have been im­possible to bring it within the com­pass of po­etry. Now theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical philo­soph­ers were pre­ven­ted by the ab­so­lute spirit of their doc­trines from un­der­stand­ing his­tory in all its phases, and were totally in­cap­able of ideal­iz­ing them as they de­served. Pos­it­iv­ism, on the con­trary, is al­ways re­l­at­ive; and its prin­cipal fea­ture is a the­ory of his­tory which en­ables us to ap­pre­ci­ate and be­come fa­mil­iar with every mode in which hu­man so­ci­ety has formed it­self. No sin­cere Mono­the­ist can un­der­stand and rep­res­ent with fair­ness the life of Poly­the­ists or Fet­ish­ists. But the Pos­it­iv­ist poet, ac­cus­tomed to look upon all past his­tor­ical stages in their proper fi­li­ation, will be able so thor­oughly to identify him­self with all, as to awaken our sym­path­ies for them, and re­vive the traces which each in­di­vidual may re­cog­nize of cor­res­pond­ing phases in his own his­tory. Thus we shall be able thor­oughly to enter into the aes­thetic beauty of the Pagan creeds of Greece and Rome, without any of the scruples which Chris­ti­ans could not but feel when en­gaged on the same sub­ject. In the Art of the Fu­ture all phases of the Past will be re­called to life with the same dis­tinct­ness with which some of them have been already ideal­ized by Homer and Corneille. And the value of this new source of in­spir­a­tion is the greater that, at the same time that it is be­ing opened out to the artist, the pub­lic is be­ing pre­pared for its en­joy­ment. An al­most ex­haust­less series of beau­ti­ful cre­ations in epic or dra­matic art may be pro­duced, which, by ren­der­ing it more easy to com­pre­hend and to glor­ify the Past in all its phases, will form an es­sen­tial ele­ment, on the one hand, of our edu­ca­tional sys­tem, and on the other, of the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity.

Lastly, not only will the field for Art be­come wider, but its or­gans will be men of a higher stamp. The present sys­tem, in which the arts are cul­tiv­ated by spe­cial classes, must be ab­ol­ished, as be­ing wholly alien to that syn­thetic spirit which al­ways char­ac­ter­izes the highest po­etic genius.

Real tal­ent for Art can­not fail to be called out by the edu­ca­tional sys­tem of Pos­it­iv­ism, which, though in­ten­ded for the work­ing classes, is equally ap­plic­able to all oth­ers. We can only ideal­ize and por­tray what has be­come fa­mil­iar to us; con­sequently po­etry has al­ways res­ted upon some sys­tem of be­lief, cap­able of giv­ing a fixed dir­ec­tion to our thoughts and feel­ings. The greatest po­ets, from Homer to Corneille, have al­ways par­ti­cip­ated largely in the best edu­ca­tion of which their times ad­mit­ted. The artist must have clear con­cep­tions be­fore he can ex­hibit true pic­tures. Even in these an­archic times, when the sys­tem of spe­ci­al­it­ies is be­ing car­ried to such an ir­ra­tional ex­tent, the so-called po­ets who ima­gine that they can them­selves save the trouble of philo­soph­ical train­ing, have in real­ity to bor­row a basis of be­lief from some worn-out meta­phys­ical or theo­lo­gical creed. Their spe­cial edu­ca­tion, if it can be called so, con­sists merely in cul­tiv­at­ing the tal­ent for ex­pres­sion, and is equally in­jur­i­ous to their in­tel­lect and their heart. In­com­pat­ible with deep con­vic­tion of any kind, while giv­ing mech­an­ical skill in the tech­nical de­part­ment of Art, it im­pairs the far more im­port­ant fac­ulty of ideal­iz­a­tion. Hence it is that we are at present so de­plor­ably over­stocked with verse-makers and lit­er­ary men, who are wholly devoid of real po­etic feel­ing, and are fit for noth­ing but to dis­turb so­ci­ety by their reck­less am­bi­tion. As for the four spe­cial arts, the train­ing for them at present given, be­ing still more tech­nical, is even more hurt­ful in every re­spect to the stu­dent whose edu­ca­tion does not ex­tend bey­ond it. On every ground, then, artists of whatever kind should be­gin their ca­reer with the same edu­ca­tion as the rest of so­ci­ety. The ne­ces­sity for such an edu­ca­tion in the case of wo­men has been already re­cog­nized; and it is cer­tainly not less de­sir­able for artists and po­ets.

Indeed, so aes­thetic is the spirit of Pos­it­ive edu­ca­tion, that no spe­cial train­ing for Art will be needed, ex­cept that which is given spon­tan­eously by prac­tice. There is no other pro­fes­sion which re­quires so little dir­ect in­struc­tion; the tend­ency of it in Art be­ing to des­troy ori­gin­al­ity, and to stifle the fire of genius with tech­nical eru­di­tion. Even for the spe­cial arts no pro­fes­sional edu­ca­tion is needed. These, like in­dus­trial arts, should be ac­quired by care­ful prac­tice un­der the guid­ance of good mas­ters. The no­tori­ous fail­ure of pub­lic in­sti­tu­tions es­tab­lished for the pur­pose of form­ing mu­si­cians and paint­ers, makes it un­ne­ces­sary to dwell fur­ther upon this point. Not to speak of their in­jur­i­ous ef­fects upon char­ac­ter, they are a pos­it­ive im­ped­i­ment to true genius. Po­ets and artists, then, re­quire no edu­ca­tion bey­ond that which is given to the pub­lic, whose thoughts and emo­tions it is their of­fice to rep­res­ent. Its want of spe­ci­al­ity makes it all the more fit to de­velop and bring for­ward real tal­ent. It will strengthen the love of all the fine arts sim­ul­tan­eously; for the con­nec­tion between them is so in­tim­ate that those who make it a boast that their tal­ent is for one of them ex­clus­ively will be strongly sus­pec­ted of hav­ing no real vo­ca­tion for any. All the greatest mas­ters, mod­ern no less than an­cient, have shown this uni­ver­sal­ity of taste. Its ab­sence in the present day is but a fresh proof that aes­thetic genius does not and can­not ex­ist in times like these, when Art has no so­cial pur­pose and rests on no philo­sophic prin­ciples. If even am­a­teurs are ex­pec­ted to en­joy Art in all its forms, is it likely that com­posers of real genius will re­strict their ad­mir­a­tion to their own spe­cial mode of ideal­iz­a­tion and ex­pres­sion?

Pos­it­iv­ism, then, while in­fus­ing a pro­foundly aes­thetic spirit into gen­eral edu­ca­tion, would sup­press all spe­cial schools of Art on the ground that they im­pede its true growth, and simply pro­mote the suc­cess of me­diocrit­ies. When this prin­ciple is car­ried out to its full length, we shall no longer have any spe­cial class of artists. The cul­ture of Art, es­pe­cially of po­etry, will be a spon­tan­eous ad­di­tion to the func­tions of the three classes which con­sti­tute the moral power of so­ci­ety.

Under theo­cracy, the sys­tem by which the evol­u­tion of hu­man so­ci­ety was in­aug­ur­ated, the spec­u­lat­ive class ab­sorbed all func­tions ex­cept those re­lat­ing to the com­mon busi­ness of life. No dis­tinc­tion was made between aes­thetic and sci­entific tal­ent. Their sep­ar­a­tion took place af­ter­wards: and though it was in­dis­pens­able to the full de­vel­op­ment of both, yet it forms no part of the per­man­ent or­der of so­ci­ety, in which the only well-marked di­vi­sion is that between The­ory and Practice. Ul­timately all the­or­etic fac­ulties will be again com­bined even more closely than in prim­it­ive times. So long as they are dis­persed, their full in­flu­ence on prac­tical life can­not be real­ized. Only it was ne­ces­sary that they should re­main dis­persed un­til each con­stitu­ent ele­ment had at­tained a suf­fi­cient de­gree of de­vel­op­ment. For this pre­lim­in­ary growth the long period of time that has elapsed since the de­cline of theo­cracy was ne­ces­sary. Art de­tached it­self from the the­or­et­ical sys­tem be­fore Science, be­cause its pro­gress was more rapid, and from its nature it was more in­de­pend­ent. The priest­hood had lost its hold of Art, as far back as the time of Homer: but it still con­tin­ued to be the de­pos­it­ary of sci­ence, un­til it was su­per­seded at first by philo­soph­ers strictly so called, af­ter­wards by math­em­aticians and as­tro­nomers. So it was that Art first, and sub­sequently Science, yiel­ded to the spe­cial­iz­ing sys­tem which, though nor­mal for In­dustry, is in their case ab­nor­mal. It stim­u­lated the growth of our spec­u­lat­ive fac­ulties at the time of their es­cape from the yoke of theo­cracy: but now that the need for it no longer ex­ists, it is the prin­cipal obstacle to the fi­nal or­der, to­wards which all their par­tial de­vel­op­ments have been tend­ing. To re­com­bine these spe­cial ele­ments on new prin­ciples is at present the primary con­di­tion of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion.

Look­ing at the two es­sen­tial func­tions of the spir­itual power, edu­ca­tion and coun­sel, it is not dif­fi­cult to see that what they re­quire is a com­bin­a­tion of po­etic feel­ing with sci­entific in­sight. We look for a meas­ure of both these qual­it­ies in the pub­lic; there­fore men who are devoid of either of them can­not be fit to be its spir­itual guides. That they take the name of philo­soph­ers in pref­er­ence to that of po­ets, is be­cause their or­din­ary du­ties are more con­nec­ted with Science than with Art but they ought to be equally in­ter­ested in both. Science re­quires sys­tem­atic teach­ing, whereas Art is cul­tiv­ated spon­tan­eously, with the ex­cep­tion of the tech­nical branches of the spe­cial arts. It must be re­membered that the highest aes­thetic func­tions are not such as can be per­formed con­tinu­ously. It is only works of rare ex­cel­lence which are in the highest sense use­ful: these, once pro­duced, sup­ply an un­fail­ing source of ideal­iz­a­tion and ex­pres­sion for our emo­tions, whether in pub­lic or in private. It is enough, if the in­ter­preter of these works and his audi­ence have been so edu­cated as to ap­pre­ci­ate what is per­fect, and re­ject me­diocrity. Or­gans of un­usual power will arise oc­ca­sion­ally, as in former times, from all sec­tions of so­ci­ety, whenever the need of rep­res­ent­ing new emo­tions may be felt. But they will come more fre­quently from the philo­sophic class in whose char­ac­ter, when it is fully de­veloped, Sym­pathy will be as prom­in­ent a fea­ture as Sys­tem.

There is, in truth, no or­ganic dis­tinc­tion between sci­entific and po­etic genius. The dif­fer­ence lies merely in their com­bin­a­tions of thought, which are con­crete and ideal in the one case, ab­stract and real in the other. Both em­ploy ana­lysis at start­ing; both alike aim ul­ti­mately at syn­thesis. The er­ro­neous be­lief in their in­com­pat­ib­il­ity pro­ceeds merely from the ab­so­lute spirit of meta­phys­ical philo­sophy, which so of­ten leads us to mis­take a trans­it­ory phase for the per­man­ent or­der. If it is the fact, as ap­pears, that they have never been ac­tu­ally com­bined in the same per­son, it is merely be­cause the two func­tions can­not be called into ac­tion at the same mo­ment. A state of so­ci­ety that calls for great philo­soph­ical ef­forts can­not be fa­vour­able to po­etry, be­cause it in­volves a new elab­or­a­tion of first prin­ciples; and it is es­sen­tial to Art that these should have been already fixed. This is the reason why in his­tory we find peri­ods of aes­thetic growth suc­ceed­ing peri­ods of great philo­soph­ical change, but never co­ex­ist­ing. If we look at in­stances of great minds who were never able to find their proper sphere, we see at once that had they risen at some other time, they might have cul­tiv­ated either po­etry or philo­sophy, as the case might be, with equal suc­cess. Di­derot would no doubt have been a great poet in a time more fa­vour­able to art; and Go­ethe, un­der dif­fer­ent polit­ical in­flu­ences, might have been an em­in­ent philo­sopher. All sci­entific dis­cover­ers in whom the in­duct­ive fac­ulty has been more act­ive than the de­duct­ive, have given mani­fest proof of po­etic ca­pa­city. Whether the powers of in­ven­tion take an ab­stract or a con­crete dir­ec­tion, whether they are em­ployed in dis­cov­er­ing truth or in ideal­iz­ing it, the cereb­ral func­tion is al­ways es­sen­tially the same. The dif­fer­ence is merely in the ob­jects aimed at; and as these al­tern­ate ac­cord­ing to the cir­cum­stances of the time, they can­not both be pur­sued sim­ul­tan­eously. The re­mark­ably syn­thetic char­ac­ter of Buffon’s genius may be looked on his­tor­ic­ally as an in­stance of fu­sion of the sci­entific and aes­thetic spirit. Bos­suet is even a more strik­ing in­stance of a mind equally cap­able of the deep­est philo­sophy and of the sub­limest po­etry, had the cir­cum­stances of his life given him a more def­in­ite im­pulse in either dir­ec­tion.

It is then not un­reas­on­able to ex­pect, not­with­stand­ing the opin­ion usu­ally main­tained, that the philo­soph­ical class will fur­nish po­ets of the highest rank when the time calls for them. To pass from sci­entific thought to aes­thetic thought will not be dif­fi­cult for minds of the highest or­der; for in such minds there is al­ways a nat­ural in­clin­a­tion to­wards the work which is most ur­gently re­quired by their age. To meet the tech­nical con­di­tions of the arts of sound and form, it will be ne­ces­sary to provide a few spe­cial mas­ters, who, in con­sid­er­a­tion of the im­port­ance of their ser­vices to gen­eral edu­ca­tion, will be looked upon as ac­cess­ory mem­bers of the new spir­itual power. But even here the tend­ency to spe­ci­al­it­ies will be ma­ter­i­ally re­stric­ted. This ex­cep­tional po­s­i­tion will only be given to men of suf­fi­cient aes­thetic power to ap­pre­ci­ate all the fine arts; and they should be cap­able of prac­tising at least the three arts of form sim­ul­tan­eously, as was done by Italian paint­ers in the six­teenth cen­tury.

As an or­din­ary rule, it is only by their ap­pre­ci­ation and power of ex­plain­ing ideal Art in all its forms that our philo­soph­ers will ex­hibit their aes­thetic fac­ulty. They will not be act­ively en­gaged in aes­thetic func­tions, ex­cept in the ar­range­ment of pub­lic fest­ivals. But when the cir­cum­stances of the time are such as to call for great epic or dra­matic works, which im­plies the ab­sence of any philo­soph­ical ques­tion of the first im­port­ance, the most power­ful minds among them will be­come po­ets in the com­mon sense of the word. As the work of Coordin­a­tion and that of Ideal­iz­a­tion will for the fu­ture al­tern­ate with greater rapid­ity, we might con­ceive them, were man’s life longer, per­formed by the same or­gan. But the short­ness of life, and the ne­ces­sity of youth­ful vigour for all great un­der­tak­ings, ex­cludes this hy­po­thesis. I only men­tion it to il­lus­trate the rad­ical iden­tity of two forms of men­tal activ­ity which are of­ten sup­posed in­com­pat­ible.

An ad­di­tional proof of the aes­thetic ca­pa­city of the mod­er­at­ing power in works of less dif­fi­culty, but ad­mit­ting of greater fre­quency, will be fur­nished by its fem­in­ine ele­ment. In the spe­cial arts, or at least in the arts of form, but little can be ex­pec­ted of them, be­cause these de­mand more tech­nical know­ledge than they can well ac­quire, and, moreover, the slow pro­cess of train­ing would spoil the spon­tan­eous­ness which is so ad­mir­able in them. But for all po­etic com­pos­i­tion which does not re­quire in­tense or pro­longed ef­fort, wo­men of genius are bet­ter qual­i­fied than men. This they should con­sider as their proper de­part­ment in­tel­lec­tu­ally, since their nature is not well ad­ap­ted for the dis­cov­ery of sci­entific truth. When wo­men have be­come more sys­tem­at­ic­ally as­so­ci­ated with the gen­eral move­ment of so­ci­ety un­der the in­flu­ence of the new sys­tem of edu­ca­tion, they will do much to el­ev­ate that class of po­etry which relates to per­sonal feel­ings and to do­mestic life. Wo­men are already bet­ter judges of such po­etry than men; and there is no reason why they should not ex­cel them in com­pos­ing it. For the power of ap­pre­ci­at­ing and that of pro­du­cing are in real­ity identical; the dif­fer­ence is in de­gree only, and it de­pends greatly upon cul­ture. The only kind of com­pos­i­tion which seems to me to be bey­ond their power is epic or dra­matic po­etry in which pub­lic life is de­pic­ted. But in all its other branches, po­etry would seem their nat­ural field of study; and one which, re­garded al­ways as an ex­cep­tional oc­cu­pa­tion, is quite in keep­ing with the so­cial du­ties as­signed to them. The af­fec­tions of our home life can­not be bet­ter por­trayed than by those in whom they are found in their purest form, and who, without train­ing, com­bine tal­ent and ex­pres­sion with the tend­ency to ideal­ize. Under a more per­fect or­gan­iz­a­tion, then, of the aes­thetic world than pre­vails at present, the lar­ger por­tion of po­et­ical and per­haps also of mu­sical pro­duc­tions, will pass into the hands of the more lov­ing sex. The ad­vant­age of this will be that the po­etry of private life will then rise to that high stand­ard of moral pur­ity of which it so pe­cu­li­arly ad­mits, but which our coarser sex can never at­tain without struggles which in­jure its spon­taneity. The simple grace of La­fon­taine and the del­ic­ate sweet­ness of Petrarch will then be found united with deeper and purer sym­path­ies, so as to raise lyr­ical po­etry to a de­gree of per­fec­tion that has never yet been at­tained.

The pop­u­lar ele­ment of the spir­itual power has not so well marked an aptitude for art, since the act­ive nature of their oc­cu­pa­tions hardly ad­mits of the same de­gree of in­tel­lec­tual life. But there is a minor class of poems, where en­ergy of char­ac­ter and free­dom from worldly cares are the chief sources of in­spir­a­tion, for which work­ing men are bet­ter ad­ap­ted than wo­men, and far more so than philo­soph­ers. When Pos­it­iv­ist edu­ca­tion has ex­ten­ded suf­fi­ciently to the People of the West, po­ets and mu­si­cians will spon­tan­eously arise, as in many cases they have already risen, to give ex­pres­sion to its own spe­cial as­pir­a­tions. But in­de­pend­ently of what may be due to in­di­vidual ef­forts, the People as a whole has an in­dir­ect but most im­port­ant in­flu­ence upon the Pro­gress of Art, from the fact of be­ing the prin­cipal source of lan­guage.

Such, then, is the po­s­i­tion which Art will fi­nally as­sume in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem. There will be no class at present, ex­clus­ively de­voted to it, with the ex­cep­tion of a few spe­cial mas­ters. But there will be a gen­eral edu­ca­tion, en­abling every class to ap­pre­ci­ate all the modes of ideal­iz­a­tion, and en­cour­aging their cul­ture among the three ele­ments which con­sti­tute the moral force of so­ci­ety and which are ex­cluded from polit­ical gov­ern­ment. Among these there will be a di­vi­sion of aes­thetic la­bour. Po­etry de­script­ive of pub­lic life will em­an­ate from the philo­sophic class. The po­etry of per­sonal or do­mestic life will be writ­ten by wo­men or work­ing men, ac­cord­ing as af­fec­tion or en­ergy may be the source of in­spir­a­tion. Thus the form of men­tal activ­ity most ap­pro­pri­ate to Hu­man­ity will be more spe­cially de­veloped among those classes in which the vari­ous fea­tures of our nature are most prom­in­ently ex­hib­ited. The only classes who can­not par­ti­cip­ate in this pleas­ant task are those whose life is oc­cu­pied by con­sid­er­a­tions of power or wealth, and whose en­joy­ment of Art, though heightened by the edu­ca­tion which they in com­mon with oth­ers will re­ceive, must re­main es­sen­tially pass­ive. Our ideal­iz­ing powers will hence­forth be dir­ectly con­cen­trated on a work of the highest so­cial im­port­ance, the puri­fic­a­tion of our moral nature. The spe­ci­al­ity by which so much of the nat­ural charm of Art was lost will cease, and the moral dangers of a life ex­clus­ively de­voted to the fac­ulty of ex­pres­sion, will ex­ist no longer.

I have now shown the po­s­i­tion which Art will oc­cupy in the so­cial sys­tem as fi­nally con­sti­tuted. I have yet to speak of its in­flu­ence in the ac­tual move­ment of re­gen­er­a­tion which Pos­it­iv­ism is in­aug­ur­at­ing. We have already seen that each of the three classes who par­ti­cip­ate in this move­ment, as­sumes func­tions sim­ilar to those for which it is ul­ti­mately destined; per­form­ing them in a more strenu­ous, though less meth­odic way. This is ob­vi­ously true of the philo­sophic class who head the move­ment; nor is it less true of the pro­let­ari­ate, from whom it de­rives its vigour, or of wo­men, whose sup­port gives it a moral sanc­tion. It is, there­fore, at first sight prob­able that the same will hold good of the aes­thetic con­di­tions which are ne­ces­sary to the com­plete­ness of these three func­tions of the so­cial or­gan­ism. On closer ex­am­in­a­tion we shall find that this is the case.

The prin­cipal func­tion of Art is to con­struct types on the basis fur­nished by Science. Now this is pre­cisely what is re­quired for in­aug­ur­at­ing the new so­cial sys­tem. However per­fectly its first prin­ciples may be elab­or­ated by thinkers, they will still be not suf­fi­ciently def­in­ite for the prac­tical res­ult. Sys­tem­atic study of the Past can only re­veal the Fu­ture in gen­eral out­line. Even in the sim­pler sci­ences per­fect dis­tinct­ness is im­possible without over­step­ping the lim­its of ac­tual proof. Still more, there­fore, in So­ci­ology will the con­clu­sions of Science fall al­ways far short of that de­gree of pre­ci­sion and clear­ness, without which no prin­ciple can be thor­oughly pop­ular­ized. But at the point where Philo­sophy must al­ways leave a void, Po­etry steps in and stim­u­lates to prac­tical ac­tion. In the early peri­ods of Poly­the­ism, Po­etry re­paired the de­fects of the sys­tem viewed dog­mat­ic­ally. Its value will be even greater in ideal­iz­ing a sys­tem foun­ded, not upon ima­gin­a­tion, but upon ob­ser­va­tion of fact. In the next chapter I shall dwell at greater length on the ser­vice which Po­etry will render in rep­res­ent­ing the cent­ral con­cep­tion of Pos­it­iv­ism. It will be easy to ap­ply the same prin­ciple to other cases.

In his ef­forts to ac­com­plish this ob­ject, the Pos­it­iv­ist poet will nat­ur­ally be led to form proph­etic pic­tures of the re­gen­er­a­tion of Man, viewed in every as­pect that ad­mits of be­ing ideally rep­res­en­ted. And this is the second ser­vice which Art will render to the cause of so­cial renov­a­tion; or rather it is an ex­ten­sion of the first. Sys­tem­atic form­a­tion of Uto­pias will in fact be­come ha­bitual; on the dis­tinct un­der­stand­ing that, as in every other branch of art, the ideal shall be kept in sub­or­din­a­tion to the real. The un­lim­ited li­cense which is ap­par­ently given to Uto­pias by the un­settled char­ac­ter of the time is in real­ity a bar to their prac­tical in­flu­ence, since even the wild­est dream­ers shrink from ex­tra­vag­ance that over­steps the or­din­ary con­di­tions of men­tal san­ity. But when it is once un­der­stood that the sphere of Ima­gin­a­tion is simply that of ex­plain­ing and giv­ing life to the con­clu­sions of Reason, the severest thinkers will wel­come its in­flu­ence; be­cause so far from ob­scur­ing truth, it will give greater dis­tinct­ness to it than could be given by Science un­as­sisted. Uto­pias have, then, their le­git­im­ate pur­pose, and Pos­it­iv­ism will strongly en­cour­age their form­a­tion. They form a class of po­etry which, un­der sound so­ci­olo­gical prin­ciples, will prove of ma­ter­ial ser­vice in lead­ing the people of the West to­wards the nor­mal state. Each of the five modes of Art may par­ti­cip­ate in this salut­ary in­flu­ence; each in its own way may give a fore­taste of the beauty and great­ness of the new life that is now offered to the in­di­vidual, to the fam­ily, and to so­ci­ety.

From this second mode in which Art as­sists the great work of re­con­struc­tion we pass nat­ur­ally to a third, which at the present time is of equal im­port­ance. To re­move the spell un­der which the Western na­tions are still blinded to the Fu­ture by the de­cayed ru­ins of the Past, all that is ne­ces­sary is to bring these ru­ins into com­par­ison with the proph­etic pic­tures of which we have been speak­ing. Since the de­cline of Cath­oli­cism in the four­teenth cen­tury, Art has ex­hib­ited a crit­ical spirit alien to its true nature, which is es­sen­tially syn­thetic. Hence­forth it is to be con­struct­ive rather than crit­ical; yet this is not in­com­pat­ible with the sec­ond­ary ob­ject of con­tend­ing against opin­ions, and still more against modes of life, which ought to have died out with the Cath­olic sys­tem, or with the re­volu­tion­ary period which fol­lowed it. But res­ist­ance to some of the most deeply-rooted er­rors of the Past will not in­ter­fere with the lar­ger pur­pose of Pos­it­iv­ist Art. No dir­ect cri­ti­cism will be needed. Whether against theo­lo­gical or against meta­phys­ical dog­mas, ar­gu­ment is hence­forth need­less, even in a philo­soph­ical treat­ise, much more so in po­etry. All that is needed is simple con­trast, which in most cases would be im­plied rather than ex­pressed, of the pro­ced­ure of Pos­it­iv­ism and Cath­oli­cism in ref­er­ence to sim­ilar so­cial and moral prob­lems. The sci­entific basis of such a con­trast, is already fur­nished; it is for Art to do the rest, since the ap­peal should be to Feel­ing rather than to Reason. At the close of the last chapter I men­tioned the prin­cipal case in which this com­par­ison would have been of ser­vice, the in­tro­duc­tion, namely, of Pos­it­iv­ism to the two South­ern na­tions. It was the task that I had marked out for my saintly fel­low-worker, for it is one in which the aes­thetic powers of wo­men would be pe­cu­li­arly avail­able.

In this, the third of its tem­por­ary func­tions, Pos­it­iv­ist Art ap­prox­im­ates to its nor­mal char­ac­ter. We have spoken of its ideal­iz­a­tion of the Fu­ture, but here it will ideal­ize the Past also. Pos­it­iv­ism can­not be ac­cep­ted un­til it has rendered the fullest and most scru­pu­lous justice to Cath­oli­cism. Our po­ets, so far from de­tract­ing from the moral and polit­ical worth of the me­di­eval sys­tem, will be­gin by do­ing all the hon­our to it that is con­sist­ent with philo­soph­ical truth, as a pre­lude to the still higher beauty of the sys­tem which su­per­sedes it. It will be the in­aug­ur­a­tion of their per­man­ent of­fice of restor­ing the Past to life. For it is equally in the in­terest of sys­tem­atic thought and of so­cial sym­pathy that the re­la­tion of the Past to the Fu­ture should be deeply im­pressed upon all.

