HOW IS SOCIETY POSSIBLE?

1908

KANT 48KED and answered the fundamental question of his
philosophy, “How is nature possible?” He could do so only be-
cause naturc for him was nothing but the representation of nature.
It was so not merely in the sense that “the world is my representa-
tion” and that we can therefore speak of nature too as only a con-
tent of consciousness, but also in the sense that what we call natuze
is the special way in which the mind assembles, orders, and shapes
sense perceptions. These given perceptions of color, taste, tone,
temperature, resistance, and smell pass through our consciousness
in the accidental sequence of our subjective experience. In them-
selves, they are not yet nature. They rather become nature, and
they do so through the activity of the mind which combines them
into objects and series of objects, into substances and attributes,
and into causal connections. In their immediate givenness, Kant
held, the elements of the world do not have the interdependence
which alone makes them intelligible as the unity of nature’s laws.
It is this interdependence which transforms the world fragments—-
in themselves incoherent and unstructured—inte nature. . . .

It is very suggestive to treat as an analogous malter the ques-
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tion of the aprioristic condilions under which society is possible.
Here, also, we find individual elements. In a certain sense, they
too, like sense perceptions, stay forever isolated from one an-
other. They, likewise, are synthesized into the unity of society only
by means of a conscious process which correlates the individual
existence of the single element with that of the other, and which
does so in certain forms and acrording to certain rules. However,
there is a decisive difference between the unity of a society and the
unity of nature. It is this: In the Kantian view (which we follow
here ), the unity of nature emerges in the observing subject exclu-
sively; it is produced exclusively by him in the sense materials,
and on the basis of sense materials, which are in themselves hetero-
geneous. By contrast, the unity of society needs no observer. It is
directly realized by its own elements because these elements are
themselves conscious and synthesizing units,

Kant’s axiom that connection, since il is the exclusive product
of the subject, cannot inhere in things themselves, does not apply
here. For societal connection immediately occurs in the “things,”
that is, the individuals. As a synthesis, it too, of course, remains
something purely psychological. It has no parallels with spatial
mzumm and their interaction. Societal unificati
component element

‘them exercises the function which the psychic energy of the ob-

server exercises in regard 1o external nature: the consciousness of
constituting with the others a unity is actoally ali there is to this
unity. This does not mean, of course, that each member of a society
is conscious of such an abstract notion of unity. It _means that he
is.absorbed in innumerable, specific relations and in_the
and the knowledge of determining others and of being determined
hy them. On the other hand, it should be noted that it is quite pos-
sible for an observing outsider to perform an additional synthesis
of the persons making up the society. The synthesis would pro-
ceed as if these persons were spatial elements, but it is based only
upon the observer himself. The determination of which aspect of
the externally observable is to be comprehended as a unity depends
not only on the immediate and strictly objective content of the
observable but also upon the categories and the cognitive require-
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ments of the subjective psyche. Again, however, soclety, by con-
trast, is the objective unit which needs no outside observer. .. .

Owing to these circumstances, the question of how society is
possible implies a methodology which is wholly different from that
for the question of how nature is possible. The latter question is
answered by the forms of cognition, through which the subject
synthesizes the given elements into nature. By contrast, the former
is answered by the conditions which reside a priori in the elements
themselves, through which they combine, in reality, into the syn-
esis, society. In a certain sense, the entire content of this baok
[Soziologie], as it is developed on the basis of t inciple enun-

ciated, is the berinning of the ans t is

individuals as sociely. It investigates thes es, not_as ante-
cedent ¢ rt of the synthesis to which

we.give the inclusive name of “society.”

But the question of how society is possible must be understood
in a still more fundamental sense. I said that, in the case of nature,
the achieving of the synthetic unity is 2 function of the observing
mind, whereas, in the case of society, that function is an aspect of
society itself. To be sure, consciousness of the abstract principle
that he is forming society is not present in the individual. Never-
theless, every individual knows that the other is tied to him—how-
ever much this knowledge of the other as fellow sociate, this grasp
of the whole complex as society, is nsually realized only on the
basis of particular, concrete contents. Perhaps, however, this is
not different from the “unity of cognition.” As far as our conscious
processes are concerned, we proceed by arranging one concrete
content alongside another, and we are distinctly conscious of the
unity itself only in rare and later abstractions. The questions, then,
are these: What, quite generally and a priori, is the basis or pre-
supposition of the fact that particular, concrete processes i the
individual consciousness are actually processes of sociation?
Which elements in them account for the fact that (to put it ab-
stractly) their achievement is the production of a societal unit out
of individuals? .
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The sociological apriorities envisaged are likely to have the
same twofold significance as those which make nature possible. On
the one hand, they more or less completely determine the actual
processes of sociation' as functions or energies of psychological
processes. On the other hand, they are the ideational, logical pre-
suppositions for the perfect society (which is perhaps never real-
ized in this perfection, however). We find a parallel in the law of
causation. On the one hand, it inheres and is eflective in the actual
processes of cognition. On the other hand, it constitutes truth as
the ideal system of perfect cognition. And it does so irrespective of
whether or not this truth obtains in the temporal and relatively
accidental psychological dynamics in which causation actually op-
erates—irrespective, that is, of the greater or lesser degree to
which the actual, consciously held truth approximates the ideally

valid truth. . ..
{(}) The picture of anet
sonal contact with him is bas

ins through per-
tions, These are

not simple mistakes resulting from incomplete experience, defec-
tive vision, or sympathetic or antipathetic prejudices. They are
fundamental changes in the quality of the actual object perceived,
and they are of two types. We sce the other person generalized, in
some measure. This is so, perhaps, because we cannot fully repre-

»

- sent 1o ourselves an individuality which deviates from our own.

Any re-creation of a person is determined by one’s similarity to

him. To be sure, similarity is by no means the only condition of
psychological insight, for dissimilarity, too,

order to gain distance and objectivity,
question of similarity or dissimilarity,

In add

i

seems required in
lion, aside from the
an intcllectual capacity is
needed, Nevertheless, perfect cognition presupposes perfect iden-
tity. It scems, however, that every individual has in himself a core
of individuality which cannot be re-created by anybody else
whose core differs qualitatively from his own. And the challenge
to re-create is logically incompatible with psychological distance

I Vergesellschaftung. For a discussion of this transiation of the
term, see The Soeciology of Georg Simmel, p. 1xiii. Elsewhere in the pres-
ent volume other translators at times use the words “sociality” or “asso-

ciation.”—Ep.
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and objective judgment which are also bases for representing an-

er. We cannot know completely the individuality of another.
All relations among men are determined by the <mwﬁ.=m de-

