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war]; it is something quite general, of which this maxim only
describes a special case. Conflict itsclf resolves the tension
between contrasts. The fact that it aims at peace is only one,
an especially_obvious, expression of its nature: the synthesis
of élements that work both against and for one another. This
nature appears more clearly when it is realized that both
forms of relation—the antithetical and the convergent—are
fundamentally distinguished from the mere indifference of
two or more individuals or groups. Whether it implies the
rejection or the termination of sociation, indifference is purely
%n. In contrast to such pure negativity, conflict con-

tains something positive. Its positive and negative aspects,
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owever, are integrated; they can be separated conceprually,
but not empirically.
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GEORG SIMMEL: Conflict

THE SCCIOLOGICAL RELEVANCE
OF CONFLICT

SOCIAL PHENOMENA appear in 2 new light when seen from
the angle of this sociologically positive character of conflict.
It is at once evident then that if the relations among men
(rather than what the individual is to himself and in his rela-
tions to objects) constitute the subject matter of a special
science, sociology, then the traditional topics of that science
cover only a subdivision of it: it is more comprehensive and
is truly defined by a principle. At one time it appeared as
if there were only two consistent subject matters of the
science of man: the individual unit and the unit of individ-
uals (society); any third seemed logically excluded. In this
conception, conflict itself—irrespective of its contributions
to these immediate social units—found no place for study. Jt.
was a. enon_of its_own, and its subsumption under
‘the concept of unity would have been arbitrary as well as
useless, since conflict meant the negation of unity.

A more comprehensive classification of the science of the
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"iscuousty in both senses.—Tr.
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relations of men should distinguish, it would appear, those
relations which constitute a unit, that is, social relations in
the strict sense, from those which counteract unity.® It must
‘be realized, however, that both relations can usually be found
in every historically real situation. The individual does not
attain the unity of his personality exclusively by an exhaustive
harmonization, according to logical, objective, religious, or ,
cthical norms, of the contents of his personality. On the M
contrary, contradiction and conflict not only precede. n_:.ﬁ -

ot

unity but are operative in it at every moment of its existence. |
Just so, there probably exists no social unit in which con-"
vergent and divergent currents among its members are not
inseparably interwoven. An absolutely centripetal and har: |
monious group, a pure “unification” (“Vereinigung”), not \ j
only is empirically unreal, it could show no real life process, | ..

The society of saints which Dante sces in the Rose of Para-"
dise may be like such a group, but it is without any change
and development; whereas the holy assembly of Church
Fathers in Raphael’s Disputa shows if not actual conflict, at
least a considerable differentiation of moods and directions
of thought, whence flow all the vitality and the really organic
structure of that group. Just as the universe needs “love and
hate,” that is, attractive and repulsive forces, in order to have
any. form at all, so society, too, in order to attain a mononam-
nate shape, weeds some quantitative ratio of harmony, and
r.&m:mwacnu&& association and competition, of favorable and
unfavorable tendencies. But these discords are by no means
mere sociological liabilities or negative instances. Definite,
actual society does not result only from other social forces
which are positive, and only to the extent that the negative

factors do not hinder them. This common congeption is quite

perficial: society, as we know it, is the result of both cate-
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3. “Einbeit" is both “unit” and “unity,” and Simmel uses the term prom-
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gories of interaction, which thus both manifest themselves
as wolly positive.

UNITY AND DISCORD

IHERE. 1s.a.misunderstanding according to which one of
these two Linds of interaction tears down what the other
builds up, and what is eventually left standing is the result of

‘the subtraction of the two {while in reality it must rather be

4- This is the sociological instance of a contrast between two miuch more
general conceptions of life. According to the common view, life always
m:ﬂ:wm two parties in opposition. One of them represents the positive aspect
foﬁ 1ifé, its content proper, if nor it substance, while the very meaning of
the ther is non-being, which must be subtracted from the pasitive elements
before they can constitute life. This is the common view of the relatjon
between happiness and suffering, virtue and vice, strength and inadequacy,
success and failure—between all possible contents and interruptions of the
course of life. The highest conception indicated in respect to these con-
trasting pairs appears to me different: we must conceive of all these polar
differentiations as of one life; we must sense the pulse of a central vitality
evéii in that which, if seen from the standpoint of a particular idead, vught
‘not wbe at all and is merely sométhing negative; we must allow the total
‘meaning of our existence to grow out of both partics. In the most com-
preligfisive confexy of life, even that which as a single element is disturbing
and déstructive, is whojly positiye; it Is not a gap but the fulfillment of a
Tole Teserved for it alone, Perhaps it is not given to s to attain, much less
alwa§§ 6 maintain, the height from which all phenomena can be felt as
making up the unity of life, even though from an objective or value stand-
point, they appear to oppose one another as pluses and minuses, contra-
dictions, and mutual eliminations. We are too inclined ro think and feel
that our essential being, our true, ultimate significance, is identical with one
T these factions, According to our optimistic or pessimistic feeling of life,
one of them appears to us as surface or accident, as something to be elitni-
nated or subtracted, in order for the true and intrinsically consistent life to
emerge. We are everywhere enmeshed in this dualistm (which will presently
be discussed in more detail in the text above)—in the most intimate as in
m_m..mubma comprehensive provinces of life, personal, objective, and social,
We think we have, or are, a whole or unit which . is. compesed- of two
logieatly-and-ebjectively_opposed parties, and we identify this totality of
ours with one of them, while we fcel the other 10 be something alien which
does not properly belong and which denies our central and cemprehensive
being. Life constantly moves between these two tendencies. The one has
just been described. The other lets the whole really be the whole. It makes
the unity, which afte¥ 3l Comiprises both contrasts, alive in each of these
contrasts and in their juncture. It is all the more necessary to assert the
right of this second tendency in respect to the sociological phenomenon of
conflict, because_conflict impresses us with its socially destructive force as

