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Useful Durkheim* 

MUSTAFA EMIRBAYER 

New School for Social Research 

From the mid-1960s through much of the 1980s, Durkheim's contributions to historical- 
comparative sociology were decidedly marginalized; the title of one of Charles Tilly's 
essays, "Useless Durkheim, " conveys this prevailing sensibility with perfect clarity. Here, 
by contrast, I draw upon writings from Durkheim's later "religious "period to show how 
Durkheim has special relevance today for debates in the historical-comparative field. I 
examine how his substantive writings shed light on current discussions regarding civil 
society; how his analytical insights help to show how action within civil society as well 
as other historical contexts is channelled by cultural, social-structural, and social-psy- 
chological configurations (plus transformative human agency); and how his ontological 
commitment to a "relational social realism" contributes to ongoing attempts to rethink 
the foundations of historical-comparative investigation. 

From the mid-1960s through much of the 1980s, the leading practitioners of historical- 

comparative sociology in America-figures such as Barrington Moore, Jr., Charles Tilly, 
and Theda Skocpol-derived their theoretical insights far more from the writings of Karl 
Marx, Max Weber, and Alexis de Tocqueville than from those of the other great "founding 
father" of sociology, Emile Durkheim. These classical figures, they argued (or more often 

assumed), provide deeper insights than does Durkheim into the dominant research problems 
of the day-most prominently, the rise and development of capitalism and the formation 
of national states (see Emirbayer 1996a). This trend away from Durkheim was most 

apparent in such theoretical developments as the rise of "conflict sociology" (Collins 1975), 
"resource mobilization" and "political process" models (McCarthy and Zald 1977; Tilly 
1978; McAdam 1982), and the movement to "bring the state back in" (Skocpol 1979; Evans, 
Rueschemeyer, and Skocpol 1985). Debates over these developments (re-)established a 

major division between those who pursued a "society-centered" research strategy (Marx) 
and those who analyzed the state itself as a potentially autonomous actor (Weber and 

Tocqueville). Ideas of a Durkheimian tenor were, amid these debates, decidedly marginal- 
ized; there seemed little or no place for Durkheim in the theory and practice of historical- 

comparative sociology (for a rare exception, see Bellah 1959). The title of one of Charles 

Tilly's essays, "Useless Durkheim" (1981), conveys this prevailing sensibility with perfect 
clarity. 

1 

It is difficult to say why such a thorough repudiation of Durkheim as a historical-com- 

* Direct all correspondence to Mustafa Emirbayer, Department of Sociology, New School for Social Research, 
65 Fifth Avenue, New York, NY 10003. An earlier draft of this paper was presented at a Sociology Department 
Staff Seminar at the New School for Social Research. I would like to thank the participants at that forum, especially 
Charles Tilly, for their comments and criticisms. A revised draft of the paper was also presented at the Center for 
the Social Sciences at Columbia University; a special word of thanks there to Harrison White. Many thanks as 
well to Jeffrey Goldfarb, Jeff Goodwin, James Jasper, Edward Lehmann, Ann Mische, Kelly Moore, and especially 
Loic Wacquant for their exceptionally helpful comments along the way. I These generalizations do not apply so readily, of course, to the "Annales" tradition of social history long 
popular in France, where the influence of Durkheim was keenly felt all the way from the original pathbreaking 
contributions of Marc Bloch (1973; see also Rhodes 1978) and Lucien Febvre (1982) to the more recent research 
on "collective mentalities" (see Hutton 1981). 
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parative sociologist should have occurred during those decades. Undoubtedly, a complex 
conjuncture of historical developments both internal and external to the sociological disci- 
pline was responsible. Among the most significant of these was the identification of 
Durkheim by many sociologists who came of age during the 1960s-a time of great 
resurgence in historical-comparative investigation in the United States (D. Smith 1991)- 
with the much-maligned structural-functionalism and evolutionism of Talcott Parsons. 
However, whatever the causes, in the past decade or so American sociologists began once 
again to cast a sympathetic eye upon the writings and insights of Durkheim as an historical 
analyst. Most responsible for this development was the fact that, along with the new 
paradigms and the ascendancy of Weber and Tocqueville (as well as Marx), there emerged 
a heightened interest in cultural theory and in the systematic analysis of symbolic structures 
and discourses. Not content with the achievements of one-sidedly materialist (and anticul- 
tural) perspectives, researchers sought increasingly to incorporate the symbolic dimension 
of social life into their accounts of institutional and cultural processes. Other developments 
fed as well into this turn back to Durkheim: a new concern with mechanisms of social 
solidarity, inspired partly by the emergence of a new (micro)sociology of the emotions; a 
keen new interest in the substantive topic of civil society; and a growing tendency to see 
social life as networks of relations and transactions, rather than as either a "substantial entity 
having corporate existence" (Alpert 1961:151) or a mere aggregation of individuals. 

I argue that Durkheim's perspective on history sheds new light on these problems in 
historical-comparative sociology; indeed, despite their many positive contributions, the 
alternative strategies that are available provide fewer conceptual resources for such a venture 
than does the Durkheimian framework itself. I begin by highlighting the significance of 
Durkheim's substantive writings on civil society, particularly his analyses of the family, 
schooling, professional bodies, and the public sphere. Then, following Sorokin (1947), 
Parsons and Shils (1951; see also Parsons 1978), and Barber (1992), I present a fourfold 
analytical distinction to sharpen our understanding of civil society and other institutional 
complexes. Here I follow especially closely the theory of "action and its environments" 
proposed by Jeffrey Alexander (1988a), taking the latter as my broad organizing framework. 
Much like Alexander, I suggest that action takes place simultaneously within a plurality of 
"environments" or structural contexts-the cultural, social-structural, and social-psychologi- 
cal (see also Emirbayer and Goodwin 1996). Durkheim sheds light on how each of these 
contexts affects and channels the historical process. Briefly put, the cultural environment 
encompasses those symbolic patterns, structures, or formations-e.g., cultural discourses, 
genres, idioms, or "conceptual networks" (Somers 1995)-that constrain and enable action 
by structuring actors' normative commitments and their understandings of the world and of 
their own possibilities within it; a rich plurality of such configurations usually is found in 
any cultural context. The social-structural environment encompasses those network pat- 
terns of social relations (see Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994) that comprise an interpersonal 
(or interorganizational) setting of action. Third, the social-psychological environment 
encompasses psychical structures that constrain and enable action by channeling flows 
and investments of emotional energy. It includes long-lasting, interpersonal structures of 
sympathy, attachment, and emotional solidarity, as well as negatively toned currents of 
hostility and aggression. These three structural contexts of action intersect and overlap 
with one another, yet are mutually autonomous; they designate relatively enduring pat- 
terns or matrices of relationships (ties) that each operates according to its own independent 
logic. 

My organizing framework does diverge in certain important respects from its predeces- 
sors. It contradicts Parsons by not placing the environments or contexts of action in any 
sort of hierarchy, "cybernetic" or otherwise. Nor does it conceptualize them as "action 
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systems" per se. "Concrete action cannot be analytically broken down into these three 
systematic elements. These [contexts,] rather, enter action as its more or less ordered 
environments" (Alexander 1988a:316). As Alexander explains it, "action can be conceived 
of as a 'flow' within symbolic, social, and psychological environments. These environments 
interpenetrate within the concrete empirical actor, who is no longer identified with purely 
contingent action as he or she typically is in the traditions of micro theory" (1988b:93). 
My schema departs from Alexander's formulations, in turn, by eschewing the further step 
of regarding the contexts of action as "systems" in the (neo)functionalist sense. (Hence my 
replacement of "systems" in the above quotation with "contexts," in brackets.) And it 

diverges from Alexander and others in conceptualizing all of these contexts in a self- 

consciously relational manner; it is ties and transactions, including imaginary and fanta- 
sized relationships, not preconstituted entities such as "the individual," "society," or pheno- 
menological "worlds," that constitute the appropriate units of sociological analysis (see 
Emirbayer 1996b). 

Finally, although these structural environments profoundly influence empirical social 
action, I argue that the latter is also influenced by the dynamic moment of human agency 
itself. I understand by agency "the engagement by social actors of their different environ- 
ments, an engagement that both reproduces and transforms those structures in interactive 
response to the problems posed by changing historical situations" (Emirbayer and Mische 
1995). It is important to be clear about this point: Empirical social action is not synonymous 
with human agency itself. For while the moment of human agency is present in all actual 
empirical instances of action, it must be understood as a theoretically distinct element. I 
agree with Alexander that the "identification of actor and agency" renders one "guilty of 
[the fallacy of] misplaced concreteness. Rather than replacing or reinterpreting the familiar 
dichotomy between actors and structures, [this] identification . . . actually reproduces it in 
another form. . . . [A]ctors per se are much more than, and [simultaneously] much less 
than, 'agents' [alone]" (Alexander 1992a: 1-2). All empirical instances of action are shaped 
and conditioned, on the one hand, by the cultural, social-structural, and social-psychological 
environments and, on the other, by the dynamic moment of human agency. The latter 
guarantees, in fact, that empirical social action will never be completely determined or 
structured.2 

In what follows, I explore Durkheim's potential contributions to the study of each of 
these four important elements of a theory of historical process. I take as my point of 
departure several frequently offered (mis)interpretations of Durkheim's research program, 
each of which selectively emphasizes one or another of Durkheim's key texts. I match each 
line of interpretation with one of the four analytical elements mentioned above, and show 
how Durkheim's work in that area-on the cultural, social-structural, or social-psychologi- 
cal contexts of action, or on human agency itself-actually contains insights that speak 
directly and usefully to contemporary debates.3 My focus of attention remains on the later 
writings of Durkheim, especially on that set of works, two theoretical and another empirical, 
that capture the essence of his all-important final phase of "religious sociology" (Alexander 
1982, 1988c, 1989a). These books-Professional Ethics and Civic Morals (1992), The 
Evolution of Educational Thought (1977), and The Elementary Forms of Religious Life 
(1995)-must be read together, for as an ensemble they highlight the significance of civic 

2 Among the many implications of this statement is that human agency cannot simply be equated with "beliefs, 
values, and motives" (for examples of this error, see Emirbayer 1992a, 1992b). "Beliefs, values, and motives" 
refer instead to contexts of action (the cultural and social psychological, in particular) that are themselves coequal 
in analytical significance with the context of social structure. Human agency, for its own part, is analytically 
distinct from all three of these environments of action. 