But these three steps to­wards the in­cor­por­a­tion of Art into the fi­nal or­der, though not far dis­tant, can­not be taken im­me­di­ately. They pre­sup­pose a de­gree of in­tel­lec­tual pre­par­a­tion which is not yet reached either by the pub­lic or by its aes­thetic teach­ers. The present gen­er­a­tion un­der which, in France, the great re­volu­tion is now peace­fully en­ter­ing upon its second phase, may dif­fuse Pos­it­iv­ism largely, not merely amongst qual­i­fied thinkers, but among the people of Paris, who are en­trus­ted with the des­tinies of Western Europe, and among wo­men of no­bler nature. The next gen­er­a­tion, grow­ing up in the midst of this move­ment, may, be­fore the ex­pir­a­tion of a cen­tury from the date of the Con­ven­tion, com­plete spon­tan­eously the moral and men­tal in­aug­ur­a­tion of the new sys­tem, by ex­hib­it­ing the new aes­thetic fea­tures which Hu­man­ity in her re­gen­er­ate con­di­tion will as­sume.

Let us now sum up the con­clu­sions of this chapter. We have found Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy pe­cu­li­arly fa­vour­able to the con­tinu­ous de­vel­op­ment of all the fine arts. A doc­trine which en­cour­ages Hu­man­ity to strive for per­fec­tion of every kind, can­not but foster and as­sim­il­ate that form of men­tal activ­ity by which our sense of per­fec­tion is so highly stim­u­lated. It con­trols the Ideal, in­deed, by sys­tem­atic study of the Real; but only in or­der to fur­nish it with an ob­ject­ive basis, and so to se­cure its co­her­ence and its moral value. Placed on this foot­ing, our aes­thetic fac­ulties are bet­ter ad­ap­ted than the sci­entific, both to the nature and range of our un­der­stand­ing, and also to that which is the ob­ject of all in­tel­lec­tual ef­fort, the or­gan­iz­a­tion of hu­man unity. For they are more im­me­di­ately con­nec­ted with Feel­ing, on which the unity of our nature must rest. Next to dir­ect cul­ture of the heart, it is in ideal Art that we shall find the best as­sist­ance in our ef­forts to be­come more lov­ing and more noble.

Lo­gic­ally, Art should have a salut­ary in­flu­ence upon our in­tel­lec­tual fac­ulties, be­cause it fa­mil­i­ar­izes us from child­hood with the fea­tures by which all con­struct­ive ef­forts of man should be char­ac­ter­ized. Science has for a long time pre­ferred the ana­lytic method, whereas Art, even in these times of an­archy, al­ways aims at Syn­thesis, which is the fi­nal goal of all in­tel­lec­tual activ­ity. Even when Art, con­trary to its nature, un­der­takes to des­troy, it can­not do its work, whatever it be, without con­struct­ing. Thus, by im­plant­ing a taste and fac­ulty for ideal con­struc­tion, Art en­ables us to build with greater ef­fect than ever upon the more stub­born soil of real­ity.

On all these grounds Art, in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem, is made the primary basis of gen­eral edu­ca­tion. In a sub­sequent stage edu­ca­tion as­sumes a more sci­entific char­ac­ter, with the ob­ject of sup­ply­ing sys­tem­atic no­tions of the ex­ternal world. But in after life Art re­sumes its ori­ginal po­s­i­tion. There the or­din­ary func­tions of the spir­itual power will be aes­thetic rather than sci­entific. The three ele­ments of which the modi­fy­ing power is com­posed will be­come spon­tan­eously the or­gans of ideal­iz­a­tion, a func­tion which will hence­forth never be dis­so­ci­ated from the power of philo­sophic syn­thesis.

Such a com­bin­a­tion im­plies that the new philo­soph­ers shall have a true feel­ing for all the fine arts. In or­din­ary times pass­ive ap­pre­ci­ation of them will suf­fice; but there will oc­ca­sion­ally be peri­ods where philo­sophic ef­fort ceases to be ne­ces­sary, and which call rather for the vigour of the poet; and at these times the more power­ful minds among them should be cap­able of rising to the lofti­est cre­at­ive ef­forts. Dif­fi­cult as the con­di­tion may be, it is es­sen­tial to the full de­gree of moral in­flu­ence of which their of­fice ad­mits and which their work re­quires. The priest of Hu­man­ity will not have at­tained his full meas­ure of su­peri­or­ity over the priest of God, un­til, with the in­tel­lect of the Philo­sopher, he com­bines the en­thu­si­asm of the Poet, as well as the ten­der­ness of Wo­man, and the People’s en­ergy.





VI
Conclusion: The Religion of Humanity


Love, then, is our prin­ciple; Order our basis; and Pro­gress our end. Such, as the pre­ced­ing chapters have shown, is the es­sen­tial char­ac­ter of the sys­tem of life which Pos­it­iv­ism of­fers for the def­in­ite ac­cept­ance of so­ci­ety; a sys­tem which reg­u­lates the whole course of our private and pub­lic ex­ist­ence, by bring­ing Feel­ing, Reason, and Activ­ity into per­man­ent har­mony. In this fi­nal syn­thesis, all es­sen­tial con­di­tions are far more per­fectly ful­filled than in any other. Each spe­cial ele­ment of our nature is more fully de­veloped, and at the same time the gen­eral work­ing of the whole is more co­her­ent. Greater dis­tinct­ness is given to the truth that the af­fect­ive ele­ment pre­dom­in­ates in our nature. Life in all its ac­tions and thoughts is brought un­der the con­trol and in­spir­ing charm of So­cial Sym­pathy.

By the su­prem­acy of the Heart, the In­tel­lect, so far from be­ing crushed, is el­ev­ated; for all its powers are con­sec­rated to the ser­vice of the so­cial in­stincts, with the pur­pose of strength­en­ing their in­flu­ence and dir­ect­ing their em­ploy­ment. By ac­cept­ing its sub­or­din­a­tion to Feel­ing, Reason adds to its own au­thor­ity. To it we look for the rev­el­a­tion of the laws of nature, of the es­tab­lished Order which dic­tates the in­ev­it­able con­di­tions of hu­man life. The ob­ject­ive basis thus dis­covered for hu­man ef­fort re­acts most be­ne­fi­cially on our moral nature. Forced as we are to ac­cept it, it con­trols the fickle­ness to which our af­fec­tions are li­able, and acts as a dir­ect stim­u­lus to so­cial sym­pathy. Con­cen­trated on so high an of­fice, the in­tel­lect will be pre­served from use­less di­gres­sion; and will yet find a bound­less field for its op­er­a­tions in the study of all the nat­ural laws by which hu­man des­tinies are af­fected, and es­pe­cially those which re­late to the con­sti­tu­tion of man or of so­ci­ety. The fact that every sub­ject is to be re­garded from the so­ci­olo­gical point of view, so far from dis­cour­aging even the most ab­stract or­der of spec­u­la­tions, adds to their lo­gical co­her­ence as well as to their moral value, by in­tro­du­cing the cent­ral prin­ciple round which alone they can be co­ordin­ated into a whole.

And whilst Reason is ad­mit­ted to its due share of in­flu­ence on hu­man life, Ima­gin­a­tion is also strengthened and called into con­stant ex­er­cise. Hence­forth it will as­sume its proper func­tion, the ideal­iz­a­tion of truth. For the ob­ject­ive basis of our con­cep­tions sci­entific in­vest­ig­a­tion is ne­ces­sary. But this basis once ob­tained, the con­sti­tu­tion of our mind is far bet­ter ad­ap­ted to aes­thetic than to sci­entific study, provided al­ways that ima­gin­a­tion never dis­reg­ard the truths of sci­ence, and de­gen­er­ate into ex­tra­vag­ance. Sub­ject to this con­di­tion, Pos­it­iv­ism gives every en­cour­age­ment to aes­thetic stud­ies, be­ing, as they are, so closely re­lated to its guid­ing prin­ciple and to its prac­tical aim, to Love namely, and to Pro­gress. Art will enter largely into the so­cial life of the Fu­ture, and will be re­garded as the most pleas­ur­able and most salut­ary ex­er­cise of our in­tel­lec­tual powers, be­cause it leads them in the most dir­ect man­ner to the cul­ture and im­prove­ment of our moral nature.

Ori­gin­at­ing in the first in­stance from prac­tical life, Pos­it­iv­ism will re­turn thither with in­creased force, now that its long period of sci­entific pre­par­a­tion is ac­com­plished, and that it has oc­cu­pied the field of moral truth, which hence­forth will be its prin­cipal do­main. Its prin­ciple of sym­pathy, so far from re­lax­ing our ef­forts, will stim­u­late all our fac­ulties to uni­ver­sal activ­ity by ur­ging them on­wards to­wards per­fec­tion of every kind. Scientific study of the nat­ural Order is in­cul­cated solely with the view of dir­ect­ing all the forces of Man and of So­ci­ety to its im­prove­ment by ar­ti­fi­cial ef­fort. Hitherto this aim has hardly been re­cog­nized, even with re­gard to the ma­ter­ial world, and but a very small pro­por­tion of our en­er­gies has been spent upon it. Yet the aim is high, provided al­ways that the view taken of hu­man pro­gress ex­tend bey­ond its lower and more ma­ter­ial stages. Our the­or­et­ical powers once con­cen­trated on the moral prob­lems which form their prin­cipal field, our prac­tical en­er­gies will not fail to take the same dir­ec­tion, de­vot­ing them­selves to that por­tion of the nat­ural Order which is most im­per­fect, and at the time most modi­fi­able. With these lar­ger and more sys­tem­atic views of hu­man life, its best ef­forts will be given to the im­prove­ment of the mind, and still more to the im­prove­ment of the char­ac­ter and to the in­crease of af­fec­tion and cour­age. Public and private life are now brought into close re­la­tion by the iden­tity of their prin­cipal aim, which, be­ing kept con­stantly in sight, en­nobles every ac­tion in both. Practical ques­tions must ever con­tinue to pre­pon­der­ate, as be­fore, over ques­tions of the­ory; but this con­di­tion, so far from be­ing ad­verse to spec­u­lat­ive power, con­cen­trates it upon the most dif­fi­cult of all prob­lems, the dis­cov­ery of moral and so­cial laws, our know­ledge of which will never be fully ad­equate to our prac­tical re­quire­ments. Mental and prac­tical activ­ity of this kind can never res­ult in hard­ness of feel­ing. On the con­trary, it im­presses us more strongly with the con­vic­tion that Sym­pathy is not merely our highest hap­pi­ness, but the most ef­fec­tual of all our means of im­prove­ment; and that without it, all other means can be of little avail.

Thus it is that in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem, the Heart, the In­tel­lect, and the Char­ac­ter mu­tu­ally strengthen and de­velop one an­other, be­cause each is sys­tem­at­ic­ally dir­ec­ted to the mode of ac­tion for which it is by nature ad­ap­ted. Public and private life are brought into a far more har­mo­ni­ous re­la­tion than in any former time, be­cause the pur­pose to which both are con­sec­rated is identical; the dif­fer­ence be­ing merely in the range of their activ­it­ies. The aim in both is to se­cure, to the ut­most pos­sible ex­tent, the vic­tory of So­cial feel­ing over Self-love; and to this aim all our powers, whether of af­fec­tion, thought, or ac­tion, are in both un­ceas­ingly dir­ec­ted.

This, then, is the shape in which the great hu­man prob­lem comes def­in­itely be­fore us. Its solu­tion de­mands all the ap­pli­ances of So­cial Art. The primary prin­ciple on which the solu­tion rests, is the sep­ar­a­tion of the two ele­ment­ary powers of so­ci­ety; the moral power of coun­sel, and the polit­ical powers of com­mand. The ne­ces­sary pre­pon­der­ance of the lat­ter, which rests upon ma­ter­ial force, cor­res­ponds to the fact that in our im­per­fect nature, where the coarser wants are the most press­ing and the most con­tinu­ously felt, the selfish in­stincts are nat­ur­ally stronger than the un­selfish. In the ab­sence of all com­puls­ory au­thor­ity, our ac­tion even as in­di­vidu­als would be feeble and pur­pose­less, and so­cial life still more cer­tainly would lose its char­ac­ter and its en­ergy. Moral force, there­fore, by which is meant the force of con­vic­tion and per­sua­sion, is to be re­garded simply as a modi­fy­ing in­flu­ence, not as a means of au­thor­it­at­ive dir­ec­tion.

Moral force ori­gin­ates in Feel­ing and in Reason. It rep­res­ents the so­cial side of our nature, and to this its dir­ect in­flu­ence is lim­ited. Indeed by the very fact that it is the ex­pres­sion of our highest at­trib­utes, it is pre­cluded from that prac­tical as­cend­ancy which is pos­sessed by fac­ulties of a lower but more en­er­getic kind. In­ferior to ma­ter­ial force in power, though su­per­ior to it in dig­nity, it con­trasts and op­poses its own clas­si­fic­a­tion of men ac­cord­ing to the stand­ard of moral and in­tel­lec­tual worth, to the clas­si­fic­a­tion by wealth and worldly po­s­i­tion which ac­tu­ally pre­vails. True, the higher stand­ard will never be ad­op­ted prac­tic­ally, but the ef­fort to up­hold it will re­act be­ne­fi­cially on the nat­ural or­der of so­ci­ety. It will in­spire those lar­ger views, and re­an­im­ate that sense of duty, which are so apt to be­come ob­lit­er­ated in the or­din­ary cur­rent of life.

The means of ef­fect­ing this im­port­ant res­ult, the need of which is so gen­er­ally felt, will not be want­ing, when the mod­er­at­ing power enters upon its char­ac­ter­istic func­tion of pre­par­ing us for prac­tical life by a ra­tional sys­tem of edu­ca­tion, through­out which, even in its in­tel­lec­tual de­part­ment, moral con­sid­er­a­tions will pre­dom­in­ate. This power will there­fore con­cen­trate it­self upon the­or­et­ical and moral ques­tions; and it can only main­tain its po­s­i­tion as the re­cog­nized or­gan of so­cial sym­pathy, by in­vari­able ab­stin­ence from polit­ical ac­tion. It will be its first duty to con­tend against the am­bi­tious in­stincts of its own mem­bers. True, such in­stincts, in spite of the im­pur­ity of their source, may be of use in those natures who are really destined for the in­dis­pens­able busi­ness of gov­ern­ment. But for a spir­itual power formal re­nun­ci­ation of wealth and rank is at the very root of its in­flu­ence; it is the first of the con­di­tions which jus­tify it in res­ist­ing the en­croach­ments to which polit­ical power is al­ways temp­ted. Hence the classes to whose nat­ural sym­path­ies it looks for sup­port are those who, like it­self, are ex­cluded from polit­ical ad­min­is­tra­tion.

Wo­men, from their strongly sym­path­etic nature, are the ori­ginal source of all moral in­flu­ence; and they are pe­cu­li­arly qual­i­fied by the pass­ive char­ac­ter of their life to as­sist the ac­tion of the spir­itual power in the fam­ily. In its es­sen­tial func­tion of edu­ca­tion, their co­oper­a­tion is of the highest im­port­ance. The edu­ca­tion of young chil­dren is en­trus­ted to their sole charge; and the edu­ca­tion of more ad­vanced years simply con­sists in giv­ing a more sys­tem­atic shape to what the mother has already in­cul­cated in child­hood. As a wife, too, Wo­man as­sumes still more dis­tinctly the spir­itual func­tion of coun­sel; she softens by per­sua­sion where the philo­sopher can only in­flu­ence by con­vic­tion. In so­cial meet­ings, again, the only mode of pub­lic life in which wo­men can par­ti­cip­ate, they as­sist the spir­itual power in the form­a­tion of Public Opin­ion, of which it is the sys­tem­atic or­gan, by ap­ply­ing the prin­ciples which it in­cul­cates to the case of par­tic­u­lar ac­tions or per­sons. In all these mat­ters their in­flu­ence will be far more ef­fec­tual, when men have done their duty to wo­men by set­ting them free from the ne­ces­sity of gain­ing their own live­li­hood; and when wo­men on their side have re­nounced both power and wealth, as we see, so of­ten ex­em­pli­fied among the work­ing classes.

The af­fin­ity of the People with the philo­sophic power is less dir­ect and less pure; but it will prove a vig­or­ous ally in meet­ing the obstacles which the tem­poral power will in­ev­it­ably op­pose. The work­ing classes, hav­ing but little spare time and small in­di­vidual in­flu­ence, can­not, ex­cept on rare oc­ca­sions, par­ti­cip­ate in the prac­tical ad­min­is­tra­tion of gov­ern­ment, since all ef­fi­cient gov­ern­ment in­volves con­cen­tra­tion of power. Moral force, on the con­trary, cre­ated as it is by free con­ver­gence of opin­ion, ad­mits of, and in­deed re­quires, the widest rami­fic­a­tion. Work­ing men, ow­ing to their free­dom from prac­tical re­spons­ib­il­it­ies and their un­con­cern for per­sonal ag­grand­ise­ment, are bet­ter dis­posed than their em­ploy­ers to broad views and to gen­er­ous sym­path­ies, and will there­fore nat­ur­ally as­so­ci­ate them­selves with the spir­itual power. It is they who will fur­nish the basis of a true pub­lic opin­ion, so soon as they are en­abled by Pos­it­ive edu­ca­tion, which is spe­cially framed with a view to their case, to give greater def­in­ite­ness to their as­pir­a­tions. Their wants and their sym­path­ies will alike in­duce them to sup­port the philo­sophic priest­hood as the sys­tem­atic guard­ian of their in­terests against the gov­ern­ing classes. In re­turn for such pro­tec­tion they will bring the whole weight of their in­flu­ence to as­sist the priest­hood in its great so­cial mis­sion, the sub­or­din­a­tion of Polit­ics to Mor­als. In those ex­cep­tional cases where it be­comes ne­ces­sary for the mod­er­at­ing power to as­sume polit­ical func­tions, the pop­u­lar ele­ment will of it­self suf­fice for the emer­gency, thus ex­empt­ing the philo­sophic ele­ment from par­ti­cip­at­ing in an an­om­aly from which its char­ac­ter could hardly fail to suf­fer, as would be the case also in a still higher de­gree with the fem­in­ine char­ac­ter.

The dir­ect in­flu­ence of Reason over our im­per­fect nature is so feeble that the new priest­hood could not of it­self en­sure such re­spect for its the­or­ies as would bring them to any prac­tical res­ult. But the sym­path­ies of wo­men and of the people op­er­at­ing as they will in every town and in every fam­ily, will be suf­fi­cient to en­sure its ef­fic­acy in or­gan­iz­ing that le­git­im­ate de­gree of moral pres­sure which the poor may bring to bear upon the rich. Moreover, we may look, as one of the res­ults of our com­mon sys­tem of edu­ca­tion, for ad­di­tional aid in the ranks of the gov­ern­ing classes them­selves; for some of their noblest mem­bers will vo­lun­teer their as­sist­ance to the spir­itual power, form­ing, so to speak, a new or­der of chiv­alry. And yet, with all this, com­pre­hens­ive as our or­gan­iz­a­tion of moral force may be, so great is the in­nate strength of the selfish in­stincts, that our suc­cess in solv­ing the great hu­man prob­lem will al­ways fall short of what we might le­git­im­ately de­sire. To this con­clu­sion we must come, in whatever way we re­gard the des­tiny of Man; but it should only en­cour­age us to com­bine our ef­forts still more strongly in or­der to ameli­or­ate the or­der of Nature in its most im­port­ant, that is, in its moral as­pects, these be­ing at once the most modi­fi­able and the most im­per­fect.

The highest pro­gress of man and of so­ci­ety con­sists in gradual in­crease of our mas­tery over all our de­fects, es­pe­cially the de­fects of our moral nature. Among the na­tions of an­tiquity the pro­gress in this dir­ec­tion was but small; all that they could do was to pre­pare the way for it by cer­tain ne­ces­sary phases of in­tel­lec­tual and so­cial de­vel­op­ment. The whole tend­ency of Greek and Ro­man so­ci­ety was such as made it im­possible to form a dis­tinct con­cep­tion of the great prob­lem of our moral nature. In fact, Mor­als were with them in­vari­ably sub­or­din­ate to Polit­ics. Never­the­less, it is moral pro­gress which alone can sat­isfy our nature; and in the Middle Ages it was re­cog­nized as the highest aim of hu­man ef­fort, not­with­stand­ing that its in­tel­lec­tual and so­cial con­di­tions were as yet very im­per­fectly real­ized. The creeds of the Middle Ages were too un­real and im­per­fect, the char­ac­ter of so­ci­ety was too mil­it­ary and ar­is­to­cratic, to al­low Mor­als and Polit­ics to as­sume per­man­ently their right re­la­tion. The at­tempt was made, how­ever; and, in­ad­equate as it was, it was enough to al­low the people of the West to ap­pre­ci­ate the fun­da­mental prin­ciple in­volved in it, a prin­ciple destined to sur­vive the opin­ions and the habits of life from which it arose. Its full weight could never be felt un­til the Pos­it­ive spirit had ex­ten­ded bey­ond the ele­ment­ary sub­jects to which it had been so long sub­jec­ted, to the sphere of so­cial truth; and had thus reached the po­s­i­tion at which a com­plete syn­thesis be­came pos­sible. Equally es­sen­tial was it that in those coun­tries which had been in­cor­por­ated into the Western Em­pire, and had passed from it into Cath­olic Feud­al­ism, war should be def­in­itely su­per­seded by in­dus­trial activ­ity. In the long period of trans­ition which has elapsed since the Middle Ages, both these con­di­tions have been ful­filled, while at the same time the old sys­tem has been gradu­ally de­com­posed. Fin­ally the great crisis of the Re­volu­tion has stim­u­lated all ad­vanced minds to re­con­sider, with bet­ter in­tel­lec­tual and so­cial prin­ciples, the same prob­lem that Chris­tian­ity and Chiv­alry had at­temp­ted. The rad­ical solu­tion of it was then be­gun, and it is now com­pleted, and enun­ci­ated in a sys­tem­atic form by Pos­it­iv­ism.

All es­sen­tial phases in the evol­u­tion of so­ci­ety an­swer to cor­res­pond­ing phases in the growth of the in­di­vidual, whether it has pro­ceeded spon­tan­eously or un­der sys­tem­atic guid­ance, sup­pos­ing al­ways that his de­vel­op­ment be com­plete. But it is not enough to prove the close con­nec­tion which ex­ists between all modes and de­grees of hu­man re­gen­er­a­tion. We have yet to find a cent­ral point round which all will nat­ur­ally meet. In this point con­sists the unity of Pos­it­iv­ism as a sys­tem of life. Un­less it can be thus con­densed, round one single prin­ciple, it will never wholly su­per­sede the syn­thesis of Theology, not­with­stand­ing its su­peri­or­ity in the real­ity and sta­bil­ity of its com­pon­ent parts, and in their ho­mo­gen­eity and co­her­ence as a whole. There should be a cent­ral point in the sys­tem to­wards which Feel­ing, Reason, and Activ­ity alike con­verge. The proof that Pos­it­iv­ism pos­sesses such a cent­ral point will re­move the last obstacles to its com­plete ac­cept­ance, as the guide of private or of pub­lic life.

Such a centre we find in the great con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity, to­wards which every as­pect of Pos­it­iv­ism nat­ur­ally con­verges. By it the con­cep­tion of God will be en­tirely su­per­seded, and a syn­thesis be formed, more com­plete and per­man­ent than that pro­vi­sion­ally es­tab­lished by the old re­li­gions. Through it the new doc­trine be­comes at once ac­cess­ible to men’s hearts in its full ex­tent and ap­plic­a­tion. From their heart it will pen­et­rate their minds, and thus the im­me­di­ate ne­ces­sity of be­gin­ning with a long and dif­fi­cult course of study is avoided, though this must of course be al­ways in­dis­pens­able to its sys­tem­atic teach­ers.

This cent­ral point of Pos­it­iv­ism is even more moral than in­tel­lec­tual in char­ac­ter: it rep­res­ents the prin­ciple of Love upon which the whole sys­tem rests. It is the pe­cu­liar char­ac­ter­istic of the Great Be­ing who is here set forth, to be com­poun­ded of sep­ar­able ele­ments. Its ex­ist­ence de­pends there­fore en­tirely upon mu­tual Love knit­ting to­gether its vari­ous parts. The cal­cu­la­tions of self-in­terest can never be sub­sti­tuted as a com­bin­ing in­flu­ence for the sym­path­etic in­stincts.

Yet the be­lief in Hu­man­ity, while stim­u­lat­ing Sym­pathy, at the same time en­larges the scope and vigour of the In­tel­lect. For it re­quires high powers of gen­er­al­iz­a­tion to con­ceive clearly of this vast or­gan­ism, as the res­ult of spon­tan­eous co­oper­a­tion, ab­strac­tion made of all par­tial ant­ag­on­isms. Reason, then, has its part in this cent­ral dogma as well as Love. It en­larges and com­pletes our con­cep­tion of the Su­preme Be­ing, by re­veal­ing to us the ex­ternal and in­ternal con­di­tions of its ex­ist­ence.

Lastly, our act­ive powers are stim­u­lated by it no less than our feel­ings and our reason. For since Hu­man­ity is so far more com­plex than any other or­gan­ism, it will re­act more strongly and more con­tinu­ously on its en­vir­on­ment, sub­mit­ting to its in­flu­ence and so modi­fy­ing it. Hence res­ults Pro­gress which is simply the de­vel­op­ment of Order, un­der the in­flu­ence of Love.

Thus, in the con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity, the three es­sen­tial as­pects of Pos­it­iv­ism, its sub­ject­ive prin­ciple, its ob­ject­ive dogma, and its prac­tical ob­ject, are united. Towards Hu­man­ity, who is for us the only true Great Be­ing, we, the con­scious ele­ments of whom she is com­posed, shall hence­forth dir­ect every as­pect of our life, in­di­vidual or col­lect­ive. Our thoughts will be de­voted to the know­ledge of Hu­man­ity, our af­fec­tions to her love, our ac­tions to her ser­vice.

Pos­it­iv­ists then may, more truly than theo­lo­gical be­liev­ers of whatever creed, re­gard life as a con­tinu­ous and earn­est act of wor­ship; wor­ship which will el­ev­ate and purify our feel­ings, en­large and en­lighten our thoughts, en­noble and in­vig­or­ate our ac­tions. It sup­plies a dir­ect solu­tion, so far as a solu­tion is pos­sible, of the great prob­lem of the Middle Ages, the sub­or­din­a­tion of Polit­ics to Mor­als. For this fol­lows at once from the con­sec­ra­tion now given to the prin­ciple that so­cial sym­pathy should pre­pon­der­ate over self-love.

Thus Pos­it­iv­ism be­comes, in the true sense of the word, a Re­li­gion; the only re­li­gion which is real and com­plete; destined there­fore to re­place all im­per­fect and pro­vi­sional sys­tems rest­ing on the prim­it­ive basis of theo­logy.