with an apparently indisputable fact.
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designated as the resule of their addition). This .5?::%7
standing probably derives from the ﬂécw.uE:EQ_E:m of the |
concept of unity. We designate as “unity” the consensus
and concord of interacting individuals, as against ﬂr.m: .n:m..__._
cords, separations, and disharmonies. Dut we also call “unicy”

the roral group-synthesis of persons, energies, and forms, -

that is, the ultinate wholencss of that group, a 4rc_osnmm.
which covers both strictly-speaking unitary relations and
dualistic relations. We thus account for the grovp phenome-
non which we feel to be “unitary” in terms of mmb.namnu__“
components considered specifically unitary; and in so doing,’
we_distegard the other, larger meaning of the term.

This imprecision is increased by the noﬂ.nmmcsmﬁm two-
fold meaning of “discord” or “opposition.” Since Am_mnc_.m._ un-
folds its negative, destructive character berween particulac
individuals, we naively conclude that it must have the same
effect on the total group. In reality, _Eﬁmwn.r %E.Qm:n.m
which is negatve and damaging. between W:QE_QE;M if it is
considered in isolation and as aiming in a particular direction,
does not necessarily have the same effect ém:_.m: the Sﬂ.m_ re-
lationship of these individuals. For, a very m,m.mag.n picture
emerges when we view the conflict in conjunction with
other interactions not affected by it. The negative and dual-
istic elements play an entirely positive no._n in this more com-
prehensive picture, despite the destruction they may work
on particular relations, All this is very obvious in the compe-
tition of individuals within an economic unit.

CONFLICT AS AN INTEGRATIVE FORCE
IN THE GROUP

HERE, among the more complex cases, there are two oppo-
site._types. First, we have small groups, such as the marital
couple, which nevertheless involve an unlimited number of

vital relations among their members. A certain amount of
discord, inner divergence and outer controversy, 1s organ-
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wcally tied up with the very elements that ultimately hold
;f_nrn group together; it cannot be separated from the unity
¥ om. ﬁrw moﬁ_&cm_om_ strueture. This is true not only in cases
_.."_...ﬁmnsn Eu.n:m_ failure but also in marriages characterized

,c\ ‘ vy amodus vivendi which is bearable or at Jeast borne. Such
y ~ mattiages are not “less” marriages by the amount of conflict

gw.nmﬂrnb out of so many elements, among which
there is .H_:: mseparable quantity of conflict, they have de-
veloped_into the definite. and_characteristic units which they
g Secondly, the positive and Enummmﬁmnm..._“o_m. of antagon-
1sm is shown in structures which stand out by the sharpness
and carefully preserved purity of their social divisions and
.mwmmm.n_onm. Thus, the Hindu social systern rests not only on
the hierarchy, but also directly on the mutual nnv:_mmch‘ of
the castes. Hostilities not only prevent boundaries within
the group from gradually disappearing, so that these hostilities
are often consciously cultivated to guarantee existing con-
ditions. Beyond this, they also are of direct sociological fer-
eility: often they provide classes and individuals with recipro-
cal positions which they would not find, or not find mzm the
same way, if the causes of hostility were not accompanied
by the feeling and the expression of hostility—even mm the
same objective causes of hostility were in operation.

) .Mt._uo .m_mmvw.amnmnna of repulsive (and, considered in isola-
tion, mmmzdnaqnv energies does by no means always result
m a richer and fuller social life (as the disappearance of lia-
vcn_.:nm&m.nnm:annm

_.u ities me,m..c_.n.m in larger property)

unrealizable a phenomenon as if the group were deprived
of the forces of cooperation, affection, mutual ajd »:m har-
mony of interest. This is not only true for nchnH_Eoz en-
erally, a.e.rhnr determines the form of the group, the _.nnmm ro-
cal positions of its participants, and the distances cnm%nnn
nm..oS. mn.a A_Enr does so purely as a formal matrix of ten-
SI0ms, quite irrespective of its objective reswirs. It is trye also

T

“and without protest, but also because opposition gives us

{191
where the group is based on the ariredes of its members.
Foi instance, the opposition of a member to in assoctate is

no_purely negative social factor, if only because such opposi-

crorc stzmsarL: Conflics

tion is often the only means for making life with actually
unbearable people at least possible. If we did not even rm<.n
the power and the right to rebel against tyranny, arbitrari-
ness, moodiness, tactlessness, we could not bear to have any
relation to people from whose characters we thus suffer. We
would feel pushed to take desperate steps—and these, indeed,
would end the relation but.do znoz, perhaps, constitute. “con-
fiter?> Not only because of the fact (though it is not essential
here) that oppression usually increases if it is suffered calmly

llllll e —— -

inner satisfaction, distraction, relief, just as do humility and

g

patience under different psychological conditions. .OE@-
position makes us feel that we arc_not completely victims of
the_circumstances. It allows us to prove our strength-cen-
scigysly and only thus gives vitality and reciprocity to con-
ditions from which, without such corrective, we would
withdraw at any cost.