3 Other critiques of Durkheim have surely been advanced, but these are not nearly so relevant to the question 
of Durkheim's usefulness to historical-comparative analysis. 
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and public interactions, shared emotions, material configurations, and the sacred in social 
life, Durkheimian themes that contribute most powerfully to present-day concerns in the 
field. Although the nature and dynamics of contemporary society differ in significant and 
obvious ways from those which Durkheim studied, his strategies for examining historical 
processes retain much of their original usefulness and contribute significantly to our 
understanding of social action and the structural and relational environments within which 
it unfolds. 

DURKHEIM ON CIVIL SOCIETY 

In an influential formulation, partly descriptive but partly also prescriptive, Charles Tilly 
suggests that since its resurgence in the 1960s, historical-comparative analysis has been 
oriented primarily around two "master concepts": the modern state and capitalist social 
relations. "In the case of Western countries over the last few hundred years, the program 
[of the new historical-comparative sociology] begins by recognizing that the development 
of capitalism and the formation of powerful, connected national states dominated all other 
social processes and shaped all social structures. ... It goes on by following the creation 
and destruction of different sorts of structures by capitalism and statemaking, then tracing 
the relationship of other processes . . . to capitalism and statemaking (Tilly 1984:14-15). 
This assessment is accurate, to be sure; classes and class conflict have indeed been the 
guiding concerns behind much Marxist scholarship during this period (Moore 1966; An- 
derson 1974a, 1974b). States as autonomous organizations with their own distinctive 
interests and goals (the Weberian perspective) and the complex interactions of states with 
economic actors and class structures (Tocqueville's contribution) have also been key con- 
cerns for the new "state-centered" historical sociology (Skocpol 1979; Evans, Ruesche- 
meyer, and Skocpol 1985; for a review, see Barkey and Parikh 1991). As Skocpol (1985) 
explains it, whereas Weber provides important insights into states as sites of "independent 
and effective official actions," Tocqueville provides insights into the relationship between 
the state and polity, the political organization of society. 

However, while they are extremely useful for exploring certain kinds of substantive 
problems, class-oriented and state-centered strategies of analysis leave vastly undertheorized 
a potentially important distinction (within the broad, overarching category of "society" 
itself) between economic class structures and associational relations of civil life (see 
Emirbayer and Sheller 1996). Both remain content to take the basic dichotomy of "state 
versus society" as their theoretical point of departure, without disaggregating the concept 
of "society" itself into its distinct analytical components. This can be seen in Skocpol's 
aforementioned essay (1985), where she discusses within the same category both pluralist 
(cum structural-functionalist) and neo-Marxist paradigms-both instances, in her view, of 
a common society-centered mode of analysis. "With respect to all that is nonstate, [the 
state-centered] paradigm [thus] continues the reductionist tendency of Marxism and neo- 
Marxism by identifying class relations and interests as the key to contemporary forms of 
collective action. Moreover, the legal, associational, cultural, and public spheres of society 
have no theoretical place in this analysis. It thereby loses sight of a great deal of interesting 
and normatively instructive forms of social conflict today" (Cohen and Arato 1992:1-2). 

It is precisely at this theoretical juncture, "in between" the modem state and capitalism 
(the two "master concepts" of Tilly's vision), that one begins to discern a new relevance for 
Durkheimian concerns. Of all the classical social thinkers, it is surely Durkheim himself 
(along with Tocqueville) who provides the most perceptive analysis of the structures and 
processes of civil society. It is the intermediate domains of social life-the domestic, 
associational, and public institutions of society-that Durkheim analyzes most acutely: not 
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only the Tocquevillean domain of political society (or the "public sphere"), but also "the 
intimate sphere (especially the family), the sphere of associations (especially voluntary 
associations), social movements, and forms of public communication" (Cohen and Arato 
1992:ix). More insightfully even than Marx (see Cohen 1982) and Weber (see Prager 1981), 
Durkheim explores the internal logic of these structures and practices, and assesses their 
contributions to social integration, individual autonomy, and willed community; in so doing, 
he provides a useful corrective to those who would devote themselves primarily to the study 
of capitalist development and/or state formation. In this regard, Durkheim also anticipates 
Parsons's (1967, 1977) important investigations into the dynamics of "societal community," 
Gramsci's (1971) studies of "hegemony," and the now-burgeoning research on civil society 
(for critical reviews, see Calhoun 1993a; Emirbayer and Sheller 1996). These later studies 
all share a concern with differentiated "structures of socialization, association, and organ- 
ized forms of communication of the lifeworld to the extent that these are institutionalized 
or are in the process of being institutionalized" (Cohen and Arato 1992:x). 

Most significant among Durkheim's studies of civil society are his inquiries into the 
evolution of three distinct types of institutional structure-the three domains of societal 
interaction that Hegel (1967) before him termed the key moments of "ethical life." The first 
is the moder family. Durkheim follows historically the formation of the moder family 
unit across a series of discrete stages: the diffuse clan, the differentiated family of maternal 
or paternal lineage, the joint family of agnates, the patriarchal family, the paternal-maternal 
family, and finally, the modern family itself (Durkheim 1978a, 1978b; see also Wallwork 
1972). Today, he argues (in language reminiscent of Hegel), family life has come to consist 
in "two different associations, [one that] unites two members of the same generation [and 
another that] unites one generation to the next" (quoted in Wallwork 1972:96). More than 
ever before, such patterns of relationships "allow . . . the personalities of the family 
members to come forth more and more .... Each individual increasingly [now] assume[s] 
his own character, his personal manner of thinking and feeling" (Durkheim 1978b:233- 
234). Even in the modern age, moreover, the conjugal-nuclear family also remains a focal 
point for group norms and attachments, and a key matrix for individual moral development. 
In addition, the marital bond itself becomes stronger and comes to serve a moral function, 
enhancing "moral health and happiness" and providing "a respected form of regulation 
which creates social bonds among individuals" (Durkheim 1978c:248). Durkheim investi- 
gates the various historical forces that threaten family solidarity in the present day, including 
a wide range of economic, legal, and spiritual transformations (Durkheim 1978c). 

Durkheim also inquires into the moral and historical significance of modern corporations 
and professional bodies, as well as educational institutions. He examines how occupational 
groups have evolved over time, beginning with the Roman collegia and then moving on to 
the medieval guilds that arose in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Today, he argues, a 
new system of professional bodies is needed to remedy the lack of moral authority in 
economic life, to provide a new focal point for moral community and group attachments, 
and to mediate the "individualistic particularism" of economic interests within the public 
sphere (Durkheim 1958; see also Durkheim 1984a). Modern education also serves a 
mediating function; it connects "two kinds of moralities, the affective morality of family 
life and the more rigorous, impersonal faith that controls civic society" and the state 
(Alexander 1982:279-280; see also Durkheim 1956, 1973). In The Evolution of Educational 
Thought, Durkheim examines the unfolding of this moral and educational process across 
more than eleven centuries of cultural and institutional development, following the evolution 
of French secondary education from its origins in the early Church up through the time of 
the "educational crisis" of the late nineteenth century. Although its title suggests a focus 
upon educational ideals alone, this work actually analyzes both abstract pedagogical doc- 
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trines and structural and organizational forces. In highlighting the causal significance of 
"ritual processes" and "the sacred" in this complex story, it also represents the most 
extensive application extant of Durkheim's later religious sociology to a particular substan- 
tive problem (for a detailed discussion of this work, see Emirbayer 1996a). 

Finally, in various writings Durkheim elaborates "a communication theory of politics that 
seems quite contemporary" (Bellah 1973:xxxiv). In his political sociology and especially 
in Professional Ethics and Civic Morals, he distinguishes between the administrative and 
coercive apparatus of society and "the State" proper; the principal function of the former 
is "to act" and "to achieve," while the latter's is to "elevate" the ideals and beliefs of the 
prereflective masses. 'The state is a special organ whose responsibility it is to work out 
certain representations which hold good for the collectivity. These representations are 
distinguished from [others] . . . by their higher degree of consciousness and reflection" 

(Durkheim 1992:50; see also Filloux 1977; Lacroix 1981). This domain corresponds quite 
closely to what Habermas (1987, 1989) and others (e.g., Calhoun 1992; Cohen and Arato 
1992) have termed the "public sphere of civil society"-even more than it does to the 
organizational "state" of state-centered sociology. Durkheim further suggests that in the 
modem age, this State seeks above all else to promote the "cult of the individual" within 
civil society: "[T]he main function of the State is to liberate the individual personalities"; 
its distinctive purpose is to embody and to promote the basic principles of moral univer- 
salism (Durkheim 1992:62). Regrettably, Durkheim neglects the strategic competition of 
political actors for organizational power when he investigates how the public sphere has 
taken shape over time; ultimately, in fact, he reduces politics a bit too easily to a kind of 
normative deliberation culminating in social integration and consensus. Yet the analytical 
tools that he provides elsewhere (as we shall see) make possible a more satisfactory 
empirical treatment of such issues. 

THE CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT OF ACTION 

The institutions of civil society can be examined empirically and theoretically in terms of 
their structural relationships with the other institutional domains of the state and the 
capitalist economy. But more significantly for our purposes, they can also be examined 
from a rather different perspective, one revolving around the problematic of "action and its 
environments" (Alexander 1988a). As I suggested above, social action (within and without 
any one of these institutional complexes) is guided and channelled simultaneously by three 
structural, transpersonal contexts: culture, social structure, and social psychology. Any 
adequate analysis of action therefore must examine each of these dimensions, as well as 
the role of several distinct types of agency in reproducing or transforming them. Durkheim 
can help us on each score, if we discount persistent misreadings of his work in these areas. 

One common misreading of Durkheim, based largely upon his first major work, The 
Division of Labor in Society (1984b), is that even in his later writings, those most often 
seen as fostering a new perspective on the cultural environment of action, he never quite 
abandoned his earlier commitment to a "base/superstructure" mode of analysis, that he 
remained a "materialist" in some form throughout his career. This interpretation, shared by 
such diverse commentators as Emile Benoit-Smullyan (1948), Anthony Giddens (1977), 
and Mark Traugott (1978), insists that although Durkheim decisively rejected economic 
materialism in the Marxian mode, he continued to espouse a sort of "generic materialism" 
that related collective representations back to broader patterns in social organization, to the 
so-called "material substratum." (One imagines that Tilly himself would have found Durk- 
heimian cultural analysis "useful" only upon such a basis.) This argument comes easiest, 
of course, with respect to The Division of Labor; yet its proponents apply it even to the 
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later writings of Durkheim's "religious" period, and thereby connect Durkheim as a whole 
back to the Marxian tradition. "[O]n this basic point the convergence [between Durkheim 
and Marx is] ... a natural and necessary consequence of their assumptions concerning the 

systemic character of society and the need for a group unit of analysis" (Traugott 1978:260 
n. 60). 