"grees of this incompleteness. Whatever the cause of this incom-
pleteness, its consequence is a generalization of the ﬁm%nwo_omun.m_
picture that we have of another, a generalization that .m.@mz._ﬁm in
a blurring of contours which adds a relation to other pictures 1o
the uniqueness of this one. We conceive of each E.ﬂm]ﬁa m:m” is
a fact which has a specific effect upon our practical Wnrmﬁ.wa
toward him—as being the human type which is mcmmmwﬁ.mm by w.:m
individuality, We think of him in terms not only of his singularity
but also in terms of a general category. This category, of course,
does not fully cover him, nor does he fully cover it Ttis ::.m pecu-
liarly incomplete coincidence which distinguishes the relation mum,
tween a human category and a human singularity from the wawmﬁ_os
which usually exists between a general concept and the wm_.:.ucr.wn
instance it covers. In order to know a man, we see him not in
terms of his pure individuality, but carried, m%nmm up or ﬂoémnmmf
by the general type under which we classify him. mv.s: when .&:w
transformation from the singular to the typical is so :;vn..nm_uﬁrﬂ.m
that we cannot recognize it immediately; even when mm_ the Si”

" nary characterological concepts such as “moral” or “immoral,
“free” or “unfree,” “lordly” or “slavish,” and so on, ommml.q appear
inadequate, we privately persist in labeling a Emn.mnn.o:m:wm to an
unverbalized type, a type which does not coincide with his pure,
individual being. :

This leads to a further step. It is precisely because of the utter
uniqueness of any given personality that we form a w.monEm which
is not identical with its reality but which at the same time does not
coincide with a general type. The picture we form mm.nﬁ one the
personality would show if the individual were truly ?Emm:q 50 to
speak, if he realized, toward a good or toward a bad m&.mm T.z. better
or worse, his ideal possibility, the possibility which Lies in every
individual. All of us are fragments, not only of general man, but
also of ourselves. We are outlines not only of the types .:EE::
“good,” “bad,” .and the like but also of the mnm.wﬁmnmr@ and
uniqueness of ourselves. Although this individuality cannot, on
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principle, be identified by any name, it surrounds our perceptible
reality as if traced in ideal lines. It is supplemented by the other’s
view of us, which results in something that we never are purely
and wholly. It is impossible for this view to see anything but juxta-
posed fragments, which nevertheless are all that really exist. How-
ever, just as we compensate for a blind spot in our field of vision
so that we are no longer aware of it, so a fragmentary structure is
transformed by another’s view into the completeness of an indi-
viduality. The practice of life urges us to make the picture of a
man only from the real pieces that we empirically know of him,
but it is precisely the practice of life which is based on those modi-
fications and supplementations, on the transformation of the given
fragments into the generality of a type and into the completeness of
the ideal personality.

In practice, this fundamental process is enly rarely earried to
completion. Nevertheless, within an existing society it operates as
the a priori condition of additional interactions that arise among
individuals. Every member of a group which is held together by
some common occupation or interest sees every other member not
just empirically, but on the basis of an aprioric principle which the
group imposes on every one of its participants. Among officers,
church members, employees, scholars, or members of a family,
every member regards the other with the unquestioned assump-
tion that he is a member of “my group.” Such assumptions arise
from some common basis of Lin. By virtue of it, people look at one
another as if through a veil. This veil do. g
peculiarity of the person; it gives it a new form. Its purely indi-
vidual, real nature and its group nature fuse into a new. autono-
mous phenomenon. We see the other not simply as an individual
but as a colleague or comrade or Tellow party member—in short, as
a_cohabitant of the same specific world. And this inevitable, quite

automatic assumption is one of the means by which one’s personal-
ity and reality assume, in the imagination of another, the quality
and form required by sociability.

Evidently, this is true also of the relations of members who
belong to different groups. The civilian who meets an officer can-
not free himself from his knowledge of the fact that this individual
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is an officer. And although his officership may be a part of this
particular individuality, it is certainly not so stereotypical as the
civilian’s prejudicial image would have it. And the seme goes for
the Protestant in regard to the Catholic, the businessman in regard
to the bureaucrat, the layman in regard to the priest, and so on.
In all these cases, reality is veiled by social generalization, which,
in a highly differentiated society, makes discovering it altogether
impossible. Man distorts the picture of another. He both detracts
and supplements, since generalization is always both less and
more than individuality is. The distortions derive from all these a
priori, operative categories: from the individual's type as man,
from the idea of his perfection, and from the general society to
which he belongs. Beyond all of these, there is, as a heuristic prin-
ciple of knowledge, the idea of his real, unconditionally individual
nature. It seems as if only the apprehension of this nature could
furnish the basis for an entirely correct relation to him. But the
very alterations and new formations which preclude this ideal
knowledge of him are, actually, the conditions which make pos-
sible the sort of relations we call social. The phenomenon recalls
Kanl’s conception of the categories: they form immediate data
into new objects, but they alone make the given world into a know-
able world.

" (2} There is another category under which the individual
views himself and others and which transforms all of them into
empirical society. This category may be suggested by the proposi-
tion that every element of a group is not only a societal part but,
in addition, something else. However trivial it may seem, this fact
nevertheless operates as a social a priori. For that part of the indi-
“vidual which is, as it were, not turned toward society and is not
absorbed by it, does not simply lie beside its socially relevant part
without having a relation to it. It is not simply something outside
society to which society, willingly or unwillingly, submits. Rather,
the fact that in certain respects the individual is not an element
of society constilutes the positive condition for the possibility that
in other respects he is: the way in which he is sociated is deter-
mined or codetermined by the way in which he is not. The chapters
of this book discuss, among other things, several types whose

How Is Society Possible? 13

essential sociological significance lies in the very fact that in some
fashion or other they are excluded from society (for which their
existence, nevertheless, is important). Such types are the stranger,
the enemy, the criminal, even the pauper. But this peculiar rela-
tionship to society not only holds for such generalized types as
these but, albeit with innumerable modifications, for any individ-
ual whaltever. The proposition is not invalidated by the fact that at
every moment we are confronted, as it were, by relations which
directly or indirectly determine the content of every moment: for
the social environment does not surround all of the individual. We
know- of the bureaucrat that he is not only a bureaucrat, of the
businessman that he is not only a businessman, of the officer that
he is not only an officer. This extrasocial nature—-a man’s tempera-
ment, fate, interests, worth as a personality—egives a certain
nuance to the picture formed by all who meet him. It intermixes
his social picture with non-social imponderables—however little
they may change his dominant aclivities as a burcaucrat or busi-
nessman or officer.