Opposition achieves this aim even where it has no notice-
able success, where it does not become manifest but remains
purely covert, Yet while it has hardly any practical effect,
it may yet achieve an inner balance (somectimes even on the
part of both partners to the relation), may exert a quicting
influence, produce 2 feeling of virtual power, and thus save,
relationships whose continuation often puzzles the observer.
In such cases, opposition .is_an_clement in_rhe.relation itself;
it is intrinsically interwoven with the other reasons for the
relation’s existence. it is not only a wreans for preserving
the relation but one of the concrete functions which actually
Wmﬂmﬁ.ﬁ.ﬁn. it. Where relations are purely external and at the

same time of little practical significance, this function can
b satisfied by conflict in its latept form, that is, by aversion

v
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and feelings of mutual alienness and repulsion which upon
~ iore_intimate contact, no matter how occasioned, immedi-
ately change into positive hatred and fight.
ithout such aversion, we could not imagine what form
modern urban life, which every day brings everybody in
contact with innumerable others, might possibly take. The
whole inner organization of urban interaction is based on an
extremely complex hierarchy of sympathies, indiffcrences,
and aversions of both the most short-lived and the most en-
during kind. And in this complex, the sphere of indifference
is relatively limited. For, our psycholegical activity responds
to_almost every impression that comes from another person
with 2 certain determinate feeling. The subconscious, fleet-
ing, changeful nature of this feeling only seems to reduce it
to indifference. Actually, such indifference would be as un-
natural to us as the vague character of innumerable contra-
dictory stimuli would be unbearable. We are protected
against both of these typical dangers of the city by antipathy,
which is the preparatory phase of concrete antagonisim and
which engenders the distances and aversions without which
we could not lead the urban life ar all. JThe extent and com-
~-P=tion of antipathy, the rhythm of its appearance and dis-
~pfarance; the forms in which it is satisfied, all these, along
with the more hiterally unifying elements, produce the metro-
politan_form of life in its irresolvable totality; and what at
qml_.m...n. glance appears in it as dissociation, actually is one of

its_elementary forms of sociation.
P T R

'HOMOGENEITY AND HETEROGENEITY
IN SOCIAL RELATIONS

RELATIONS OF CONFLICT do not by themselves produce a

social structure, but only in cooperation with unifying forces.
Only both together constitute the group as a concrete, hving

“uiiif, In this respect, conflict thus is hardly different

from
any other form of relation which sociology abstracts out of

qrong siMMEL: Conflics [21]

! the complexity of actual life. Neither Jove nor the &&mm.oz
of labor, peither the common attitude of two toward a mr.ﬁm
nor friendship, neither party affilistion nor superordination
of subordination is likely by itself alone to produce or per-
manently sustain an actual group. Where this seems so never-
theless, the process which is given one name actually contains
several distinguishable forms of relation, Human nature does
not allow the individual to be tied to another by one thread
alone, even though scientific analysis is not satisfied undl it
has determined the specific cohesive power of elementary
units,

Yet perhaps this whole analytic activity is purely subjective
in a higher and seemingly inverse sense of the word: perhaps
the ties between mHﬁwﬁaE\lﬁﬁm@mﬁ omﬂnn mmﬁbmm@.
gengous, but our mind cannot grasp their hofiiogeneity. The
very relations that are rich and live on many 9%.03:_.. con-
tents are apt to make us most aware of this mysterious homo-
WMm.wMQm. and what we have to do is to represent it as che
co-efliciency of several cohesive forces which restrict and
modify one another, resulting in the picture which ofo.ncﬁ
reality attains by a much simpler and much more consistent
.m.ﬂfcm.w. Yet we cannot follow it with our mind even though
we would.

e i

.Mm,mmw,....mnm@mgu.xnrnm:&im:&E.n..Pmﬁonmz.cmﬁrom&:a
kind. At every moment they are so complex and contain such
2 multitude of variegated and contradictory oscillations that
“to designate them by any ome of our psychological concepts
is always imperfect and actually misleading. For, the moments
of-the-individual life, too, are never.connected. by-only. ane
theead—this is the picture analytic thought constructs of the
‘unity of the soul, which is inaccessible to it. Probably much
of what we are forced to represent to ourselves as mixed feel-
H\gs, as _composites of many drives, as the competition of

opposite sensations, is entirely self-consistent. But the cal-
ulating intellect often lacks a paradigm for chis unity and
LT S
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thus must construe it as the result of several elements. When
we are attracted and at the same time repelled by things;
when nobler and baser character traits seem mixed in a given
action; when our feeling for a particular person is composed
of respect and friendship or of fatherly, motherly, and erotic
impulses, or of ethical and aesthetic valuations—then cer-
tzinly these phenomena in themselves, as real psychological
processes, are often homogeneous. Only we cannot designate
them directly. For this reason, by means of various analogies,
otecedent motives, external consequences, we make them
into a concert of several psychological elements. - o

TIF chis is correctt, then apparently complex relations be-
tween several individuals, too, must actually often be uni-
tary. For instance, the distance which characterizes the
relation between two associated individuals may appear to
U5 "3 the result of an affection, which oughe. to bring about
much greater closeness between them, and of a repulsion,

e

as the two feelings restrict one another, the outcome is the
dmminmmmm.um.n observe. But this may be entirely erroneous.