The portrayal of Durkheim as a "generic materialist" has its considerable merits, to be 
sure: most prominent among them, the insight that Durkheim never forgot to acknowledge 
the social situatedness of symbolic formations, even as he insisted upon the latter's relative 
autonomy. "He [was] always careful to insist that such propositions [as 'society is the ideal'] 
must be interpreted to mean that ideals are creations of human society, not 'given' forces 
which determine social conduct" (Giddens 1977:290). But this reading also carries with it 
an important weakness: It loses sight of the truly radical nature of Durkheim's later turn 
toward cultural analysis-his newfound understanding (especially in The Elementary 
Forms) of the internal complexity and causal significance of cultural structures (see also 
Durkheim and Mauss 1963). 

The other "founding fathers" never did develop such a far-reaching program for cultural 
analysis in historical sociology. Despite the fact that later theorists in the Marxian tradition 
made many positive contributions to cultural studies (e.g., Althusser 1971; Hall 1986; 
Thompson 1979; Williams 1977), one can discern in Marx's writings themselves only the 
vaguest lineaments of a sociological theory of modem culture. While Weber's "verstehen" 
sociology did much to advance the cause of hermeneutic analysis (Alexander 1989b:189; 
Habermas 1984:243-254; see, e.g., Walzer 1965), Weber's own boldly stated theses of the 
"loss of meaning" and of the spread of "mechanized petrification" in the contemporary 
world made it difficult to elaborate a Weberian theory of cultural modernity. And finally, 
while certain of Tocqueville's writings (e.g., Vol. II of Democracy in America [1981]) did 
include rich insights into the "manners and mores" of modem societies marked by an 
equality of conditions (see, e.g., Bellah 1975), Tocqueville never himself articulated a 
systematic program for cultural analysis.4 The later Durkheim, by contrast, does provide 
useful tools for investigating symbolic structures and processes in the modem world. His 
"religious" sociology opens up new possibilities for analyzing the cultural environment of 
action, which he regards as theoretically, if not empirically, independent of other (social- 
structural and social-psychological) environments. It was in his later period that he arrived, 
after all, at such key insights as the enduring significance, even in the modem world, of 
"sacred" ideals, images, and symbols; the importance in cultural life of the polarity of the 
"sacred" and the "profane"; the recurrence of pivotal moments of "collective efferves- 
cence"-or cultural "renaissances," as he termed them-in the developmental history of the 
sacred; the emergence during these renaissances of conflicts over the very meaning and 
legitimate definition of sacred ideals; and, perhaps most important, the value of examining 
such conflicts from a multidimensional point of view, with an emphasis not only upon the 
bearers of symbols and the concrete circumstances of their struggles, but also upon the 
internal logic and organization of the symbolic forms themselves.5 

Durkheim suggests in The Elementary Forms that religious beliefs, and, by extension, 
other cultural formations, are organized according to a binary logic: They embody symbolic 
polarities that divide social and metaphysical reality into such antithetical categories as the 
rational and the irrational, the intelligible and the mysterious, the sacred and the profane. 
"[T]he religious phenomenon is such that it always assumes a bipartite division of the 

4 Neither, for that matter, did Georg Simmel, despite his many penetrating inquiries along the way (1968, 1971) 
into the "tragedy" of modem culture. 

5 Certain of these issues I explore in the paragraphs immediately following, and others I take up in the section 
on human agency. 
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universe, known and knowable, into two genera that include all that exists but radically 
exclude one another." Religious and other cultural beliefs express this "radical duality" 
between "heterogeneous and incomparable worlds"; they articulate "the nature of sacred 
things and the relations they have with other sacred things or with profane things" (Durk- 
heim 1995:38-39). Within the fundamental "genus" of the sacred, moreover, one encounters 
additional subdivisions, between such categories as the pure and the impure, the divine and 
the diabolical, and the guardians of order and the dispensers of chaos. On the one side are 
representations of sacred objects that "dispense . . . life, health, and all the qualities that 
men value"; on the other are representations of sacred yet malevolent forces (Durkheim 
1995:412-417). Symbolic formations, in short, exhibit a complex internal structure and 
organization. "[C]ollective consciousness is something other than a mere epiphenomenon 
of its morphological base. ... If [it] is to appear, a sui generis synthesis of individual 
consciousnesses must occur. The product of this synthesis is a whole world of feelings, 
ideas, and images that follow their own laws once they are born. They mutually attract one 
another, repel one another, fuse together, subdivide, and proliferate; and none of these 
combinations is directly commanded and necessitated by the state of the underlying reality" 
(Durkheim 1995:426). 

What is important here is that, no less than the internal logics of social-structural or 
social-psychological formations, cultural logics constrain and enable action in all the 
institutional sectors of modem society, including that of civil society. They exert a (partially) 
independent influence upon historical processes. In part, they do this by structuring the very 
categories and classificatory schemes through which social life itself is ordered. Jeffrey 
Alexander observes this with respect to civil society: "To study [the] subjective dimension 
of civil society, we must recognize and focus on the distinctive symbolic codes that are 
critically important in constituting the very sense of society for those who are within and 
without it.... [C]odes supply the structured categories of pure and impure into which every 
member, or potential member, of civil society is made to fit" (1992b:290).6 Cultural logics 
are also important because they sometimes differ from dominant social-structural and 
social- psychological configurations and demand the latter's reorganization and transforma- 
tion in their own image. Categories of purity and pollution, for example, can direct and 
legitimize actions that seek to reshape given structures and establish a new order: Once 
such schemas and representations "are constituted, they are, by that very fact, realities sui 
generis, autonomous and capable of being causes in turn, capable of producing new 
phenomena. . . . [O]nce they exist, they become, in turn, creative sources of action, they 
have an effectiveness all their own, and they react on the very causes on which they depend" 
(Durkheim 1978d:130). 

Having distinguished cultural from social and social-psychological structures on an 
analytical level, it still remains possible to reconnect these elements on an empirical plane. 
Following Parsons and Shils (1951) and especially Kane (1991), for example, Alexander 
and Smith argue that "culture is always a generalized input, but only through a 'combina- 
torial' process with more concrete and more material exigencies does it actually affect social 
life. For any particular causal problem . . . particular and detailed models of social structure, 
action, and culture must be developed" (1993:159). Disaggregating cultural from other kinds 
of structures in this way, however, entails an important departure from the practices of many 
historical-comparative sociologists today, even those most self-consciously interested in the 

6 A not dissimilar point is made by Eviatar Zerubavel (1985, 1991) and by Arthur Stinchcombe (1982). The 
latter, while not invoking Durkheim explicitly, stands quite close in spirit to Durkheim's own work on symbolic 
classification. He studies "(more or less) integrated structures of symbols, moral categories, and their manifesta- 
tions in particular concrete institutions" (Stinchcombe 1982:79). See also Mohr (1994) for a related but more 
network-analytic approach. 
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causal impacts of culture. As Eva Morawska and Willfried Spohn (1994) point out, there 
is a significant division in the field between those who see culture and symbolism "as 
interrelated with but distinct from society" and those others who see culture "as simultane- 
ously constituted by and constituting [society] through an ongoing process" (1994:47). The 
former regard "each side of the social structure/culture relationship [as] retain[ing], at least 
potentially, a measure of 'its own' variability and relative 'dynamic autonomy,"' while the 
latter fuse society and culture together "and, as a consequence, also abandon conventional 
explanatory discourse in terms of the relative autonomy and ultimate causality accorded 
particular levels of social life" (Morawska and Spohn 1994:60, 67; see also Archer 1988 
for a similar argument about "central conflation").7 In the latter strategy, culture does little 
or no independent explanatory work, and its constraining and enabling influences are left 
well outside the formal boundaries of analysis. The late-Durkheimian approach, by contrast, 
offers those in the former camp a powerful means to investigate the internal structure of 
symbolic formations-without also losing sight of the empirical embeddedness of these 
formations in patterns of social-structural (and other) modalities of interaction. 

THE SOCIAL-STRUCTURAL ENVIRONMENT OF ACTION 

A second important line of criticism portrays Durkheim as an idealist who consistently 
neglected the material and demographic infrastructure of society. Based upon a selective 
emphasis on The Elementary Forms, this interpretive line, the very opposite of the reading 
mentioned above, sees Durkheim as concerned primarily with the normative order and 
disinterested in the internal organization and history of social-structural formations (Aron 
1970; Birnbaum 1976; Bottomore 1981; Coser 1964; see also Sorel 1895). This criticism 
is often quite accurate and telling, especially when directed against Durkheim's later 
writings. It is certainly true, for example, that Durkheim devotes less attention in his later 
years to the kinds of factors he discussed in The Division of Labor, where he argued that 
functional differentiation, specialization, and the evolution of the division of labor (brought 
about by increases in "material and moral density") had destroyed traditional forms of moral 
integration and produced a new type of (organic) solidarity, one marked by interdependence 
and a greater scope for individual initiative. The heavy culturalism of the later writings does 
seem to leave such developments mostly out of consideration. 

On the other hand, even in this later, more "idealist" phase of production, Durkheim 
remains interested in the impact of morphological structures and processes upon institu- 
tional change, particularly in civil society. In The Evolution of Educational Thought, he 
weaves morphological transformations deeply into his causal explanations, locating the 
wellspring of humanist educational ideals, for example, in the emergent domain of "polite 
society," a "leisured class" that owed its existence to a complex configuration of social- 
structural causes: the establishment of order and security through better government and 
more efficient administration; the growth of population and the proliferation of urban 
centers; the spread of communications; and the stimulation of economic activity and the 
expansion of markets through the discovery and exploitation of new routes of trade. 

7 For recent examples of the former, see Bourdieu 1988 and Tilly 1995a. For examples of the latter, see 
Alexander 1988d; Alexander and Smith 1993; Smith 1991; Kane 1994; see also the substantive pieces included 
in Alexander 1988c, and in Alexander and Seidman 1990, chs. 13-15. The historical investigations of Viviana 
Zelizer (1979, 1985), William Sewell, Jr. (1980), Karen Fields (1985), Barry Schwartz (1987), Mustafa Emirbayer 
(1992a, 1992b), and Margaret Somers (1986, 1993) also sound similar themes; for a review, see Lamont and 
Fournier 1992. Finally, in the social movements literature, see the work inspired by David Snow (Snow, Roch- 
ford, Worden, and Benford 1986; Snow and Benford 1992; Hunt, Benford, and Snow 1994; see also McAdam 
1990, 1994; Gamson 1992), all of which employs Erving Goffman's (1974) "framing" concept to add a late- 
Durkheimian concern with "collective representations" and symbolic forms to the study of collective action within 
civil society. 
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Durkheim suggests that the increasing social mobility and social wealth that accompanied 
these changes greatly narrowed the gulf between the various levels of society and fostered 
among the middle strata a new desire to emulate the ways of the aristocracy. The breakup 
of Christendom into national units, each with "its own special mode of thought and feeling," 
further enhanced these aspirations and produced a "movement towards individualism and 
differentiation" that ultimately found expression in the new humanist doctrines of pedagogy 
(Durkheim 1977:171). Durkheim combines such morphological transformations with cul- 
tural developments to produce a rich causal narrative of institutional change in French civil 
society during the Renaissance period. 