Man’s interactions would be quite different if he appeared to
others only as what he is in his relevant societal category, as the
mere exponent of a social role momentarily ascribed to him. Actu-
ally, individuals, as we¢ll as occupations and social situations, are
differentiated according to how much of the non-social -element
they possess or allow along with their social content. On this basis,
they may be arranged in a continuum. One pole of the continuum
is represented by an individual in love or friendship. What this
individual preserves for himself after all the developments and
activities devoted to the friend or beloved are taken care of is
almost nothing. In his case, there is only a single life that can be
viewed or lived from two sides, as it were: from the inside, from
the terminus a quo of the subject and in the direction of the be-
loved, and from the terminus ad quem, by which, too, this life is
covered without residue. A very different tendency is illustrated
by the formally identical phenomenon of the Catholic priest, where
the clerical function entirely supersedes and absorbs his individual
existence. In the first of these two extreme subtypes, the non-social
element, which exists in addition to the social, disappears, because
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its content has completely vanished in the individual’s turning
toward another person. In the second case, it disappears becanse
the corresponding type of content itself has completely disap-
peared.

The opposite pole of the continuum is found in certain phe-
nomena characteristic of modern culture with its money economy.
Here the individual, inasmuch as he produces, buys, sells, and in
general performs anything, approaches the ideal of absolute objec-
tivity. Except in the highest leading ﬁomuconm, the individual life
and the tone of the total personality is removed from the social
action. Individuals are merely engaged in an exchange of perform-
ance and counter-performance that takes place according to ob-
jective norms—and everything that does not belong to this pure
objectivity has actually disappeared from it. The personality itself,
with its specific coloration, irrationality, and inner life, has com-
pletely absorbed the non-social element and, in a neat separation,
has left to the social activities only those energies which are
specifically appropriate for them.

Actually, social individuals move between these two extremes.
They do so in such a way that the ene characteristics
which are directed back toward the individual have significance at
the same timé for ihe actions and attitudes which are directed
other. There is an extreme case, namely, the notion that
this social activity or mood is something separate from the rest of
the personality, that the personality’s non-social existence and sig-
nificance do not enter into social relations. Clearly, even this no-
tion, however, has its effect upon the attitude which the subject
holding it adopts toward others and upon the attitude which others
adopt toward him. The a priori of empirical social life consisls of
the fact that life is not entirely social. The reservation of a part of
our personalities so as to prevent this part from entering into in-
teraction has an effect upon our interactions which is twofold. In
the first place, through general psychological processes it has its
effect upon the social structure of the individual. In the second
place, the formal fact itself, the part that exists outside the indi-
vidual, affects this structure.

A society is, therefore, a structure which consists of beings who

—— ll‘un.‘ul‘l.lllllll'l-‘
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the proposition that nature is merely a human imagination. In
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stand inside and outside of it at the same time. This fact forms the
basis for one of the most important sociological phenomena,
namely, that between a society and its component individuals a
relation may exist as if between two parties. In fact, to the degree
that it is more open or more latent, this relation, perhaps, always
does exist. Society shows possibly the most conscious, certainly the
most general, elaboration of a fundamental form of general life.

This is that the individual can never stay within a unit which he

- does not at the same time stay outside of, that he is not incorpo-

raled into any order without also confronting it. This form is re-
vealed in the most transcendent and general as well as in the most
singular and accidental contexts. The religious man feels himself
fully seized by the divine, as if he were merely a pulse-beat of its
life. His own substance is given over unreservedly, if not in a
mystical, undifferentiated fusion, to that of the absolute. But in
spite of this, in order to give this fusion any significance what-
ever, he must preserve some sort of self-existence, some sort of
personal counter, a differentiated ego, for whom the absorption in
this divine all-being is a never ending task. It is a process that
neither would be possible metaphysically, nor could be felt reli-
giously, if it did not start from the existence of the individual: to
be one with God is conditioned in its very significance by being
other than God.

We do not have to adduce this experience of the transcendental.
The same form of life is expressed in the idea that man’s relation
to nature is as a part of the totality of nature, an idea which the
human mind has vindicated throughout its history. We view otir-
selves as incorporated into nature, as one of its products, as an
equal of all other natural products, as a point which the stuffs and
forces of nature reach and leave just as they circulate through
flowing water and a blossoming plant. Yet we have the feeling of
being independent and separate from all these entanglements and
relationships, a feeling that is designated by the logically uncer-
tain concept “freedom.” We have a {eeling that we represent a
counter and contrast to this process, whose elements we neverthe-
less are. The most radical formulation of this feeling is found in
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this formulation, nature, with all its undeniable autonomy- and
hard reality is made part of the individual self, although this self,
with all its freedom and separate existence and contrast to “mere”
nature, is nevertheless a link in it. In its most general form, the very
essence of the relation between nature and man is that man com-
prises nature in spite of the fact that it is independent and very
often hostile; that which is, according to man’s innermost life-
feeling, outside of him, must necessarily be his medium and
element.

This formula is no less valid in regard to the relation between
individuals and the groups to which they are socially tied or, if
these groups are subsumed under the over-all concept or feeling of
sociation, in regard to the relation among individuals in general.
On the one hand, we see ourselves as products of society. The
physiological succession of our ancestors, their adaptations and
peculiarities, the traditions of their work and knowledge and belief
—the whole spirit of the past as it is crystallized in objective forms
determines the pattern and content of our lives. The question has
even been raised as to whether the individual is anything more
than a vessel in which elements existing before him are mixed in
varying measures. For even if these elements ultimately are pro-
duced by the individual himself, his contribution is only mini-
mal; only as individuals converge in species and society do the
factors arise whose synthesis results in any discernible degree of
individuality. On the other hand, we see ourselves as members of
society. In this capacity we depend on it. By our life and its mean-
ing and purpose, we are as inextricably woven into society, as a
synchronic, coexisting phenomenon, as we are, as products, into

_diachronic, successive society. .

In our capacity as natural objects we have no self-existence,
The circulation of natural forces passes through us as through com-
pletely self-less structures, and our equality before the laws of
nature resolves our existence without residue into a mere example

of the necessity of these laws. Analogously, as sgcial beings we do

not live around any_autonomous core. Rather, at any given mo-

ment, we consist of interactions with others. We are thus compar-
able to a physical body which consists merely of the sum of numer-