For even the syn­thesis es­tab­lished by the old theo­cra­cies of Egypt and In­dia was in­suf­fi­cient, be­cause, be­ing based on purely sub­ject­ive prin­ciples it could never em­brace prac­tical life, which must al­ways be sub­or­din­ated to the ob­ject­ive real­it­ies of the ex­ternal world. Theo­cracy was thus lim­ited at the out­set to the sphere of thought and of feel­ing; and part even of this field was soon lost when Art be­came eman­cip­ated from theo­crat­ical con­trol, show­ing a spon­tan­eous tend­ency to its nat­ural vo­ca­tion of ideal­iz­ing real life. Of sci­ence and of mor­al­ity the priests were still left sole ar­bit­ers; but here, too, their in­flu­ence ma­ter­i­ally di­min­ished so soon as the dis­cov­ery of the sim­pler ab­stract truths of Pos­it­ive sci­ence gave birth to Greek Philo­sophy. Philo­sophy, though as yet ne­ces­sar­ily re­stric­ted to the meta­phys­ical stage, yet already stood for­ward as the rival of the sa­cer­dotal sys­tem. Its at­tempts to con­struct were in them­selves fruit­less; but they over­threw Poly­the­ism, and ul­ti­mately trans­formed it into Mono­the­ism. In this the last phase of theo­logy, the in­tel­lec­tual au­thor­ity of the priests was un­der­mined no less deeply than the prin­ciple of their doc­trine. They lost their hold upon Science, as long ago they had lost their hold upon Art. All that re­mained to them was the moral guid­ance of so­ci­ety; and even this was soon com­prom­ised by the pro­gress of free thought; pro­gress really due to the Pos­it­ive spirit, al­though its sys­tem­atic ex­po­nents still be­long to the meta­phys­ical school.

When Science had ex­pan­ded suf­fi­ciently to ex­ist apart from Philo­sophy, it showed a rapid tend­ency to­wards a syn­thesis of its own, alike in­com­pat­ible with meta­phys­ics and with theo­logy. It was late in ap­pear­ing, be­cause it re­quired a long series of pre­lim­in­ary ef­forts: but as it ap­proached com­ple­tion, it gradu­ally brought the Pos­it­ive spirit to bear upon the or­gan­iz­a­tion of prac­tical life, from which that spirit had ori­gin­ally em­an­ated. But thor­oughly to ef­fect this res­ult was im­possible un­til the sci­ence of So­ci­ology had been formed; and this was done by my dis­cov­ery of the law of his­tor­ical de­vel­op­ment. Hence­forth all true men of sci­ence will rise to the higher dig­nity of philo­soph­ers, and by so do­ing will ne­ces­sar­ily as­sume some­thing of the sa­cer­dotal char­ac­ter, be­cause the fi­nal res­ult to which their re­searches tend is the sub­or­din­a­tion of every sub­ject of thought to the moral prin­ciple; a res­ult which leads us at once to the ac­cept­ance of a com­plete and ho­mo­gen­eous syn­thesis. Thus the philo­soph­ers of the fu­ture be­come priests of Hu­man­ity, and their moral and in­tel­lec­tual in­flu­ence will be far wider and more deeply rooted than that of any former priest­hood. The primary con­di­tion of their spir­itual au­thor­ity is ex­clu­sion from polit­ical power, as a guar­an­tee that the­ory and prac­tice shall be sys­tem­at­ic­ally kept apart. A sys­tem in which the or­gans of coun­sel and those of com­mand are never identical can­not pos­sibly de­gen­er­ate into any of the evils of theo­cracy.

By en­tirely re­noun­cing wealth and worldly po­s­i­tion, and that not as in­di­vidu­als merely, but as a body, the priests of Hu­man­ity will oc­cupy a po­s­i­tion of un­par­alleled dig­nity. For with their moral in­flu­ence they will com­bine what since the down­fall of the old theo­cra­cies has al­ways been sep­ar­ated from it, the in­flu­ence of su­peri­or­ity in art and sci­ence. Reason, Ima­gin­a­tion, and Feel­ing will be brought into uni­son: and so united will re­act strongly on the im­per­i­ous con­di­tions of prac­tical life; bring­ing it into closer ac­cord­ance with the laws of uni­ver­sal mor­al­ity, from which it is so prone to de­vi­ate. And the in­flu­ence of this new modi­fy­ing power will be the greater that the syn­thesis on which it rests will have pre­ceded and pre­pared the way for the so­cial sys­tem of the fu­ture; whereas theo­logy could not ar­rive at its cent­ral prin­ciple, un­til the time of its de­cline was ap­proach­ing. All func­tions, then, that co­oper­ate in the el­ev­a­tion of man will be re­gen­er­ated by the Pos­it­ive priest­hood. Science, Po­etry, Mor­al­ity, will be de­voted to the study, the praise, and the love of Hu­man­ity, in or­der that un­der their com­bined in­flu­ence, our polit­ical ac­tion may be more un­re­mit­tingly given to her ser­vice.

With such a mis­sion, Science ac­quires a po­s­i­tion of un­par­alleled im­port­ance, as the sole means through which we come to know the nature and con­di­tions of this Great Be­ing, the wor­ship of whom should be the dis­tinct­ive fea­ture of our whole life. For this all-im­port­ant know­ledge, the study of So­ci­ology would seem to suf­fice: but So­ci­ology it­self de­pends upon pre­lim­in­ary study, first of the outer world, in which the ac­tions of Hu­man­ity take place; and secondly, of Man, the in­di­vidual agent.

The ob­ject of Pos­it­iv­ist wor­ship is not like that of theo­lo­gical be­liev­ers an ab­so­lute, isol­ated, in­com­pre­hens­ible Be­ing, whose ex­ist­ence ad­mits of no demon­stra­tion, or com­par­ison with any­thing real. The evid­ence of the Be­ing here set for­ward is spon­tan­eous, and is shrouded in no mys­tery. Be­fore we can praise, love, and serve Hu­man­ity as we ought, we must know some­thing of the laws which gov­ern her ex­ist­ence, an ex­ist­ence more com­plic­ated than any other of which we are cog­niz­ant.

And by vir­tue of this com­plex­ity, Hu­man­ity pos­sesses the at­trib­utes of vi­tal­ity in a higher de­gree than any other or­gan­iz­a­tion; that is to say, there is at once more in­tim­ate har­mony of the com­pon­ent ele­ments, and more com­plete sub­or­din­a­tion to the ex­ternal world. Im­mense as is the mag­nitude of this or­gan­ism meas­ured both in Time and Space, yet each of its parts care­fully ex­amined will show the gen­eral con­sensus of the whole. At the same time it is more de­pend­ent than any other upon the con­di­tions of the outer world; in other words, upon the sum of the laws that reg­u­late in­ferior phe­nom­ena. Like other vi­tal or­gan­isms, it sub­mits to math­em­at­ical, as­tro­nom­ical, phys­ical, chem­ical, and bio­lo­gical con­di­tions; and, in ad­di­tion to these, is sub­ject to spe­cial laws of So­ci­ology with which lower or­gan­isms are not con­cerned. But as a fur­ther res­ult of its higher com­plex­ity it re­acts upon the world more power­fully; and is in­deed in a true sense its chief. Scien­tific­ally defined, then, it is truly the Su­preme Be­ing: the Be­ing who mani­fests to the fullest ex­tent all the highest at­trib­utes of life.

But there is yet an­other fea­ture pe­cu­liar to Hu­man­ity, and one of primary im­port­ance. That fea­ture is, that the ele­ments of which she is com­posed must al­ways have an in­de­pend­ent ex­ist­ence. In other or­gan­isms the parts have no ex­ist­ence when severed from the whole; but this, the greatest of all or­gan­isms, is made up of lives which can really be sep­ar­ated. There is, as we have seen, har­mony of parts as well as in­de­pend­ence, but the last of these con­di­tions is as in­dis­pens­able as the first. Hu­man­ity would cease to be su­per­ior to other be­ings were it pos­sible for her ele­ments to be­come in­sep­ar­able. The two con­di­tions are equally ne­ces­sary: but the dif­fi­culty of re­con­cil­ing them is so great as to ac­count at once for the slow­ness with which this highest of all or­gan­isms has been de­veloped. It must not, how­ever, be sup­posed that the new Su­preme Be­ing is, like the old, merely a sub­ject­ive res­ult of our powers of ab­strac­tion. Its ex­ist­ence is re­vealed to us, on the con­trary, by close in­vest­ig­a­tion of ob­ject­ive fact. Man in­deed, as an in­di­vidual, can­not prop­erly be said to ex­ist, ex­cept in the ex­ag­ger­ated ab­strac­tions of mod­ern meta­phys­i­cians. Ex­ist­ence in the true sense can only be pre­dic­ated of Hu­man­ity; al­though the com­plex­ity of her nature pre­ven­ted men from form­ing a sys­tem­atic con­cep­tion of it, un­til the ne­ces­sary stages of sci­entific ini­ti­ation had been passed. Bear­ing this con­clu­sion in mind, we shall be able now to dis­tin­guish in Hu­man­ity two dis­tinct or­ders of func­tions: those by which she acts upon the world, and those which bind to­gether her com­pon­ent parts. Hu­man­ity can­not her­self act oth­er­wise than by her sep­ar­able mem­bers; but the ef­fi­ciency of these mem­bers de­pends upon their work­ing in co­oper­a­tion, whether in­stinct­ively or with design. We find, then, ex­ternal func­tions re­lat­ing prin­cip­ally to the ma­ter­ial ex­ist­ence of this or­gan­ism; and in­ternal func­tions by which its mov­able ele­ments are com­bined. This dis­tinc­tion is but an ap­plic­a­tion of the great the­ory, due to Bichat’s genius, of the dis­tinc­tion between the life of nu­tri­tion and the life of re­la­tion which we find in the in­di­vidual or­gan­ism. Philo­soph­ic­ally it is the source from which we de­rive the great so­cial prin­ciple of sep­ar­a­tion of spir­itual from tem­poral power. The tem­poral power gov­erns: it ori­gin­ates in the per­sonal in­stincts, and it stim­u­lates activ­ity. On it de­pends so­cial Order. The spir­itual power can only mod­er­ate: it is the ex­po­nent of our so­cial in­stincts, and it pro­motes co­oper­a­tion, which is the guar­an­tee of Pro­gress. Of these func­tions of Hu­man­ity the first cor­res­ponds to the func­tion of nu­tri­tion, the second to that of in­nerv­a­tion in the in­di­vidual or­gan­ism.

Hav­ing now viewed our sub­ject stat­ic­ally, we may come to its dy­nam­ical as­pect; re­serving more de­tailed dis­cus­sion for the third volume of this treat­ise, which deals with my fun­da­mental the­ory of hu­man de­vel­op­ment. The Great Be­ing whom we wor­ship is not im­mut­able any more than it is ab­so­lute. Its nature is re­l­at­ive; and, as such, is em­in­ently cap­able of growth. In a word it is the most vi­tal of all liv­ing be­ings known to us. It ex­tends and be­comes more com­plex by the con­tinu­ous suc­ces­sions of gen­er­a­tions. But in its pro­gress­ive changes as well as in its per­man­ent func­tions, it is sub­ject to in­vari­able laws. And these laws con­sidered, as we may now con­sider them, as a whole, form a more sub­lime ob­ject of con­tem­pla­tion than the sol­emn in­ac­tion of the old Su­preme Be­ing, whose ex­ist­ence was pass­ive ex­cept when in­ter­rup­ted by acts of ar­bit­rary and un­in­tel­li­gible vo­li­tion. Thus it is only by Pos­it­ive sci­ence that we can ap­pre­ci­ate this highest of all des­tinies to which all the fatal­it­ies of in­di­vidual life are sub­or­din­ate. It is with this as with sub­jects of minor im­port­ance: sys­tem­atic study of the Past is ne­ces­sary in or­der to de­term­ine the Fu­ture, and so ex­plain the tend­en­cies of the Present. Let us then pass from the con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity as fully de­veloped, to the his­tory of its rise and pro­gress; a his­tory in which all other modes of pro­gress are in­cluded. In an­cient times the con­cep­tion was in­com­pat­ible with the theo­lo­gical spirit and also with the mil­it­ary char­ac­ter of so­ci­ety, which in­volved the slavery of the pro­duct­ive classes. The feel­ing of Pat­ri­ot­ism, re­stric­ted as it was at first, was the only pre­lude then pos­sible to the re­cog­ni­tion of Hu­man­ity. From this nar­row na­tion­al­ity there arose in the Middle Ages the feel­ing of uni­ver­sal broth­er­hood, as soon as mil­it­ary life had entered on its de­fens­ive phase, and all su­per­nat­ural creeds had spon­tan­eously merged into a mono­the­istic form com­mon to the whole West. The growth of Chiv­alry, and the at­tempt made to ef­fect a per­man­ent sep­ar­a­tion of the two so­cial powers, an­nounced already the sub­or­din­a­tion of Polit­ics to Mor­als, and thus showed that the con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity was in dir­ect course of pre­par­a­tion. But the un­real and an­ti­so­cial nature of the me­di­eval creed, and the mil­it­ary and ar­is­to­cratic char­ac­ter of feudal so­ci­ety, made it im­possible to go very far in this dir­ec­tion. The ab­ol­i­tion of per­sonal slavery was the most es­sen­tial res­ult of this im­port­ant period. So­ci­ety could now as­sume its in­dus­trial char­ac­ter; and feel­ings of fra­tern­ity were en­cour­aged by modes of life in which all classes alike par­ti­cip­ated. Mean­while, the growth of the Pos­it­ive spirit was pro­ceed­ing, and pre­par­ing the way for the es­tab­lish­ment of So­cial Science, by which alone all other Pos­it­ive stud­ies should be sys­tem­at­ized. This be­ing done, the con­cep­tion of the Great Be­ing be­came pos­sible. It was with ref­er­ence to sub­jects of a spec­u­lat­ive and sci­entific nature that the con­cep­tion first arose in a dis­tinct shape. As early as two cen­tur­ies ago, Pas­cal spoke of the hu­man race as one Man.12 Amidst the in­ev­it­able de­cline of the theo­lo­gical and mil­it­ary sys­tem, men be­came con­scious of the move­ment of so­ci­ety, which had now ad­vanced through so many phases; and the no­tion of Pro­gress as a dis­tinct­ive fea­ture of Hu­man­ity be­came ad­mit­ted. Still the con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity as the basis for a new syn­thesis was im­possible un­til the crisis of the French Re­volu­tion. That crisis on the one hand proved the ur­gent ne­ces­sity for so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, and on the other gave birth to the only philo­sophy cap­able of ef­fect­ing it. Thus our con­scious­ness of the new Great Be­ing has ad­vanced co-ex­tens­ively with its growth. Our present con­cep­tion of it is as much the meas­ure of our so­cial pro­gress as it is the sum­mary of Pos­it­ive know­ledge.

In speak­ing of the dig­nity of Science when re­gen­er­ated by this lofty ap­plic­a­tion of it, I do not refer solely to the spe­cial sci­ence of So­cial phe­nom­ena, but also to the pre­lim­in­ary stud­ies of Life and of the Inor­ganic World, both of which form an es­sen­tial por­tion of Pos­it­ive doc­trine. A so­cial mis­sion of high im­port­ance will be re­cog­nized in the most ele­ment­ary sci­ences, whether it be for the sake of their method or for the value of their sci­entific res­ults. True, the re­li­gion of Hu­man­ity will lead to the en­tire ab­ol­i­tion of sci­entific Academies, be­cause their tend­ency, es­pe­cially in France, is equally hurt­ful to sci­ence and mor­al­ity. They en­cour­age math­em­aticians to con­fine their at­ten­tion ex­clus­ively to the first step in the sci­entific scale; and bio­lo­gists to pur­sue their stud­ies without any solid basis or def­in­ite pur­pose. Spe­cial stud­ies car­ried on without re­gard for the en­cyc­lopædic prin­ciples which de­term­ine the re­l­at­ive value of know­ledge, and its bear­ing on hu­man life, will be con­demned by all men of right feel­ing and good sense. Such men will feel the ne­ces­sity of res­ist­ing the mor­bid nar­row­ness of mind and heart to which the an­archy of our times in­ev­it­ably leads. But the ab­ol­i­tion of the Aca­demic sys­tem will only en­sure a lar­ger meas­ure of re­spect for all sci­entific re­searches of real value, on whatever sub­ject. The study of Mathem­at­ics, the value of which is at present neg­at­ived by its harden­ing tend­ency, will now mani­fest its lat­ent moral ef­fic­acy, as the only sure basis for firm con­vic­tion; a state of mind that can never be per­fectly at­tained in more com­plex sub­jects of thought, ex­cept by those who have ex­per­i­enced it in the sim­pler sub­jects. When the close con­nec­tion of all sci­entific know­ledge be­comes more gen­er­ally ad­mit­ted, Hu­man­ity will re­ject polit­ical teach­ers who are ig­nor­ant of Geo­metry, as well as geo­met­ri­cians who neg­lect So­ci­ology. Bi­ology mean­while will lose its dan­ger­ous ma­ter­i­al­ism, and will re­ceive all the re­spect due to its close con­nec­tion with so­cial sci­ence and its im­port­ant bear­ing on the es­sen­tial doc­trines of Pos­it­iv­ism. To at­tempt to ex­plain the life of Hu­man­ity without first ex­amin­ing the lower forms of life, would be as ser­i­ous an er­ror as to study Bi­ology without re­gard to the so­cial pur­pose which Bi­ology is in­ten­ded to serve. Science has now be­come in­dis­pens­able to the es­tab­lish­ment of moral truth, and at the same time its sub­or­din­a­tion to the in­spir­a­tions of the heart is fully re­cog­nized; thus it takes its place hence­for­ward among the most es­sen­tial func­tions of the priest­hood of Hu­man­ity. The su­prem­acy of true Feel­ing will strengthen Reason, and will re­ceive in turn from Reason a sys­tem­atic sanc­tion. Nat­ural philo­sophy, be­sides its evid­ent value in reg­u­lat­ing the spon­tan­eous ac­tion of Hu­man­ity, has a dir­ect tend­ency to el­ev­ate hu­man nature; it draws from the outer world that basis of fixed truth which is so ne­ces­sary to con­trol our vari­ous de­sires.

The study of Hu­man­ity there­fore, dir­ectly or in­dir­ectly, is for the fu­ture the per­man­ent aim of Science; and Science is now in a true sense con­sec­rated, as the source from which the uni­ver­sal re­li­gion re­ceives its prin­ciples. It re­veals to us not merely the nature and con­di­tions of the Great Be­ing, but also its des­tiny and the suc­cess­ive phases of its growth. The aim is high and ar­du­ous; it re­quires con­tinu­ous and com­bined ex­er­tion of all our fac­ulties; but it en­nobles the simplest pro­cesses of sci­entific in­vest­ig­a­tion by con­nect­ing them per­man­ently with sub­jects of the deep­est in­terest. The scru­pu­lous ex­act­ness and rig­or­ous cau­tion of the Pos­it­ive method, which when ap­plied to un­im­port­ant sub­jects seem al­most pu­erile, will be val­ued and in­sisted on when seen to be ne­ces­sary for the ef­fic­acy of ef­forts re­lat­ing to our most es­sen­tial wants. Ra­tion­al­ism, in the true sense of the word, so far from be­ing in­com­pat­ible with right feel­ing, strengthens and de­vel­ops it, by pla­cing all the facts of the case, in so­cial ques­tions es­pe­cially, in their true light.

But, how­ever hon­our­able the rank which Science when re­gen­er­ated will hold in the new re­li­gion, the sanc­tion given to Po­etry will be even more dir­ect and un­qual­i­fied, be­cause the func­tion as­signed to it is one which is more prac­tical and which touches us more nearly. Its func­tion will be the praise of Hu­man­ity. All pre­vi­ous ef­forts of Art have been but the pre­lude to this, its nat­ural mis­sion; a pre­lude of­ten im­pa­tiently per­formed since Art threw off the yoke of theo­cracy at an earlier period than Science. Poly­the­ism was the only re­li­gion un­der which it had free scope: there it could ideal­ize all the pas­sions of our nature, no at­tempt be­ing made to con­ceal the sim­il­ar­ity of the gods to the hu­man type. The change from Poly­the­ism to Mono­the­ism was un­ac­cept­able to Art, be­cause it nar­rowed its field; but to­wards the close of the Middle Ages it began to shake off the in­flu­ence of ob­scure and chi­mer­ical be­liefs, and take pos­ses­sion of its proper sphere. The field that now lies be­fore it in the re­li­gion of Hu­man­ity is in­ex­haust­ible. It is called upon to ideal­ize the so­cial life of Man, which, in the time of the na­tions of an­tiquity, had not been suf­fi­ciently de­veloped to in­spire the highest or­der of po­etry.

In the first place it will be of the greatest ser­vice in en­abling men to real­ize the con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity, sub­ject only to the con­di­tion of not over­step­ping the fun­da­mental truths of Science. Science un­as­sisted can­not define the nature and des­tinies of this Great Be­ing with suf­fi­cient clear­ness. In our re­li­gion the ob­ject of wor­ship must be con­ceived dis­tinctly, in or­der to be ar­dently loved and zeal­ously served. Science, es­pe­cially in sub­jects of this nature, is con­fined within nar­row lim­its; it leaves in­ev­it­able de­fi­cien­cies which aes­thetic genius must sup­ply. And there are cer­tain qual­it­ies in Art as op­posed to Science, which spe­cially qual­ify it for the rep­res­ent­a­tion of Hu­man­ity. For Hu­man­ity is dis­tin­guished from other forms of life by the com­bin­a­tion of in­de­pend­ence with co­oper­a­tion, at­trib­utes which also are nat­ural to Po­etry. For while Po­etry is more sym­path­etic than Science, its pro­duc­tions have far more in­di­vidu­al­ity; the genius of their au­thor is more strongly marked in them, and the debt to his pre­de­cessors and con­tem­por­ar­ies is less ap­par­ent. Thus the syn­thesis on which the in­aug­ur­a­tion of the fi­nal re­li­gion de­pends, is one in which Art will par­ti­cip­ate more than Science, Science fur­nish­ing merely the ne­ces­sary basis. Its in­flu­ence will be even greater than in the times of Poly­the­ism; for power­ful as Art ap­peared to be in those times, it could in real­ity do noth­ing but em­bel­lish the fables to which the con­fused ideas of theo­cracy had given rise. By its aid we shall for the first time rise at last to a really hu­man point of view, and be en­abled dis­tinctly to un­der­stand the es­sen­tial at­trib­utes of the Great Be­ing of whom we are mem­bers. The ma­ter­ial power of Hu­man­ity and the suc­cess­ive phases of her phys­ical, her in­tel­lec­tual, and, above all, her moral pro­gress, will each in turn be de­pic­ted. Without the dif­fi­culties of ana­lyt­ical study, we shall gain a clear know­ledge of her nature and her con­di­tions, by the poet’s de­scrip­tion of her fu­ture des­tiny, of her con­stant struggle against pain­ful fatal­it­ies, which have at last be­come a source of hap­pi­ness and great­ness, of the slow growth of her in­fancy, of her lofty hopes now so near ful­fil­ment. The his­tory of uni­ver­sal Love, the soul by which this Great Be­ing is an­im­ated; the his­tory, that is, of the mar­vel­lous ad­vance of man, in­di­vidu­ally or so­cially, from bru­tish ap­pet­ite to pure un­selfish sym­pathy, is of it­self an end­less theme for the po­etry of the fu­ture.

Com­par­is­ons, too, may be in­sti­tuted, in which the poet, without spe­cially at­tack­ing the old re­li­gion, will in­dic­ate the su­peri­or­ity of the new. The at­trib­utes of the new Great Be­ing may be for­cibly il­lus­trated, es­pe­cially dur­ing the time of trans­ition, by con­trast with the in­feri­or­ity of her vari­ous pre­de­cessors. All theo­lo­gical types are ab­so­lute, in­def­in­ite, and im­mut­able; con­sequently in none of them has it been pos­sible to com­bine to a sat­is­fact­ory ex­tent the at­trib­utes of good­ness, wis­dom, and power. Nor can we con­ceive of their com­bin­a­tion, ex­cept in a Be­ing whose ex­ist­ence is a mat­ter of cer­tainty, and who is sub­ject to in­vari­able laws. The gods of Poly­the­ism were en­dowed with en­ergy and sym­pathy, but pos­sessed neither dig­nity nor mor­al­ity. They were su­per­seded by the sub­lime deity of Mono­the­ism, who was some­times rep­res­en­ted as in­ert and pas­sion­less, some­times as im­pen­et­rable and in­flex­ible. But the new Su­preme Be­ing, hav­ing a real ex­ist­ence, an ex­ist­ence re­l­at­ive and modi­fi­able, ad­mits of be­ing more dis­tinctly con­ceived than the old; and the in­flu­ence of the con­cep­tion will be equally strong and far more el­ev­at­ing. Each one of us will re­cog­nize in it a power su­per­ior to his own, a power on which the whole des­tiny of his life de­pends, since the life of the in­di­vidual is in every re­spect sub­or­din­ate to the evol­u­tion of the race. But the know­ledge of this power has not the crush­ing ef­fect of the old con­cep­tion of om­ni­po­tence. For every great or good man will feel that his own life is an in­dis­pens­able ele­ment in the great or­gan­ism. The su­prem­acy of Hu­man­ity is but the res­ult of in­di­vidual co­oper­a­tion; her power is not su­preme, it is only su­per­ior to that of all be­ings whom we know. Our love for her is tain­ted by no de­grad­ing fears, yet it is al­ways coupled with the most sin­cere rev­er­ence. Per­fec­tion is in no wise claimed for her; we study her nat­ural de­fects with care in or­der to rem­edy them as far as pos­sible. The love we bear to her is a feel­ing as noble as it is strong; it calls for no de­grad­ing ex­pres­sions of ad­u­la­tion, but it in­spires us with un­re­mit­ting zeal for moral im­prove­ment. But these and other ad­vant­ages of the new re­li­gion, though they can be in­dic­ated by the philo­sopher, need the poet to dis­play them in their full light. The moral grandeur of man when freed from the chi­meras that op­press him, was fore­seen by Go­ethe, and still more clearly by Byron. But the work of these men was one of de­struc­tion; and their types could only em­body the spirit of re­volt. Po­etry must rise above the neg­at­ive stage in which, ow­ing to the cir­cum­stances of the time, their genius was ar­res­ted, and must em­brace in the Pos­it­ive spirit the sys­tem of so­ci­olo­gical and other laws to which hu­man de­vel­op­ment is sub­ject, be­fore it can ad­equately por­tray the new Man in his re­la­tion to the new God.

There is yet an­other way in which Art may serve the cause of re­li­gion; that is, in or­gan­iz­ing the fest­ivals, whether private or pub­lic, of which, to a great ex­tent, the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity will con­sist. For this pur­pose aes­thetic tal­ent is far more re­quired than sci­entific, the ob­ject in view be­ing to re­veal the nature of the great Or­gan­ism more clearly, by present­ing all as­pects of its ex­ist­ence, static or dy­namic, in ideal­ized forms.