The inner disposition of the relation itself may be those par-
ticular distances; basically the relation, so to speak, has a
certain_temperature which does.not.emerge as the balance
of two temperatures, one higher, the. other lower. We often
interpret the quantity of superiority and suggestion which
exists between two persons as produced by the strength of
one of them, which is at the same time diminished by a
- certain weakness. While such strength and weakness may in

fact exist, their separateness often does not become manifest

in the actually existing relation. On the contrary, the rela-

tion may be determined by the total nature of its elements,
and we analyze its immediate character into those two factors
only by hindsight.

-Erotic relations offer the most ?o@:nsﬂ illustrations, How -

often do they not strike us as woven together of love and

which ought to drive them completely apart; and in as much

23]

respect, ar disrespect; of love and the felt harmony of the
individuals and, at the same time, their consciousness of
supplementing each other through opposite traits; of love
and an urge to dominate or the need for dependence. But
what the observer or the participant himself thus divides into
two intermingling trends may in reality be only one. In the
relation as it actually exists, the total personality of the one
acts on that of the other. The reality of the relation does
not depend on the reflection that if it did not exist, its par-
-ticipants would at least. inspire each other with respect or
sympathy (or their contraries). Any number of times we
designate such relations as mixed feelings or mixed rela-
tions, because we construe the effects the qualities of one
individual would have upon the other if these qualities
exerted their influence in isolation—which is precisely what
- they do not do in the relation as it exists, Aside from all this,
the “mixture” of feelings and relations, even where we are
fully entitled to speak of it, always remains a_problematic
‘expressiap. It uses a dubious symbolism to transfer a process
-which is represented spatially into the very different realm
‘of psychological conditions.
- 'This, then, probably is often the situation in respect to the
so-called mixture of converging and diverging currents
wwﬁs.un_.:: 2 group. That is, the structure may be sui_generis,
us_motivation and form being wholly self-consistent, and
‘enly in order to be able to describe and understand it, do we

put it together, post factum, out of two tendencies, one

‘monistic, the other antagonistic. Or else, these two do in
iIct-exist, but only, as it were, before the relation itself orig-
ated. In the relation itself, they have fused into an organic

[,
.

in which neither makes itself felt with its own, isolated
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This fact should not lead us to overlook the numerous
tases in which contradictory tendencies really co-exist in
aration and can thus be recognized at any moment in the
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over-all situation. As a special form of historical develop-
ment, relations sometimes show at an early stage undiffer-
éntiated unity of convergent and divergent forces which
séparate only later with full distinctness. At courts in Central
Europe we' find, up to the thirteenth century, permanent
bodies of noblemen who constitute a kind of council to the
prince and live as his guests; but at the same time, almost
like an estate, they represent nobility and must guard its
interests even against the prince. The interests in common
with those of the king (whose adininistration these nobles
often serve) and the oppositional vigilance of their own
rights as an estate exist in these councils not only separately
side by side but in intimate fusion; and it is most likely that
the position was felt as self-consistent, no matter how in-
compatible its elements appear to us now. In the Iingland of
that period, the baronial parliament is hardly yet distinguished

_from an enlarged royal council, Loyalty and critical or par-
tisan opposition are. still contained in germ-like unity. In

‘general, as long as the problem is the crystallization of in-
stinations whose task it is to solve the increasingly complex
and intricate problem of the equilibrium within the group,

it ‘often is not clear whether the cooperation of forces for
the benefit of the whole takes the form of opposition, com-
petition, and criticism, or of explicit unity and harmony.

There thus exists an initial phase of undifferentiation which,

P e b1 il i L, S AT e

seen from a larer, differentiated phase, appears as logically

nﬂmﬂwm&nnoa«., but which is thoroughly in line with the un-
mnqﬁmomﬂ. stage of the organization,
I_.m._.avmn_nﬂmm__ﬁ_ personal relations often develop.in-an in-

vegse manner, For it is usually in early cultural periods that

the decisiveness of amity or enmity is relatively. great. Half-

way, unclear relations between persons—relations which have

their roots in 2 twilight condition of feeling whose outcome
‘might be hatred almost as easily as love, or whose undiffer-
entiated character is even sometimes betrayed by oscillation

RV W
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between the two—such rcladons are more often found in
ripe and overrtipe than in youthful periods.

,>Z‘H>DOZ~.@?H AS AN ELEMENT

IN SOCIATION

WHILE ANTAGONISM by itself does not produce sociation,
it is a sociological element almost never absent in it. Its role
can increase to infinity, that is, to the point of suppressing
all convergent elements. In considering sociological phenom-
ena, we thus find a hierarchy of relationships. This hierarchy
can also be constructed from the viewpoint_of cthical .cate-
-gories, although ethical categories are generally not very suit-
able points of departure for the convenient and complete
~ isolation of sociological eclements. The value-feelings with
" which we accompany the actions of individual wills fall into
certain series. But the relation between these series, on the
one hand, and constructs of forms of social relation accord-
ing to objective-conceptual viewpoints, on the other, is
completely fortuitous. Ethics conceived of as a kind of sociol-
ogy-is robbed of its deepest and finest content. This is the
‘behavior of the individual soul in and to itself, which does
not enter at all into its external relations: its religious move-
ments, which exclusively serve its own salvation or damna-
.mo:m its devotion to the objective values of knowledge,
&oﬂcdﬁ significance, which transcend all connections with
ier people. The intermingling of harmonious and hostile
tions, however, presents a case where the sociological
_the ethical series coincide. It begins with A’s action
20r: B's benefit, moves on to A’s own benefit by means of
without benefiting B but also without damaging him, and
y becomes A’s egoistic action at B's cost. In as much