-

-
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ous sense impressions and does not have its own existence. Yet we
feel that this social diffusion does not entirely dissolve our person-
alities. We feel this, not only because of the reservations already
mentioned, that is, because of particular contents whose signifi-
cance and development inhere exclusively in the individual and
find no room whatever in the social sphere; nor only because the
unifying center, the individual phenomenon, in the formation of
social contents is not itself social (just as the artistic form, though
composed of color spots on canvas, cannot be derived from the
chemical nature of the colors); but also because, although it may
be possible to explain the whole content of life completely in terms
of social antecedents and interactions, this content must also be
considered under the category of the individual life, as the indi-
vidual’s experience, as something exclusively oriented toward the
individual. The two—social and-individual-—are only two differ-
ent categories under which the same content is subsumed, just as
the same plant may be considered from the standpoint of its bio-
logical development or its practical uses or its aesthetic signifi-
cance. In the same way, the standpoint from which the life of the
individual is conceived and structured may be taken from within
as well as from without the individual. With all its socially deriv-
able contents, a total life may be interpreted as the centripetally
directed fate of its bearer as legitimately as—with all the elements
that are reserved for the individual—it may be conceived of as
the product and component of social life.
" We thus see how the fact of sociation puts the individual into
the dual positton which I discussed in the beginning: The- indi-
vidual is contained in sociation and, at the same time, finds him-
self confronted by it. He is both a link in the organism of sociation
and an autonomous organic whole; he exists both for society and
for himself. The essence and deepest significance of the specific
sociological a priori which is founded on this phenomenon is this:
The “within™ and the “without™ between individual and society
are not two unrelated definitions but define together the fully ho-
mogeneous position of man as a social animal. His existence, if we
analyze its contents, is not only partly social and partly individual,
‘but also belongs to the fundamental, decisive, and irreducible cate-
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gory of a unity which we cannot designate other than as the syn-
thesis or simultaneity of two logically contradictory characteriza-
ttons of man——the characterization which is based on his function
as a member, as a product and content, of society; and the oppos-
ing characterization which is based on his functions as an auton-
omous being, and which views his life from its own center and for
its own sake. Society consists not only of beings that are partially
non-sociated, as we saw earlier, but also of beings which, on the
one hand, feel themselves to be complete social entities, and, on the
other hand—and without thereby changing their content at all—
complete personal entities. And we do not deal here with two unre-
lated, alternative standpoints such as we adopt, for instance, when
we look at an object in regard to either its weight or its color; for
we are dealing with two elements that together form the unit we
call the social being, that is, with a synthetic category. The phe-
nomenon parallels the concept of causation. It, too, is an a priori
unit, in spite of the fact that it covers two elements which are
heterogeneous in content, cause and effect. We do perform the
synthesis “social being.” We are capable of constructing the no-
tion of society from the very idea of beings, each of whom may feel

himself as the terminus @ quo and the terminus ad quem of his

developments and destinies and qualities. And we do construct
this concept of society, which is built up from that of the poten-
tially autonomous individual, as the terminus ¢ quo and the ter-
minus ad guem of the individual’s very life and fate. This capacity
constitutes an a priori of empirical society. It makes possible the
form of society as we know it. .

(3) Society is a structure composed of unequal elements. The
“equality” toward which democratic or socialistic efforts are di-
rected—and which they partly attain—is actually an equivalence
of people, functions, or positions. Equality in people is impossible
because of their different natures, life contents, and destinies. On
the other hand, the equality of everybody with everybody else in an
enslaved mass, such as we find in the great oriental despotisms,
applies only to certain specific aspects of existence—political or
economic aspects, for example—never to the total personality. For
innate qualities, personal relations, and decisive experiences inevi-

-
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tably make for some sort of uniqueness and irreplaceability in
both the individual’s self-evaluation and his interactions with
others,

Society may be conceived as a purely objective system of con-
tenls and actions connected by space, time, concepts, and values.
In such a scheme, personality, the articulation of the ego (in
which, nevertheless, the dynamics of society is located) may be
ignored. However, the elements of this system are heterogeneous.
Every action and quality within it is individual and is irrevocably
located in its specific plice. Society appears as a cosmos whose
complex nature and direction are unlimited, but in which every
single point can be fixed and can develop only in a particular way
because otherwise the structure of the whole would change, What
has been said of the structure of the world in general-—that not a
single grain of sand could have a shape different from what it has
or be in a position different from its actual position without first
conditioning the alieration by a change of the whole and without
entailing such a change in the whole—is true of the structure of
sociely, or society considered as a web of qualitatively differen-
tiated phenomena.

This image of gencral society finds a small-scale analogy (in-
finitely simplified and stylized) in bureaucracy. A bureaucracy
consists of a certain order of positions, of a predetermined system
of functions. It exists as an ideal structure, irrespective of the par-
ticular occupants of these positions. Every new entrant finds within
it a clearly defined place which has waited for him, so to speak,
and to which his individual talents must be suited. In society at
large, what here is a conscious, systematic determination of func-
tions is a deeply entangled play and counterplay of them. Posi-
tions within society are not planned by a constructive will but can
be grasped only through an analysis of the creativity and experi-
ence of the component individuals. Empirical, historical society is
therefore vastly different from a bureaucracy because of its irra-
tional and imperfect elements. From certain value standpoints,
some of these elements must be condemned. Nevertheless, the phe-
nomenological structure of society is the sum of the objective
existences and actions of its elements and the interrelations among
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these existences and actions. It is a system of elements each of
which occupies an individual place, a co-ordination of functions
and function-centers which have objective and social significance,
although they are not always valuable. Purely personal and cre-

ative aspects of the ego, its impulses and reflexes, have no place in -

this system. To put it otherwise: The life of society {considered
not psychologically but phenomenclogically, that is, exclusively in
regard to its social contents) takes its course as if each of its ele-
ments were predestined for its particular place in it. In spite of all
discrepancies between it and ideal standards, social life exists as if
all of its elements found themselves interrelated with one another
in such a manner that each of them, because of its very individ-
uality, depends on all others and all others depend on it.

We are thus in a position to see the a priori which we must now
discuss. This a priori provides the individual with the basis for, and
offers the * tow,ﬂ?r.&wx of, his being a member of a society. An
‘individual is directed toward a certain place within his social
milieu by his very quality. This place which ideally belongs to him
actually exists. Here we have the precondition of the individual’s
social life. It may be called the general value of individuality. It is
independent both of its development into a clear, consciously
formed conception and of its realization in the empirical life-
process. In the same way, the apriority of causality as a deter-

- mining precondition of cognition depends neither on its conscious

formulation in specific concepts nor on the behavior of reality,
as we grasp it psychologically, in accord or discord with it. For our
cognition is based on the premise of a pre-established harmony
that exists between our psychological energies, however indi-
vidualized they may be, and external, objective existence. This
existence always remains immediate, no matter how many at-
tempts there have been to show, metaphysically or psychologically,
that it is the intellect’s own product. In a similar fashion, social life
presupposes an unquestionable harmony between the individual
and society as a whole. This harmony, of course, does not pre-
clude violent ethical and eudaemonistic dissonances. If social real-
ity were determined by this presupposition of harmony alone,
without the interference of other factors, it would result in the
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perfect society. It would be perfect, however, not in the sense of
ethical or eudaemonistic perfection, but of conceptual perfection;
it would be not the perfect society but the perfect society. The a
priori of the individual’s social existence is the fundamental corre-
lation between his life and the society that surrounds him, the inte-
grative function and necessity of his specific character, as it is
determined by his personal life, to the life of the whole. In so far
as he does not realize this a priori or does not find it realized in
society, the individual is not sociated and society is not the perfect
system of interactions called for by its defmition.