These fest­ivals, then, should be of two kinds, cor­res­pond­ing to the two es­sen­tial as­pects of Hu­man­ity; the first il­lus­trat­ing her ex­ist­ence, the second her ac­tion. Thus we shall stim­u­late both the ele­ments of true so­cial feel­ing; the love of Order, namely, and the love of Pro­gress. In our static fest­ivals so­cial Order and the feel­ing of Solid­ar­ity, will be il­lus­trated; the dy­namic fest­ivals will ex­plain so­cial Pro­gress, and in­spire the sense of his­tor­ical Continu­ity. Taken to­gether, their peri­odic re­cur­rence will form a con­tinu­ation of Pos­it­ive edu­ca­tion. They will de­velop and con­firm the prin­ciples in­stilled in youth. But there will be noth­ing di­dactic in their form; since it is of the es­sence of Art not to in­struct oth­er­wise than by giv­ing pleas­ure. Of course the reg­u­lar re­cur­rence of these fest­ivals will not pre­vent any modi­fic­a­tions which may be judged ne­ces­sary to ad­apt them to spe­cial in­cid­ents that may from time to time arise.

The fest­ivals rep­res­ent­ing Order will ne­ces­sar­ily take more ab­stract and aus­tere forms than those of Pro­gress. It will be their ob­ject to rep­res­ent the stat­ical re­la­tions by which the great Or­gan­ism pre­serves its unity, and the vari­ous as­pects of its an­im­at­ing prin­ciple, Love. The most uni­ver­sal and the most sol­emn of these fest­ivals will be the feast of Hu­man­ity, which will be held through­out the West at the be­gin­ning of the new year, thus con­sec­rat­ing the only cus­tom which still re­mains in gen­eral use to re­lieve the pro­saic dull­ness of mod­ern life. In this feast, which cel­eb­rates the most com­pre­hens­ive­ness of all uni­ons, every branch of the hu­man race will at some fu­ture time par­ti­cip­ate. In the same month there might be three fest­ivals of a sec­ond­ary or­der, rep­res­ent­ing the minor de­grees of as­so­ci­ation, the Na­tion, the Province, and the Town. Giv­ing this first month to the dir­ect cel­eb­ra­tion of the so­cial tie, we might de­vote the first days of the four suc­ceed­ing months to the four prin­cipal do­mestic re­la­tions, Con­nu­bial, Par­ental, Filial, and Fraternal. In the sixth month, the hon­our­able po­s­i­tion of do­mestic ser­vice would re­ceive its due meas­ure of re­spect.

These would be the static fest­ivals; taken to­gether they would form a rep­res­ent­a­tion of the true the­ory of our in­di­vidual and so­cial nature, to­gether with the prin­ciples of moral duty to which that the­ory gives rise. No dir­ect men­tion is made of the per­sonal in­stincts, not­with­stand­ing their pre­pon­der­ance, be­cause it is the main ob­ject of Pos­it­ive wor­ship to bring them un­der the con­trol of the so­cial in­stincts. Per­sonal vir­tues are by no means neg­lected in Pos­it­ive edu­ca­tion; but to make them the ob­jects of any spe­cial cel­eb­ra­tion, would only stim­u­late egot­istic feel­ing. In­dir­ectly their value is re­cog­nized in every part of our re­li­gious sys­tem, in the re­ac­tion which they ex­er­cise upon our gen­er­ous sym­path­ies. Their omis­sion, there­fore, im­plies no real de­fi­ciency in this ideal por­trait­ure of hu­man fac­ulties and du­ties. Again, no spe­cial an­nounce­ment of the sub­or­din­a­tion of Hu­man­ity to the laws of the Ex­ternal World is needed. The con­scious­ness of this ex­ternal power per­vades every part of the Pos­it­ive sys­tem; it con­trols our de­sires, dir­ects our spec­u­la­tions, stim­u­lates our ac­tions. The simple fact of the re­cur­rence of our ce­re­mon­ies at fixed peri­ods, de­term­ined by the Earth’s mo­tion, is enough to re­mind us of our in­ev­it­able sub­jec­tion to the fatal­it­ies of the Ex­ternal World.

As the static fest­ivals rep­res­ent Mor­al­ity, so the dy­namic fest­ivals, those of Pro­gress, will rep­res­ent His­tory. In these the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity as­sumes a more con­crete and an­im­ated form; as it will con­sist prin­cip­ally in ren­der­ing hon­our to the noblest types of each phase of hu­man de­vel­op­ment. It is de­sir­able, how­ever, that each of the more im­port­ant phases should be rep­res­en­ted in it­self, in­de­pend­ently of the great­ness of any in­di­vidual be­long­ing to it. Of the months un­oc­cu­pied by static fest­ivals, three might be given to the prin­cipal phases of the Past, Fet­ish­ism, Poly­the­ism, and Mono­the­ism; and a fourth to the cel­eb­ra­tion of the Fu­ture, the nor­mal state to which all these phases have been tend­ing.

Form­ing thus the chain of his­tor­ical suc­ces­sion, we may con­sec­rate each month to some one of the types who best rep­res­ent the vari­ous stages. I omit, how­ever, some ex­plan­a­tions of de­tail given in the first edi­tion of this Gen­eral View, writ­ten at the time when I had not made the dis­tinc­tion between the ab­stract and con­crete wor­ship suf­fi­ciently clear. A few months after its pub­lic­a­tion, in 1848, the cir­cum­stances of the time in­duced me to frame a com­plete sys­tem of com­mem­or­a­tion ap­plic­able to Western Europe, un­der the title of “Pos­it­iv­ist Cal­en­dar.”13 Of this I shall speak more at length in the fourth volume of the present treat­ise. Its suc­cess has fully jus­ti­fied me in an­ti­cip­at­ing this part of my sub­ject. To it I now refer the reader, re­com­mend­ing him to fa­mil­i­ar­ize him­self with the pro­vi­sional ar­range­ment of the new Western year then put for­ward and already ad­op­ted by most Pos­it­iv­ists.

But the prac­tice need not be re­stric­ted to names of European im­port­ance. It is ap­plic­able in its de­gree to each sep­ar­ate province, and even to private life. Cath­oli­cism of­fers two in­sti­tu­tions in which the re­li­gion of the fam­ily con­nects it­self with pub­lic wor­ship in its most com­pre­hens­ive sense. There is a day ap­poin­ted in Cath­olic coun­tries in which all are in the habit of vis­it­ing the tombs of those dear to them; find­ing con­sol­a­tion for their grief by shar­ing it with oth­ers. To this cus­tom Pos­it­iv­ists de­vote the last day of the year. The work­ing classes of Paris give every year a noble proof that com­plete free­dom of thought is in no re­spect com­pat­ible with wor­ship of the dead, which in their case is un­con­nec­ted with any sys­tem. Again there is the in­sti­tu­tion of bap­tis­mal names, which though little thought of at present, will be main­tained and im­proved by Pos­it­iv­ism. It is an ad­mir­able mode of im­press­ing on men the con­nec­tion of private with pub­lic life, by fur­nish­ing every­one with a type for his own per­sonal im­it­a­tion. Here the su­peri­or­ity of the new re­li­gion is very ap­par­ent; since the choice of a name will not be lim­ited to any time or coun­try. In this, as in other cases, the ab­so­lute spirit of Cath­oli­cism proved fatal to its pro­spects of be­com­ing uni­ver­sal.

These brief re­marks will be enough to il­lus­trate the two classes of fest­ivals in­sti­tuted by Pos­it­iv­ism. In every week of the year some new as­pect of Order or of Pro­gress will be held up to pub­lic ven­er­a­tion; and in each the link con­nect­ing pub­lic and private wor­ship will be found in the ad­or­a­tion of Wo­man. In this aes­thetic side of Pos­it­ive re­li­gion everything tends to strengthen its fun­da­mental prin­ciple of Love. All the re­sources of Po­etry, and of the other arts of sound and form, will be in­voked to give full and reg­u­lar ex­pres­sion to it. The dom­in­ant feel­ing is al­ways that of deep rev­er­ence pro­ceed­ing from sin­cere ac­know­ledg­ment of be­ne­fits re­ceived. Our wor­ship will be alike free from mys­ti­cism and from af­fect­a­tion. While striv­ing to sur­pass our an­cest­ors, we shall yet render due hon­our to all their ser­vices, and look with re­spect upon their sys­tems of life. In­flu­enced no longer by chi­meras which though com­fort­ing to former times are now de­grad­ing, we have now no obstacle to be­com­ing as far as pos­sible in­cor­por­ate with the Great Be­ing whom we wor­ship. By com­mem­or­a­tion of past ser­vices we strengthen the de­sire in­her­ent in all of us to pro­long our ex­ist­ence in the only way which is really in our power. The fact that all hu­man af­fairs are sub­ject to one fun­da­mental law, as soon as it be­comes fa­mil­iarly known, en­ables and en­cour­ages each one of us to live in a true sense in the Past and even in the Fu­ture; as those can­not do who at­trib­ute the events of life to the agency of an ar­bit­rary and im­pen­et­rable Will. The praise given to our pre­de­cessors will stim­u­late a noble rivalry; in­spir­ing all with the de­sire to be­come them­selves in­cor­por­ate into this mighty Be­ing whose life en­dures through all time, and who is formed of the dead far more than the liv­ing. When the sys­tem of com­mem­or­a­tion is fully de­veloped, no worthy co­oper­ator will be ex­cluded, how­ever humble his sphere; whether lim­ited to his fam­ily or town, or ex­tend­ing to his coun­try or to the whole West. The edu­ca­tion of Pos­it­iv­ists will soon con­vince them that such re­com­pense for hon­our­able con­duct is ample com­pens­a­tion for the ima­gin­ary hopes which in­spired their pre­de­cessors.

To live in oth­ers is, in the truest sense of the word, life. Indeed the best part of our own life is passed thus. As yet this truth has not been grasped firmly, be­cause the so­cial point of view has never yet been brought sys­tem­at­ic­ally be­fore us. But the re­li­gion of Hu­man­ity, by giv­ing an aes­thetic form to the Pos­it­iv­ist syn­thesis, will make it in­tel­li­gible to minds of every class: and will en­able us to en­joy the un­told charm spring­ing from the sym­path­ies of union and of con­tinu­ity when al­lowed free play. To pro­long our life in­def­in­itely in the Past and Fu­ture, so as to make it more per­fect in the Present, is abund­ant com­pens­a­tion for the il­lu­sions of our youth which have now passed away forever. Science which de­prived us of these ima­gin­ary com­forts, it­self in its ma­tur­ity sup­plies the solid basis for con­sol­a­tion of a kind un­known be­fore; the hope of be­com­ing in­cor­por­ate into the Great Be­ing whose static and dy­namic laws it has re­vealed. On this firm found­a­tion Po­etry raises the struc­ture of pub­lic and private wor­ship; and thus all are made act­ive par­takers of this uni­ver­sal life, which minds still fettered by theo­logy can­not un­der­stand. Thus ima­gin­a­tion, while ac­cept­ing the guid­ance of reason, will ex­er­cise a far more ef­fi­cient and ex­tens­ive in­flu­ence than in the days of Poly­the­ism. For the priests of Hu­man­ity the sole pur­pose of Science is to pre­pare the field for Art, whether aes­thetic or in­dus­trial. This ob­ject once at­tained, po­etic study or com­pos­i­tion will form the chief oc­cu­pa­tion of our spec­u­lat­ive fac­ulties. The poet is now called to his true mis­sion, which is to give beauty and grandeur to hu­man life, by in­spir­ing a deeper sense of our re­la­tion to Hu­man­ity. Po­etry will form the basis of the ce­re­mon­ies in which the new priest­hood will sol­em­nise more ef­fi­ciently than the old, the most im­port­ant events of private life: es­pe­cially Birth, Mar­riage, and Death; so as to im­press the fam­ily as well as the state with the sense of this re­la­tion. Forced as we are hence­forth to con­cen­trate all our hopes and ef­forts upon the real life around us, we shall feel more strongly than ever that all the powers of Ima­gin­a­tion as well as those of Reason, Feel­ing, and Activ­ity, are re­quired in its ser­vice.

Po­etry once raised to its proper place, the arts of sound and form, which render in a more vivid way the sub­jects which Po­etry has sug­ges­ted, will soon fol­low. Their sphere, like that of Po­etry, will be the cel­eb­ra­tion of Hu­man­ity; an ex­haust­less field, leav­ing no cause to re­gret the chi­meras which, in the present em­pir­ical con­di­tion of these arts, are still con­sidered in­dis­pens­able. Music in mod­ern times has been lim­ited al­most en­tirely to the ex­pres­sion of in­di­vidual emo­tions. Its full power has never been felt in pub­lic life, ex­cept in the sol­it­ary in­stance of the “Mar­seil­laise,” in which the whole spirit of our great Re­volu­tion stands re­cor­ded. But in the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity, based as it is on Pos­it­ive edu­ca­tion, and an­im­ated by the spirit of Po­etry, Music, as the most so­cial of the spe­cial arts, will aid in the rep­res­ent­a­tion of the at­trib­utes and des­tinies of Hu­man­ity, and in the glor­i­fic­a­tion of great his­tor­ical types. Paint­ing and Sculp­ture will have the same ob­ject; they will en­able us to real­ize the con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity with greater clear­ness and pre­ci­sion than would be pos­sible for Po­etry, even with the aid of Music. The beau­ti­ful at­tempts of the artists of the six­teenth cen­tury, men who had very little theo­lo­gical be­lief, to em­body the Chris­tian ideal of Wo­man, may be re­garded as an un­con­scious pre­lude to the rep­res­ent­a­tion of Hu­man­ity, in the form which of all oth­ers is most suit­able. Under the im­pulse of these feel­ings, the sculptor will over­come the tech­nical dif­fi­culties of rep­res­ent­ing fig­ures in groups, and will ad­opt such sub­jects by pref­er­ence. Hitherto this has only been ef­fected in bas-re­liefs, works which stand mid­way between paint­ing and sculp­ture. There are, how­ever, some splen­did ex­cep­tions from which we can ima­gine the scope and grandeur of the lat­ter art, when raised to its true po­s­i­tion. Statuesque groups, whether the fig­ures are joined or, as is prefer­able, sep­ar­ate, will en­able the sculptor to un­der­take many great sub­jects from which he has been hitherto de­barred.

In Ar­chi­tec­ture the in­flu­ence of Pos­it­iv­ism will be felt less rap­idly; but ul­ti­mately this art like the rest will be made avail­able for the new re­li­gion. The build­ings erec­ted for the ser­vice of God may for a time suf­fice for the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity, in the same way that Chris­tian wor­ship was car­ried on at first in Pagan temples as they were gradu­ally va­cated. But ul­ti­mately build­ings will be re­quired more spe­cially ad­ap­ted to a re­li­gion in which all the func­tions con­nec­ted with edu­ca­tion and wor­ship are so en­tirely dif­fer­ent. What these build­ings will be it would be use­less at present to in­quire. It is less easy to fore­see the Pos­it­iv­ist ideal in Ar­chi­tec­ture than in any other arts. And it must re­main un­cer­tain un­til the new prin­ciples of edu­ca­tion have been gen­er­ally spread, and un­til the Pos­it­iv­ist re­li­gion, hav­ing re­ceived all the aid that Po­etry, Music, and the arts of Form can give, has be­come the ac­cep­ted faith of Western Europe. When the more ad­vanced na­tions are heart­ily en­gaged in the cause, the true temples of Hu­man­ity will soon arise. By that time men­tal and moral re­gen­er­a­tion will have ad­vanced far enough to com­mence the re­con­struc­tion of all polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions. Until then the new re­li­gion will avail it­self of Chris­tian churches as these gradu­ally be­come va­cant.

Art then, as well as Science, par­takes in the re­gen­er­at­ing in­flu­ence which Pos­it­iv­ism de­rives from its syn­thetic prin­ciple of Love. Both are called to their proper func­tions, the one to con­tem­plate, the other to glor­ify Hu­man­ity, in or­der that we may love and serve her more per­fectly. Yet while the in­tel­lect is thus made the ser­vant of the heart, far from be­ing weakened by this sub­or­din­ate po­s­i­tion, it finds in it an ex­haust­less field, in which the value of its la­bours is amply re­cog­nized. Each of its fac­ulties is called dir­ectly into play, and is sup­plied with its ap­pro­pri­ate em­ploy­ment. Po­etry in­sti­tutes the forms of the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity; Science sup­plies the prin­ciples on which those forms are framed, by con­nect­ing them with the laws of the ex­ternal world. Ima­gin­a­tion, while ceas­ing to usurp the place of Reason, yet en­hances rather than di­min­ishes its ori­ginal in­flu­ence, which the new philo­sophy shows to be as be­ne­fi­cial as it is nat­ural. And thus hu­man life at last at­tains that state of per­fect har­mony which has been so long sought for in vain, and which con­sists in the dir­ec­tion of all our fac­ulties to one com­mon pur­pose un­der the su­prem­acy of Af­fec­tion. At the same time all former ef­forts of Ima­gin­a­tion and Reason, even when they clashed with each other, are fully ap­pre­ci­ated; be­cause we see that they de­veloped our powers, that they taught us the con­di­tions of their equi­lib­rium, and made it mani­fest that noth­ing but that equi­lib­rium was want­ing to al­low them to work to­gether for our wel­fare. Above all do we re­cog­nize the im­mense value of the me­di­eval at­tempt to form a com­plete syn­thesis, al­though, not­with­stand­ing all the res­ults of Greek and Ro­man civil­iz­a­tion, the time was not yet ripe for it. To re­new that at­tempt upon a sounder basis, and with surer pro­spects of suc­cess, is the ob­ject of those who found the re­li­gion of Hu­man­ity. Widely dif­fer­ent as are their cir­cum­stances and the means they em­ploy, they de­sire to re­gard them­selves as the suc­cessors of the great men who con­duc­ted the pro­gress­ive move­ment of Cath­oli­cism. For those alone are worthy to be called suc­cessors, who con­tinue or carry into ef­fect the un­der­tak­ings which former times have left un­fin­ished; the title is ut­terly un­mer­ited by blind fol­low­ers of ob­sol­ete dog­mas, which have long ceased to bear any re­la­tion to their ori­ginal pur­pose, and which their very au­thors, if now liv­ing, would dis­avow.

But while bear­ing in mind our debt to Cath­oli­cism, we need not omit to re­cog­nize how largely Pos­it­iv­ism gains by com­par­ison with it. Full justice will be done to the aims of Cath­oli­cism, and to the ex­cel­lence of its res­ults. But the whole ef­fect of Pos­it­iv­ist wor­ship will be to make men feel clearly how far su­per­ior in every re­spect is the syn­thesis foun­ded on the Love of Hu­man­ity to that foun­ded on the Love of God.

Chris­tian­ity sat­is­fied no part of our nature fully, ex­cept the af­fec­tions. It re­jec­ted Ima­gin­a­tion, it shrank from Reason; and there­fore its power was al­ways con­tested, and could not last. Even in its own sphere of af­fec­tion, its prin­ciples never lent them­selves to that so­cial dir­ec­tion which the Cath­olic priest­hood, with such re­mark­able per­sist­ency, en­deav­oured to give to them. The aim which it set be­fore men, be­ing un­real and per­sonal, was ill-suited to a life of real­ity and of so­cial sym­pathy. It is true that the uni­ver­sal­ity of this su­preme af­fec­tion was in­dir­ectly a bond of union; but only when it was not at vari­ance with true so­cial feel­ing. And from the nature of the sys­tem, op­pos­i­tion between these two prin­ciples was the rule, and har­mony the ex­cep­tion; since the Love of God, even as viewed by the best Cath­olic types, re­quired in al­most all cases the aban­don­ment of every other pas­sion. The moral value of such a syn­thesis con­sisted solely in the dis­cip­line which it es­tab­lished; dis­cip­line of whatever kind be­ing prefer­able to an­archy, which would have given free scope to all the low­est propensit­ies. But not­with­stand­ing all the tender feel­ing of the best mys­tics, the af­fec­tion which to them was su­preme ad­mit­ted of no real re­ci­pro­city. Moreover, the stu­pendous nature of the re­wards and pen­al­ties by which every pre­cept in this ar­bit­rary sys­tem was en­forced, ten­ded to weaken the char­ac­ter and to taint our noblest im­pulses. The es­sen­tial merit of the sys­tem was that it was the first at­tempt to ex­er­cise sys­tem­atic con­trol over our moral nature. The dis­cip­line of Poly­the­ism was usu­ally con­fined to ac­tions: some­times it ex­ten­ded to habits; but it never touched the af­fec­tions from which both habits and ac­tions spring. Chris­tian­ity took the best means of ef­fect­ing its pur­pose that were then avail­able; but it was not suc­cess­ful, ex­cept so far as it gave in­dir­ect en­cour­age­ment to our higher feel­ings. And so vague and ab­so­lute were its prin­ciples, that even this would have been im­possible, but for the wis­dom of the priest­hood, who for a long time saved so­ci­ety from the dangers in­cid­ent to so ar­bit­rary a sys­tem. But at the close of the Middle Ages, when the priest­hood be­came ret­ro­grade, and lost at once their mor­al­ity and their free­dom, the doc­trine was left to its own im­pot­ence, and rap­idly de­gen­er­ated till it be­came a chronic source of de­grad­a­tion and of dis­cord.

But the syn­thesis based upon Love of Hu­man­ity has too deep a found­a­tion in Pos­it­ive truth to be li­able to sim­ilar de­cline; and its in­flu­ence can­not but in­crease so long as the pro­gress of our race en­dures. The Great Be­ing, who is its ob­ject, tol­er­ates the most search­ing in­quiry, and yet does not re­strict the scope of Ima­gin­a­tion. The laws which reg­u­late her ex­ist­ence are now known to us; and the more deeply her nature is in­vest­ig­ated, the stronger is our con­scious­ness of her real­ity and of the great­ness of her be­ne­fits. The thought of her stim­u­lates all the powers of Ima­gin­a­tion, and thus en­ables us to par­ti­cip­ate in a meas­ure in the uni­ver­sal­ity of her life, through­out the whole ex­tent of Time and Space of which we have any real know­ledge. All our real in­tel­lec­tual res­ults, whether in art or sci­ence, are alike co­ordin­ated by the re­li­gion of Hu­man­ity; for it fur­nishes the sole bond of con­nec­tion by which per­man­ent har­mony can be es­tab­lished between our thoughts and our feel­ings. It is the only sys­tem which without ar­ti­fice and without ar­bit­rary re­stric­tion, can es­tab­lish the pre­pon­der­ance of Af­fec­tion over Thought and Ac­tion. It sets forth so­cial feel­ing as the first prin­ciple of mor­al­ity; without ig­nor­ing the nat­ural su­peri­or­ity in strength of the per­sonal in­stincts. To live for oth­ers it holds to be the highest hap­pi­ness. To be­come in­cor­por­ate with Hu­man­ity, to sym­path­ize with all her former phases, to fore­see her des­tinies in the fu­ture, and to do what lies in us to for­ward them; this is what it puts be­fore us as the con­stant aim of life. Self-love in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem is re­garded as the great in­firm­ity of our nature: an in­firm­ity which un­re­mit­ting dis­cip­line on the part of each in­di­vidual and of so­ci­ety may ma­ter­i­ally pal­li­ate, but will never rad­ic­ally cure. The de­gree to which this mas­tery over our own nature is at­tained is the truest stand­ard of in­di­vidual or so­cial pro­gress, since it has the closest re­la­tion to the ex­ist­ence of the Great Be­ing, and to the hap­pi­ness of the ele­ments that com­pose it.

In­spired as it is by sin­cere grat­it­ude, which in­creases the more care­fully the grounds for it are ex­amined, the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity raises Prayer for the first time above the de­grad­ing in­flu­ence of self-in­terest. We pray to the Su­preme Be­ing; but only to ex­press our deep thank­ful­ness for her present and past be­ne­fits, which are an earn­est of still greater bless­ings in the fu­ture. Doubt­less it is a fact of hu­man nature, that ha­bitual ex­pres­sion of such feel­ings re­acts be­ne­fi­cially on our moral nature; and so far we, too, find in Prayer a noble re­com­pense. But it is one that can sug­gest to us no selfish thoughts, since it can­not come at all un­less it come spon­tan­eously. Our highest hap­pi­ness con­sists in Love; and we know that more than any other feel­ing love may be strengthened by ex­er­cise; that alone of all feel­ings it ad­mits of, and in­creases with, sim­ul­tan­eous ex­pan­sion in all. Hu­man­ity will be­come more fa­mil­iar to us than the old gods were to the Poly­the­ists, yet without the loss of dig­nity which, in their case, res­ul­ted from fa­mili­ar­ity. Her nature has in it noth­ing ar­bit­rary, yet she co­oper­ates with us in the wor­ship that we render, since in hon­our­ing her we re­ceive back “grace for grace.” Ho­mage ac­cep­ted by the Deity of former times laid him open to the charge of pu­erile van­ity. But the new Deity will ac­cept praise only where it is de­served, and will de­rive from it equal be­ne­fit with ourselves. This per­fect re­ci­pro­city of af­fec­tion and of in­flu­ence is pe­cu­liar to Pos­it­ive re­li­gion, be­cause in it alone the ob­ject of wor­ship is a Be­ing whose nature is re­l­at­ive, modi­fi­able, and per­fect­ible; a Be­ing of whom her own wor­ship­pers form a part, and the laws of whose ex­ist­ence, be­ing more clearly known than theirs, al­low her de­sires and her tend­en­cies to be more dis­tinctly fore­seen.

The mor­al­ity of Pos­it­ive re­li­gion com­bines all the ad­vant­ages of spon­tan­eous­ness with those of demon­stra­tion. It is so thor­oughly hu­man in all its parts, as to pre­clude all the sub­ter­fuges by which re­pent­ance for trans­gres­sion is so of­ten stifled or evaded. By point­ing out dis­tinctly the way in which each in­di­vidual ac­tion re­acts upon so­ci­ety, it forces us to judge our own con­duct without lower­ing our stand­ard. Some might think it too gentle, and not suf­fi­ciently vig­or­ous; yet the love by which it is in­spired is no pass­ive feel­ing, but a prin­ciple which strongly stim­u­lates our en­er­gies to the full ex­tent com­pat­ible with the at­tain­ment of that highest good to which it is ever tend­ing. Ac­cept­ing the truths of sci­ence, it teaches that we must look to our own un­re­mit­ting activ­ity for the only provid­ence by which the rigour of our des­tiny can be al­le­vi­ated. We know well that the great Or­gan­ism, su­per­ior though it be to all be­ings known to us, is yet un­der the domin­ion of in­scrut­able laws, and is in no re­spect either ab­so­lutely per­fect or ab­so­lutely se­cure from danger. Every con­di­tion of our ex­ist­ence, whether those of the ex­ternal world or those of our own nature, might at some time be com­prom­ised. Even our moral and in­tel­lec­tual fac­ulties, on which our highest in­terests de­pend, are no ex­cep­tion to this truth. Such con­tin­gen­cies are al­ways pos­sible, and yet they are not to pre­vent us from liv­ing nobly; they must not lessen our love, our thought, or our ef­forts for Hu­man­ity; they must not over­whelm us with anxi­ety, nor urge us to use­less com­plaint. But the very prin­ciples which de­mand this high stand­ard of cour­age and resig­na­tion, are them­selves well cal­cu­lated to main­tain it. For by mak­ing us fully con­scious of the great­ness of man, and by set­ting us free from the de­grad­ing in­flu­ences of fear, they in­spire us with keen in­terest in our ef­forts, in­ad­equate though they be, against the pres­sure of fatal­it­ies which are not al­ways bey­ond our power to modify. And thus the re­ac­tion of these fatal­it­ies upon our char­ac­ter is turned at last to a most be­ne­fi­cial use. It pre­vents alike over­ween­ing anxi­ety for our own in­terests and dull in­dif­fer­ence to them; whereas, in theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical sys­tems, even when in­cul­cat­ing self-denial, there is al­ways a dan­ger­ous tend­ency to con­cen­trate thought on per­sonal con­sid­er­a­tions. Dig­ni­fied re­ac­tion where modi­fic­a­tion of them is pos­sible; such is the moral stand­ard which Pos­it­iv­ism puts for­ward for in­di­vidu­als and for so­ci­ety.