On a general analytical level as well, Durkheim continues to stress the element of social 
morphology. In the programmatic essay "Sociology and the Social Sciences," for example, 
he carves out a special place for scientific inquiry that "has as its object the external and 
material form of society" (Durkheim 1978e:79). Under this rubric fall empirical researches 
on social differentiation, changing class structure, political centralization, and demographic 
tendencies of various kinds. Elsewhere, in a brief prefatory note on social morphology in 
his journal, L Annee sociologique, he suggests that material infrastructures vary "depending 
on whether the population is more or less sizable, more or less dense; depending on whether 
it is concentrated in cities or dispersed in the countryside; depending on the way in which 
the cities and the houses are constructed; depending on whether the space occupied by the 
society is more or less extensive; depending on the borders which define its limits, the 
avenues of communication which traverse it." Social morphology then aims to investigate 
"how the [changing] constitution of this substratum directly or indirectly affects all social 
phenomena" (Durkheim 1978f:88). 

The significance of Durkheim's later empirical and theoretical writings lies in the fact 
that they show us not only how morphological structures and processes, the material 
substratum of social life, are implicated in the genesis and functioning of social institutions 
and institutional complexes, but also how they interact historically with other kinds of 
structures and processes, including those of culture. The material infrastructure denotes but 
one dimension of what is in fact a complex, multifaceted reality; elements such as cultural 
symbols and, as we shall see, social-psychological configurations cannot simply be added 
onto it as putatively "extrainstitutional" influences (see Durkheim 1982:45; see also Fau- 
connet and Mauss 1901; Poggi 1971). In his Durkheim commentary, Alexander points this 
out as well: "Durkheim makes an analogy here to the role of physical tissue in psychological 
perception, a reference which carries particular interest because at about the same time this 
analogy was also basic to the double analogy by which he established the fundamental role 
of representations in secular life. Social phenomena must relate to morphology, . . . just as 
perceptions must have a neurological element; but social forms [and institutions] can no 
more reflect morphology than can perceptions be merely the reflection of neural matter" 
(1982:253). This insight applies to all the institutions and institutional sectors of modem 
society: Material and demographic configurations help to structure (but only partially) the 
empirical social action that unfolds within the domestic sphere, educational institutions, 
occupational groups, and the public realm, as well as within the modem administrative state 
and the capitalist economy. 

THE SOCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT OF ACTION 

The third criticism of Durkheim currently prevalent in the secondary literature suggests that 
he misconstrues the role of social-psychological factors in the historical process. One 
variant of this view, similar to that discussed above in the section on culture, holds that as 
a "generic materialist" Durkheim simply undervalues the independent role of collective 
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emotional engagements in social life. Another view holds that Durkheim actually misrep- 
resents the historical role of social psychology, particularly in his analysis of extrainstitu- 
tional processes. The latter perspective depicts Durkheim as the unequivocal precursor of 
the "collective behavior" tradition in social movement theory, the great forefather of an 

approach to social movements that stresses their irrationality, volatility, and emergence from 
situations of "social strain" (for a review of this approach, see Marx and Wood 1975; see 
also Blumer 1957; Turner and Killian 1957; Kornhauser 1959; Smelser 1963; Gurr 1970). 
In "Useless Durkheim," Charles Tilly elaborates a particularly powerful version of this 
critique. He extracts three specific hypotheses about collective action from Durkheim's own 
writings, particularly from Suicide (1951) and The Division of Labor (1984b): (1) that levels 
of social conflict increase as traditional controls upon individuals and groups weaken; (2) 
that periods or areas of rapid social change exhibit greater levels of social conflict and 
protest; and (3) that levels of all forms of disorder, ranging from individual suicide to 
collective protest, all rise or fall together. Scanning data on collective action in Europe from 
over the past several hundred years, Tilly voices "profound skepticism" with regard to each 
of these three hypotheses. "Mill, Weber, and, especially, Marx," he concludes, "are far 
superior guides to what we actually see on the ground" than is Durkheim himself (Tilly 
1981:107). 

Tilly quite rightly underscores the inadequacies of arguments that take as their funda- 
mental point of departure such notions as "anomie," social strain, and sociopathology. He 
correctly points out that Durkheim himself often had recourse to such notions-as in The 
Evolution of Educational Thought, where he depicted the pedagogical reforms of the Jesuits 
(chs. 19-22) as "retrograde" developments, "conservative and even reactionary," whose real 
aim was to contain an advancing tide of secular humanism that could scarcely be reversed. 
Even so, Tilly also fails to acknowledge that there are other, more positive aspects to the 
Durkheimian legacy. These include, preeminently, Durkheim's idea of social solidarity as 
"the universal concomitant of group action."8 As Mark Traugott points out, for Durkheim 
"solidarity constitutes the defining characteristic of group life. It is, by extension, the sine 
qua non of collective action." Far from stressing emotional disintegration, "Durkheim 
typically characterizes the variations in solidarity associated with social movements as 
intensifications of ... integrative bonds" (Traugott 1984:325). Indeed, even in explaining 
school reform in France, Durkheim portrays the Jesuits as a group bound tightly together 
by dense matrices of emotional ties, hardly suffering at all from affective disorientation or 
other irrational disturbances. He sees the Jesuits, in pursuit of their goals, as engaged in 
action that was both instrumentally rational and expressive in nature. Durkheim in this 
sense is just as much a precursor of theories deeply at odds with the older orthodoxies (e.g., 
Calhoun 1991, 1993b, 1994; Morris and Mueller 1992; Larana, Johnston, and Gusfield 
1994) as he is of the "collective behavior" line. 

These theoretical insights extend as well into the study of more established and institu- 
tionalized modalities of action. Here, too, Durkheim suggests that among the most impor- 
tant structuring, channelling influences upon action are social-psychological formations. In 
The Elementary Forms, he argues that enhanced levels of the physical density of interaction, 
together with the increasing ecological boundedness of a given group, raise its focus of 
attention and the intensity of common emotions. 'To strengthen emotions that would 
dissipate if left alone," he writes, "the one thing needful is to bring all those who share 
them into more intimate and more dynamic relationship .... The very act of congregating 

8 In fairness to Tilly, it should be recalled that in "Useless Durkheim," he mentions this point in passing: "In 
The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life, we find Durkheim analyzing the solidarity-producing consequences 
of ritualized, approved forms of collective action" (Tilly 1981:103). 
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is an exceptionally powerful stimulant. Once the individuals are gathered together, a sort 
of electricity is generated from their closeness and quickly launches them to an extraordi- 
nary height of exaltation" (Durkheim 1995:212, 217). The collective emotions generated in 
such moments of collective effervescence crystallize into transpersonal patterns of both 
emotional commitment and cultural or symbolic identification. The latter, as structures 
belonging to the cultural environment of action, "are items on which a group has focused 
attention during [a ritual]. Such symbols come to represent membership in the group.... 
Durkheim called them 'sacred objects"' (Collins 1993:212). The former, as social-psycho- 
logical in nature, entail varying patterns of emotional coordination-structured webs of 
emotional transactions-that exhibit distinctive properties as constraining and enabling 
forces. "What holds a society together-the 'glue' of solidarity-and what mobilizes 
conflict-the energy of mobilized groups-are emotions; so is what operates to uphold 
stratification" (Collins 1990:27-28). 

One substantive example of this emotional "binding together" of institutions can be found 
in Professional Ethics and Civic Morals, where Durkheim investigates the religious and 
sacred foundations of contractual relationships. ("New institutions," he observes, "begin as 
a rule by taking the old as their model and only split off from these by degrees in order to 
develop their own pattern in freedom" [Durkheim 1992:179].) Durkheim speaks of several 
historical stages in the evolution of contract, culminating in the partially normative ideal of 
"the just contract, objective and equitable" (Durkheim 1992:208). The origins of this history, 
he claims, lie in emotionally charged ritual experiences-"blood covenants"-that allow 
"two different individuals or groups, between whom no natural ties exist, [to] agree to be 
associated in some common aim: in order that this covenant should be binding, they . . . 
bring about the physical blood relationship considered to be the source of all obligations. 
They mingle their blood" (Durkheim 1992:180). Later stages in the evolution of contract 
represent merely the juridification and objectification of essentially this same ritual process. 
Even latter-day contractual relationships (within the economy as well as civil society-e.g., 
the marital bond) thus retain an emotional, solidaristic dimension. 

The most important insights that Durkheim offers here are that the emotional dimension 
of social life is transpersonal-that emotions have a relational grounding-and, conversely, 
that interpersonal interactions (within and without institutions) themselves have an emo- 
tional foundation.9 We can explore the implications of these insights further through the 
writings of one contemporary social thinker, Randall Collins (1981, 1988, 1990, 1993), 
who examines the linkages among emotions, rituals, and market behavior. Collins envisions 
a "market" of solidarity rituals (moments of collective effervescence) with certain group 
experiences yielding higher rewards in "emotional energy" than others, yet requiring higher 
entry costs in the coin of emotional "investment." He opens up in this way new possibilities 
for mapping the structure of emotional ties across the broader social-psychological envi- 
ronment (see, e.g., Collins 1988:119-123, for a discussion of patterns of erotic bonds and 
of an "interpersonal market of relative attractions"). In such a mapping, structures of 
energy-enhancing ritual interaction would parallel the conceptual networks and social-struc- 
tural configurations of the other two relational contexts of action. Collins does render 
collective symbols something of a residual concern,10 and often he embraces a utilitarian, 

9 These insights thus point away from Alexander's framework, plus those of Parsons, Sorokin, and Barber, all 
of which speak in terms of cultural, societal, and individual personality (rather than social-psychological) 
dynamics. 