This situation is shown with particular sharpness in the phe-
nomenon of vocation. Antiquity, to be sure, did not know this
concept in its connotation of personal differentiation in a society
articulated by a division of labor. But even antiquity knew its
root, the idea that socially effective action is the unificd expres-
sion of the inner qualification of the individual, the idea that by
functioning in society the wholeness and permanence of subjec-
tivity becomes practically objective. Yet in antiquity this rela-
tionship was exemplified by contents that were much less hetero-
geneous than they are today. Its principle is expressed in the
Aristotelian axiom that some individuals are by nature destined
to slavery; others, to domination. The more highly developed con-
cept of vocation refers to a particular phenomenon; On the one
hand, society within itself produces and offers to the individual
a place which—however different in content and delimitation it
may be from other places—can be filled by many individuals, and
which is, for this reason, something anonymous, as it were. On"
the other hand, this place, in spite of its general character, is
nevertheless taken by the individual on the basis of an inner call-
ing, a qualification felt to be intimately personal. For such a thing
as vocation to be possible, there must exist that harmony, what-
ever its origin, between the structure and development of society,
and individual qualities and impulses. It is this general premise
that constitutes the ultimate basis of the idea that for every per-
sonality there exist a position and a function in society to which
he is called and which he must seek and find.

* Empirical society becomes possible because of the a priori that
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finds its most obvious expression in the concept of vocation. EQWH.
theless, like the other a prioris thus far m._mo:.mw.nm. it mm_dun; e
designated by a simple slogan like those which it is .uommur e _cw_‘—mm
for the Kantian categories. The processes of consciousness whic

formulate sociation—mnotions such as the unity of mrm.ubmbuf :um
reciprocal determination of the individuals, z.\:w significance o

the individual for the totality of the others and vice versa—presup-
pose something fundamental which finds expression in practice
although we are not aware of it in its abstractness. The vamm:wtomw.
tion is that individuality finds its place in the structure of general-
ity and, furthermore, that in spite of the :z?..,m%onmzm owmww.u_mmw
of individuality, this structure is laid out, as it were, *.cu :M ivi ”
uality and its functions. The nexus by Er_or..nmor mcEmm e .Huu:muﬁ
(each individual) is interwoven with the life and activities o

every other, and by which the external mwmamaq.oaw of m.u.nwmﬁ :.m
produced, is a causal nexus. But it is transformed intoa ﬁmﬂmcromﬂﬂm
nexus as soon as it Is considered from the perspective of the ele-
ments that carry and produce it—individuals. For they feel zgmnm.
selves to be egos whose behavior grows out .om mj_r“.a.ozéwmu .mm_ f-
determined personalities. The objective .noﬂm_:% w:mEm tot mw_ indi-
viduals that confront it from without, as it were; it offers a P moM to
their subjectively determined :?-vaoowmmom_. which .nroaorﬁﬂu Egﬂ .umz.
very individuality, become necessary _Er.m in @6 life of e whole.
It is the dual nexus which supplies the 5&2&:&. a..u:mn_ocm:mwﬁ
with a fundamental category and thus transforms it into a socia

element.

THE PROBLEM OF SOCIOLOGY

1908

SOCIETY EX18TS where a number of individuals enter into
interaction. This interaction always arises on the basis of certain
drives or for the sake of certain purposes. Erotic, religious, or
merely associative impulses; and purposes of defense, attack, play,
gain, aid, or instruction—these and countless others cause man
to live with other men, to act for them, with them, against them,
and thus to correlate his condition with theirs. In brief, he influ-
ences and is influenced by them. The significance of these inter-
actions among men lies in the fact that it js because of them that
the individuals, in whom these driving impulses and purposes are
lodged, form a unity, that is, a society. For unity in the empirical
sense of the word is nothing but the interaction of elements. An
organic body is 2 unity because its organs maintain a more inti-
mate exchange of their energies with each other than with any
other organism; a state is a unity because its citizens show similar .

mutual effects. In fact, the whole world could not be called one if -
each of its parts did not somehow influence every other part, or,
if at any one point the reciprocity of effects, however indirect it
may be, were cut off. .

This unity, or sociation, may be of very different degrees, ac-

Reprinted from “The Problem of Seciology,” translated by Kurt H. Wolff,
in Georg Simmel, 1858-1518: 4 € vllection of Essays, with Translations and
a Bibliography, edited by Kart H. WoliL, Copyright 1959 by the Ohio State
University Press. All rights reserved. Originally published in German as

.:Ummm.aozmu.mma mcmm&ommﬁ:ma.momm&cw&:SEHFT and Leipzig: Puncker
& Humblar, 1008) . :
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cording to the kind and the intimacy of the interaction which
obtains. Sociation ranges all the way from the momentary getting
together for a walk to the founding of a family, from relations main-
tained “until further notice” to membership in a state, from the
temporary aggregation of hotel guests to the intimate bhond of a
medieval guild. 1 designate as the content—the materials, so to
speak—of sociation everything that is present in individuals (the
immediately concrete loci of all historical reality }—drive, interest,
purpose, inclination, psychic state, movement—everything that is
present in them in such a way as to engender or mediate effects
upon others or to receive such effects. In themselves, these materials
which fill life, these motivations which propel it, are not social.
Strictly speaking, neither hunger nor love, work nor religiosity,
technology nor the functions and results of intelligence, are social.

They are factors in sociation only when they transform the mere .

aggregation of isolated individuals into specific forms of being
with and for one another, forms that are subsumed under the gen-
eral concept of interaction. Sociation is the form (realized in in-
numerably different ways) in which individuals grow together into
a unity and within which their interests are realized. And it is on
the basis of their interests—sensuous or ideal, momentary or last-
ing, conscious or unconscious, causal or teleclogical-—that indi-
viduals form such unities.

In any given social phenomenon, content and societal form con-
stitute one reality. A social form severed from all content can no
more attain existence than a spatial form can exist without a mate-
rial whose form it is. Any social phenomenon or process is com-
posed of two elements which in reality are inseparable: on the one
hand, an interest, a purpose, or a motive; on the other, a form or
mode of interaction among individuals through which, or in the
shape of which, that content attains social reality.