Cath­oli­cism, not­with­stand­ing the rad­ical de­fects of its doc­trine, has un­con­sciously been in­flu­enced by the mod­ern spirit; and at the close of the Middle Ages was tend­ing in a dir­ec­tion sim­ilar to that here de­scribed, al­though its prin­ciples were in­con­sist­ent with any formal re­cog­ni­tion of it. It is only in the coun­tries that have been pre­served from Prot­est­ant­ism that any traces are left of these faint ef­forts of the priest­hood to rise above their own the­or­ies. The Cath­olic God would gradu­ally change into a feeble and im­per­fect rep­res­ent­a­tion of Hu­man­ity, were not the clergy so de­graded so­cially as to be un­able to par­ti­cip­ate in the spon­tan­eous feel­ings of the com­munity. It is a tend­ency too slightly marked to lead to any im­port­ant res­ult; yet it is a strik­ing proof of the new dir­ec­tion which men’s minds and hearts are un­con­sciously tak­ing in coun­tries which are of­ten sup­posed to be al­to­gether left be­hind in the march of mod­ern thought. The clearest in­dic­a­tion of it is in their ac­cept­ance of the wor­ship of Wo­man, which is the first step to­wards the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity. Since the twelfth cen­tury, the in­flu­ence of the Vir­gin, es­pe­cially in Spain and Italy, has been con­stantly on the in­crease. The priest­hood have of­ten pro­tested against it, but without ef­fect; and some­times they have found it ne­ces­sary to sanc­tion it, for the sake of pre­serving their au­thor­ity. The spe­cial and priv­ileged ad­or­a­tion which this beau­ti­ful cre­ation of Po­etry has re­ceived, could not but pro­duce a marked change in the spirit of Cath­oli­cism. It may serve as a con­nect­ing link between the re­li­gion of our an­cest­ors and that of our des­cend­ants, the Vir­gin be­com­ing gradu­ally re­garded as a per­son­i­fic­a­tion of Hu­man­ity. Little, how­ever, will be done in this dir­ec­tion by the es­tab­lished priest­hood, whether in Italy or Spain. We must look to the purer agency of wo­men, who will be the means of in­tro­du­cing Pos­it­iv­ism among our South­ern brethren.

All the points, then, in which the mor­al­ity of Pos­it­ive sci­ence ex­cels the mor­al­ity of re­vealed re­li­gion are summed up in the sub­sti­tu­tion of Love of Hu­man­ity for Love of God. It is a prin­ciple as ad­verse to meta­phys­ics as to theo­logy, since it ex­cludes all per­sonal con­sid­er­a­tions, and places hap­pi­ness, whether for the in­di­vidual or for so­ci­ety, in con­stant ex­er­cise of kindly feel­ing. To love Hu­man­ity may be truly said to con­sti­tute the whole duty of Man; provided it be clearly un­der­stood what such love really im­plies, and what are the con­di­tions re­quired for main­tain­ing it. The vic­tory of So­cial Feel­ing over our in­nate Self-love is rendered pos­sible only by a slow and dif­fi­cult train­ing of the heart, in which the in­tel­lect must co­oper­ate. The most im­port­ant part of this train­ing con­sists in the mu­tual love of Man and Wo­man, with all other fam­ily af­fec­tions which pre­cede and fol­low it. But every as­pect of mor­al­ity, even the per­sonal vir­tues, are in­cluded in love of Hu­man­ity. It fur­nishes the best meas­ure of their re­l­at­ive im­port­ance, and the surest method for lay­ing down in­con­test­able rules of con­duct. And thus we find the prin­ciples of sys­tem­atic mor­al­ity to be identical with those of spon­tan­eous mor­al­ity, a res­ult which renders Pos­it­ive doc­trine equally ac­cess­ible to all.

Science, there­fore, Po­etry, and Mor­al­ity, will alike be re­gen­er­ated by the new re­li­gion, and will ul­ti­mately form one har­mo­ni­ous whole, on which the des­tinies of Man will hence­forth rest. With wo­men, to whom the first germs of spir­itual power are due, this con­sec­ra­tion of the ra­tional and ima­gin­at­ive fac­ulties to the source of feel­ing has al­ways ex­is­ted spon­tan­eously. But to real­ize it in so­cial life it must be brought for­ward in a sys­tem­atic form as part of a gen­eral doc­trine. This is what the me­di­eval sys­tem at­temp­ted upon the basis of Mono­the­ism. A moral power arose com­posed of the two ele­ments es­sen­tial to such a power, the sym­path­etic in­flu­ence of wo­men in the fam­ily, the sys­tem­atic in­flu­ence of the priest­hood on pub­lic life. As a pre­lim­in­ary at­tempt the Cath­olic sys­tem was most be­ne­fi­cial; but it could not last, be­cause the syn­thesis on which it res­ted was im­per­fect and un­stable. The Cath­olic doc­trine and wor­ship ad­dressed them­selves ex­clus­ively to our emo­tional nature, and even from the moral point of view their prin­ciples were un­cer­tain and ar­bit­rary. The field of in­tel­lect, whether in art or sci­ence, as well as that of prac­tical life, would have been left al­most un­touched but for the per­sonal char­ac­ter of the priests. But with the loss of their polit­ical in­de­pend­ence, which had been al­ways in danger from the mil­it­ary tend­en­cies of the time, the priest­hood rap­idly de­gen­er­ated. The sys­tem was in fact pre­ma­ture; and even be­fore the in­dus­trial era of mod­ern times had set in, the aes­thetic and meta­phys­ical growth of the times had already gone too far for its feeble power of con­trol; and it then be­came as hos­tile to pro­gress as it had formerly been fa­vour­able to it. Moral qual­it­ies without in­tel­lec­tual su­peri­or­ity are not enough for a true spir­itual power; they will not en­able it to modify to any ap­pre­ciable ex­tent the strong pre­pon­der­ance of ma­ter­ial con­sid­er­a­tions. Con­sequently it is the primary con­di­tion of so­cial re­or­gan­iz­a­tion to put an end to the state of ut­ter re­volt which the in­tel­lect main­tains against the heart; a state which has ex­is­ted ever since the close of the Middle Ages and the source of which may be traced as far back as the Greek Meta­phys­i­cians. Pos­it­iv­ism has at last over­come the im­mense dif­fi­culties of this task. Its solu­tion con­sists in the found­a­tion of so­cial sci­ence on the basis of the pre­lim­in­ary sci­ences, so that at last there is unity of method in our con­cep­tions. Our act­ive fac­ulties have al­ways been guided by the Pos­it­ive spirit: and by its ex­ten­sion to the sphere of Feel­ing, a com­plete syn­thesis, alike spon­tan­eous and sys­tem­atic in its nature, is con­struc­ted; and every part of our nature is brought un­der the re­gen­er­at­ing in­flu­ence of the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity. Thus a new spir­itual power will arise, com­plete and ho­mo­gen­eous in struc­ture, co­her­ent and at the same time pro­gress­ive; and bet­ter cal­cu­lated than Cath­oli­cism to en­gage the sup­port of wo­men which is so ne­ces­sary to its ef­fi­cient ac­tion on so­ci­ety.

Were it not for the ma­ter­ial ne­ces­sit­ies of hu­man life, noth­ing fur­ther would be re­quired for its guid­ance than a spir­itual power such as is here de­scribed. We should have in that case no need for any la­bor­i­ous ex­er­tion; and uni­ver­sal be­ne­vol­ence would be looked upon as the sov­er­eign good, and would be­come the dir­ect ob­ject of all our ef­forts. All that would be ne­ces­sary would be to call our reas­on­ing powers, and still more, our ima­gin­a­tion into play, in or­der to keep this ob­ject con­stantly in view. Purely fic­ti­tious as such an hy­po­thesis may be, it is yet an ideal limit, to which our ac­tual life should be more and more nearly ap­prox­im­ated. As an Uto­pia, it is a fit sub­ject for the poet: and in his hands it will sup­ply the new re­li­gion with re­sources far su­per­ior to any that Chris­tian­ity de­rived from vague and un­real pic­tures of fu­ture bliss. In it we may carry out a more per­fect so­cial clas­si­fic­a­tion, in which men may be ranked by moral and in­tel­lec­tual merit, ir­re­spect­ively of wealth or po­s­i­tion. For the only stand­ard by which in such a state men could be tried would be their ca­pa­city to love and to please Hu­man­ity.

Such a stand­ard will of course never be prac­tic­ally ac­cep­ted, and in­deed the clas­si­fic­a­tion in ques­tion would be im­possible to ef­fect: yet it should al­ways be present to our minds; and should be con­tras­ted dis­pas­sion­ately with the ac­tual ar­range­ments of so­cial rank, with which power, even where ac­ci­dent­ally ac­quired, has more to do than worth. The priests of Hu­man­ity with the as­sist­ance of wo­men will avail them­selves largely of this con­trast in modi­fy­ing the ex­ist­ing or­der. Pos­it­iv­ist edu­ca­tion will fully ex­plain its moral valid­ity, and in our re­li­gious ser­vices ap­peal will fre­quently be made to it. Al­though an ideal ab­strac­tion, yet be­ing based on real­ity, ex­cept so far as the ne­ces­sit­ies of daily life are con­cerned, it will be far more ef­fic­a­cious than the vague and un­cer­tain clas­si­fic­a­tion foun­ded on the theo­lo­gical doc­trine of a fu­ture state. When so­ci­ety learns to ad­mit no other Provid­ence than its own, it will go so far in ad­opt­ing this ideal clas­si­fic­a­tion as to pro­duce a strong ef­fect on the classes who are the best aware of its im­prac­tic­ab­il­ity. But those who press this con­trast must be care­ful al­ways to re­spect the nat­ural laws which reg­u­late the dis­tri­bu­tion of wealth and rank. They have a def­in­ite so­cial func­tion, and that func­tion is not to be des­troyed, but to be im­proved and reg­u­lated. In or­der, there­fore, to re­con­cile these con­di­tions, we must limit our ideal clas­si­fic­a­tion to in­di­vidu­als, leav­ing the ac­tual sub­or­din­a­tion of of­fice and po­s­i­tion un­af­fected. Well-marked per­sonal su­peri­or­ity is not very com­mon; and so­ci­ety would be wast­ing its powers in use­less and in­ter­min­able con­tro­versy if it un­der­took to give each func­tion to its best or­gan, thus dis­pos­sess­ing the former func­tion­ary without tak­ing into ac­count the con­di­tions of prac­tical ex­per­i­ence. Even in the spir­itual hier­archy, where it is easier to judge of merit, such a course would be ut­terly sub­vers­ive of dis­cip­line. But there would be no polit­ical danger, and mor­ally there would be great ad­vant­age, in point­ing out all re­mark­able cases which il­lus­trate the dif­fer­ence between the or­der of rank and the or­der of merit. Respect may be shown to be noblest without com­prom­ising the au­thor­ity of the strongest. St. Bern­ard was es­teemed more highly than any of the Popes of his time; yet he re­mained in the humble po­s­i­tion of an ab­bot, and never failed to show the most per­fect de­fer­ence for the higher func­tion­ar­ies of the Church. A still more strik­ing ex­ample was fur­nished by St. Paul in re­cog­niz­ing the of­fi­cial su­peri­or­ity of St. Peter, of whose moral and men­tal in­feri­or­ity to him­self he must have been well aware. All or­gan­ized cor­por­a­tions, civil or mil­it­ary, can show in­stances on a less im­port­ant scale where the ab­stract or­der of merit has been ad­op­ted con­sist­ently with the con­crete or­der of rank. Where this is the case the two may be con­tras­ted without any sub­vers­ive con­sequences. The con­trast will be mor­ally be­ne­fi­cial to all classes, at the same time that it proves the im­per­fec­tion to which so com­plic­ated an or­gan­ism as hu­man so­ci­ety must be ever li­able.

Thus the re­li­gion of Hu­man­ity cre­ates an in­tel­lec­tual and moral power, which, could hu­man life be freed from the pres­sure of ma­ter­ial wants, would suf­fice for its guid­ance. Im­per­fect as our nature as­suredly is, yet so­cial sym­pathy has an in­trinsic charm which would make it para­mount, but for the im­per­i­ous ne­ces­sit­ies by which the in­stincts of self-pre­ser­va­tion are stim­u­lated. So ur­gent are they, that the greater part of life is ne­ces­sar­ily oc­cu­pied with ac­tions of a self-re­gard­ing kind, be­fore which Reason, Ima­gin­a­tion, and even Feel­ing, have to give way. Con­sequently this moral power, which seems so well ad­ap­ted for the dir­ec­tion of so­ci­ety, must only at­tempt to act as a modi­fy­ing in­flu­ence. Its sym­path­etic ele­ment, in other words, wo­men, ac­cept this ne­ces­sity without dif­fi­culty; for true af­fec­tion al­ways takes the right course of ac­tion, as soon as it is clearly in­dic­ated. But the in­tel­lect is far more un­will­ing to take a sub­or­din­ate po­s­i­tion. Its rash am­bi­tion is far more un­set­tling to the world than the am­bi­tion of rank and wealth, against which it so of­ten in­veighs. It is the hard­est of so­cial prob­lems to reg­u­late the ex­er­cise of the in­tel­lec­tual powers, while se­cur­ing them their due meas­ure of in­flu­ence; the ob­ject be­ing that the­or­et­ical power should be able really to modify, and yet should never be per­mit­ted to gov­ern. For the na­tions of an­tiquity this prob­lem was in­sol­uble; with them the in­tel­lect was al­ways either a tyr­ant or a slave. The solu­tion was at­temp­ted in the Middle Ages; but without suc­cess, ow­ing to the mil­it­ary and theo­lo­gical char­ac­ter of the times. Pos­it­iv­ism re­lies for solv­ing it on the real­ity which is one of its prin­cipal fea­tures, and on the fact that So­ci­ety has now entered on its in­dus­trial phase. Based on ac­cur­ate in­quiry into the past and fu­ture des­tinies of man, its aim is so to re­gen­er­ate our polit­ical ac­tion, as to trans­form it ul­ti­mately into a prac­tical wor­ship of Hu­man­ity; Mor­al­ity be­ing the wor­ship rendered by the af­fec­tions, Science and Po­etry that rendered by the in­tel­lect. Such is the prin­cipal mis­sion of the Oc­ci­dental priest­hood, a mis­sion in which wo­men and the work­ing classes will act­ively co­oper­ate.

The most im­port­ant ob­ject of this re­gen­er­ated polity will be the sub­sti­tu­tion of Du­ties for Rights; thus sub­or­din­at­ing per­sonal to so­cial con­sid­er­a­tions. The word “Right” should be ex­cluded from polit­ical lan­guage, as the word “Cause” from the lan­guage of philo­sophy. Both are theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical con­cep­tions; and the former is as im­moral and sub­vers­ive as the lat­ter is un­mean­ing and soph­ist­ical. Both are alike in­com­pat­ible with the fi­nal state; and their value dur­ing the re­volu­tion­ary period of mod­ern his­tory has simply con­sisted in their solvent ac­tion upon pre­vi­ous sys­tems. Rights, in the strict sense of the word, are pos­sible only so long as power is con­sidered as em­an­at­ing from a su­per­hu­man will. Rights, un­der all theo­lo­gical sys­tems, were di­vine; but in their op­pos­i­tion to theo­cracy, the meta­phys­i­cians of the last five cen­tur­ies in­tro­duced what they called the rights of Man; a con­cep­tion, the value of which con­sisted simply in its de­struct­ive ef­fects. Whenever it has been taken as the basis of a con­struct­ive policy, its an­ti­so­cial char­ac­ter, and its tend­ency to strengthen in­di­vidu­al­ism have al­ways been ap­par­ent. In the Pos­it­ive state, where no su­per­nat­ural claims are ad­miss­ible, the idea of “Right” will en­tirely dis­ap­pear. Every­one has du­ties, du­ties to­wards all; but rights in the or­din­ary sense can be claimed by none. Whatever se­cur­ity the in­di­vidual may re­quire is found in the gen­eral ac­know­ledg­ment of re­cip­rocal ob­lig­a­tions; and this gives a moral equi­val­ent for rights as hitherto claimed, without the ser­i­ous polit­ical dangers which they in­volved. In other words, no one has in any case any Right but that of do­ing his Duty. The ad­op­tion of this prin­ciple is the one way of real­iz­ing the grand ideal of the Middle Ages, the sub­or­din­a­tion of Polit­ics to Mor­als. In those times, how­ever, the vast bear­ings of the ques­tion were but very im­per­fectly ap­pre­hen­ded; its solu­tion is in­com­pat­ible with every form of theo­logy, and is only to be found in Pos­it­iv­ism.

The solu­tion con­sists in re­gard­ing our polit­ical and so­cial ac­tion as the ser­vice of Hu­man­ity. Its ob­ject should be to as­sist by con­scious ef­fort all func­tions, whether re­lat­ing to Order or to Pro­gress, which Hu­man­ity has hitherto per­formed spon­tan­eously. This is the ul­ti­mate ob­ject of Pos­it­ive re­li­gion. Without it all other as­pects of that re­li­gion would be in­ad­equate, and would soon cease to have any value. True af­fec­tion does not stop short at de­sire for good; it strains every ef­fort to at­tain it. The el­ev­a­tion of soul arising from the act of con­tem­plat­ing and ad­or­ing Hu­man­ity is not the sole ob­ject of re­li­gious wor­ship. Above and bey­ond this there is the motive of be­com­ing bet­ter able to serve Hu­man­ity; un­ceas­ing ac­tion on our part be­ing ne­ces­sary for her pre­ser­va­tion and de­vel­op­ment. This in­deed is the most dis­tinct­ive fea­ture of Pos­it­ive re­li­gion. The Su­preme Be­ing of former times had really little need of hu­man ser­vices. The con­sequence was, that with all theo­lo­gical be­liev­ers, and with mono­the­ists es­pe­cially, de­vo­tion al­ways ten­ded to de­gen­er­ate into quiet­ism. The danger could only be ob­vi­ated when the priest­hood had suf­fi­cient wis­dom to take ad­vant­age of the vague­ness of these the­or­ies, and to draw from them motives for prac­tical ex­er­tion. Noth­ing could be done in this dir­ec­tion un­less the priest­hood re­tained their so­cial in­de­pend­ence. As soon as this was taken from them by the usurp­a­tion of the tem­poral power, the more sin­cere amongst Cath­ol­ics lapsed into the quiet­istic spirit which for a long time had been kept in check. In Pos­it­iv­ism, on the con­trary, the doc­trine it­self, ir­re­spect­ive of the char­ac­ter of its teach­ers, is a dir­ect and con­tinu­ous in­cent­ive to ex­er­tion of every kind. The reason for this is to be found in the re­l­at­ive and de­pend­ent nature of our Su­preme Be­ing, of whom her own wor­ship­pers form a part.

In this, which is the es­sen­tial ser­vice of Hu­man­ity, and which in­fuses a re­li­gious spirit into every act of life, the fea­ture most prom­in­ent is co­oper­a­tion of ef­fort; co­oper­a­tion on so vast a scale that less com­plic­ated or­gan­isms have noth­ing to com­pare with it. The con­sensus of the so­cial or­gan­ism ex­tends to Time as well as Space. Hence the two dis­tinct as­pects of so­cial sym­pathy: the feel­ing of Solid­ar­ity, or union with the Present; and of Continu­ity, or union with the Past. Care­ful in­vest­ig­a­tion of any so­cial phe­nomenon, whether re­lat­ing to Order or to Pro­gress, al­ways proves con­ver­gence, dir­ect or in­dir­ect, of all con­tem­por­ar­ies and of all former gen­er­a­tions, within cer­tain geo­graph­ical and chro­no­lo­gical lim­its; and those lim­its re­cede as the de­vel­op­ment of Hu­man­ity ad­vances. In our thoughts and feel­ings such con­ver­gence is un­ques­tion­able; and it should be still more evid­ent in our ac­tions, the ef­fic­acy of which de­pends on co­oper­a­tions to a still greater de­gree. Here we feel how false as well as im­moral is the no­tion of “Right,” a word which, as com­monly used, im­plies ab­so­lute in­di­vidu­al­ity. The only prin­ciple on which Polit­ics can be sub­or­din­ated to Mor­als is, that in­di­vidu­als should be re­garded, not as so many dis­tinct be­ings, but as or­gans of one Su­preme Be­ing. Indeed, in all settled states of so­ci­ety, the in­di­vidual has al­ways been con­sidered as a pub­lic func­tion­ary, filling more or less ef­fi­ciently a def­in­ite post, whether form­ally ap­poin­ted to it or not. So fun­da­mental a prin­ciple has ever been re­cog­nized in­stinct­ively up to the period of re­volu­tion­ary trans­ition, which is now at length com­ing to an end; a period in which the ob­struct­ive and cor­rupt char­ac­ter of or­gan­ized so­ci­ety roused a spirit of an­archy which, though at first fa­vour­able to pro­gress, has now be­come an obstacle to it. Pos­it­iv­ism, how­ever, will place this prin­ciple bey­ond reach of at­tack, by giv­ing a sys­tem­atic demon­stra­tion of it, based on the sum of our sci­entific know­ledge.

And this demon­stra­tion will be the in­tel­lec­tual basis on which the moral au­thor­ity of the new priest­hood will rest. What they have to do is to show the de­pend­ence of each im­port­ant ques­tion, as it arises, upon so­cial co­oper­a­tion, and by this means to in­dic­ate the right path of duty. For this pur­pose all their sci­entific know­ledge and aes­thetic power will be needed, oth­er­wise so­cial feel­ing could never be de­veloped suf­fi­ciently to pro­duce any strong ef­fect upon con­duct. It would never, that is, go fur­ther than the feel­ings of mere solid­ar­ity with the Present, which is only its in­cip­i­ent and rudi­ment­ary form. We see this un­for­tu­nate nar­row­ness of view too of­ten in the best so­cial­ists, who, leav­ing the present without roots in the past, would carry us head­long to­wards a fu­ture of which they have no def­in­ite con­cep­tion. In all so­cial phe­nom­ena, and es­pe­cially in those of mod­ern times, the par­ti­cip­a­tion of our pre­de­cessors is greater than that of our con­tem­por­ar­ies. This truth is es­pe­cially ap­par­ent in in­dus­trial un­der­tak­ings, for which the com­bin­a­tion of ef­forts re­quired is so vast. It is our fi­li­ation with the Past, even more than our con­nec­tion with the Present, which teaches us that the only real life is the col­lect­ive life of the race; that in­di­vidual life has no ex­ist­ence ex­cept as an ab­strac­tion. Continu­ity is the fea­ture which dis­tin­guishes our race from all oth­ers. Many of the lower races are able to form a union among their liv­ing mem­bers; but it was re­served for Man to con­ceive and real­ize co­oper­a­tion of suc­cess­ive gen­er­a­tions, the source to which the gradual growth of civil­iz­a­tion is to be traced. So­cial sym­pathy is a bar­ren and im­per­fect feel­ing, and in­deed it is a cause of dis­turb­ance, so long as it ex­tends no fur­ther than the present time. It is a dis­reg­ard for his­tor­ical Continu­ity which in­duces that mis­taken an­ti­pathy to all forms of in­her­it­ance which is now so com­mon. Scientific study of his­tory would soon con­vince those of our so­cial­ist writers who are sin­cere of their rad­ical er­ror in this re­spect. If they were more fa­mil­iar with the col­lect­ive in­her­it­ance of so­ci­ety, the value of which no one can ser­i­ously dis­pute, they would feel less ob­jec­tion to in­her­it­ance in its ap­plic­a­tion to in­di­vidu­als or fam­il­ies. Practical ex­per­i­ence, moreover, bring­ing them into con­tact with the facts of the case, will gradu­ally show them that without the sense of con­tinu­ity with the Past they can­not really un­der­stand their solid­ar­ity with the Present. For, in the first place, each in­di­vidual in the course of his growth passes spon­tan­eously through phases cor­res­pond­ing in a great meas­ure to those of our his­tor­ical de­vel­op­ment; and there­fore, without some know­ledge of the his­tory of so­ci­ety, he can­not un­der­stand the his­tory of his own life. Again, each of these suc­cess­ive phases may be found amongst the less ad­vanced na­tions who do not as yet share in the gen­eral pro­gress of Hu­man­ity; so that we can­not prop­erly sym­path­ize with these na­tions, if we ig­nore the suc­cess­ive stages of de­vel­op­ment in Western Europe. The no­bler so­cial­ists and com­mun­ists, those es­pe­cially who be­long to the work­ing classes, will soon be alive to the er­ror and danger of these in­con­sist­en­cies, and will sup­ply this de­fi­ciency in their edu­ca­tion, which at present viti­ates their ef­forts. With wo­men, the purest and most spon­tan­eous ele­ment of the mod­er­at­ing power, the priests of Hu­man­ity will find it less dif­fi­cult to in­tro­duce the broad prin­ciples of his­tor­ical sci­ence. They are more in­clined than any other class to re­cog­nize our con­tinu­ity with the Past, be­ing them­selves its ori­ginal source.