this is repeated by B, though hardly ever in the same
vhy and in the same proportions, the innumerable mixtures
tonvergence and divergence in human relations emerge.
‘0 be sure, there are conflicts which seem to exclude all
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other elements—for instance, between the robber or thug
and his vicum. If such a fight simply aims at annihilation, it
does approach the ‘marginal case of assassination in which
the admixture of unifying elements is almost zero. If, how-
ever, there is any consideration, any limit to violence, there
already exists a socializing factor, even though only as the
qualification of violence, Kant said that every war in which
the belligerents do not impose some restrictions in the use
of possible means upon one another, necessarily, if only for
psychological reasons, becomes a war of extermination. For
where the parties do not abstain at least from assassination,
breach of word, and instigation to treason, they destroy that
confidence in the thought of the enemy which alone permits
the materialization of a peace treaty following the end of
« 3R~ wwar. It is almost inevitable that an element of common-
+ 24 injects tstelf into the enmity once the stage.of ‘open
Mwm_.m:nm,w.mo_&m to any other. relationship, even though this
new relation may contain a_completely undiminished sum
.r.m..m..wrzmsommn% between the two parties. After conquering Italy
in the sixth century, the Lombards imposed on the conquered
a tribute of one-third on the ground yield, and they did so
in such a fashion that every single individual among the con-
uerors depended upon the tribute paid him by particular
*\.mam&.”_:m_m among the conquered. In this situation, the con-

quered’s hatred of their oppressors may be as strong as
dunng the war itself, if not stronger, and it may be coun-

A e

tered no less intensely by the conquerors—either because the

whom ‘we Have cansed to suffer.
had"an"element of community. T he very circumstance whicl
had engendered the animosity—the enforced patticipation o
“:the Lombards in the enterprises of the natives—ar the sam

time made for an undeniable convergence of interests,,
‘vergence and harmony became mnnﬁaou_u_w» interwoven, and
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hatred against those who hate us is an instinctive protective’
measure, or because, as is well known, we usually hate those

Nevertheless, the sitgation:

itis
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the content of the animosity actually developed into che germ
mm future commonness.
aﬁrmw._ﬁon-zm_,aﬁn. of relationship is most widcly realized
in the enslavement—instead of the extermination—of the
imprisoned _enemy. Even though slavery very often repre-
sents the extreme of absolute inner _hostility, its occasion
nevertheless produces a sociological condition and thus, quite
frequently, its own attenvation. The sharpening of contrasts
may be provoked directly for the sake of its own diminu-
tton, and by no means only as 2 violent measure, in the ex-
- pectation that the antagonism, once it reaches a certain lirnie,
- will end because of exhaustion or the realization of its furilicy.
"It may also happen for the reason which sometimes makes
monarchies give their own opposition princes as leaders—
as did, for instance, Gustavus Vasa. To be sure, opposition
. 18 strengthened by this policy; elements which would other-
wise stay away from it are brought to ir by the new equi-
librium; but at the same time, opposition is thus kept within
certain limits. In apparently strengthening it on purpose, gov-
gmment actually blunts it by this_conciliating measure.
nother borderline case appears to be the fight engendered
lusively by the lust to fight. If the conflict js caused by
ject, by the will to have or control something, by rage
3, enge, such a desired object or state of affairs make for
nditions which subject the fight to norms or restrictions
mu::m to both warring parties, Moreover, since the fight
ttitered in a purpose outside itself, it is qualified by the
that, in principle, every end can be attained by more
i possession or subjugation,

‘one means. The desire for
b ma_n.mro annihilation of the enemy, can be satisficd through
ations and events other than fight. Where conflict
ly: a means determined by a superior purpose, there
184801 NOt to restrict or even avoid it, provided it can
by other measures which have the same promise
Where, on.the other hand, it is exclusively deter-
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uhwmn@.i N..w:EnQ.mqo feelings, where there are m::o.n aﬁnnmmnm
wi .Hm._w_._nmm be satisfied only through fight, its substitution by
other means is impossible; it is its own purpose and content
mbn_ hence wholly free from the admixture of other forms
.,mu;m relation. Such a fight for its own sake seems to be sug-
gested by a certain formal hostility drive which sometimes
urges—itself _upon psychological observation. Its different
forms must now be discussed.

THE PRIMARY NATURE OF HOSTILITY

SKEPTICAL MORALISTS speak of natural enmity berween
men. For them, bomo howini lupus [man is wolf to man],
and “in the misfortune of our best friends there is something
which does not whoily displease us.” But even the diametri-
cally opposed moral philosophy, which derives ethical selfless-
ness from the transcendental foundations of our nature, does

\ mot thereby move very far from the same pessimism. For
after all, it admits that devorion to the Thou cannot be found
* /the cxperience and observation of our will. LEmpirically,

; tationally, man is pure cgoist, and any deflection of this

Hatural fact can occur in us, not through nature, but only

@om%ﬁ the deux ex machina of a metaphysical being. Hence
natural hostility as a form or basis of human relations appears

8 M..n”.mnmmn side by side with their other basis, sympathy. The

strange lively interest, for instance, which people usually
show in the suffering of others, can only be explained on the

TS .
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tipathy is also suggested by the phenomenon, not at all

It is found not only in those nay-sayers-on-principle who are
:the despair of their surroundings among friends, in families,.

celebrate its most characteristic triumphs in the realm o

Macaulay has described in the persen of Robert Ferguson:

basis of a mixture of the two motivations. This deep-lying

rare, of the “spirit of contradiction” (Widerspruchsgeist).

in committees, and in the theatre public. Nor does this spirit

politics, in those men of opposition whose classical type?