Tt is evident that that which constitutes society in every cur-
rent sense of the term is identical with the kinds of interaction dis-
cussed. A collection of human beings does not become a society
because each of them has an objectively determined or subjectively
impelling life-content. It becomes a society only when the vitality
of these contents attains the form of reciprocal influence; only

i
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when one individual has an effect, immediate or mediate, upon
m:om_ﬂ.q.um mere spatial aggregation or temporal m:nommmwon, trans-
Hoaﬂm@ into society. If, therefore, there is te be a science whose
mnru.mnn matter is society and nothing else, it must exclusively in-
vestigate these interactions, these kinds and forms of sociation
ﬁ.ow everything else found within “society” and realized gnccmm
it and within its framework is not itself society. It is merely a
content that develops or is developed by this form of coexistence
and it produces the real phenomenon called “society” in Em
v.nommaﬂ and more customary sense of the term only in conjunc-
tion with this form. To separate, by scientific abstraction, these two
factors of form and content which are in reality m:mnwmammq united;
to ..mmﬁnr by analysis the forms of interaction or sociation ?.odw
their contents (through which alone these forms become social
mwwamuw and to bring them together systematically under a con-
sistent seientific viewpoint—this seems to me the basis for the
only, as well as the entire, possibility of a special science of societ
as such. Only such a science can actually treat the facts that mw
under the name of sociohistorical reality upon the plane of the
purely social.
>w.m§mo:o=m alone produce science out of the complexity or

the unity of reality. Yet however urgently such abstractions may
be demanded by the needs of cognition itself, they also require
some sort of justification of their relation to the structure of the
objective world. For only some functional relation to actuality can
save one from sterile inquiries or from the haphazard formula-
lion of scientific concepts. Certainly, naive naturalism errs in .
assuming that the given itself contains the analytic or synthetic :
arrangements through which it becomes the content of a science
Nevertheless, the characteristics of the given are more or less mzm“
om@.&Em to such arrangements. An analogy may help here. A por-
trait fundamentally transforms the natural human mvwmmamrom uﬂ::

one face is better suited than another to such a transformation into

something radically alien. Remembering this helps us to appraise
the greater or lesser appropriateness of various scientific problems
and methods. The right to subject socichistorical phenomena to an
analysis in terms of form and content (and to synthesize the forms)
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rests upon two conditions which must be verified on a factaal
basis. On the one hand, we must demonstrate that the same form
of sociation can be observed in quite dissimilar contents and in
connection with quite dissimilar purposes. On the other hand, we
must show that the content is realized in using quite dissimilar
forms of sociation as its medium or vehicle. A parallel is found in
the fact that the same geometric forms may be observed in the
most heterogeneous materials and that the same material oceurs
in the most heterogeneous spatial forms. Similar relations obtain
between logical forms and the material contents of cognition.
Both of these conditions are undeniable facts. We do find that
the same form of interaction obtains among individuals in societal
groups that are the most unlike imaginable in purpose and signifi-
cance. Superiority, subordination, competition, division of labor,
formation of parties, representation, inner solidarity coupled with
exclusiveness toward the outside, and innumerable similar features
are found in the state as well as in a religious community, in a
band of conspirators as in an economic association, in an art
school as in a family. However diverse the interests that give rise
to these sociations, the forms in which the interests are realized
are identical, On the other hand, the identical interest may take
on form in very different sociations. Economic interest is realized
both in competition and in the planned organization of producers,
in isolation from other groups and in fusion with them. Although

the religious contents of life remain identical, at one time they de-

mand an unregulated, at another time a centralized, form of com-
munity. The interests upon which the relations between the sexes
are based are satisfied by an almost endless variety of family
forms. The educational interest may lead to a liberal or to a
despotic relation between teacher and pupil, to individualistic in-
teraction between them, or lo a more collectivistic type of inter-
action between the teacher and the totality of his pupils. Hence,
not only may the form in which the most widely different contents
are realized be identical, but a content too may persist while its
medium-—the interactions of the individuals—moves in a variety
of forms. We see, then, that the analysis in terms of form and con-
tent transforms the facts—which in their immediacy present form.
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and content as an indissoluble unity of social life—in such a way
as to furnish the legitimation of the sociological problem. This
problern demands that the pure forms of sociation be identified,
ordered systematically, explained psychologically, and studied
from m.:w standpoint of their historical development. . . . |
. This conception of society implies a further proposition: A
given number of individuals may be a society to a greater or a
smaller degree. With each formation of parties, with each joining
for common tasks or in a common feeling or way of thinking, with
each articulation of the distribution of positions of submission
and domination, with each common meal, with each self-adorn-
ment for others—with every growth of new synthesizing phenom-
ena such as these, the same group becomes “more society” than it
was before. There is no such thing as society “as such”; that is,
there is no sociely in ithe sense that it is the condition for the
emergence of all these particular phenomena there is no such
thing as interaction “as such”—there are only specific kinds of In-
teraction. And it is with their emergence that society too emerges
for they are neither the cause nor the consequence of society vﬁq
are, themselves, society. The fact that an extraordinary multitude
mum.a”mwmmﬂw of interactions operate at any one moment has given a
mmﬂ.b:.mq autonomous historical reality to the general concept of
society. Perhaps it is this hypostatization of a mere abstraction that
is the reason for the peculiar vagueness and uncertainty involved
in the concept of society and in the customary treatises in general
sociology. We are here reminded of the fact that not much head-

way was made in formulating a concept of “life” as long as it was

conceived of as an immediately real and homogencous phenome-
non. The science of life did not establish itself on a firm basis until
it investigated specific processes wilhin erganisms—processes
whose sum or web life is; not untiil, in other words, it recognized
that life consists of these particular processes.

Only if we follow the conception here outlined can we grasp
what in “society” really is society. Similarly, it is only geometry
that determines what the spatiality of things in space really is.
Sociology, the discipline that deals with the purely social aspects
of man (who, of course, can be an object of scientific inquiry in
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innumerable other respects), is related to the other special sciences
of man as geometry is related to the physicochemical sciences.
Geometry studies the forms through which any material becornes
an empirical body, and these forms as such exist, of course, in
abstraction only, precisely like the forms of sociation. Both geom-
etry and sociology leave to other sciences the investigation of the
contents realized in the forms, that is, the total phencmena whose
forms they explore.

1t is hardly necessary to point out that this analogy with geom-
etry does not go beyond the clarification of the fundamental prob-
lem of sociology. It was only in attempting this clarification that
we made use of this analogy. Above all, geometry has the advan-
tage of having at its disposal extremely simple structures into which
it can resolve the more complicated figures. Geomelry can con-
strue the whole range of possible formations from a relatively few
fundamental definitions. Not even a remotely similar resolution
into simple elements is to be hoped for in the foreseeable future
as regards the forms of sociation. Sociological forms, if they are
to be even approximately definite, can apply only to a limited
range of phenomena. Even if we say, for. instance, that superor-
dination and subordination are forms found in almost every human
sociation, we gain very little from this general knowledge. What
is needed is the study of specific kinds of superordination and sub-
ordination, and of the specific forms in which they are realized.
Through such a study, of course, these forms would lose in ap-
plicability what they would gain in definiteness.