Without a sci­entific basis, there­fore, a basis which must it­self rest on the whole sum of Pos­it­ive spec­u­la­tion, it is im­possible for our so­cial sym­path­ies to de­velop them­selves fully, so as to ex­tend not to the Present only, but also and still more strongly to the Past. And this is the first motive, a motive foun­ded alike on moral and on in­tel­lec­tual con­sid­er­a­tions, for the sep­ar­a­tion of tem­poral from spir­itual power in the fi­nal or­gan­iz­a­tion of so­ci­ety. The more vig­or­ously we con­cen­trate our ef­forts upon so­cial pro­gress, the more clearly shall we feel the im­possib­il­ity of modi­fy­ing so­cial phe­nom­ena without know­ledge of the laws that reg­u­late them. This in­volves the ex­ist­ence of an in­tel­lec­tual class spe­cially de­voted to the study of so­cial phe­nom­ena. Such a class will be in­ves­ted with the con­sultat­ive au­thor­ity for which their know­ledge qual­i­fies them, and also with the func­tion of teach­ing ne­ces­sary for the dif­fu­sion of their prin­ciples. In the minor arts of life it is gen­er­ally re­cog­nized that prin­ciples should be in­vest­ig­ated and taught by thinkers who are not con­cerned in ap­ply­ing them. In the art of So­cial Life, so far more dif­fi­cult and im­port­ant than any other, the sep­ar­a­tion of the­ory from prac­tice is of far greater mo­ment. The wis­dom of such a course is ob­vi­ous, and all op­pos­i­tion to it will be over­come, as soon as it be­comes gen­er­ally re­cog­nized that so­cial phe­nom­ena are sub­ject to in­vari­able laws; laws of so com­plic­ated a char­ac­ter and so de­pend­ent upon other sci­ences as to make it doubly ne­ces­sary that minds of the highest or­der should be spe­cially de­voted to their in­ter­pret­a­tion.

But there is an­other as­pect of the ques­tion of not less im­port­ance in sound polity. Se­par­a­tion of tem­poral from spir­itual power is as ne­ces­sary for free in­di­vidual activ­ity as for so­cial co­oper­a­tion. Hu­man­ity is char­ac­ter­ized by the in­de­pend­ence as well as by the con­ver­gence of the in­di­vidu­als or fam­il­ies of which she is com­posed. The lat­ter con­di­tion, con­ver­gence, is that which se­cures Order; but the former is no less es­sen­tial to Pro­gress. Both are alike ur­gent: yet in an­cient times they were in­com­pat­ible, for the reason that spir­itual and tem­poral power were al­ways in the same hands; in the hands of the priests in some cases, at other times in those of the mil­it­ary chief. As long as the State held to­gether, the in­de­pend­ence of the in­di­vidual was ha­bitu­ally sac­ri­ficed to the con­ver­gence of the body politic. This ex­plains why the con­cep­tion of Pro­gress never arose, even in the minds of the most vis­ion­ary schemers. The two con­di­tions were ir­re­con­cil­able un­til the Middle Ages, when a re­mark­able at­tempt was made to sep­ar­ate the modi­fy­ing power from the gov­ern­ing power, and so to make Polit­ics sub­or­din­ate to Mor­als. Co­op­er­a­tion of ef­forts was now placed on a dif­fer­ent foot­ing. It was the res­ult of free as­sent rendered by the heart and un­der­stand­ing to a re­li­gious sys­tem which laid down gen­eral rules of con­duct, in which noth­ing was ar­bit­rary, and which were ap­plied to gov­ernors as strictly as to their sub­jects. The con­sequence was that Cath­oli­cism, not­with­stand­ing its ex­treme de­fects in­tel­lec­tu­ally and so­cially, pro­duced moral and polit­ical res­ults of very great value. Chiv­alry arose, a type of life, in which the most vig­or­ous in­de­pend­ence was com­bined with the most in­tense de­vo­tion to a com­mon cause. Every class in Western So­ci­ety was el­ev­ated by this union of per­sonal dig­nity with uni­ver­sal broth­er­hood. So well is hu­man nature ad­ap­ted for this com­bin­a­tion, that it arose un­der the first re­li­gious sys­tem of which the prin­ciples were not in­com­pat­ible with it. With the ne­ces­sary de­cay of that re­li­gion, it be­came ser­i­ously im­paired, but yet was pre­served in­stinct­ively, es­pe­cially in coun­tries un­touched by Prot­est­ant­ism. By it the me­di­eval sys­tem pre­pared the way for the con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity; since it put an end to the fatal op­pos­i­tion in which the two char­ac­ter­istic at­trib­utes of Hu­man­ity, in­de­pend­ence and co­oper­a­tion, had hitherto ex­is­ted. Cath­oli­cism brought unity into theo­lo­gical re­li­gion, and by do­ing so, led to its de­cline; but it paved the way long be­fore­hand for the more com­plete and more real prin­ciple of unity on which hu­man so­ci­ety will be fi­nally or­gan­ized.

But mer­it­ori­ous and use­ful as this pre­ma­ture at­tempt was, it was no real solu­tion of the prob­lem. The spirit and tem­per of the period were not ripe for any def­in­ite solu­tion. Theolo­gical be­lief and mil­it­ary life were alike in­con­sist­ent with any per­man­ent sep­ar­a­tion of the­or­et­ical and prac­tical powers. It was main­tained only for a few cen­tur­ies pre­cari­ously and in­ad­equately, by a sort of nat­ural bal­ance or rather os­cil­la­tion between im­per­i­al­ism and theo­cracy. But the pos­it­ive spirit and the in­dus­trial char­ac­ter of mod­ern times tend nat­ur­ally to this di­vi­sion of power; and when it is con­sciously re­cog­nized as a prin­ciple, the dif­fi­culty of re­con­cil­ing co­oper­a­tion with in­de­pend­ence will ex­ist no longer. For in the first place, the rules to which hu­man con­duct will be sub­jec­ted, will rest, as in Cath­olic times, but to a still higher de­gree, upon per­sua­sion and con­vic­tion, in­stead of com­pul­sion. Again, the fact of the new faith be­ing al­ways sus­cept­ible of demon­stra­tion, renders the spir­itual sys­tem based on it more el­ev­at­ing as well as more dur­able. The rules of Cath­olic mor­al­ity were only saved from be­ing ar­bit­rary by the in­tro­duc­tion of a su­per­nat­ural Will as a sub­sti­tute for mere hu­man au­thor­ity. The plan had un­doubtedly many ad­vant­ages; but liberty in the true sense was not se­cured by it, since the rules re­mained as be­fore without ex­plan­a­tion; it was only their source that was changed. Still less suc­cess­ful was the sub­sequent at­tempt of meta­phys­i­cians to prove that sub­mis­sion to gov­ern­ment was the found­a­tion of vir­tue. It was only a re­turn to the old sys­tem of ar­bit­rary wills, stripped of the theo­cratic sanc­tion to which all its claims to re­spect and its free­dom from caprice had been due. The only way to re­con­cile in­de­pend­ence with so­cial union, and thereby to reach true liberty, lies in obed­i­ence to the ob­ject­ive laws of the world and of hu­man nature; clear­ing these as far as pos­sible of all that is sub­ject­ive, and thus ren­der­ing them amen­able to sci­entific demon­stra­tion. Of such im­mense con­sequence to so­ci­ety will it be to ex­tend the sci­entific method to the com­plex and im­port­ant phe­nom­ena of hu­man nature. Man will no longer be the slave of man; he yields only to ex­ternal Law; and to this those who demon­strate it to him are as sub­missive as him­self. In such obed­i­ence there can be no de­grad­a­tion even where the laws are in­flex­ible. But, as Pos­it­iv­ism shows us, in most cases they are modi­fi­able, and this es­pe­cially in the case of our men­tal and moral con­sti­tu­tion. Con­sequently our obed­i­ence is here no longer pass­ive obed­i­ence: it im­plies the de­vo­tion of every fac­ulty of our nature to the im­prove­ment of a world of which we are in a true sense mas­ters. The nat­ural laws to which we owe sub­mis­sion fur­nish the basis for our in­ter­ven­tion; they dir­ect our ef­forts and give sta­bil­ity to our pur­pose. The more per­fectly they are known, the more free will our con­duct be­come from ar­bit­rary com­mand or servile obed­i­ence. True, our know­ledge of these laws will very sel­dom at­tain such pre­ci­sion as to en­able us to do al­to­gether without com­puls­ory au­thor­ity. When the in­tel­lect is in­ad­equate, the heart must take its place. There are cer­tain rules of life for which it is dif­fi­cult to as­sign the ex­act ground, and where af­fec­tion must as­sist reason in sup­ply­ing motives for obed­i­ence. Wholly to dis­pense with ar­bit­rary au­thor­ity is im­possible; nor will it de­grade us to sub­mit to it, provided that it be al­ways re­garded as sec­ond­ary to the uni­form su­prem­acy of ex­ternal Laws, and that every step in the de­vel­op­ment of our men­tal and moral powers shall re­strict its em­ploy­ment. Both con­di­tions are evid­ently sat­is­fied in the Pos­it­ive sys­tem of life. The tend­ency of mod­ern in­dustry and sci­ence is to make us less de­pend­ent on in­di­vidual caprice, as well as more as­sim­il­able to the uni­ver­sal Or­gan­ism. Pos­it­iv­ism there­fore se­cures the liberty and dig­nity of man by its demon­stra­tion that so­cial phe­nom­ena, like all oth­ers, are sub­ject to nat­ural laws, which, within cer­tain lim­its, are modi­fi­able by wise ac­tion on the part of so­ci­ety. Totally con­trary, on the other hand, is the spirit of meta­phys­ical schemes of polity, in which so­ci­ety is sup­posed to have no spon­tan­eous im­pulses, and is handed over to the will of the le­gis­lator. In these de­grad­ing and op­press­ive schemes, union is pur­chased, as in an­cient times, at the cost of in­de­pend­ence.

In these two ways, then, Pos­it­ive re­li­gion in­flu­ences the prac­tical life of Hu­man­ity, in ac­cord­ance with the nat­ural laws that reg­u­late her ex­ist­ence. First, the sense of Solid­ar­ity with the Present is per­fec­ted by adding to it the sense of Continu­ity with the Past; secondly, the co­oper­a­tion of her in­di­vidual agents is rendered com­pat­ible with their in­de­pend­ence. Not till this is done can Polit­ics be­come really sub­or­din­ate to Mor­als, and the feel­ing of Duty be sub­sti­tuted for that of Right. Our act­ive powers will be mod­i­fied by the com­bined in­flu­ence of feel­ing and reason, as ex­pressed in in­dis­put­able rules which it will be for the spir­itual power to make known to us. Tem­poral gov­ern­ment, who­ever its ad­min­is­trat­ors may be, will al­ways be mod­i­fied by mor­al­ity. Whereas in all meta­phys­ical sys­tems of polity noth­ing is provided for but the modes of ac­cess to gov­ern­ment and the lim­its of its vari­ous de­part­ments; no prin­ciples are given to dir­ect its ap­plic­a­tion or to en­able us to form a right judg­ment of it.

From this gen­eral view of the prac­tical ser­vice of Hu­man­ity, we pass now to the two lead­ing di­vi­sions of the sub­ject; with the view of com­plet­ing our con­cep­tion of the fun­da­mental prin­ciple of Pos­it­ive Polity, the sep­ar­a­tion of tem­poral from spir­itual power.

The ac­tion of Hu­man­ity relates either to her ex­ternal cir­cum­stances, or to the facts of her own nature. Each of these two great func­tions in­volves both Order and Pro­gress; but the first relates more spe­cially to the pre­ser­va­tion of her ex­ist­ence, the second to her pro­gress­ive de­vel­op­ment. Hu­man­ity, like every other or­gan­ism, has to act un­ceas­ingly on the sur­round­ing world in or­der to main­tain and ex­tend her ma­ter­ial ex­ist­ence. Thus the chief ob­ject of her prac­tical life is to sat­isfy the wants of our phys­ical nature, wants which ne­ces­sit­ate con­tinual re­pro­duc­tion of ma­ter­i­als in suf­fi­cient quant­it­ies. This pro­duc­tion soon comes to de­pend more on the co­oper­a­tion of suc­cess­ive gen­er­a­tions than on that of con­tem­por­ar­ies. Even in these lower but in­dis­pens­able func­tions, we work prin­cip­ally for our suc­cessors, and the res­ults that we en­joy are in great part due to those that have gone be­fore us. Each gen­er­a­tion pro­duces more ma­ter­ial wealth than is re­quired for its own wants; and the use of the sur­plus is to fa­cil­it­ate the la­bour and pre­pare the main­ten­ance of the gen­er­a­tion fol­low­ing. The agents in this trans­mis­sion of wealth nat­ur­ally take the lead in the in­dus­trial move­ment; since the pos­ses­sion of pro­vi­sions and in­stru­ments of pro­duc­tion gives an ad­vant­age which can only be lost by un­usual in­ca­pa­city. And this will sel­dom hap­pen, be­cause cap­ital nat­ur­ally tends to ac­cu­mu­late with those who make a cau­tious and skil­ful use of it.

Cap­it­al­ists then will be the tem­poral chiefs of mod­ern so­ci­ety. Their of­fice is con­sec­rated in Pos­it­ive re­li­gion as that of the nu­trit­ive or­gans of Hu­man­ity; or­gans which col­lect and pre­pare the ma­ter­i­als ne­ces­sary for life, and which also dis­trib­ute them, sub­ject al­ways to the in­flu­ence of a modi­fy­ing cent­ral or­gan. The dir­ect and palp­able im­port­ance of their func­tions is a stim­u­lus to pride; and in every re­spect they are strongly in­flu­enced by per­sonal in­stincts, which are ne­ces­sary to sus­tain the vigour of their en­er­gies. Con­sequently, if left to them­selves, they are apt to ab­use their power, and to gov­ern by the ig­noble method of com­pul­sion, dis­reg­ard­ing all ap­peals to reason and to mor­al­ity. Hence the need of a com­bin­a­tion of moral forces to ex­er­cise a con­stant check upon the hard­ness with which they are so apt to use their au­thor­ity. And this leads us to the second of the two great func­tions of Hu­man­ity.

This func­tion is ana­log­ous to that of In­nerv­a­tion in in­di­vidu­als. Its ob­ject is the ad­vance­ment of Hu­man­ity, whether in phys­ical or still more in in­tel­lec­tual and moral as­pects. It might seem at first sight re­stric­ted, as in lower or­gan­isms, to the sec­ond­ary of­fice of as­sist­ing the nu­trit­ive func­tion. Soon, how­ever, it de­vel­ops qual­it­ies pe­cu­liar to it­self, qual­it­ies on which our highest hap­pi­ness de­pends. And thus we might ima­gine that life was to be en­tirely given up to the free play of reason, ima­gin­a­tion, and feel­ing, were we not con­stantly forced back by the ne­ces­sit­ies of our phys­ical nature to less de­light­ful oc­cu­pa­tions. There­fore this in­tel­lec­tual and moral func­tion, not­with­stand­ing its em­in­ence, can never be su­preme in our nature; yet in­de­pend­ently of its in­trinsic charm, it forms our prin­cipal means, whether used con­sciously or oth­er­wise, in con­trolling the some­what blind ac­tion of the nu­trit­ive or­gans. It is in wo­men, whose func­tion is ana­log­ous to that of the af­fect­ive or­gans in the in­di­vidual brain, that we find this modi­fy­ing in­flu­ence in its purest and most spon­tan­eous form. But the full value of their in­flu­ence is not real­ized un­til they act in com­bin­a­tion with the philo­sophic class; which, though its dir­ect en­ergy is small, is as in­dis­pens­able to the col­lect­ive Or­gan­ism as the spec­u­lat­ive func­tions of the brain are to the in­di­vidual. Besides these two es­sen­tial ele­ments of moral power, we find, when Hu­man­ity reaches her ma­tur­ity, a third ele­ment which com­pletes the con­sti­tu­tion of this power and fur­nishes a basis for its polit­ical ac­tion. This third ele­ment is the work­ing class, whose in­flu­ence may be re­garded as the act­ive func­tion in the in­nerv­a­tion of the so­cial Or­gan­ism.

It is in­deed to the work­ing class that we look for the only pos­sible solu­tion of the great hu­man prob­lem, the vic­tory of So­cial feel­ing over Self-love. Their want of leis­ure, and their poverty, ex­cludes them from polit­ical power; and yet wealth, which is the basis of that power, can­not be pro­duced without them. They are al­lied to the spir­itual power by the sim­il­ar­ity of their tastes and of their cir­cum­stances. Moreover, they look to it for sys­tem­atic edu­ca­tion, of the im­port­ance of which not merely to their hap­pi­ness, but to their dig­nity and moral cul­ture, they are deeply con­scious. The nature of their oc­cu­pa­tions, though ab­sorb­ing so large a por­tion of their time, yet leaves the mind for the most part free. Find­ing little in the spe­ci­al­it­ies of their work to in­terest them, they are the more in­clined to rise to gen­eral prin­ciples, provided al­ways that such prin­ciples com­bine util­ity with real­ity. Be­ing less oc­cu­pied than other classes with con­sid­er­a­tions of rank and wealth, they are the more dis­posed to give free play to gen­er­ous feel­ings, the value and the charm of which is more strongly im­pressed on them by their ex­per­i­ence of life. As their strength lies in num­bers, they have a greater tend­ency to union than cap­it­al­ists, who, hav­ing in their own hands a power which they are apt to sup­pose res­ist­less, have no such motive for as­so­ci­ation. They will give their en­er­getic sup­port to the priest­hood in its ef­forts to con­trol the ab­use of the power of wealth, and in every re­spect they are pre­pared to ac­cept and en­force its moral in­flu­ence. Be­ing at once spe­cial and gen­eral, prac­tical and spec­u­lat­ive, and at the same time al­ways an­im­ated by strong sym­path­ies, they form an in­ter­me­di­ate link between the prac­tical and the­or­et­ical powers; con­nec­ted with the one by the need of edu­ca­tion and coun­sel, and with the other by the ne­ces­sit­ies of la­bour and sub­sist­ence. The people rep­res­ent the activ­ity of the Su­preme Be­ing, as wo­men rep­res­ent its sym­pathy, and philo­soph­ers its in­tel­lect.

But in the or­gan­ized ac­tion of these three or­gans of in­nerv­a­tion upon the or­gans of so­cial nu­tri­tion, it must be borne in mind that the lat­ter are not to be im­peded in their func­tions. The con­trol ex­er­cised is to be of a kind that will en­noble them by set­ting their im­port­ance in its true light. True, we are not to en­cour­age the fool­ish and im­moral pride of mod­ern cap­it­al­ists, who look upon them­selves as the cre­at­ors and sole ar­bit­ers of their ma­ter­ial power, the found­a­tions of which are in real­ity due to the com­bined ac­tion of their pre­de­cessors and con­tem­por­ar­ies. They ought to be re­garded simply as pub­lic func­tion­ar­ies, re­spons­ible for the ad­min­is­tra­tion of cap­ital and the dir­ec­tion of in­dus­trial en­ter­prise. But at the same time we must be care­ful not to un­der­rate the im­mense value of their func­tion, or in any way ob­struct its per­form­ance. All this fol­lows at once from the policy of Se­par­a­tion of Powers. The re­spons­ib­il­ity un­der which it is here pro­posed to place cap­it­al­ists is purely moral, whereas meta­phys­i­cians of the re­volu­tion­ary school have al­ways been in fa­vour of polit­ical co­er­cion. In cases where the rich neg­lect their duty, the Pos­it­ive priest­hood will re­sort in the first in­stance to every method of con­vic­tion and per­sua­sion that can be sug­ges­ted by the edu­ca­tion which the rich have re­ceived in com­mon with other classes. Should this course fail, there re­mains the re­source of pro­noun­cing formal con­dem­na­tion of their con­duct; and sup­pos­ing this to be rat­i­fied by the work­ing men of every city, and the wo­men of every fam­ily, its ef­fect would be dif­fi­cult to with­stand. In very hein­ous cases it might be ne­ces­sary to pro­ceed to the ex­treme length of so­cial ex­com­mu­nic­a­tion, the ef­fic­acy of which, in cases where it de­served and re­ceived gen­eral as­sent, would be even greater than in the Middle Ages; the or­gan­iz­a­tion of the spir­itual power in those times be­ing very im­per­fect. But even in this case the means used for re­pres­sion are of a purely moral kind. The in­creas­ingly rare cases that call for polit­ical meas­ures be­long ex­clus­ively to the province of the tem­poral power.

Hered­it­ary trans­mis­sion of wealth has been strongly con­demned by meta­phys­ical writers. But it is after all a nat­ural mode of trans­mis­sion, and the moral dis­cip­line above de­scribed will be a suf­fi­cient check upon its worst ab­uses. When the sense of Duty is sub­sti­tuted for the sense of Right, it mat­ters little who may be the pos­sessor of any given power, provided it be well used. In­her­it­ance, as Pos­it­iv­ism shows, has great so­cial ad­vant­ages, es­pe­cially when ap­plied to func­tions which re­quire no ex­traordin­ary ca­pa­city, and which are best learnt in the train­ing of do­mestic life. Tak­ing the moral point of view, we find that men who have been al­ways ac­cus­tomed to wealth are more dis­posed to be gen­er­ous than those who have amassed it gradu­ally, how­ever hon­our­able the means used. In­her­it­ance was ori­gin­ally the mode in which all func­tions were trans­mit­ted; and in the case of wealth there is no reason why it should not al­ways con­tinue, since the mere pre­ser­va­tion of wealth, without ref­er­ence to its em­ploy­ment, re­quires but little spe­cial abil­ity. There is no guar­an­tee that, if other guard­i­ans of cap­ital were ap­poin­ted, the pub­lic would be bet­ter served. Modern in­dustry has long ago proved the ad­min­is­trat­ive su­peri­or­ity of private en­ter­prise in com­mer­cial trans­ac­tions; and all so­cial func­tions that ad­mit of it will gradu­ally pass into private man­age­ment, al­ways ex­cept­ing the great the­or­etic func­tions in which com­bined ac­tion will ever be ne­ces­sary. De­claim as the en­vi­ous will against hered­it­ary wealth, its pos­sessors, when they have a good dis­pos­i­tion moul­ded by a wise edu­ca­tion and a healthy state of pub­lic opin­ion, will in many cases rank amongst the most use­ful or­gans of Hu­man­ity. It is not the class who con­sti­tute the moral force of so­ci­ety, that will give vent to these idle com­plaints, or at least they will be con­fined to those in­di­vidu­als among them who fail to un­der­stand the dig­nity and value of their com­mon mis­sion of el­ev­at­ing man’s af­fec­tions, in­tel­lect, and en­er­gies.

The only cases in which the spir­itual power has to in­ter­fere spe­cially for the pro­tec­tion of ma­ter­ial in­terests fall un­der two prin­ciples, which are very plainly in­dic­ated by the nat­ural or­der of so­ci­ety. The first prin­ciple is, that Man should sup­port Wo­man; the second, that the Act­ive class should sup­port the Spec­u­lat­ive class. The ne­ces­sity of both these con­di­tions is evid­ent; without them the ef­fect­ive and spec­u­lat­ive func­tion of Hu­man­ity can­not be ad­equately per­formed. Priv­ate and pub­lic wel­fare are so deeply in­volved in the in­flu­ence ex­er­cised by Feel­ing over the in­tel­lec­tual and act­ive powers, that we shall do well to se­cure that in­flu­ence, even at the cost of re­mov­ing one half of the race from in­dus­trial oc­cu­pa­tions. Even in the low­est tribes of sav­ages we find the stronger sex re­cog­niz­ing some ob­lig­a­tions to­wards the weaker; and it is this which dis­tin­guishes hu­man love, even in its coarser forms, from an­imal ap­pet­ite. With every step in the pro­gress of Hu­man­ity we find the ob­lig­a­tion more dis­tinctly ac­know­ledged, and more fully sat­is­fied. In Pos­it­ive re­li­gion it be­comes a fun­da­mental duty, for which each in­di­vidual, or even so­ci­ety, when it may be ne­ces­sary, will be held re­spons­ible. As to the second prin­ciple, it is one which has been already ad­mit­ted by former sys­tems; and, in spite of the an­archy in which we live, it has never been wholly dis­carded, at least in coun­tries which have been un­af­fected by the in­di­vidu­al­ist tend­en­cies of Prot­est­ant­ism. Pos­it­iv­ism, how­ever, while ad­opt­ing the prin­ciple as in­dis­pens­able to the the­or­etic func­tions of Hu­man­ity, will em­ploy it far more spar­ingly than Cath­oli­cism, the de­cay of which was very much hastened by its ex­cess­ive wealth. If tem­poral and spir­itual power are really to be sep­ar­ated, philo­soph­ers should have as little to do with wealth as with gov­ern­ment. Resem­bling wo­men in their ex­clu­sion from polit­ical power, their po­s­i­tion as to wealth should be like that of the work­ing classes, proper re­gard be­ing had to the re­quire­ments of their of­fice. By fol­low­ing this course, they may be con­fid­ent that the pur­ity of their opin­ions and ad­vice will never be called in ques­tion.

These two con­di­tions then, Cap­it­al­ists, as the nor­mal ad­min­is­trat­ors of the com­mon fund of wealth, will be ex­pec­ted to sat­isfy. They must, that is, so reg­u­late the dis­tri­bu­tion of wages, that wo­men shall be re­leased from work; and they must see that proper re­mu­ner­a­tion is given for in­tel­lec­tual la­bour. To ex­act the per­form­ance of these con­di­tions seems no easy task; yet un­til they are sat­is­fied, the equi­lib­rium of our so­cial eco­nomy will re­main un­stable. The in­sti­tu­tion of prop­erty can be main­tained no longer upon the un­ten­able ground of per­sonal right. Its present pos­sessors may prob­ably de­cline to ac­cept these prin­ciples. In that case their func­tions will pass in one way or an­other to new or­gans, un­til Hu­man­ity finds ser­vants who will not shirk their fun­da­mental du­ties, but who will re­cog­nize them as the first con­di­tion of their ten­ure of power. That power, sub­ject to these lim­it­a­tions, will then be re­garded with the highest re­spect, for all will feel that the ex­ist­ence of Hu­man­ity de­pends on it. Alike on in­tel­lec­tual and on moral grounds, so­ci­ety will re­pu­di­ate the en­vi­ous pas­sions and sub­vers­ive views which are aroused at present by the un­foun­ded claims of prop­erty, and by its re­pu­di­ation, since the Middle Ages, of every real moral ob­lig­a­tion. Rich men will feel that prin­ciples like these, leav­ing as they do so large a mar­gin of vol­un­tary ac­tion to the in­di­vidual, are the only method of es­cap­ing from the polit­ical op­pres­sion with which they are now threatened. The free con­cen­tra­tion of cap­ital will then be read­ily ac­cep­ted as ne­ces­sary to its so­cial use­ful­ness; for great du­ties im­ply great powers.