[29]
“I s hostility was not to Popery or to Protestantitsm, to mo-
narchical government or to republican government, to the
house of Stuarts or to the house of Nassau, but to whatever
was at the time established.” All these cases which are usually
considered to be types of “pure opposition” do not necessarily
have to be such: ordinarily, the opponents conceive of them-
selves as defenders of threatened tights, as fighters for what
is objectively correct, as knightly protectors of the minority.
“t appears to me that much less striking phenomena reveal
more clearly an abstract impulse to opposition—especially the
quiet, often hardly known, fleeting temptation to contradict
an assertion or demand, particularly a categorical one. This
instinct of opposition emerges with the inevitability of a re-

mnxaoﬂo:a:n96::_mc:o_.unaosmo&_.o_»mo:mr:um,mn
very conciliatory persons. It mixes itself into the over-all
situation even though without much effect. One might be
tempted to call this a protective instinct—just as certain
animals, merely upon being touched, automatically use their
protective and aggressive apparatus. But this would precisely
“prove the primary, basic character of opposition. It would
mean that the individual, even where he is not attacked bur
only finds himself confronted by_purely objective manifesta-
tions of other individuals, cannot maintain himself except by

cror: sisaaterL: Conflice

1M T T e

R

means of oppositon. It would mean that the first instinct
with which the individual affirms himself is the negation of
the other,

It_scems impossible to deny an e priori fighting instinct,
ially if one keeps in mind the incredibly picayunish,
8illy, occasions of the most serious conflicts. An English
orian reports that not long ago two Irish parties, whose
ity developed from a quarrel over the color of a cow,
ght each other furiously throughout the whole country.
‘decades ago, grave rebellions occurred in India as the
ence of a feud between two parties which knew
about one another cxcept that they were, respectively,




GEORG sIMMEL: Conflict [ 30}

the party of the right hand and the party of the left. And
this triviality of the causes of conflicts is paralleled by the
childish behavior in which conflicts often end. In India,
Mohammedans and Hindus live in a constant latent enmity
which they document by the Mohammedans butroning their
: outer garments to the right, and the Hindus to the left; by
. the Mohammedans, at common meals, sitting in a circle, and
the Hindus in a row; by the poor Mohammedans using one
side of a2 certain leaf for a plate, and the Flindus the other.
In_buman hostility, cause and effect are often so hetero-
e ,.m..m_nc:.m and disproportionate that it is hard_ro determine
QEnerely the consequence of long-existing opposition, The
impossibility of ascertaining any rational basis of the hos-
tility presents us with this uncertainty in regard to many
details of the conflicts between the Roman and Greek circus
parties, between the Homoousians and the Homoiousians,
and of the Wars of the Roses and of the Guelfs and Ghibel-
lines. The general impression is that human beings never
love one another because of such picayunish trivia as lead
them to violent hatred.

THE SUGGESTIBILITY OF HOSTILITY

THERE IS FINALLY another phenomenon which seems to

me_to pomt to a wholly primary need for hostility. This is_
the uncanny ease with which hostility can be suggested. It

is usually much easier for the average person to inspire an-
1)

o,

striking in respect to these favorable or unfavorable moods
and prejudices if they are at their beginning or have devel-
oped only to a slight degree. For, higher degrees, which lead
to practical application, are not decided by such fleeting
leanings (which, however, betray the fundamental instinet)

¥
]
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whether the alleged issue really is the cause of the conflict

ther individual with distrust and suspicion toward a third,
previously indifferent person than with confidence and sym- -
pathy. It is significant that this difference is particularly

[30] .

but by -more consetous considerations, The same {undamental
fact is shown in merely another version, as it were, by the
circumstance that quite indifferent persons may successfully
suggest those slight prejudices which fly over the image of
another like shadows, whereas only an authoritative or emo-
tionally ‘close individual succceds in causing us to have the
mwﬂm%on&:m favorable prejudice. -
“Withour this ease or irresponsibility with which the aver-
/7 afe person reacts to suggestions of an unfavoralle kind, the
aliquid haeret [social, emotional inertia] would perhaps not
be so tragically true. The observation of certain antipathies,
factions, intrigucs, and open fights might indeed lead one to
consider hostility among those primary human cnergies which
are not provoked by the external reality of their objects but
which create their own objects out of themselves. Thus it
~has been said that man does not have religion because he be-
lieves in God but that he believes in God because he has
.Mm.,.momw..&&mnr is a mood of his soul. In general, it is prob-
..E{,.H,..mnnom:mwna that love, especially in youth, is not a mere |
reaction evoked by its object (as a color sensation is evoked !
n our optical apparatus), but that on the contrary, we have
1.need for loving and ourselves seize upon some object which '
fies_this need—sometimes bestowing on it those char-,
teristics_which, we alieged, have evoked our love in the'!

grore sivMnirny: Conflict

hoiferiR

place.