In our day, we are used to asking of every science whether it
is devoted to the discovery of timelessly valid laws or to the presen-
tation and conceptualization of real, unique historical processes.
Generally, this alternative ignores innumerable intermediate phe-
nomena dealt with in the actual practice of science. It is irrelevant
to our conception of the problem of sociology because this con-
ception renders a choice between the two answers unnecessaxy.
For, on the one hand, in sociology the object abstracted from
reality may be examined in regard to laws entirely inhering in the
objective nature of the elements. These laws must be sharply

distinguished from any spatiotemporal realization; they are valid
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s.&m-rﬁ. the historical actualities enforce them once or a thousand

times. On the other hand, the forms of sociation may be examined

with equal validity, in regard to their occurrence at specific Emnmm.

,.,Em at specific times, and in regard to their historical development

in specific groups. In this latter case, ascertaining them would be

in Hr.w service of history, so to speak; in the former case, it would
provide material for the induction of timeless uniformities. About
competition, for instance, we learn something from a great many
fields—political science, economics, history of religion, history of
art, mbm so on. The point is to ascertain from all the facts what
cwd%ndmou is as a pure form of human behavior; under what
circumslances it emerges and develops; how it is modified by the
particular character of its object; by what contemporaneous formal
and material features of a society it is increased or reduced; and
how competition between individuals differs from that between
groups. In short, we must ascertain what competition is as a form
of relation among individuals. This form may involve all sorts
of contents. But in spite of the great variety of these contents, the

form maintains its own identity and proves that it belongs u.o a

sphere which is governed by its own laws and which may legiti-

mately be abstracted from other spheres or from total reality. What

we are suggesting, in brief, is that similar elements be singled out

o% the complex phenomena so as to secure a cross-section, whereby

dissimilar elements—in our case the contents—reciprocally para-
lyze each other, as it were. .

. Qﬂn have to proceed in this fashion with respect to all the great
situations and interactions that form society—the formation of"
parties; imitation; the formation of classes and circles: mmnodmm.,w )
subdivisions; the embodiment of types of social interaction in
special structures of an objective, personal, or ideal nature; the
growth and the role of hierarchies; the representation of mﬂozmm by
mb&im:&mm the bearing of common hostility on the inner solidar-
ity of the group. In addition to such major problems, there are
others which no less regularly involve the form of the group and
which are either more specialized or more complex than these.
%Emnm the more specialized questions, there are those such as the
significance of the non-partisan, the role of the poor as organic
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members of society, the numerical determination of group w.ﬂm.
ments, and the phenomena of primus inter pares and tertius
gaudens. Among more complex processes are the intersection of
various social circles in the individual; the special significance of
the secret for the formation of groups; the Eommmnmn.mon. n.; the
character of groups by a membership composed o*. u.um:ﬁmnm_m
who belong together geographically, or by the addition of ele-
ments who do not; and innumerable other processes. )

In this whole discussion, as I have already indicated, I waive
the question of whether there ever occurs an a?&:.hm Em.agw
of forms along with a difference in content. Hw.uo approximae iden-
tity that forms exhibit under Emﬁmlms%. %mm.-EH._mH circumstances
{and vice versa) is enough to conceive, in ﬁHEEﬁrwm of an mm..nu:m.
tive answer to this question. The fact that mvme::w &m.nsQ is not
actually realized shows the difference _umg.mmu ﬁ-myoia&.vmun.ro-
logical and geometrical phenomena. m_ma_wﬁnmrﬁm%oro—cm_n&
processes, in their fluctuations and complexities, can never be
completely rationalized. Geometry, by contrast, momm. have .m:w
power to isolate absolutely pure forms out of _,roum. :._mﬁod.m; realiza-
tions. It should always be remembered that this _mmszq.& the
kinds of interaction in the face of the simultaneously existing va-
riety of human or objective material Amuﬁ vice ﬁﬂ.mmv. is H.E—r:.gm
primarily but a device to make and legitimate the scientific dis-
crimination between form and content in the treatment .om em-
pirical phenomena. Methodologically mvamwmnm” this m.ﬂmnEEEm:on
would be required even if the actual oosm:w:ﬂﬁo:m did not nm=.mo_.
the inductive procedure of crystallizing the like out of z._@.. unlike.
In the same way, the geometrical mvﬂﬂmoﬂo:. of the m_umﬂw_.modu
of a body would be justified even if a body with such a particular
form occurred only once empirically. .

It cannot be denied, however, that this discussion suggests a
difficulty in methodology. For instance, toward r.sw mu@ of the
Middle Ages, extended trade relations forced certain guild mas-
ters to employ apprentices and to adopt new ways o.m oEm.EEm
materials and attracting customers. All of this was inconsistent
with traditional guild principles, according to which every master
was to have the same living as every other. Through these innova-
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tions; every master sought to place himself outside this traditional
narrow unity. Now, what about the purely sociological form which
is abstracted from the special content of this whole process? The
process seems to indicate that the expansion of the circle with
which the individual is connected through his actions is accom-
panied by a greater articulation of individuality, an expansion of
the freedom of the individual, and a greater differentiation of the
members of the circle. Yet, as far as | can see, there is no sure
method of distilling this sociological significance out of our com-
plex fact which is, after all, real only along with all its contents.
In other words, there is no sure method for answering the question
of what purely sociological configurations and what specific inter-
actions of individuals (irrespective of the interests and impulses
residing in the individual, and of purely objective conditions} are
involved in the historical process. On the contrary, all this ean be
interpreted in more than one way and, furthermore, the historical
facts that attest to reality of the specific sociological forms must
be presented in their material totality. In brief, there is no means of
teaching and, under certain conditions, even of performing, the
analysis of form and content into sociological elements. The case
is comparable to the proof of a gcometrical theorem by means of
figures drawn in the unavoidably accidental and crude way of all

drawings. The mathematician can feel quite safe in assuming that,

in spite of the imperfect drawing, the concept of the ideal geometri-

cal figure is known and understood, and that it is regarded as the

essential significance of the chalk or ink marks. The sociologist,
however, may not make the corresponding assumption; the isola-
tion of truly pure sociation out of the complex total phenomenon
cannot be forced by logical means.