10 Indeed, it sometimes seems as though Collins himself were intent upon collapsing collective symbols back 
into emotional energy as the key determinant of social action: "If an individual is going to engage in thinking 
about future situations, what symbols will most readily come to mind? It will be those symbols that have the 
highest [emotional energy] charge" (Collins 1993:224). Collins seems to ignore those cases in which normative 
commitments (as structured by collective symbols) direct actors away from situations promising the highest-energy 
yields-precisely those situations that would predictably be of greatest appeal to them. 
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rational-choice approach to action that fits in poorly with his otherwise Durkheimian point 
of view. Yet his discussion directs our attention back to the social-psychological level, and 
demonstrates how Durkheim on group process can provide the foundations for a powerful 
new theory of emotional solidarity. 

Such ideas have significant implications in several substantive areas within historical- 
comparative sociology. Collective action, for example, can now be seen as unfolding within 
several different structural contexts at once: the cultural, social-structural, and social- 

psychological. Although most studies focus upon the first two of these contexts, some recent 
writings (e.g., Hunt 1992; Emirbayer and Goodwin 1996; Goodwin 1996) now incorporate 
explicitly social-psychological concepts into their frameworks of analysis and stress the 
emotional as well as the cultural and morphological underpinnings of solidarity. (Lynn 
Hunt, for example, focuses on "the collective, unconscious images of familial order that 
underlie revolutionary politics" [1992:xiii; see also Hunt 1988].) Nationalism, too, emerges 
within multiple structural environments. It consists as much in ritual processes that enhance 
group solidarity and emotional energy (Scheff 1994) as it does in the pursuit of certain 
material interests or symbolic aims. And, finally, democratic structures and processes-for 
example, in the public sphere of civil society (Emirbayer and Sheller 1996)-require not 
only particular morphological configurations and cultural ideals to flourish (Alexander 
1992b; Alexander and Smith 1993), but also patterns of emotional commitments (Bellah, 
Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, and Tipton 1985; Sagan 1985, 1991) truly conducive to a broad 
and inclusive citizenship. One shortcoming, in fact, of Cohen and Arato's (1992) otherwise 
compelling theory of civil society is that it gives short shrift to the causal impact of such 
social-psychological factors upon democratization. The "emotional economy" that forms 
and re-forms during moments of collective effervescence-the transpersonal patterns of 
love and aggression that bind groups and institutions together and split them apart from 
others-often has a great deal to do with the nature and limitations of the democracy that 
emerges in given historical contexts.11 

HUMAN AGENCY 

A final, long-standing interpretation of Durkheim views him as a theorist of "social 
equilibrium" and of structural-functionalism-with few if any real affinities for historical 
research. Based upon Durkheim's study of rituals and ceremonials in The Elementary 
Forms, this interpretation portrays him as interested primarily in the "disciplinary, cohesive, 
vitalizing, and euphoric social forces" serving "to remake individuals and groups morally" 
(Alpert 1965:141). Durkheim becomes then an "anthropologists' sociologist," far more 
concerned with the regenerative functions of rituals in "static and 'unhistorical' societies" 
than with historical change in the contemporary world (Bottomore 1981:907). Even when 
he analyzes social development, Durkheim is taken to task for treating it, as one of his 
critics charges, "as a gradual process of social differentiation that necessarily produces . . . 
social solidarity" rather than genuine innovation (Bottomore 1981:912). When Theda 
Skocpol reproaches William Sewell, Jr. for his "anthropological" view of culture (as 
inherited proximally from Clifford Geertz)-for his idea, that is, of "a social world 
holistically conceived" (1994:202-203)-it is really Durkheim whom she has in mind. 

Of course, such critics capture an undeniable aspect of Durkheim's thought. There are 
indeed powerful traces of static reproductionism scattered throughout his various writings. 
But these critics also neglect the crucial fact that Durkheim often sees rituals and ceremo- 

l In Emirbayer and Sheller (1996), I present a theory of social-psychological structures that actually is 
somewhat more Freudian than Durkheimian in spirit, although Freud, too, can be linked to the approach outlined 
above once "psychical structures" are seen as reenactments, at the level of fantasy, of Durkheimian solidarity rituals 
(e.g., the "family romance"). For a similar attempt to draw Freud and Durkheim together, see Hunt (1988, 1992). 
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nials-and, more broadly, moments of collective effervescence-as potentially creative and 
dynamic moments. It is precisely at such junctures that one can locate the wellsprings of 
human agency, of the capacity not only to reproduce, but also (under certain conditions) to 
creatively reconfigure and transform the relational structures within which action unfolds. 
"Under the influence of some great collective shock in certain historical periods," writes 
Durkheim, "social interactions become much more frequent and active. Individuals seek out 
one another and come together more. The result is the general effervescence that is 
characteristic of revolutionary or creative epochs. . . . People live differently and more 
intensely than in normal times" (1995:212-213).12 

Examples of creative effervescences of group and individual action abound in Durkheim's 
later writings. In the history of French secondary education, for instance, they include "the 
crisis of Christendom" in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, which gave rise to Scholas- 
ticism; the periods of the Renaissance and the Reformation; the revolutionary epoch; and 
the ongoing institutional crises of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Durkheim 1977). 
In the political sphere, Durkheim includes as well the Crusades and "the many savage or 
sublime moments in the French Revolution" (1995:213); indeed, close parallels obtain 
between the latter and what Tilly (1978, 1993) terms "revolutionary situations."13 Durkheim 
notes that during the French Revolution, "we [saw] the most mediocre or harmless bour- 
geois transformed by the general exaltation into a hero or an executioner. And the mental 
processes [were] so clearly the same as those at the root of religion that the individuals 
themselves conceived the pressure they yielded to in explicitly religious terms" (1995:213). 
During such junctures, moreover, the complex symbolic forms operative in civil society, as 
well as long-standing configurations of social structure and collective emotions, become 
focal points for conflict. Historical actors such as the humanists, Jesuits, and French 
revolutionaries strive to advance their own ends by wresting control over the very organi- 
zation of culture, social structure, and emotional investments. For Durkheim, the apparent 
unity of prevailing structures in these environments masks intense conflict among multiple 
social groups. The dynamics of power once gave rise to these structures, and the realities 
of social conflict persist in them still. "Functionalist" or not, Durkheim is hardly blind to 
the struggles that shape and transform social life. 

Three other writers who examine such historical processes closely are Pierre Bourdieu, 
Randall Collins, and Jeffrey Alexander. Bourdieu writes frequently about the "classification 
struggles" continually taking place among antagonistic social groups and individuals. As 
Lofc Wacquant points out, he shows how "systems of classification constitute a stake in the 
struggles that oppose individuals and groups in the routine interactions of daily life as well 
as in the solitary and collective contests that take place in the fields of politics and cultural 
production. In class-divided society, the social taxonomies . . . that organize the repre- 
sentation of groups are 'at every moment produced by, and at stake in, the power relations 
between classes" (Wacquant 1992:14; italics in original; the quotation is from Bourdieu 
and Boltanski 1981:149; see also Bourdieu 1984:466-484). Bourdieu's theory revolves 

12 In The Elementary Forms, Durkheim also provides an account of individual leadership and agency. "Some- 
times," he writes, the individual "feels possessed by a moral force greater than he, of which he is only the 
interpreter. This is the hallmark of what has often been called the demon of oratorical inspiration. This extraor- 
dinary surplus of forces is quite real and comes to him from the very group he is addressing. .... It is then no 
longer a mere individual who speaks but a group incarnated and personified" (1995:212). 

13 Close parallels also obtain with what Sidney Tarrow (1989, 1992, 1994) terms "cycles of protest." According 
to Tarrow, such cycles are moments of "generalized turmoil' (see also Jenkins 1985). They are the "major crucibles 
in which new social movements [are] formed . . . , in which new 'master frames' of meaning appear . . . and in 
which some [see] the threat of revolution" (Tarrow 1989:42). Among other things, such protest waves are 
characterized by heightened conflict; "new or transformed frames of meaning" arise that "justify and dignify 
collective action. .... In such periods it clearly seems that a new 'universe of discourse' . . . has opened up, 
permitting once-unacceptable claims to be made and sometimes even accepted" (Tarrow 1989:48-49). 
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around the Durkheimian idea, in fact, that frames of meaning and classification systems are 
valuable and much-coveted "instruments of domination," which in times of generalized 
upheaval are contested and might even be comprehensively reformed. Collins, too, sees the 
stakes of struggle in such ritualized interactions as crucial for the broader organization of 

society; he identifies these stakes as control over the very way in which rituals are 
structured. "[R]itual is a weapon, usable by some groups to dominate others, by manipu- 
lating emotional solidarity as well as the lines of group identification to the advantage of 
some and the disadvantage of others. Politics may thus be described as a struggle by, with, 
and over 'the means of emotional production"' (Collins 1988:117; see also Collins 1994). 

Alexander also develops similar insights, supplementing them, however, with a provoca- 
tive theory (taken from Parsonian and Smelserian sociology) of "value generalization" 
(Alexander 1988d; Alexander and Smith 1993; see also Parsons and Smelser 1956; Smelser 
1959; and, for a related but distinct approach, Hwang 1993). An interesting feature of 
collective effervescence, he suggests, is that social actors often make explicit appeals in the 
course of ritual moments to the most fundamental, cherished values of their society. These 
values comprise what Edward Shils (1982), in a distinctively Durkheimian formulation, 
calls the "sacred center" of society. (One could mention as well here Bellah's [1970] related 
idea of "civil religion.") Typically not linked to any one social class or deemed legitimate 
by only one segment of the national community, such ideals command widespread assent 
throughout a collectivity. By invoking them, actors seek to reinterpret and to recast their 
meaning, and thereby to advance their own material or ideal interests vis-a-vis those of 
other groups. As Alexander explains it, during moments of value generalization "non- 
rational ritualization [becomes] the order of the day. This ritualization, which can occur 
massively or episodically, involves the direct re-experiencing of fundamental values . . . 
and often their rethinking and reformulating as well as their reaffirmation. The classificatory 
system of collective symbols can sometimes be drastically changed through these experi- 
ences; the relation of social actors to these dominant classifications is always shifted and 
transformed. Cultural myths are recalled and extended to contemporary circumstance. 
Social solidarities are reworked. . . . Finally, role relationships are [themselves] ... 
changed" (1988d: 192). 