—

THE HOSTILITY DRIVE AND
LIMITED POWER

HERE 1S NOTHING to suggest that all this does not also
id of the development of the opposite emotion (except for

:ation, of which presently). There is nothing to sug-
that the sonl does not also have an inborn need for
-and fighting, and that often this need alone injects
¢ objects it takes for itself their hate-provoking quali-
Hes This interpretation of hatred is not so obvious as is that
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of love. The reason probably is that the need for love, with
its tremendous physiological pointedness in youth, is so pal-
pably spontaneous, that is, so palpably determined by the
actor (lover) rather than by the beloved, that, by compari-
son, the hate drive is only seldom found in stagres of com-
parable acuteness which would make us equally conscious
of its subjective, spontancous characrer.’

Assuming that there indeed exists a formal hostility drive
as the counterpart of the need for sympatly, it seems to me
that ,E..ﬁoaon:w it stems from one of those processes of dis-
tillation by which intra-individual movements leave an inde-
pendent impulse as the residue of the forms which are com-
mon.to. them. All kinds of interests so often Jead to conflicts
over particular_objects or to opposition against particular
persons that, possibly as a residue of these conflicting inter-
ests, 2 general state of irritation, which by itself presses for
manifestations of antagonism, has become part of the heredi-
tary inventory of our species. It is well known that (for
reasons often discussed) the mutual relation _of . primitive
groups is.almost always one of hestility. Perhaps the most
decisive example comes from the American Indians, among
whom every tribe was on principle considered in a state of
war with every other tribe with which it had not concluded
an explicit peace treaty. It must not be forgotten, however,

5- Fundamentally, all relations to others are distinguished according to

o*m&mfm_..m questions (even thoitgh with innumerable answers ranging
rom the clear-cut affirmative to the clear-cut negative): (1) Is the psy-
chological basis of the relation a drive (of the subject) which would de-
velop even without external stimulus and on its own seeks an adeguate
object, either finding it in adequate form or making it so through imagina-
tion and, necessity?. Or (2) does the psychological basis of the relation
nomam. st in the response evoked B¥ i€ Rature or action of another person—
where

lus” would not by itself have developed into 2 need. Intellectual a

agsthedle; syimpathetic and antipathetic relatons are subject to this contrast.

from which alone they draw the forms of their development, intensity,
and changes. .

where nrmm.-nw%o:mu. too, of course, presupposes the possibility of being.
evoléd; but this possibility would have remained latent without the stimy-
B.&

[331
w that i eatly stages of culture, war 1s almosr the only {orm in
 which contact with alien groups is brought about at 2l As
long as inter-territorial commerce remains undeveloped, indi-
vidual trave! is something unknown, and intellectual com-
munities do not transcend the boundaries of the group, wwar
(wmfmrm.ch_% sociological relation Leeween different peoples. At
such a stage, relations of the group members with one an-
~other have forms which are diametrically opposed to the
interrelations among the groups. Within the closed circle,
hostility usually means the termination of relations, with-
drawal, or avoidance of contact, and these negative charac-
teristics even accompany the passionate interaction of open
.mmrn. By contrast, these groups, as whole units, live in mutual
ifference side by side as long as there is peace, while they
pain acuve reciprocal sigoificance for one another only in
war. For this reason, the same drive to expand and to act,
ich within the group requires unconditional peace for the
tegration of interests and for unfettered interaction, may
to the outside 25 a tendency toward war.
o matter how much psychological autonomy one may
yilling to grant the antagonistic drive, this autonomy is
- enough to account for all phenomena involving hostility.
%rnro first place, even the most spontaneous drive is!
in its independence in as much as it does not apply
gets but only to those which somehow appeal to it
h hunger certainly originates in the subject without
:being actualized by the object, it nevertheless does not
on stones and wood but only on what is edible. Simi-
ove and hate, too, however little their drives may
rom_external stimuli, nevertheless seem to need some |
p structure of their objects with whose cooperation !
£y, yicld the total phenomena that go by their names.
he other hand, it seerus probable to me that on the
because of its formal character, the hostility drive
8dds itself as a reinforcement (like the pedal on the

o 7 orona sianare: Conflice
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piano, as it were) to controversies which are due to conerete
causes. And where a conflict springs from the purely forpal
lust 1o fight—that is, from something entirely impersonal,
m::.,_m_:a:m;:% indiffercot toward any coatent, cven toward
the adversary—even there, hatred and rage agamst the et cmy
as a person, and if possible interest in a prize {or victory,
inevitably grow in the course of the conflice hecause such
~emotions feed and increase irs psychological strengih. It is
expedient to hate the adversary with whom one fights (for

any reason), just as it is expedicnt to love a person whom
one is tied to and has to get along with. The eruth expressed”
by a popular Berlin song, “What one docs out of Inv
twice as well” (“Was wan aus Liche tut, Ias gelt wnoch
‘nal 50 gut”), also goes for what one does out of hatred The
" mutaal behavior between people can only be understood by
appreciating the inner adaptation which trains in us feclings
most suitable o a given situation, whether they are to ex-
ploit or assert this situation, or are to bear or end it. By
means of psychological conncctions, these feelings produce
the forces which are necessary to execute the given task and
to paralyze inner countercurrents. Hence no sertous conflict
probably lasts any length of time without being sustained
by a complex of psychological impulses, even though this
complex grows only gradually. This is of greae soc
significance: the purity of conflict for the sake of conflict
thus is seen to become interspeesed partly with more oh-
jective interests, partly with impulses which can be satis-
fied by other means than fight, and which in practice form
the bridge between conflict and other forrus of nteraction.