This, then, is the way in which the priests of Hu­man­ity may hope to re­gen­er­ate the ma­ter­ial power of wealth, and bring the nu­trit­ive func­tions of so­ci­ety into har­mony with the other parts of the body politic. The con­tests for which as yet there are but too many motives will then cease; the People without loss of dig­nity will give free play to their nat­ural in­stincts of re­spect, and will be as will­ing to ac­cept the au­thor­ity of their polit­ical rulers as to place con­fid­ence in their spir­itual guides. They will feel that true hap­pi­ness has no ne­ces­sary con­nec­tion with wealth; that it de­pends far more on free play be­ing given to their in­tel­lec­tual, moral, and so­cial qual­it­ies; and that in this re­spect they are more fa­vour­ably situ­ated than those above them. They will cease to as­pire to the en­joy­ments of wealth and power, leav­ing them to those whose polit­ical activ­ity re­quires that strong stim­u­lus. Each man’s am­bi­tion will be to do his work well; and after it is over, to per­form his more gen­eral func­tion of as­sist­ing the spir­itual power, and of tak­ing part in the form­a­tion of Public Opin­ion, by giv­ing his best judg­ment upon passing events. Of the lim­its to be ob­served by the spir­itual power the People will be well aware; and they will ac­cept none which does not sub­or­din­ate the in­tel­lect to the heart, and guar­an­tee the pur­ity of its doc­trine by strict ab­stin­ence from polit­ical power. By an ap­peal to the prin­ciples of Pos­it­ive Polity, they will at once check any fool­ish yield­ing on the part of philo­soph­ers to polit­ical am­bi­tion, and will re­store the tem­poral power to its proper place. They will be aware that though the gen­eral prin­ciples of prac­tical life rest upon Science, it is not for Science to dir­ect their ap­plic­a­tion. The in­ca­pa­city of the­or­ists to ap­ply their the­or­ies prac­tic­ally has long been re­cog­nized in minor mat­ters, and it will now be re­cog­nized as equally ap­plic­able to polit­ical ques­tions. The province of the philo­sopher is edu­ca­tion; and as the res­ult of edu­ca­tion, coun­sel: the province of the cap­it­al­ist is ac­tion and au­thor­it­at­ive dir­ec­tion. This is the only right dis­tri­bu­tion of power; and the people will in­sist on main­tain­ing it in its in­teg­rity, see­ing, as they will, that without it the har­mo­ni­ous ex­ist­ence of Hu­man­ity is im­possible.

From this view of the prac­tical side of the re­li­gion of Hu­man­ity taken in con­nec­tion with its in­tel­lec­tual and moral side, we may form a gen­eral con­cep­tion of the fi­nal re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions, by which alone the great Re­volu­tion can be brought to a close. But the time for ef­fect­ing this re­con­struc­tion has not yet come. There must be a pre­vi­ous re­con­struc­tion of opin­ions and habits of life upon the basis laid down by Pos­it­iv­ism; and for this at least one gen­er­a­tion is re­quired. In the in­ter­val all polit­ical meas­ures must re­tain their pro­vi­sional char­ac­ter, al­though in fram­ing them the fi­nal state is al­ways to be taken into ac­count. As yet noth­ing can be said to have been es­tab­lished, ex­cept the moral prin­ciple on which Pos­it­iv­ism rests, the sub­or­din­a­tion of Polit­ics to Mor­als. For this is in fact im­pli­citly in­volved in the pro­clam­a­tion of a Re­pub­lic in France; a step which can­not now be re­called, and which im­plies that each cit­izen is to de­vote all his fac­ulties to the ser­vice of Hu­man­ity. But with re­gard to the so­cial or­gan­iz­a­tion, by which alone this prin­ciple can be car­ried into ef­fect, al­though its basis has been laid down by Pos­it­iv­ism, it has not yet re­ceived the sanc­tion of the Public. It may be hoped, how­ever, that the motto which I have put for­ward as de­script­ive of the new polit­ical philo­sophy, “Order and Pro­gress,” will soon be ad­op­ted spon­tan­eously.

In the first or neg­at­ive phase of the Re­volu­tion, all that was done was ut­terly to re­pu­di­ate the old polit­ical sys­tem. No in­dic­a­tion whatever was given of the state of things which was to suc­ceed it. The motto of the time, “Liberty and Equal­ity,” is an ex­act rep­res­ent­a­tion of this state of things, the con­di­tions ex­pressed in it be­ing ut­terly con­tra­dict­ory, and in­com­pat­ible with or­gan­iz­a­tion of any kind. For ob­vi­ously, Liberty gives free scope to su­peri­or­ity of all kinds, and es­pe­cially to moral and men­tal su­peri­or­ity; so that if a uni­form level of Equal­ity is in­sisted on, free­dom of growth is checked. Yet in­con­sist­ent as the motto was, it was ad­mir­ably ad­ap­ted to the de­struct­ive tem­per of the time; a time when hatred of the Past com­pensated the lack of in­sight into the Fu­ture. It had, too, a pro­gress­ive tend­ency, which partly neut­ral­ized its sub­vers­ive spirit. It in­spired the first at­tempt to de­rive true prin­ciples of polity from gen­eral views of his­tory; the mem­or­able though un­suc­cess­ful es­say of my great pre­de­cessor Con­dorcet.14 Thus the first in­tim­a­tion of the fu­ture in­flu­ence of the his­tor­ical spirit was given at the very time when the anti-his­tor­ical spirit had reached its cli­max.

The long period of re­ac­tion which suc­ceeded the first crisis gave rise to no polit­ical motto of any im­port­ance. It was a period for which men of any vigour of thought and char­ac­ter could not but feel secret re­pug­nance. It pro­duced, how­ever, a uni­ver­sal con­vic­tion that the meta­phys­ical policy of the re­volu­tion­ists was of no avail for con­struct­ive pur­poses. And it gave rise to the his­tor­ical works of the Neo-Cath­olic school, which pre­pared the way for Pos­it­iv­ism by giv­ing the first fair ap­pre­ci­ation of the Middle Ages.

But the Coun­ter­re­volu­tion, be­gun by Robe­s­pi­erre, car­ried to its full length by Bona­parte, and con­tin­ued by the Bour­bons, came to an end in the mem­or­able out­break of 1830. A neut­ral period of eight­een years fol­lowed, and a new motto, “Liberty and Public Order,” was tem­por­ar­ily ad­op­ted. This motto was very ex­press­ive of the polit­ical con­di­tion of the time; and the more so that it arose spon­tan­eously, without ever re­ceiv­ing any formal sanc­tion. It ex­pressed the gen­eral feel­ing of the pub­lic, who, feel­ing that the secret of the polit­ical fu­ture was pos­sessed by none of the ex­ist­ing parties, con­ten­ted it­self with point­ing out the two con­di­tions es­sen­tial as a pre­par­a­tion for it. It was an im­prove­ment on the first motto, be­cause it in­dic­ated more clearly that the ul­ti­mate pur­pose of the re­volu­tion was con­struc­tion. It got rid of the an­ti­so­cial no­tion of Equal­ity. All the moral ad­vant­ages of Equal­ity without its polit­ical danger ex­is­ted already in the feel­ing of Fra­tern­ity, which, since the Middle Ages, has be­come suf­fi­ciently dif­fused in Western Europe to need no spe­cial for­mula. Again, this motto in­tro­duced em­pir­ic­ally the great con­cep­tion of Order; un­der­stand­ing it of course in the lim­ited sense of ma­ter­ial or­der at home and abroad. No deeper mean­ing was likely to be at­tached to the word in a time of such men­tal and moral an­archy.

But with the ad­op­tion of the Re­pub­lican prin­ciple in 1848,15 the util­ity of this pro­vi­sional motto ceased. For the Re­volu­tion now entered upon its Pos­it­ive phase; which in­deed, for all philo­soph­ical minds, had been already in­aug­ur­ated by my dis­cov­ery of the laws of So­cial Science. But the fact of its hav­ing fallen into dis­use is no reason for go­ing back to the old motto, Liberty and Equal­ity, which, since the crisis of 1789, has ceased to be ap­pro­pri­ate. In the ut­ter ab­sence of so­cial con­vic­tions, it has ob­tained a sort of of­fi­cial re­sus­cit­a­tion; but this will not pre­vent men of good sense and right feel­ing from ad­opt­ing spon­tan­eously the motto “Order and Pro­gress,” as the prin­ciple of all polit­ical ac­tion for the fu­ture. In the second chapter I dwelt at some length upon this motto, and poin­ted out its polit­ical and philo­soph­ical mean­ing. I have now only to show its con­nec­tion with the other mot­toes of which we have been speak­ing, and the prob­ab­il­ity of its ad­op­tion. Each of them, like all com­bin­a­tions, whether in the moral or phys­ical world, is com­posed of two ele­ments; and the last has one of its ele­ments in com­mon with the second, as the second has in com­mon with the first. Moreover, Liberty, the ele­ment com­mon to the two first, is in real­ity con­tained in the third; since all Pro­gress im­plies Liberty. But Order is put fore­most, be­cause the word is here in­ten­ded to cover the whole field that prop­erly be­longs to it. It in­cludes things private as well as pub­lic, the­or­et­ical as well as prac­tical, moral as well as polit­ical. Pro­gress is put next, as the end for which Order ex­ists, and as the mode in which it should be mani­fes­ted. This con­cep­tion, for which the crisis of 1789 pre­pared the way, will be our guid­ing prin­ciple through­out the con­struct­ive phase of the Western Re­volu­tion. The re­con­cili­ation of Order and Pro­gress, which had hitherto been im­possible, is now an ac­cep­ted fact for all ad­vanced minds. For the pub­lic this is not yet the case; but since the close of the Coun­ter­re­volu­tion in 1830, all minds have been tend­ing un­con­sciously in this dir­ec­tion. The tend­ency be­comes still more strik­ing by con­trast with an op­pos­ite move­ment, the in­creas­ing iden­tity of prin­ciples between the re­ac­tion­ary and the an­arch­ist schools.

But even if we sup­pose ac­com­plished what is yet only in pro­spect, even if the fun­da­mental prin­ciple of our fu­ture polity were ac­cep­ted and pub­licly rat­i­fied by the ad­op­tion of this motto, yet per­man­ent re­con­struc­tion of polit­ical in­sti­tu­tions would still be pre­ma­ture. Be­fore this can be at­temp­ted, the spir­itual in­ter­regnum must be ter­min­ated. For this ob­ject, in which all hearts and minds, es­pe­cially among the work­ing classes and among wo­men, must unite their ef­forts with those of the philo­sophic priest­hood, at least one gen­er­a­tion is re­quired. Dur­ing this period gov­ern­mental policy should be avowedly pro­vi­sional; its one ob­ject should be to main­tain what is so es­sen­tial to our state of trans­ition, Order, at home and abroad. Here, too, Pos­it­iv­ism suf­fices for the task; by ex­plain­ing on his­tor­ical prin­ciples the stage that we have left, and that at which we shall ul­ti­mately ar­rive, it en­ables us to un­der­stand the char­ac­ter of the in­ter­me­di­ate stage.

The solu­tion of the prob­lem con­sists in a new re­volu­tion­ary gov­ern­ment, ad­ap­ted to the Pos­it­ive phase of the Re­volu­tion, as the ad­mir­able in­sti­tu­tions of the Con­ven­tion were to its neg­at­ive phase. The prin­cipal fea­tures of such a gov­ern­ment would be per­fect free­dom of speech and dis­cus­sion, and at the same time polit­ical pre­pon­der­ance of the cent­ral au­thor­ity with proper guar­an­tees for its pur­ity. To se­cure per­fect free­dom of dis­cus­sion, vari­ous meas­ures would be taken. All pen­al­ties and fines which at present hamper its ac­tion would be ab­ol­ished, the only check left be­ing the ob­lig­a­tion of sig­na­ture. Again, all dif­fi­culties in the way of cri­ti­ciz­ing the private char­ac­ter of pub­lic men, due to the dis­grace­ful le­gis­la­tion of the psy­cho­lo­gists, would be re­moved. Lastly, all of­fi­cial grants to theo­lo­gical and meta­phys­ical in­sti­tu­tions would be dis­con­tin­ued; for while these re­main, free­dom of in­struc­tion in the true sense can­not be said to ex­ist. With such sub­stan­tial guar­an­tees there will be little fear of re­ac­tion­ary tend­en­cies on the part of the ex­ec­ut­ive; and con­sequently no danger in al­low­ing it to take that as­cend­ency over the elect­oral body which, in the present state of men­tal and moral an­archy, is ab­so­lutely ne­ces­sary for the main­ten­ance of ma­ter­ial or­der. On this plan the French as­sembly would be re­duced to about two hun­dred mem­bers; and its duty only would be to vote the budget pro­posed by the fin­ance com­mit­tee of gov­ern­ment, and to audit the ac­counts of the past year. All ex­ec­ut­ive or le­gis­lat­ive meas­ures would come within the province of the cent­ral power; the only con­di­tion be­ing that they should first be sub­mit­ted to free dis­cus­sion, whether by journ­als, pub­lic meet­ings, or in­di­vidual thinkers, though such dis­cus­sion should not bind the gov­ern­ment leg­ally. The pro­gress­ive char­ac­ter of the gov­ern­ment thus guar­an­teed, we have next to see that the men who com­pose it shall be such as are likely to carry out the pro­vi­sional and purely prac­tical pur­pose with which it is in­sti­tuted. On Pos­it­ive prin­ciples, it is to the work­ing classes that we should look for the only states­men worthy of suc­ceed­ing to the states­men of the Con­ven­tion. Three of such men would be re­quired for the cent­ral gov­ern­ment. They would com­bine the func­tions of a min­istry with those of mon­archy, one of them tak­ing the dir­ec­tion of For­eign af­fairs, an­other of Home af­fairs, the third of Fin­ance. They would con­voke and dis­solve the elect­oral power on their own re­spons­ib­il­ity. Of this body the ma­jor­ity would in a short time, without any law to that ef­fect, con­sist of the lar­ger cap­it­al­ists; for the of­fice would be gra­tu­it­ous, and the du­ties would be of a kind for which their or­din­ary avoca­tions fit­ted them. Changes would oc­ca­sion­ally be ne­ces­sary in the cent­ral gov­ern­ment; but since it would con­sist of three per­sons, its con­tinu­ity might be main­tained, and the tra­di­tions of the pre­vi­ous gen­er­a­tion, as well as the tend­en­cies of the fu­ture, and the po­s­i­tion ac­tu­ally ex­ist­ing, might all be rep­res­en­ted.

Such a gov­ern­ment, though of course re­tain­ing some re­volu­tion­ary fea­tures, would come as near to the nor­mal state as is at present prac­tic­able. For its province would be en­tirely lim­ited to ma­ter­ial ques­tions, and the only an­om­aly of im­port­ance would be the fact of choos­ing rulers from the work­ing classes. Normally, this class is ex­cluded from polit­ical ad­min­is­tra­tion, which falls ul­ti­mately into the hands of cap­it­al­ists. But the an­om­aly is so ob­vi­ously de­pend­ent simply on the present con­di­tion of af­fairs, and will be so re­stric­ted in its ap­plic­a­tion, that the work­ing classes are not likely to be ser­i­ously de­mor­al­ized by it. The primary ob­ject be­ing to in­fuse mor­al­ity into prac­tical life, it is clear that work­ing men, whose minds and hearts are pe­cu­li­arly ac­cess­ible to moral in­flu­ence, are for the present best qual­i­fied for polit­ical power. No check mean­time is placed on the ac­tion of the cap­it­al­ists; and this pro­vi­sional policy pre­pares the way for their ul­ti­mate ac­ces­sion to power, by con­vin­cing them of the ur­gent need of private and pub­lic re­gen­er­a­tion, without which they can never be worthy of it. By this course, too, it be­comes easier to bring the con­sultat­ive in­flu­ence of a spir­itual power to bear upon mod­ern gov­ern­ment. At first such in­flu­ence can only be ex­er­cised spon­tan­eously; but it will be­come more and more sys­tem­atic with every new step in the great philo­soph­ical renov­a­tion on which the fi­nal re­or­gan­iz­a­tion of so­ci­ety is based.

The pro­pri­ety of the pro­vi­sional policy here re­com­men­ded is fur­ther il­lus­trated by the wide scope of its ap­plic­a­tion. Al­though sug­ges­ted by the dif­fi­culties pe­cu­liar to the po­s­i­tion of France, it is equally ad­ap­ted to other na­tions who are suf­fi­ciently ad­vanced to take part in the great re­volu­tion­ary crisis. Thus the second phase of the Re­volu­tion is at once dis­tin­guished from the first, by hav­ing an Oc­ci­dental, as op­posed to a purely Na­tional, char­ac­ter. And the fact of the ex­ec­ut­ive gov­ern­ment be­ing com­posed of work­ing men, points in the same dir­ec­tion; since of all classes work­ing men are the most free from local pre­ju­dices, and have the strongest tend­en­cies, both in­tel­lec­tu­ally and mor­ally, to uni­ver­sal union. Even should this form of gov­ern­ment be lim­ited for some years to France, it would be enough to re­model the old sys­tem of dip­lomacy through­out the West.

Such are the ad­vant­ages which the second re­volu­tion­ary gov­ern­ment will de­rive from the pos­ses­sion of sys­tem­atic prin­ciples; whereas the gov­ern­ment of the Con­ven­tion was left to its em­pir­ical in­stincts, and had noth­ing but its pro­gress­ive in­stincts to guide it.

A spe­cial re­port was pub­lished in 1848 by the Pos­it­iv­ist So­ci­ety,16 in which the sub­ject of pro­vi­sional gov­ern­ment will be found dis­cussed in greater de­tail.

Quiet at home and peace abroad be­ing se­cured, we shall be able, not­with­stand­ing the con­tinu­ance of men­tal and moral an­archy, to pro­ceed act­ively with the vast work of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, with the cer­tainty of full liberty of thought and ex­pres­sion. For this pur­pose it will be de­sir­able to in­sti­tute the philo­soph­ical and polit­ical as­so­ci­ation to which I al­luded in the last volume of my Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy (pub­lished in 1842), un­der the title of Pos­it­ive Oc­ci­dental Com­mit­tee.17 Its sit­tings would usu­ally be held in Paris, and it would con­sist, in the first place, of eight French­men, seven Eng­lish­men, six Ger­mans, five Itali­ans, and four Span­iards. This would be enough to rep­res­ent fairly the prin­cipal di­vi­sions of each pop­u­la­tion. Ger­many, for in­stance, might send a Dutch­man, a Prus­sian, a Swede, a Dane, a Bav­arian, and an Aus­trian. So, too, the Italian mem­bers might come re­spect­ively from Pied­mont, Lom­bardy, Tuscany, the Ro­man States, and the two Si­cilies. Again, Cata­lonia, Castille, An­dalusia, and Por­tugal would ad­equately rep­res­ent the Span­ish Pen­in­sula.

Thus we should have a sort of per­man­ent Coun­cil of the new Church. Each of the three ele­ments of the mod­er­at­ing power should be ad­mit­ted into it; and it might also con­tain such mem­bers of the gov­ern­ing class as were suf­fi­ciently re­gen­er­ated to be of use in for­ward­ing the gen­eral move­ment. There should be prac­tical men in this coun­cil as well as philo­soph­ers. Here, as else­where, it will be prin­cip­ally from the work­ing classes that such prac­tical co­oper­a­tion will come; but no sup­port, if given sin­cerely, will be re­jec­ted, even should it em­an­ate from the classes who are destined to ex­tinc­tion. It is also most im­port­ant for the pur­poses of this Coun­cil that the third ele­ment of the mod­er­at­ing power, wo­men, should be in­cluded in it, so as to rep­res­ent the fun­da­mental prin­ciple of the pre­pon­der­ance of the heart over the un­der­stand­ing. Six ladies should be chosen in ad­di­tion to the thirty mem­bers above men­tioned: of these, two would be French, and one from each of the other na­tions. Besides their or­din­ary sphere of in­flu­ence, it will be their spe­cial duty to dis­sem­in­ate Pos­it­iv­ism among our South­ern brethren. It is an of­fice that I had re­served for my saintly col­league, who, but for her pre­ma­ture death, would have rendered em­in­ent ser­vice in such a Coun­cil.

While ma­ter­ial or­der is main­tained by na­tional gov­ern­ments, the mem­bers of the Coun­cil, as pi­on­eers of the fi­nal or­der of so­ci­ety, will be car­ry­ing on the European move­ment, and gradu­ally ter­min­at­ing the spir­itual in­ter­regnum which is now the sole obstacle to so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion. They will for­ward the de­vel­op­ment and dif­fu­sion of Pos­it­iv­ism, and make prac­tical ap­plic­a­tion of its prin­ciples, in all ways that are hon­our­ably open to them. In­struc­tion of all kinds, oral or writ­ten, pop­u­lar or philo­sophic, will fall within their province; but their chief aim will be to in­aug­ur­ate the wor­ship of Hu­man­ity so far as that is pos­sible. And already a be­gin­ning is pos­sible, so far at least as the sys­tem of com­mem­or­a­tion is con­cerned. Polit­ic­ally they may give a dir­ect proof of the in­ter­na­tional char­ac­ter of the Pos­it­ive sys­tem, by bring­ing for­ward sev­eral meas­ures, the util­ity of which has long been re­cog­nized, but which have been neg­lected for want of some cent­ral au­thor­ity placed bey­ond the reach of na­tional rivalry.

One of the most im­port­ant of such meas­ures would be the es­tab­lish­ment of a Western naval force, with the two­fold ob­ject of pro­tect­ing the seas, and of as­sist­ing geo­graph­ical and sci­entific dis­cov­ery. It should be re­cruited and sup­por­ted by all five branches of the Oc­ci­dental fam­ily, and would thus be a good sub­sti­tute for the ad­mir­able in­sti­tu­tion of mari­time Chiv­alry which fell with Cath­oli­cism. On its flag the Pos­it­iv­ist motto would nat­ur­ally be in­scribed, and thus would be for the first time pub­licly re­cog­nized.

Another meas­ure, con­ceived in the same spirit, would soon fol­low, one which has long been de­sired, but which, ow­ing to the an­archy pre­val­ent through­out the West since the de­cline of Cath­oli­cism, has never yet been car­ried out. A com­mon mon­et­ary stand­ard will be es­tab­lished, with the con­sent of the vari­ous gov­ern­ments, by which in­dus­trial trans­ac­tions will be greatly fa­cil­it­ated. Three spheres made re­spect­ively of gold, sil­ver, and plat­inum, and each weigh­ing fifty grams, would dif­fer suf­fi­ciently in value for the pur­pose. The sphere should have a small flattened base, and on the great circle par­al­lel to it the Pos­it­iv­ist motto would be in­scribed. At the pole would be the im­age of the im­mor­tal Char­le­magne, the founder of the Western Re­pub­lic, and round the im­age his name would be en­graved, in its Latin form, Carolus; that name, re­spec­ted as it is by all na­tions of Europe alike, would be the com­mon ap­pel­la­tion of the uni­ver­sal mon­et­ary stand­ard.

The ad­op­tion of such meas­ures would soon bring the Pos­it­iv­ist Com­mit­tee into fa­vour. Many oth­ers might be sug­ges­ted, re­lat­ing dir­ectly to its fun­da­mental pur­pose, which need not be spe­cially men­tioned here. I will only sug­gest the found­a­tion, by vol­un­tary ef­fort, of an Oc­ci­dental School, to serve as the nuc­leus of a true philo­sophic class. The stu­dents would ul­ti­mately enter the Pos­it­iv­ist priest­hood; they would in most in­stances come from the work­ing class, without, how­ever, ex­clud­ing real tal­ent from whatever quarter. By their agency the sept­en­nial course of Pos­it­ive teach­ing might be in­tro­duced in all places dis­posed to re­ceive it. They would be­sides sup­ply vol­un­tary mis­sion­ar­ies, who would preach the doc­trine every­where, even out­side the lim­its of Western Europe, ac­cord­ing to the plan here­after to be ex­plained. The travels of Pos­it­iv­ist work­men in the or­din­ary du­ties of their call­ing, would greatly fa­cil­it­ate this work.

A more de­tailed view of this pro­vi­sional sys­tem of in­struc­tion will be found in the second edi­tion of the Re­port on the Sub­ject of a Pos­it­ive School, pub­lished by the Pos­it­iv­ist So­ci­ety in 1849.18

There is an­other step which might be taken, re­lat­ing not merely to the period of trans­ition, but also to the nor­mal state. A flag suit­able to the Western Re­pub­lic might be ad­op­ted, which, with slight al­ter­a­tions, would also be the flag for each na­tion. The want of such a sym­bol is already in­stinct­ively felt. What is wanted is a sub­sti­tute for the old ret­ro­grade sym­bols, which yet shall avoid all sub­vers­ive tend­en­cies. It would be a suit­able in­aug­ur­a­tion of the period of trans­ition which we are now en­ter­ing, if the col­ours and mot­toes ap­pro­pri­ate to the fi­nal state were ad­op­ted at its out­set.

To speak first of the ban­ner to be used in re­li­gious ser­vices. It should be painted on can­vas. On one side the ground would be white; on it would be the sym­bol of Hu­man­ity, per­son­i­fied by a wo­man of thirty years of age, bear­ing her son in her arms. The other side would bear the re­li­gious for­mula of Pos­it­iv­ists: “Love is our Prin­ciple, Order is our Basis, Pro­gress our End,” upon a ground of green, the col­our of hope, and there­fore most suit­able for em­blems of the fu­ture.

Green, too, would be the col­our of the polit­ical flag, com­mon to the whole West. As it is in­ten­ded to float freely, it does not ad­mit of paint­ing; but the carved im­age of Hu­man­ity might be placed at the ban­ner-pole. The prin­cipal motto of Pos­it­iv­ism will, in this case, be di­vided into two, both alike sig­ni­fic­ant. One side of the flag will have the polit­ical and sci­entific motto, “Order and Pro­gress”: the other, the moral and aes­thetic motto, “Live for Oth­ers.” The first will be pre­ferred by men; the other is more es­pe­cially ad­ap­ted to wo­men, who are thus in­vited to par­ti­cip­ate in these pub­lic mani­fest­a­tions of so­cial feel­ing.

This point settled, the ques­tion of the vari­ous na­tional flags be­comes easy. In these the centre might be green, and the na­tional col­ours might be dis­played on the bor­der. Thus, in France, where the in­nov­a­tion will be first in­tro­duced, the bor­der would be tri­col­our, with the present ar­range­ment of col­ours, ex­cept that more space should be given to the white, in hon­our of our old royal flag. In this way uni­form­ity would be com­bined with vari­ety; and, moreover, it would be shown that the new feel­ing of Oc­ci­dent­al­ity is per­fectly com­pat­ible with re­spect for the smal­lest na­tion­al­it­ies. Each would re­tain the old signs in com­bin­a­tion with the com­mon sym­bol. The same prin­ciple would ap­ply to all em­blems of minor im­port­ance.

The ques­tion of these sym­bols, of which I have spoken dur­ing the last two years in my weekly courses of lec­tures, il­lus­trates the most im­me­di­ate of the func­tions to which the Pos­it­ive Com­mit­tee will be called. I men­tion it here, as a type of its gen­eral ac­tion upon European so­ci­ety.

Without set­ting any lim­its to the gradual in­crease of the As­so­ci­ation, it is de­sir­able that the cent­ral nuc­leus should al­ways re­main lim­ited to the ori­ginal num­ber of thirty-six, with two ad­di­tions, which will shortly be men­tioned. Each mem­ber might in­sti­tute a more nu­mer­ous as­so­ci­ation in his own coun­try, and this again might be the par­ent of oth­ers. As­so­ci­ations thus af­fil­i­ated may be de­veloped to an un­lim­ited ex­tent; and thus we shall be able to main­tain the unity and ho­mo­gen­eity of the Pos­it­ive Church, without im­pair­ing its co­her­ence and vigour. As soon as Pos­it­iv­ism has gained in every coun­try a suf­fi­cient num­ber of vol­un­tary ad­her­ents to con­sti­tute the pre­pon­der­at­ing sec­tion of the com­munity, the re­gen­er­a­tion of so­ci­ety is se­cured.