In all of these examples, one finds inquiries into the agentic reworking of relatively 
enduring structures of interaction. The fundamental point throughout is that "transformative 
agency" (Hays 1994; see also Emirbayer and Mische 1995) arises specifically within 
Durkheimian experiences of collective effervescence. These are experiences much like the 
"events" currently being discussed in the blossoming literature on "narrativity" and "evene- 
mental sociology," "that relatively rare subclass of happenings that significantly transform 
structures" (Sewell 1991:31; see also Abrams 1982, Sewell 1996). The question here arises: 
What are such "events," after all, if not precisely instances of ritual processes or "renais- 
sances," and hence further explicable in Durkheimian terms? Does Durkheim himself not 
write about events when he speaks, for example, of the historical significance of the night 
of August 4, 1789 (during the French Revolution)? One has merely to consider the following 
statement from The Elementary Forms: 'The stimulating and invigorating effect of society 
is particularly apparent in certain circumstances .... Suffice it to think about the night of 
August 4, when an assembly was suddenly carried away in an act of sacrifice and abnegation 
that each of its members had refused to make the night before and by which all were 
surprised the morning after." And in the attached footnote: 'The proof of this is the length 
and passion of the debates at which legal form was given to the resolutions in principle 
that were taken in a moment of collective enthusiasm. More than one, among clergy and 
nobility alike, called that famous night 'dupes' night,' or, with Rivarol, the 'Saint 
Bartholomew's of the landed estates'" (Durkheim 1995:212, 212 n. 8). 
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DURKHEIM'S RELATIONAL SOCIAL REALISM 

Throughout this essay, I have stressed that Durkheim speaks (sometimes less explicitly, 
sometimes more) about empirical social action as structured or channelled by a multiplicity 
of relational environments of action. By way of conclusion, it might therefore be appro- 
priate to pause over the meaning of this term "relational," as it bears specifically upon the 

question of Durkheim's underlying ontological commitments. It has often been asserted that 
Durkheim favors a holistic, "group mind" solution to the "unit of analysis" problem in 

historical-comparative investigation (for classic statements of this position, see Sorokin 
1928; Parsons 1949). Confronted with the many radical individualist perspectives so popular 
in his day (e.g., utilitarianism, psychologism, and other forms of "social nominalism"), he 

putatively opts for a "social realism" that sees society instead as "an ontological reality, a 
substantial entity having corporate existence apart from, or, to use the traditional phrase, 
over and above, the individuals who comprise it" (Alpert 1961:151). According to this 

interpretation, Durkheim accepts uncritically the unfruitful opposition between "individual" 
and "society"-"the dichotomous formulation of the question" (Alpert 1961:150)-and 
takes a stand firmly on the collectivist/holist side of the debate. 

Indeed, several passages from Durkheim's writings suggest that this is true. Durkheim 
contends that society is a "reality sui generis," that it possesses an ontological status that 
makes it distinct from all individual realities. Compelling evidence also suggests, however, 
that he envisions a third position on the matter that transcends the dichotomy altogether, 
that he conceives of social investigation as beginning instead with associations, transactions, 
and reciprocal relationships (see Emirbayer 1996b). In The Elementary Forms, he states 
unequivocally that "the force of the collectivity is not wholly external; it does not move us 
entirely from outside. Indeed, because society can exist only in and by means of individual 
minds, it must enter into us and become organized within us" (Durkheim 1995:211). In 
"Individual and Collective Representations," moreover, he acknowledges that "individuals 
are the only active elements" in social life. "But as the association is formed it gives birth 
to phenomena which do not derive directly from the nature of the associated elements" 
(Durkheim 1974:29 n. 30). Harry Alpert provides additional quotations that make the same 
basic point (Alpert 1961:152-153). Beginning with Alpert's 1938 study of Durkheim, in 
fact (reprinted in 1961; see also Wallwork 1972; Challenger 1994), one finds a growing 
body of scholarship that reads Durkheim as a "relational social realist," as an analyst of 
historical processes who deems configurations or patterns of transactions the key units of 

sociological analysis. "When [Durkheim] says that there is a collective consciousness which 
is independent of individual consciousnesses, he refers only to the fact that the ways of 
thinking, feeling, and acting that are characteristic of a plurality of associated individuals 
are, because of the creative nature of the associational process, different from what they 
would have been had these individuals not been in communication with one another or if 
they had communicated in a different manner" (Alpert 1961:158). Transactions among 
associated individuals thus generate emergent phenomena that, in turn, exert an independent 
influence upon flows of empirical social action. 

Why is such a perspective valuable? Primarily, its significance lies in its openness to 
alternative readings of Durkheim that highlight his contributions to the study of relational 
or associational effects at different levels of analysis. When contemporary analysts suggest, 
for example, that emotions inhere not in "'entities' that have been located in individuals, 
such as 'personality' or 'attitudes,"' but instead in "situational ways of acting in conversa- 
tional encounters" (Collins 1981:1010)-that is to say, in Durkheimian rituals-it becomes 
clearer how such views might themselves be continuous with Durkheim's ontological 
assumptions. Durkheim becomes more relevant to current efforts to elaborate a self- 
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consciously figurational perspective in historical-comparative analysis, one based at least 
metaphorically upon relational, network-analytic modes of thinking. (Tilly himself [e.g., 
1995b], ironically, is one of those most involved in such endeavors.) The main thrust of 
the foregoing discussion has been to extend such a relational mode of analysis to a 
multiplicity of elements (not just the social-structural or even cultural) in the shaping of 
empirical social action. 

In an amusing passage at the conclusion to "Useless Durkheim," Charles Tilly remarks: 
"I [had] hoped [originally] to accumulate the evidence for a decisive refutation of the 
Durkheimian line. Since then my ambitions have moderated. For good reason. It turns out 
that sociologists always have one more version of Durkheim to offer when the last one has 
failed" (Tilly 1981:107). In this essay, I have presented a new and more powerful version 
of Durkheimian sociology, one more relevant to historical-comparative analysis than most 
earlier interpretations. The key to my approach has been the notion that the four major 
analytical criticisms of Durkheim's work extant today-that it is committed either to a 
materialist or to an idealist reductionism; that it regards normative breakdowns and social 
strain as the sole causes of collective action; and that it neglects social transformations in 
favor of static functionalist reproduction-are only partially accurate at best, and that a still 
recognizably Durkheimian historical-comparative sociology can be developed that in fact 
manages to avoid these various pitfalls. Moreover, I have argued that on a substantive plane 
Durkheim provides an illuminating and comprehensive perspective upon civil society, 
while, on an ontological plane, he gives us the beginnings of a theory of relational social 
realism. Truly, "one more version of Durkheim" is available for those of us who wish to 
use it-and, as I have tried to demonstrate, this is a most useful version indeed. 

REFERENCES 

Abrams, Philip. 1982. Historical Sociology. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 
Alexander, Jeffrey C. 1982. Theoretical Logic in Sociology, Vol. 2: The Antinomies of Classical Thought: Marx 

and Durkheim. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
. 1988a. Action and its Environments: Toward a New Synthesis. New York: Columbia University Press. 
1988b. 'The New Theoretical Movement." Pp. 77-101 in The Handbook of Sociology, edited by Neil J. 

Smelser. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
(ed.). 1988c. Durkheimian Sociology: Cultural Studies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
1988d. "Culture and Political Crisis: 'Watergate' and Durkheimian Sociology." Pp. 187-224 in Durk- 

heimian Sociology: Cultural Studies, edited by Jeffrey C. Alexander. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
. 1989a. "Rethinking Durkheim's Intellectual Development: On the Complex Origins of a Cultural Sociol- 

ogy." Pp. 123-155 in Structure and Meaning: Relinking Classical Sociology. New York: Columbia University 
Press. 

. 1989b. 'The Dialectic of Individuation and Domination: Weber's Rationalization Theory and Beyond." 
Pp. 68-100 in Structure and Meaning: Relinking Classical Sociology. New York: Columbia University Press. 

1992a. "Some Remarks on 'Agency' in Recent Sociological Theory." Perspectives 15:1-4. 
1992b. "Citizen and Enemy as Symbolic Classification." Pp. 289-308 in Cultivating Differences: Symbolic 

Boundaries and the Making of Inequality, edited by Michele Lamont and Marcel Fournier. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press. 

. 1995. 'The Reality of Reduction: The Failed Synthesis of Pierre Bourdieu." Pp. 128-217 in Fin de Siecle 
Social Theory: Relativism, Reduction, and the Problem of Reason. London and New York: Verso. 

Alexander, Jeffrey C. and Steven Seidman (eds.). 1990. Culture and Society: Contemporary Debates. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Alexander, Jeffrey C. and Philip Smith. 1993. 'The Discourse of American Civil Society: A New Proposal for 
Cultural Studies." Theory and Society 22:151-207. 

Alpert, Harry. [1938] 1961. Emile Durkheim and His Sociology. New York: Russell and Russell. 
. 1965. "Durkheim's Functional Theory of Ritual." Pp. 137-141 in Emile Durkheim, edited by Robert A. 

Nisbet. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

USEFUL DURKHEIM 125 



Althusser, Louis. 1971. "Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses." Pp. 127-186 in Lenin and Philosophy and 
Other Essays. Translated by Ben Brewster. New York: Monthly Review. 

Anderson, Perry. 1974a. Passages from Antiquity to Feudalism. London: New Left Books. 
. 1974b. Lineages of the Absolutist State. London: New Left Books. 

Archer, Margaret S. 1988. Culture and Agency: The Place of Culture in Social Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Aron, Raymond. 1970. Main Currents in Sociological Thought. Translated by Richard Howard and Helen Weaver. 
New York: Anchor Books. 

Barber, Bernard. 1992. "Neofunctionalism and the Theory of the Social System." Pp. 36-55 in The Dynamics of 
Social Systems, edited by Paul Colomy. London: Sage. 

Barkey, Karen and Sunita Parikh. 1991. "Comparative Perspectives on the State." Annual Review of Sociology 
17:523-549. 

Bellah, Robert N. 1959. "Durkheim and History." American Sociological Review 24:447-465. 
. 1970. "Civil Religion in America." Pp. 168-192 in Beyond Belief: Essays on Religion in a Post-Traditional 

World. New York: Harper and Row. 
. 1973. "Introduction." Pp. ix-lv in Emile Durkheim: On Morality and Society, edited by Robert N. Bellah. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
. 1975. The Broken Covenant: American Civil Religion in a Time of Trial. New York: Seabury. 

Bellah, Robert N., Richard Madsen, William M. Sullivan, Ann Swidler, and Steven M. Tipton. 1985. Habits of 
the Heart: Individualism and Commitment in American Life. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Benoit-Smullyan, Emile. 1948. 'The Sociologism of Emile Durkheim and his School." Pp. 499-537 in An 
Introduction to the History of Sociology, edited by H. E. Barnes. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Birnbaum, Pierre. 1976. "La Conception Durkheimienne de l'6tat: L'Apolitisme des fonctionnaries." Revue 
francaise de sociologie 17:247-258. 