Here we must take upon ourselves the odium of talking about
intuitive procedures {however far these are removed from specu-
lative, metaphysical intuition ). We admit that we are discussing a
particular viewpoint that helps to make the distinction between
form and content. This viewpoint, for the time being, can be
conveyed only by means of examples. Only much later may it be
possible to grasp it by methods that are fully conceptualized and
are'sure guides to research. The difficulty is increased by two fac-
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tors. Not only is there no.perfectly clear technique for applying the
fundamental sociological concept itself (that is, the concept of
sociation), but, in addition, where this concept can be effectively
applied, there are still many elements in the phenormena to be
studied whose subsumption under the concept or form and content
remains arbitrary. There will be contrary opinions, for instance,
concerning the extent to which the phenomenon of the poor is a
matter of form or content; the extent to which it is a resalt of
formal relations within the group, a result which is determined by
general currents and shifis that are the necessary ouicome of con-
tacts among buman beings; or the extent lo which poverty is to
be regarded as a merely material characteristic of certain individ-
uals, a characteristic that must be studied exclusively from the
viewpoint of economic interests (that is, as regards its content }....*

To this extent, any history or description of a social situation
is an exercise of psychological knowledge. But it is of extreme
methodological relevance—even of decisive importance—to the
principles of human studies in general to note that the scientific
treatment of psychic data is not thereby automatically psycholog-
ical. Even where we constantly use psychological rules and knowl-
edge, even where the explanation of every single fact is possible
only psychologically (as is true in sociology}, the sense and intent
of our activities do not have to be psychological. They do not
have to aim, that is, at an understanding of the law of the psychic
process itself (which, to be sure, has its content), but can aim
rather at this content and its configurations. There is only a dif-
ference in degree between the studies of man and the sciences of
external nature. After all, the patural sciences too, inasmuch as
they are phenomena of the intellectual life, have their locus in the
mind. The discovery of every astronomical or chemical truth, as
well as the rethinking of each of them, is an event occurring in
consciousness, an event which a perfect psychology could deduce
without residue from physical conditions and developments alone.
The procedure followed by the natural sciences in choosing the con-
2 Simmel's development of the former interpretation of poverty ap-
pears as chapter 11 below.—Ep.

The Problem. of Socivlogy 33

tents and interrelations of psychological processes—rather than
the processes themselves—for their subject matter is similar to the
wnoﬁw&:nm which determines the significance of a painting from
its aesthelic relevance and from its place in the history of art
rather than from the physical oscillations which produce its oo_on,
w:m which constitute and carry its whole, actual existence. There
is m_ﬁm.%m one reality and we cannot grasp it scientifically in its
Hﬂ_Enm_mo% and wholeness but must consider it from a number of
different viewpoints and thereby make it into a plurality of mu-
tually independent scientific subject matters. This applies, too
to those psychological phenomena whose contents fail to ooarmsm
into an autonomous spatial world and which are not strikingly set
apart from their psychic reality. Language, for instance, is cer-
mmEF constructed out of psychological forces and for psycholog-
:.um_ purposes. But its forms and laws are treated by the science of
_Emﬁmmom with complete neglect of the realization (a realization
which alone is given) that this is the object; they are treated ex-
clusively through the presentation and analysis of the construction
of the content and the forms that result from it. .

The facts of sociation offer a similar picture. That people influ-
ence one another—that an individual does something, suffers some-
thing, shows his existence or his development hecause there are
others who express themselves, act, or feel—is, of course, a psy-
chological phenomenon. And the only way to grasp the Ewg_.mnm_
emergence of each particular instance of this general phenomenon
is to re-creaie it psychologically, to construct plausible psycho-
logical series, to interpret the exlernally observable by means of.
vmv.aro_ommo& categories. Yet from the particular scientific view--
point conceived by the notion of sociation, this psychological phe-
nomenon as such may be entirely ignored, and attention may be
focused rather apon tracing, analyzing, and connecting its con-
tenis, Suppose, for example, that it is noted that the relation of a
stronger to a weaker individual, which has the form of primus inter
pares, tends to lead to a possession of absolute power by the
stronger party and a gradual elimination of any elements of equal-
ity. This, in terms of historjcal reality, is certainly a psychological
process. Yet from the sociological viewpoint, we are interested
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only in such questions as: How do the various phases of super-
ordination and subordination follow one another? To what extent
is superordination in a given relation compatible with co-ordina-
tion in other relations? How much superordination is required in
the initial phase of the relation to desiroy co-ordination com-
pletely? Has combination or co-operation a greater chance to
occur in an earlier or in a later stage of such a development? Or, as
a further example, let us suppose it is noted that those hostilities
are the bitterest that arise on the basis of a previous and some-
how still felt communion or solidarity (hatred between blood rela-
tives has been called the most burning hatred}. As an occurrence,
this-can only be understood, or even described, psychologically.
However, looking at this phenomenon as a sociological formation,
we are not interested in the psychological processes that occur
each of the two individuals but in their subsumption under the
categories of union and discord. We are interested in such prob-
lems as: Up to what point can the relation between two individuals
or parties contain hostility and solidarity before depriving the
relation of the character of solidarity or giving it that of hostility?
What sort of solidarity—that which arises from remembered com-
munion or that which is based on inextinguishable instinct—
furnishes the means for more ¢ruel, more profoundly wounding
injury than is ever possible when the original relation was one of
relatively great distance? In brief, how is our observation to be
presented as the realization of forms of relation hetween people—
what specific combination of social categories does it present? This
is the point, and it is so in spite of the fact that the concrete descrip-
tion of the process, or the description of it as a typical process, can
be nothing but psychological, Returning to an earlier illustration,
we may (ignoring all differences) compare the procedure of so-
ciology with the performance of a geometrical deduction using a
figure drawn on a blackboard. All that is given and seen here is
the physically produced chalk marks, but it is not in them that we
are interested but in their significance from the viewpoint of geom-
etry, which has nothing whatever to do with that physical figure
as a deposit of chalk particles. (On the other hand, this figure,
precisely as a physical structure, may be brought under scientifie
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mmﬂmmn.wmmmw its physiological genesis, its chemical composition, or
its optical impression may become the object of special w::mmnm -
tions.) . &
In this sense, then, the givens of sociology are psychological
processes .Ercmo immediate reality presents itself first of all under
psychological categories. But these psychological categories, al-
z.:u:mr indispensable for the description of the facts, remains u.uﬁ-
side mrm purpose of sociological investigation. It is nm this end that
s&.m:.mﬁ our study to the objective reality of sociation, a realit
which, to be sure, is embodied in psychic processes mnmunmb o*_ow
be described only by means of them. Similarly, a drama, from

beginning to end, contains only psychological processes and can

be understood w:q psychologically; but its purpose is not to
study psychological cognitions but to examine the syntheses which
result when the contents of the psychic processes are considered

from arw. viewpoints of tragedy and artistic form, or as symbolic
of certain aspects of life.