The num­bers as­signed above for the dif­fer­ent na­tions, only rep­res­ent the or­der in which the ad­vanced minds in each will co­oper­ate in the move­ment. The or­der in which the great body of each na­tion will join it, will be, as far as we can judge from their ante­cedents, some­what dif­fer­ent. The dif­fer­ence is, that Italy here takes the second place, and Spain the third, while Eng­land des­cends to the last. The grounds for this im­port­ant modi­fic­a­tion are in­dic­ated in the third edi­tion of my Pos­it­ive Cal­en­dar. They will be dis­cussed in de­tail in the fourth volume of this Treat­ise.19

From Europe the move­ment will spread ul­ti­mately to the whole race. But the first step in its pro­gress will nat­ur­ally be to the in­hab­it­ants of our colon­ies, who, though polit­ic­ally in­de­pend­ent of Western Europe, still re­tain their fi­li­ation with it. Twelve co­lo­nial mem­bers may be ad­ded to the Coun­cil; four for each Amer­ican Contin­ent, two for In­dia, two for the Dutch and Span­ish pos­ses­sions in the In­dian Ocean.

This gives us forty-eight mem­bers. To these twelve for­eign as­so­ci­ates will gradu­ally be ad­ded, to rep­res­ent the pop­u­la­tions whose growth has been re­tarded; and then the Coun­cil will have re­ceived its full com­ple­ment. For every na­tion of the world is destined for the same ul­ti­mate con­di­tions of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion as ourselves, the only dif­fer­ence be­ing that Western Europe, un­der the lead­er­ship of France, takes the ini­ti­at­ive. It is of great im­port­ance not to at­tempt this fi­nal ex­ten­sion too soon, an er­ror which would im­pair the pre­ci­sion and vigour of the renov­at­ing move­ment. At the same time it must never be for­got­ten that the ex­ist­ence of the Great Be­ing re­mains in­com­plete un­til all its mem­bers are brought into har­mo­ni­ous co­oper­a­tion. In an­cient times so­cial sym­pathy was re­stric­ted to the idea of Na­tion­al­ity; between this and the fi­nal con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity, the Middle Ages in­tro­duced the in­ter­me­di­ate con­cep­tion of Christen­dom, or Oc­ci­dent­al­ity; the real bear­ing of which is at present but little ap­pre­ci­ated. It will be our first polit­ical duty to re­vive that con­cep­tion, and place it on a firmer basis, by ter­min­at­ing the an­archy con­sequent on the ex­tinc­tion of Cath­olic Feud­al­ism. While oc­cu­pied in this task, we shall be­come im­pressed with the con­vic­tion that the union of Western Europe is but a pre­lim­in­ary step to the union of Hu­man­ity; an in­stinct­ive presen­ti­ment of which has ex­is­ted from the in­fancy of our race, but which as long as theo­lo­gical be­lief and mil­it­ary life were pre­dom­in­ant, could never be car­ried out even in thought. The primary laws of hu­man de­vel­op­ment which form the philo­soph­ical basis of the Pos­it­ive sys­tem, ap­ply ne­ces­sar­ily to all cli­mates and races what­so­ever, the only dif­fer­ence be­ing in the rapid­ity with which evol­u­tion takes place. The in­feri­or­ity of other na­tions in this re­spect is not in­ex­plic­able; and it will now be com­pensated by a growth of greater reg­u­lar­ity than ours, and less in­ter­rup­ted by shocks and os­cil­la­tions. Ob­vi­ously in our case sys­tem­atic guid­ance was im­possible, since it is only now that our growth is com­plete that we can learn the gen­eral laws com­mon to it and to other cases. Wise and gen­er­ous in­ter­ven­tion of the West on be­half of our sis­ter na­tions who are less ad­vanced, will form a noble field for So­cial Art, when based on sound sci­entific prin­ciples. Rel­at­ive without be­ing ar­bit­rary, zeal­ous and yet al­ways tem­per­ate; such should be the spirit of this in­ter­ven­tion; and thus con­duc­ted, it will form a sys­tem of moral and polit­ical ac­tion far no­bler than the pros­elyt­ism of theo­logy or the ex­ten­sion of mil­it­ary em­pire. The time will come when it will en­gross the whole at­ten­tion of the Pos­it­ive Coun­cil; but for the present it must re­main sec­ond­ary to other sub­jects of greater ur­gency.

The first to join the Western move­ment will ne­ces­sar­ily be the re­main­ing por­tion of the White race: which in all its branches is su­per­ior to the other two races. There are two Mono­the­ist na­tions, and one Poly­the­ist, which will be suc­cess­ively in­cor­por­ated. Taken to­gether, the three rep­res­ent the propaga­tion of Pos­it­iv­ism in the East.

The vast pop­u­la­tion of the Rus­sian em­pire was left out­side the pale of Cath­olic Feud­al­ism. By vir­tue of its Chris­tian­ity, how­ever, not­with­stand­ing its en­tire con­fu­sion of tem­poral and spir­itual power, it holds the first place among the Mono­the­istic na­tions of the East. Its ini­ti­ation into the Western move­ment will be con­duc­ted by two na­tions of in­ter­me­di­ate po­s­i­tion; Greece, con­nec­ted with Rus­sia by the tie of re­li­gion; and Po­land, united with her polit­ic­ally. Though neither of these na­tions is ho­mo­gen­eous in struc­ture with Rus­sia, it would cause ser­i­ous delay in the propaga­tion of Pos­it­iv­ism should the con­nec­tion be al­to­gether ter­min­ated.

The next step will be to Mo­hammedan Mono­the­ism; first in Tur­key, af­ter­wards in Per­sia. Here Pos­it­iv­ism will find points of sym­pathy of which Cath­oli­cism could not ad­mit. Indeed these are already per­cept­ible. Arab civil­iz­a­tion trans­mit­ted Greek sci­ence to us: and this will al­ways se­cure for it an hon­our­able place among the es­sen­tial ele­ments of the me­di­eval sys­tem, re­garded as a pre­par­a­tion for Pos­it­iv­ism.

Lastly, we come to the Poly­the­ists of In­dia; and with them the in­cor­por­a­tion of the White race will be com­plete. Already we see some spon­tan­eous tend­en­cies in this dir­ec­tion. Al­though from ex­cep­tional causes Theo­cracy has been pre­served in In­dia, there ex­ist real points of con­tact with Pos­it­iv­ism; and in this re­spect the as­sist­ance of Per­sia will be of ser­vice. It is the pe­cu­liar priv­ilege of the Pos­it­ive doc­trine that, tak­ing so com­plete a view of hu­man de­vel­op­ment, it is al­ways able to ap­pre­ci­ate the most an­cient forms of so­cial life at their true worth.

In these three stages of Pos­it­iv­ist propaga­tion, the Coun­cil will have elec­ted the first half of its for­eign as­so­ci­ates; ad­mit­ting suc­cess­ively a Greek, a Rus­sian, an Egyp­tian, a Turk, a Per­sian and fi­nally, a Hindu.

The Yel­low race has ad­hered firmly to Poly­the­ism. But it has been con­sid­er­ably mod­i­fied in all its branches by Mono­the­ism, either in the Chris­tian or Mo­hammedan form. To some ex­tent, there­fore, it is pre­pared for fur­ther change; and a suf­fi­cient num­ber of ad­her­ents may soon be ob­tained for Tar­tary, Ch­ina, Japan, and Malacca to be rep­res­en­ted in the Coun­cil.

With one last edi­tion the or­gan­iz­a­tion of the Coun­cil is com­plete. The black race has yet to be in­cluded. It should send two rep­res­ent­at­ives; one from Haiti, which had the en­ergy to shake off the ini­quit­ous yoke of slavery, and the other from cent­ral Africa, which has never yet been sub­jec­ted to European in­flu­ence. European pride has looked with con­tempt on these African tribes, and ima­gines them destined to hope­less stag­na­tion. But the very fact of their hav­ing been left to them­selves renders them bet­ter dis­posed to re­ceive Pos­it­iv­ism, the first sys­tem in which their Fet­ish­istic faith has been ap­pre­ci­ated, as the ori­gin from which the his­toric evol­u­tion of so­ci­ety has pro­ceeded.

It is prob­able that the Coun­cil will have reached its limit of sixty mem­bers, be­fore the spir­itual in­ter­regnum in the cent­ral re­gion of Hu­man­ity has been ter­min­ated. But even if polit­ical re­con­struc­tion were to pro­ceed so rap­idly in Europe as to render all pos­sible as­sist­ance to this vast move­ment, it is hardly con­ceiv­able that the five stages of which it con­sists can be thor­oughly ef­fected within a period of two cen­tur­ies. But how­ever this may be, the ac­tion of the Coun­cil will be­come in­creas­ingly valu­able, not only for its dir­ect in­flu­ence on the less ad­vanced na­tions, but also and more es­pe­cially, be­cause the proofs it will fur­nish of the uni­ver­sal­ity of the new re­li­gion will strengthen its ad­her­ents in the Western fam­ily.

But the time when Pos­it­iv­ism can be brought into dir­ect con­tact with these pre­lim­in­ary phases is far dis­tant, and we need not wait for it. The fea­tures of the sys­tem stand out already with suf­fi­cient clear­ness to en­able us to be­gin at once the work of men­tal and so­cial renov­a­tion for which our re­volu­tion­ary pre­de­cessors so en­er­get­ic­ally pre­pared the way. They how­ever were blinded to the Fu­ture by their hatred of the Past. With us, on the con­trary, so­cial sym­pathy rests upon the his­tor­ical spirit, and at the same time strengthens it. Solid­ar­ity with our con­tem­por­ar­ies is not enough for us, un­less we com­bine it with the sense of Continu­ity with former times; and while we press on to­ward the Fu­ture, we lean upon the Past, every phase of which our re­li­gion holds in hon­our. So far from the en­ergy of our pro­gress­ive move­ment be­ing hampered by such feel­ings, it is only by do­ing full justice to the Past, as no sys­tem but ours can do con­sist­ently, that we can ob­tain per­fect eman­cip­a­tion of thought; be­cause we are thus saved from the ne­ces­sity of mak­ing the slight­est ac­tual con­ces­sion to sys­tems which we re­gard as ob­sol­ete. Under­stand­ing their nature and their pur­pose bet­ter than the sectar­ies who still em­pir­ic­ally ad­here to them, we can see that each was in its time ne­ces­sary as a pre­par­at­ory step to­wards the fi­nal sys­tem, in which all their par­tial and im­per­fect ser­vices will be com­bined.

Com­par­ing it es­pe­cially with the last syn­thesis by which the Western fam­ily of na­tions has been dir­ec­ted, it is clear even from the in­dic­a­tions given in this pre­fat­ory work, that the new syn­thesis is more real, more com­pre­hens­ive, and more stable. All that we find to ad­mire in the me­di­eval sys­tem is de­veloped and ma­tured in Pos­it­iv­ism. It is the only sys­tem which can in­duce the in­tel­lect to ac­cept its due po­s­i­tion of sub­or­din­a­tion to the heart. We re­cog­nize the piety and chiv­alry of our an­cest­ors, who made a noble ap­plic­a­tion of the best doc­trine that was pos­sible in their time. We be­lieve that were they liv­ing now, they would be found in our ranks. They would ac­know­ledge the de­cay of their pro­vi­sional phase of thought, and would see that in its present de­gen­er­ate state it is only a sym­bol of re­ac­tion, and a source of dis­cord.

And now that the doc­trine has been shown to rest on a cent­ral prin­ciple, a prin­ciple which ap­peals alike to in­stinct and to reason, we may carry our com­par­ison a step fur­ther, and con­vince all clear-see­ing and hon­est minds that it is as su­per­ior to former sys­tems in its in­flu­ence over the emo­tions and the ima­gin­a­tion, as it is from the prac­tical and in­tel­lec­tual as­pect. Under it, Life, whether private or pub­lic, be­comes in a still higher sense than un­der Poly­the­ism, a con­tinu­ous act of wor­ship per­formed un­der the in­spir­a­tion of uni­ver­sal Love. All our thoughts, feel­ings, and ac­tions flow spon­tan­eously to a com­mon centre in Hu­man­ity, our Su­preme Be­ing; a Be­ing who is real, ac­cess­ible, and sym­path­etic, be­cause she is of the same nature as her wor­ship­pers, though far su­per­ior to any one of them. The very con­cep­tion of Hu­man­ity is a con­dens­a­tion of the whole men­tal and so­cial his­tory of man. For it im­plies the ir­re­voc­able ex­tinc­tion of theo­logy and of war; both of which are in­com­pat­ible with uni­form­ity of be­lief and with co­oper­a­tion of all the en­er­gies of the race. The spon­tan­eous mor­al­ity of the emo­tions is re­stored to its due place; and Philo­sophy, Po­etry, and Polity are thereby re­gen­er­ated. Each is placed in its due re­la­tion to the oth­ers, and is con­sec­rated to the study, the praise, and the ser­vice of Hu­man­ity, the most re­l­at­ive and the most per­fect­ible of all be­ings. Science passes from the ana­lytic to the syn­thetic state, be­ing en­trus­ted with the high mis­sion of found­ing an ob­ject­ive basis for man’s ac­tion on the laws of the ex­ternal world and of man’s nature; a basis which is in­dis­pens­able to con­trol the os­cil­la­tion of our opin­ions, the ver­sat­il­ity of our feel­ings, and the in­stabil­ity of our pur­poses. Po­etry as­sumes at last its true so­cial func­tion, and will hence­forth be pre­ferred to all other stud­ies. By ideal­iz­ing Hu­man­ity un­der every as­pect, it en­ables us to give fit ex­pres­sion to the grat­it­ude we owe to her, both pub­licly and as in­di­vidu­als; and thus it be­comes a source of the highest spir­itual be­ne­fit.

But amidst the pleas­ures that spring from the study and the praise of Hu­man­ity, it must be re­membered that Pos­it­iv­ism is char­ac­ter­ized al­ways by real­ity and util­ity, and ad­mits of no de­gen­er­a­tion into as­ceti­cism or quiet­ism. The Love by which it is in­spired is no pass­ive prin­ciple; while stim­u­lat­ing Reason and Ima­gin­a­tion, it does so only to give a higher dir­ec­tion to our prac­tical activ­ity. It was in prac­tical life that the Pos­it­ive spirit first arose, ex­tend­ing thence to the sphere of thought, and ul­ti­mately to the moral sphere. The grand ob­ject of hu­man ex­ist­ence is the con­stant im­prove­ment of the nat­ural Order that sur­rounds us: of our ma­ter­ial con­di­tion first; sub­sequently of our phys­ical, in­tel­lec­tual, and moral nature. And the highest of these ob­jects is moral pro­gress, whether in the in­di­vidual, in the fam­ily, or in so­ci­ety. It is on this that hu­man hap­pi­ness, whether in private or pub­lic life, prin­cip­ally de­pends. Polit­ical art, then, when sub­or­din­ated to mor­al­ity, be­comes the most es­sen­tial of all arts. It con­sists in con­cen­tra­tion of all hu­man ef­fort upon the ser­vice of Hu­man­ity in ac­cord­ance with the nat­ural laws which reg­u­late her ex­ist­ence.

The great merit of an­cient sys­tems of polity, of the Ro­man sys­tem es­pe­cially, was that pre­ced­ence was al­ways given to pub­lic in­terests. Every cit­izen co­oper­ated in the man­ner and de­gree suited to those early times. But there were no means of provid­ing proper reg­u­la­tion for do­mestic life. In the Middle Ages, when Cath­oli­cism at­temp­ted to form a com­plete sys­tem of mor­al­ity, private life was made the prin­cipal ob­ject. All our af­fec­tions were sub­jec­ted to a most be­ne­fi­cial course of dis­cip­line, in which the in­most springs of vice and vir­tue were reached. But ow­ing to the in­ad­equacy of the doc­trines on which the sys­tem res­ted, the solu­tion of the prob­lem was in­co­her­ent. The method by which Cath­oli­cism con­trolled the selfish propensit­ies was one which turned men away from pub­lic life, and con­cen­trated them on in­terests which were at once chi­mer­ical and per­sonal. The im­me­di­ate value of this great ef­fort was, that it brought about for the first time a sep­ar­a­tion between moral and polit­ical power, which in the sys­tems of an­tiquity had al­ways been con­foun­ded. But the sep­ar­a­tion was due rather to the force of cir­cum­stances than to any con­scious ef­forts; and it could not be fully car­ried out, be­cause it was in­com­pat­ible with the spirit of the Cath­olic doc­trine and with the mil­it­ary char­ac­ter of so­ci­ety. Wo­man sym­path­ized with Cath­oli­cism, but the people never sup­por­ted it with en­thu­si­asm, and it soon sank un­der the en­croach­ments of the tem­poral power, and the de­gen­er­acy of the priest­hood.

Pos­it­iv­ism is the only sys­tem which can re­new this pre­ma­ture ef­fort and bring it to a sat­is­fact­ory is­sue. Com­bin­ing the spirit of an­tiquity with that of Cath­olic Feud­al­ism, it pro­poses to carry out the polit­ical pro­gramme put for­ward by the Con­ven­tion.

Pos­it­ive re­li­gion brings be­fore us in a def­in­ite shape the noblest of hu­man prob­lems, the per­man­ent pre­pon­der­ance of So­cial feel­ing over Self-love. As far as the ex­ceed­ing im­per­fec­tion of our nature en­ables us to solve it, it would be solved by call­ing our home af­fec­tions into con­tinu­ous ac­tion; af­fec­tions which stand halfway between self-love and uni­ver­sal sym­pathy. In or­der to con­sol­id­ate and de­velop this solu­tion, Pos­it­iv­ism lays down the philo­soph­ical and so­cial prin­ciple of sep­ar­a­tion of the­or­et­ical from prac­tical power. The­or­et­ical power is con­sultat­ive; it dir­ects edu­ca­tion, and sup­plies gen­eral prin­ciples. Practical power dir­ects ac­tion by spe­cial and im­per­at­ive rules. All the ele­ments of so­ci­ety that are ex­cluded from polit­ical gov­ern­ment be­come guar­an­tees for the pre­ser­va­tion of this ar­range­ment. The priests of Hu­man­ity, who are the sys­tem­atic or­gans of the mod­er­at­ing power, will al­ways find them­selves sup­por­ted, in their at­tempts to modify the gov­ern­ing power, by wo­men and by the people. But to be so sup­por­ted, they must be men who, in ad­di­tion to the in­tel­lec­tual power ne­ces­sary for their mis­sion, have the moral qual­it­ies which are yet more ne­ces­sary; who com­bine, that is, the ten­der­ness of wo­men with the en­ergy of the people. The first guar­an­tee for the pos­ses­sion of such qual­it­ies is the sac­ri­fice of polit­ical au­thor­ity and even of wealth. Then we may at least hope to see the new re­li­gion tak­ing the place of the old, be­cause it will ful­fil in a more per­fect way the men­tal and so­cial pur­poses for which the old re­li­gion ex­is­ted. Mono­the­ism will lapse like Poly­the­ism and Fet­ish­ism, into the do­main of his­tory; and will, like them, be in­cor­por­ated into the sys­tem of uni­ver­sal com­mem­or­a­tion, in which Hu­man­ity will render due homage to all her pre­de­cessors.

It is not, then, merely on the ground of spec­u­lat­ive truth that Pos­it­iv­ists would urge all those who are still halt­ing between two opin­ions, to choose between the ab­so­lute and the re­l­at­ive, between the fruit­less search for Causes and the solid study of Laws, between sub­mis­sion to ar­bit­rary Wills and sub­mis­sion to demon­strable Ne­ces­sit­ies. It is for Feel­ing still more than for Reason to make the de­cision; for upon it de­pends the es­tab­lish­ment of a higher form of so­cial life.

Mono­the­ism in Western Europe is now as ob­sol­ete and as in­jur­i­ous as Poly­the­ism was fif­teen cen­tur­ies ago. The dis­cip­line in which its moral value prin­cip­ally con­sisted has long since de­cayed; and con­sequently the sole ef­fect of its doc­trine, which has been so ex­tra­vag­antly praised, is to de­grade the af­fec­tions by un­lim­ited de­sires, and to weaken the char­ac­ter by servile ter­rors. It sup­plied no field for the Ima­gin­a­tion, and forced it back upon Poly­the­ism and Fet­ish­ism, which, un­der Theology, form the only pos­sible found­a­tion for po­etry. The pur­suits of prac­tical life were never sin­cerely pro­moted by it, and they ad­vanced only by evad­ing or res­ist­ing its in­flu­ence. The noblest of all prac­tical pur­suits, that of so­cial re­gen­er­a­tion, is at the present time in dir­ect op­pos­i­tion to it. For by its vague no­tion of Provid­ence, it pre­vents men from form­ing a true con­cep­tion of Law, a con­cep­tion ne­ces­sary for true pre­vi­sion, on which all wise in­ter­ven­tion must be based.

Sin­cere be­liev­ers in Chris­tian­ity will soon cease to in­ter­fere with the man­age­ment of a world, where they pro­fess them­selves to be pil­grims and strangers. The new Su­preme Be­ing is no less jeal­ous than the old, and will not ac­cept the ser­vants of two mas­ters. But the truth is, that the more zeal­ous theo­lo­gical par­tis­ans, whether roy­al­ists, or ar­is­to­crats, or demo­crats, have now for a long time been in­sin­cere. God to them is but the nom­inal chief of a hy­po­crit­ical con­spir­acy, a con­spir­acy which is even more con­tempt­ible than it is odi­ous. Their ob­ject is to keep the people from all great so­cial im­prove­ments by as­sur­ing them that they will find com­pens­a­tion for their miser­ies in an ima­gin­ary fu­ture life. The doc­trine is already fall­ing into dis­credit among the work­ing classes every­where through­out the West, es­pe­cially in Paris. All theo­lo­gical tend­en­cies, whether Cath­olic, Prot­est­ant, or Deist, really serve to pro­long and ag­grav­ate our moral an­archy, be­cause they hinder the dif­fu­sion of that so­cial sym­pathy and breadth of view, without which we can never at­tain fix­ity of prin­ciple and reg­u­lar­ity of life. Every sub­vers­ive scheme now afloat has either ori­gin­ated in Mono­the­ism or has re­ceived its sanc­tion. Even Cath­oli­cism has lost its power of con­trolling re­volu­tion­ary ex­tra­vag­ance in some of its own most dis­tin­guished mem­bers.

It is for the sake of Order there­fore, even more than of Pro­gress, that we call on all those who de­sire to rise above their present dis­astrous state of os­cil­la­tion in feel­ing and opin­ion, to make a dis­tinct choice between Pos­it­iv­ism and Theology. For there are now but two camps: the camp of re­ac­tion and an­archy, which ac­know­ledges more or less dis­tinctly the dir­ec­tion of God: the camp of con­struc­tion and pro­gress, which is wholly de­voted to Hu­man­ity.

The Be­ing upon whom all our thoughts are con­cen­trated is one whose ex­ist­ence is un­doubted. We re­cog­nize that ex­ist­ence not in the Present only, but in the Past, and even in the Fu­ture: and we find it al­ways sub­ject to one fun­da­mental Law, by which we are en­abled to con­ceive of it as a whole. Pla­cing our highest hap­pi­ness in uni­ver­sal Love, we live, as far as it is pos­sible, for oth­ers; and this in pub­lic life as well as in private; for the two are closely linked to­gether in our re­li­gion; a re­li­gion clothed in all the beauty of Art, and yet never in­con­sist­ent with Science. After hav­ing thus ex­er­cised our powers to the full, and hav­ing given a charm and sac­red­ness to our tem­por­ary life, we shall at last be forever in­cor­por­ated into the Su­preme Be­ing, of whose life all noble natures are ne­ces­sar­ily par­takers. It is only through the work­ers of Hu­man­ity that we can feel the in­ward real­ity and in­ex­press­ible sweet­ness of this in­cor­por­a­tion. It is un­known to those who be­ing still in­volved in theo­lo­gical be­lief, have not been able to form a clear con­cep­tion of the Fu­ture, and have never ex­per­i­enced the feel­ing of pure self-sac­ri­fice.




Endnotes

1. The es­tab­lish­ment of this great prin­ciple is the most im­port­ant res­ult of my Sys­tem of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy. This work was pub­lished 1830–1842, with the title of Course of Pos­it­ive Philo­sophy, be­cause it was based upon a course of lec­tures de­livered 1826–1829. But since that time I have al­ways given it the more ap­pro­pri­ate name of “Sys­tem.” Should the work reach a second edi­tion, the cor­rec­tion will be made form­ally: mean­while, this will, I hope, re­move all mis­con­cep­tion on the sub­ject.

2. Comte af­ter­wards ad­ded a sev­enth sci­ence, Eth­ics, (see Volume II of Sys­tem of Pos­it­ive Polity). —J. H. B.

3. See Cabanis, Rap­ports du physique et du moral de l’homme, Ve mem­oire, where he speaks of “les restes de l’es­prit de che­val­erie, fruit ri­dicule de l’odieuse féodal­ité.” —J. H. B.

4. Philo­sophy—the love of wis­dom.

5. Writ­ten in 1848. —J. H. B.

6. On re­con­sid­er­a­tion, Comte saw fit to with­draw this pro­posal. See Pos­it­ive Polity, Volume IV, Chapter 5, p. 351.

7. Clotilde de Vaux, see Testa­ment d’Auguste Comte, p. 550. —J. H. B.

8. This law was in­tro­duced by Royer-Col­lard. It for­bids dis­cus­sion of the private af­fairs of pub­lic men.

9. Testa­ment d’Auguste Comte, p. 556. —J. H. B.

10. This story “Lucie” is re­pub­lished in Volume I of Sys­tem of Pos­it­ive Polity. —J. H. B.

11. Im­pose the law of peace.

12. Toute la suite des hommes, pendant le cours de tant de siècles, doit être con­sidérée comme un même homme qui sub­siste tou­jours et qui ap­prend con­tin­uelle­ment. —Pas­cal, Pensées, Part I, Article I. (The whole suc­ces­sion of men dur­ing the course of so many cen­tur­ies should be con­sidered as one Man ever liv­ing and con­stantly learn­ing. —J. H. B.)

13. See The Pos­it­iv­ist Cal­en­dar, ed­ited by H. G. Jones (W. Reeves, 1905). —J. H. B.

14. Tableau His­torique des pro­grès de l’Es­prit Hu­main, Paris, 1900. —J. H. B.

15. The Re­pub­lic of 1848. —J. H. B.

16. This re­port was re­pub­lished in Revue Oc­ci­dentale, July 1889; see also an art­icle and a doc­u­ment pub­lished by M. Pi­erre Laf­fitte in the same re­view in Janu­ary, 1890. —J. H. B.

17. This com­mit­tee was formed in 1903. —J. H. B.

18. This re­port was re­pub­lished in Revue Oc­ci­dentale, Septem­ber, 1885.

19. The re­l­at­ive po­s­i­tion here as­signed to Eng­land and Ger­many is re­versed in the fourth volume of the Poli­tique Pos­it­ive.
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