Bloch, Marc. [1924] 1973. The Royal Touch: Sacred Monarchy and Scrofula in England and France. Translated 
by J. E. Anderson. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 

Blumer, Herbert. 1957. "Collective Behavior." Pp. 127-158 in Review of Sociology: Analysis of a Decade, edited 
by J. B. Gittler. New York: Wiley. 

Bottomore, Tom. 1981. "A Marxist Consideration of Durkheim." Social Forces 59:902-917. 
Bourdieu, Pierre. 1984. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste. Translated by Richard Nice. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
. 1988. Homo Academicus. Translated by Peter Collier. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Bourdieu, Pierre and Luc Boltanski. 1981. 'The Educational System and the Economy: Titles and Jobs." 
Pp. 141-151 in French Sociology, edited by Charles Lemert. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Calhoun, Craig. 1991. 'The Problem of Identity in Collective Action." Pp. 51-75 in Macro-Micro Linkages in 
Sociology, edited by Joan Huber. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

(ed.). 1992. Habermas and the Public Sphere. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
1993a. "Civil Society and the Public Sphere." Public Culture 5:267-280. 
1993b. "'New Social Movements' of the Early Nineteenth Century." Social Science History 17:385-428. 
1994. Neither Gods nor Emperors: Students and the Struggle for Democracy in China. Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 
Challenger, Douglas F. 1994. Durkheim Through the Lens of Aristotle: Durkheimian, Postmodernist, and Com- 

munitarian Responses to the Enlightenment. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield. 
Cohen, Jean L. 1982. Class and Civil Society: The Limits of Marxian Critical Theory. Amherst, MA: University 

of Massachusetts Press. 
Cohen, Jean L. and Andrew Arato. 1992. Civil Society and Political Theory. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Collins, Randall. 1975. Conflict Sociology: Toward an Explanatory Science. New York: Academic Press. 

1981. "On the Micro-Foundations of Macro-Sociology." American Journal of Sociology 86:984-1014. 
1988. 'The Durkheimian Tradition in Conflict Sociology." Pp. 107-128 in Durkheimian Sociology: 

Cultural Studies, edited by Jeffrey C. Alexander. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
. 1990. "Stratification, Emotional Energy, and the Transient Emotions." Pp. 27-57 in Research Agendas in 

the Sociology of Emotions, edited by Theodore D. Kemper. Albany: State University of New York Press. 
. 1993. "Emotional Energy as the Common Denominator of Rational Action." Rationality and Society 

5:203-230. 
. 1994. Four Sociological Traditions. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Coser, Lewis A. 1964. "Durkheim's Conservatism and its Implications for His Sociological Theory." Pp. 211-232 
in Essays on Sociology and Philosophy by Emile Durkheim et al, edited by Kurt Wolff. New York: Harper. 

Durkheim, Emile. [1897] 1951. Suicide: A Study in Sociology. Translated by John A. Spaulding and George 
Simpson. New York: Free Press. 

. 1956. Education and Sociology. Translated by Sherwood D. Fox. New York: Free Press. 

126 SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY 



. [1895-96] 1958. Socialism and Saint-Simon. Translated by Charlotte Sattler. Yellow Springs, Ohio: 
Antioch Press. 

. [1902-03] 1973. Moral Education: A Study in the Theory and Application of the Sociology of Education. 
Translated by Everett K. Wilson and Herman Schnurer. New York: Free Press. 

. [1898] 1974. "Individual and Collective Representations." Pp. 1-34 in Sociology and Philosophy, edited 
by D. F. Pocock. New York: Free Press. 

. [1904-05] 1977. The Evolution of Educational Thought: Lectures on the Formation and Development of 
Secondary Education in France. Translated by Peter Collins. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 

. [1888] 1978a. "Introduction to the Sociology of the family." Pp. 205-228 in Emile Durkheim: On 
Institutional Analysis, edited and translated by Mark Traugott. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

. [1891-92] 1978b. 'The Conjugal Family." Pp. 229-239 in Emile Durkheim: On Institutional Analysis, 
edited and translated by Mark Traugott. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

. [1906] 1978c. "Divorce by Mutual Consent." Pp. 240-252 in Emile Durkheim: On Institutional Analysis, 
edited and translated by Mark Traugott. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

- . [1897] 1978d. "Review of Antonio Labriola, Essais sur la conception materialiste de l'histoire." Pp. 123- 
130 in Emile Durkheim: On Institutional Analysis, edited and translated by Mark Traugott. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press. 

. [1903] 1978e. "Sociology and the Social Sciences." Pp. 71-87 in Emile Durkheim: On Institutional 
Analysis, edited and translated by Mark Traugott. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

. [1897-98] 1978f. "Note on Social Morphology." Pp. 88-90 in Emile Durkheim: On Institutional Analysis, 
edited and translated by Mark Traugott. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

. [1895] 1982. The Rules of Sociological Method and Selected Texts on Sociology and its Method. 
Translated by W. D. Halls. Edited by Steven Lukes. New York: Free Press. 

-- . [1902] 1984a. "Preface to the Second Edition." Pp. xxxi-lix in The Division of Labor in Society, translated 
by W. D. Halls. New York: Free Press. 

[1893] 1984b. The Division of Labor in Society. Translated by W. D. Halls. New York: Free Press. 
[1898-1900] 1992. Professional Ethics and Civic Morals. Translated by Cornelia Brookfield. London: 

Routledge. 
. [1912] 1995. The Elementary Forms of Religious Life. Translated by Karen E. Fields. New York: Free 

Press. 
Durkheim, Emile and Marcel Mauss. [1903] 1963. Primitive Classification. Translated by Rodney Needham. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Emirbayer, Mustafa. 1992a. 'The Shaping of a Virtuous Citizenry: Educational Reform in Massachusetts, 1830- 

1860." Studies in American Political Development 6:391-419. 
. 1992b. "Beyond Structuralism and Voluntarism: The Politics and Discourse of Progressive School Reform, 

1890-1930." Theory and Society 21:621-664. 
. 1996a. "Durkheim's Contribution to the Sociological Analysis of History." Sociological Forum (forthcom- 

ing). 
. 1996b. "Manifesto for a Relational Sociology." Unpublished manuscript. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa and Jeff Goodwin. 1994. "Network Analysis, Culture, and the Problem of Agency." American 
Journal of Sociology 99:6:1411-54. 

. 1996. "Beyond Political Process: A Relational Perspective on Social Movements." Unpublished manu- 
script. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa and Ann Mische. 1995. "What is Agency?" CSSC Working Papers #206. New School for 
Social Research. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa and Mimi Sheller. 1996. "Publics in History: A Programmatic Statement." Unpublished 
manuscript. 

Evans, Peter B., Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol (eds.). 1985. Bringing the State Back In. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Fauconnet, Paul and Marcel Mauss. 1901. "Sociologie." La Grande Encyclopddie 30:165-176. 
Febvre, Lucien. [1942] 1982. The Problem of Unbelief in the Sixteenth Century: The Religion of Rabelais. 

Translated by Beatrice Gottlieb. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Fields, Karen E. 1985. Revival and Rebellion in Colonial Central Africa. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
Filloux, Jean-Claude. 1977. Durkheim et le socialisme. Geneva and Paris: Droz. 
Gamson, William A. 1992. Talking Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Giddens, Anthony. 1977. 'The 'Individual' in the Writings of Emile Durkheim." Pp. 273-296 in Studies in Social 

and Political Theory. New York: Basic Books. 
Goffman, Erving. 1974. Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience. New York: Harper. 
Goodwin, Jeff. 1996. 'The Libidinal Constitution of a High-Risk Social Movement: Affectual Ties and Solidarity 

in the Huk Rebellion." Forthcoming in American Sociological Review. 

127 USEFUL DURKHEIM 



128 SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY 

Gramsci, Antonio. 1971. Selections from the Prison Notebooks. Edited and translated by Quintin Hoare and 
Geoffrey Nowell Smith. New York: International Publishers. 

Gurr, Ted Robert. 1970. Why Men Rebel. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
Habermas, Jiirgen. 1984. The Theory of Communicative Action. Vol. 1: Reason and the Rationalization of Society. 

Translated by Thomas McCarthy. Boston: Beacon Press. 
. 1987. The Theory of Communicative Action. Vol. 2: Lifeworld and System: A Critique of Functionalist 

Reason. Translated by Thomas McCarthy. Boston: Beacon Press. 
. 1989. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeois 

Society. Translated by Thomas Burger with the assistance of Frederick Lawrence. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Hall, Stuart. 1986. "Cultural Studies: Two Paradigms." Pp. 9-32 in Media, Culture, and Society: A Critical Reader, 

edited by Richard Collins et al. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Hays, Sharon. 1994. "Structure and Agency and the Sticky Problem of Culture." Sociological Theory 12:57-72. 
Hegel, G. W. F. [1821] 1967. Hegel's Philosophy of Right. Translated by T. M. Knox. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 
Hunt, Lynn Avery. 1988. 'The Sacred and the French Revolution." Pp. 25-43 in Durkheimian Sociology: Cultural 

Studies, edited by Jeffrey C. Alexander. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
. 1992. The Family Romance of the French Revolution. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Hunt, Scott A., Robert D. Benford, and David A. Snow. 1994. "Identity Fields: Framing Processes and the Social 
Construction of Movement Identities." Pp. 185-208 in New Social Movements: From Ideology to Identity, edited 
by Enrique Larana, Hank Johnston, and Joseph R. Gusfield. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

Hutton, Patrick. 1981. 'The History of Mentalities: The New Map of Cultural History." History and Theory 
10:237-259. 

Hwang, Jinlin. 1993. "Changing the Sacred: Discourse in Early Republican China, 1915-23." Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of California at Los Angeles. 

Jenkins, J. Craig. 1985. The Politics of Insurgency: The Farm Worker Movement in the 1960s. New York: Columbia 
University Press. 

Kane, Anne. 1991. "Cultural Analysis in Historical Sociology: The Analytic and Concrete Forms of the Autonomy 
of Culture." Sociological Theory 9:53-69. 

. 1994. Culture and Social Change: The Formulation of Ideology during the Irish Land War, 1879-1881. 
Ph.D. dissertation, University of California at Los Angeles. 

Kornhauser, William. 1959. The Politics of Mass Society. Glencoe, IL: Free Press. 
Lacroix, Bernard. 1981. Durkheim et le politique. Montreal: Presses de lUniversite de Montreal. 
Lamont, Michele and Marcel Fournier, (eds.). 1992. Cultivating Differences: Symbolic Boundaries and the Making 

of Inequality. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.. 
Larana, Enrique, Hank Johnston, and Joseph R. Gusfield (eds.). 1994. New Social Movements: From Ideology to 

Identity. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 
Marx, Gary and James Wood. 1975. "Strands of Theory and Research in Collective Behavior." Annual Review of 

Sociology 1:368-428. 
McAdam, Doug. 1982. Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency, 1930-1970. Chicago: Univer- 

sity of Chicago Press. 
. 1990. "Political Opportunities and Framing Processes: Thoughts on Linkages." Paper Delivered at 

Workshop on "Social Movements, Framing Processes, and Opportunity Structures." Berlin, July 5-7, 1990. 
. 1994. "Culture and Social Movements." Pp. 36-57 in New Social Movements: From Ideology to Identity, 

edited by Enrique Larana, Hank Johnston, and Joseph R. Gusfield. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 
McCarthy, John D. and Mayer N. Zald. 1977. "Resource Mobilization and Social Movements: A Partial Theory." 

American Journal of Sociology 82:1212-1241. 
Mohr, John W. 1994. "Soldiers, Mothers, Tramps and Others: Discourse Roles in the 1907 New York City Charity 

Directory." Poetics 22:327-357. 
Moore, Barrington, Jr. 1966. Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in the Making of 

the Modern World. Boston: Beacon Press. 
Morawska, Ewa and Willfried Spohn. 1994. "'Cultural Pluralism' in Historical Sociology: Recent Theoretical 

Directions." Pp. 45-90 in The Sociology of Culture: Emerging Theoretical Perspectives, edited by Diana Crane. 
Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 

Morris, Aldon D. and Carol McClurg Mueller (eds.). 1992. Frontiers in Social Movement Theory. New Haven: 
Yale University Press. 

Parsons, Talcott. [1937] 1949. The Structure of Social Action: A Study in Social Theory with Special Reference 
to a Group of Recent European Writers. 2 vols. New York: Free Press. 

1967. "Full Citizenship for the Negro American?" Pp. 422-465 in Sociological Theory and Modern 
Society. New York: Free Press. 

. 1977. The Evolution of Societies. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 



. 1978. "A Paradigm of the Human Condition." Pp. 352-433 in Action Theory and the Human Condition. 
New York: Free Press. 

Parsons, Talcott and Edward A. Shils. 1951. Toward a General Theory of Action. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 
Parsons, Talcott and Neil J. Smelser. 1956. Economy and Society. New York: Free Press. 

Poggi, Gianfranco. 1971. 'The Place of Religion in Durkheim's Theory of Institutions." Archives Europeennes de 

Sociologie 12:229-260. 

Prager, Jeffrey. 1981. "Moral Integration and Political Inclusion: A Comparison of Durkheim's and Weber's 
Theories of Democracy." Social Forces 59:918-950.. 

Rhodes, R. Colbert. 1978. "Emile Durkheim and the Historical Thought of Marc Bloch." Theory and Society 
5:45-73. 

Sagan, Eli. 1985. At the Dawn of Tyranny: The Origins of Individualism, Political Oppression, and the State. New 
York: Vintage Books. 

. 1991. The Honey and the Hemlock: Democracy and Paranoia in Ancient Athens and Modern America. 
New York: Basic Books. 

Scheff, Thomas J. 1994. Bloody Revenge: Emotions, Nationalism, and War. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 
Schwartz, Barry. 1987. George Washington: The Making of an American Symbol. New York: Free Press. 
Sewell, William H., Jr. 1980. Work and Revolution in France: The Language of Labor from the Old Regime to 

1848. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
1991. 'Three Temporalities: Toward and Evenemental Sociology." Unpublished manuscript. 
1996. "Political Events as Transformations of Structures: Inventing Revolution at the Bastille." Forthcom- 

ing in Theory and Society. 
Shils, Edward A. 1982. "Center and Periphery." Pp. 93-109 in The Constitution of Society. Chicago: University 

of Chicago Press. 
Simmel, Georg. 1968. Georg Simmel: The Conflict in Modern Culture and Other Essays. Translated by K. Peter 

Etzkorn. New York: Teachers College Press. 
. 1971. Georg Simmel: On Individuality and Social Forms. Edited by Donald N. Levine. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 
Skocpol, Theda. 1979. States and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of France, Russia, and China. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
. 1985. "Bringing the State Back In: Strategies of Analysis in Current Research." Pp. 3-37 in Bringing the 

State Back In, edited by Peter B. Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

. 1994. "Cultural Idioms and Political Ideologies in the Revolutionary Reconstruction of State Power: A 
Rejoinder to Sewell." Pp. 199-209 in Social Revolutions in the Modern World. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer- 
sity Press. 

Smelser, Neil J. 1959. Social Change in the Industrial Revolution: An Application of Theory to the British Cotton 
Industry. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

. 1963. Theory of Collective Behavior New York: Free Press. 
Smith, Dennis. 1991. The Rise of Historical Sociology. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 
Smith, Philip. 1991. "Codes and Conflict: Towards a Theory of War as Ritual." Theory and Society 20:103-138. 
Snow, David A., E. Burke Rochford, Jr., Steven Worden, and Robert D. Benford. 1986. "Frame Alignment 

Processes, Micromobilization, and Movement Participation." American Sociological Review 51:464-481. 
Snow, David A. and Robert D. Benford. 1992. "Master Frames and Cycles of Protest." Pp. 133-155 in Frontiers 

in Social Movement Theory, edited by Aldon D. Morris and Carol McClurg Mueller. New Haven: Yale University 
Press. 

Somers, Margaret R. 1986. 'The People and the Law: Narrative Identity and the Place of the Public Sphere in 
the Formation of English Working Class Politics, 1300-1850: A Comparative Analysis." Ph.D. dissertation, 
Harvard University. 

. 1993. "Citizenship and the Place of the Public Sphere: Law, Community, and Political Culture in the 
Transition to Democracy." American Sociological Review 58:587-620. 

. 1985. "What's Political or Cultural About Political Culture and the Public Sphere: Toward an Historical 
Sociology of Concept Formation." Sociological Theory 13:113-144. 

Sorel, Georges. 1895. "Les Th6ories de M. Durkheim." Le Devenir 1:1-25, 148-180. 
Sorokin, Pitirim A. 1928. Contemporary Sociological Theories: Through the First Quarter of the Twentieth 

Century. New York: Harper and Row. 
. 1947. Society, Culture, and Personality: Their Structure and Dynamics. New York: Harper. 

Stinchcombe, Arthur L. 1982. 'The Deep Structure of Moral Categories: Eighteenth-Century French Stratification, 
and the Revolution." Pp. 66-95 in Structural Sociology, edited by Ino Rossi. New York: Columbia University 
Press. 

129 USEFUL DURKHEIM 



Tarrow, Sidney. 1989. Struggle, Politics, and Reform: Collective Action, Social Movements, and Cycles of Protest. 
Ithaca: Cornell Studies in International Affairs. 

. 1992. "Mentalities, Political Cultures, and Collective Action Frames." Pp. 174-202 in Frontiers in Social 
Movement Theory, edited by Aldon D. Morris and Carol McClurg Mueller. New Haven: Yale University Press. 

. 1994. Power in Movement: Social Movements, Collective Action, and Revolution in the Modern World. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Thompson, E. P. 1979. The Poverty of Theory and Other Essays. London: Merlin. 

Tilly, Charles. 1978. From Mobilization to Revolution. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
.1981. "Useless Durkheim." Pp. 95-108 in As Sociology Meets History. New York: Academic Press. 
.1984. Big Structures, Large Processes, Huge Comparisons. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
1993. European Revolutions, 1492-1992. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 
1 995a. Popular Contention in Great Britain, 1758-1834. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

.1995b. "Means and Ends of Comparison in Macrosociology." Unpublished manuscript. 
Tocqueville, Alexis de. [1835, 1840] 1981. Democracy in America. Translated by Henry Reeve. New York: Modern 

Library. 
Traugott, Mark. 1978. "Introduction." Pp. 1-39 in Emile Durkheim: On Institutional Analysis, edited and translated 

by Mark Traugott. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
. 1984. "Durkheim and Social Movements." Archives Europeennes de Sociologie 25:319-326. 

Turner, Ralph H. and Lewis M. Killian. 1957. Collective Behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Wacquant, Loic J.D. 1992. 'Toward a Social Praxeology: The Structure and Logic of Bourdieu's Sociology." 
Pp. 1-59 in An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology, by Pierre Bourdieu and Lofc J.D. Wacquant. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Wallwork, Ernest. 1972. Durkheim: Morality and Milieu. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Walzer, Michael. 1965. The Revolution of the Saints: A Study in the Origins of Radical Politics. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press. 
Williams, Raymond. 1977. Marxism and Literature. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Zelizer, Viviana A. 1979. Morals and Markets: The Development of Life Insurance in the United States. New 

York: Columbia University Press. 
.1985. Pricing the Priceless Child: The Changing Social Value of Children. New York: Basic Books. 

Zerubavel, Eviatar. 1985. The Seven-Day Circle: The History and Meaning of the Week. New York: Free Press. 
.1991. The Fine Line: Making Distinctions in Everyday Life. New York: Free Press. 

130 SOCIOLOGICAL THEORY 


	Article Contents
	p. [109]
	p. 110
	p. 111
	p. 112
	p. 113
	p. 114
	p. 115
	p. 116
	p. 117
	p. 118
	p. 119
	p. 120
	p. 121
	p. 122
	p. 123
	p. 124
	p. 125
	p. 126
	p. 127
	p. 128
	p. 129
	p. 130

	Issue Table of Contents
	Sociological Theory, Vol. 14, No. 2 (Jul., 1996), pp. 93-199
	Front Matter
	Simmel's Theory of Alienation and the Decline of the Nonrational [pp.  93 - 108]
	Useful Durkheim [pp.  109 - 130]
	Emergence, Self-Organization, and Social Interaction: Arousal-Dependent Structure in Social Systems [pp.  131 - 153]
	On Choosing One's Intellectual Predecessors: The Reductionism of Camic's Treatment of Parsons and the Institutionalists [pp.  154 - 171]
	Alexander's Antisociology [pp.  172 - 186]
	The Allure of a "Truly General Theory of Knowledge and Science": A Comment on Pels [pp.  187 - 194]
	Indifference or Critical Difference? Reply to Bogen [pp.  195 - 198]
	Back Matter [pp.  199 - 199]