& Focs

ANTAGONISTIC GAMES

I REALLY KNOW only a single casc in which the fascination

of fight and victory itself—elsewhere only an element in the

_antagonisms over particular contents—is the exclusive moti-
vation: this is the antagonistic game (Kampfspiel), more

iological ~
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precisely, the game which is carried on :;n,?.:; any prize
. m‘o;m:d_..ndwmwﬂ (since the prize would e .c_.;m_mm of it), The
.mmmmw,_w.....,nr_v._cmmﬂ: attraction of Tmno:.::m. master over the
“adversary, of aserting oncsclf against lim, is Q.::“.E.ﬁm here,
in the case of games of skill, with the purely individual en-
joyment of the most appropriate ::.& successful movement;
and in the case of games of luck, with favor .Eﬂ fate which
‘blesses us with a mystical, harmenious Hnr.:_o: to powers
‘beyond the realm of the individual and m.cn.s_. At any rate,
-in its sociological snotivation, the antagonistic game contamns
absolutely nothing except fight itself. A_S.%cﬁ_:mmm chip
“which is often contested as passionatcly as is a gold picce,
suggests the formal nature of this impulse, which even in the
quarrel over gold often greatly exceeds any material interest.
+ But there is something clse most remarkable: the mm.urxﬁ.,c:
‘of precisely this complete dualism presupposes sociological
amwwmn the stricter sense of the word, namely, unification.
One unites in order to fight, and one fights under the mutually
fneﬂm,o..m&a& control of norms and rules. To repeat, these uni-
fications do not enter into the a.,aa.ea:.a.a of the undertaking,
even though it is through them that it takes shape. They
npm-oﬂ are the technigque without s._:.nr m.:nr. a nnsm_nn that
excludes all heterogeneous or objective justifications nm.E_.m
not_materialize. What is more, the norms of the antagonistic

ame often are rigorous and impersonal and are observed on
.ﬁ”mﬂnm with the severity of a code of honor—to an extent

hardly shown by groups which are formed for cooperative

Eﬁwnm.

LEGAL CONFLICT

Tsug prINCIPLES of conflict and of unification, Q.Enr .rcEm
the contrasts together in one whole, are shown in this ex-
ample with the purity of almost an abstract concept. It thus
“yeveals how cach principle artains its full sociological mean-

Em,bnm effect only through the other. The same form which

GEORG staiMEBL: Conflict
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dominates the aritagonistic game also governs leyral couflicr,
even though not with the same neatness and separateness of
the two factors involved. For legal conflict has an odject,
and the struggle can be satisfactorily terminated through the
Voluntary concession of that object. This does not occur in
fights for the lust of fighting. In most cases, what is called
the lust and passion of legal quarrels, is probably something
uite different, namely, a strong feeling of justice or the

.

impossibility of bearing an actual or alleged interference
with the sphere of law with which the ego_feels identified
ATl the uncompromising stubbornness and obstinacy w.

.
-

ith
which parties at a trial so often bleed themselves to death
has, even on the defendant’s part, hardly the character of
an offensive but, in a deeper sense, that of a defensive, since
the question is_the sclf-preservation of the person. This self-
preservation is so inseparable from the person’s possessions
and rights that any inroad on them destroys it. It is only
consistent to fight with the power of one's whole existence.
Hence it probably is this individualistic drive, rather than
the sociological drive to fight, which determines such cases.

In respect to the form of conflict, however, legal quarrel”
is indeed absolute. That is, on both sides the claims are put

through with pure objectivity and with all means thar are

permitted; the conflict is. not.deflected or attenuated by any

personal or in any other sense extraneous circumstances.
Jégal conflict is pure conflict in as much as nothing enters
1t§ whole action which does not belong to the conflict a5 such
and serves its purpose. Elsewhere, even in the wildest strug-
‘gles, something subjective, or some mere turn of fate, or
-+ interference by a third party is at least possible. In legal
conflict, all this is excluded by the objectivity with which
only the fight and absolutely nothing else proceeds.
This_elimination of all that is not conflict can of course
lead to a formalism which becomes independent ow..m_._..no.mu

tents. On the one hand, we here have legal wmzm?mmﬁ&\... In
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legal pettifoggery, it i not objective points which are
weighed against one another; instead, concepts Jead an en-
tircly abstract fight. On the other hand, the conflict is some-
times delegated to agents which have no relation to what
their contest is to decide. The fact that in higher cultures,
legal quarrels are carried out by professional counsels, cer-
tainly serves the clean separation of the controversy from all
- .mo._,.m.ona associations which have nothing to do with 1. Dut
if Otto the Grear decrees that a legal question must be de-
cided through ordeal by combat, ouly the mere form-the
occurrence of fighting and winning itself—is salvaged from
the whole conflict of interests; only the form is the element
common_to_the fi

5

morn ght to be decided and_to_the_individuals
who_decide it.

This case expresses in exaggeration or caricature the reduc-
tion and restriction of legal conflict to the mere clement of
fight itself. It is the most merciless type of contestation be-
cause it lics wholly outside the subjective contrast between
.Mﬁnmm% y and cruelty. But precisely because of its pure objec-
tvity, it is grounded entircly in the premise of the unity and
commonness of the parties—and this to a degree of severity
and thoroughness hardly required by any other situation,
Legal conflict rests on a broad basis of unities and agreements
hetween the enemies. The reason is that both parties are
ually subordinated to the law; they mutually recognize
that the decision is to be made only according to the ob-
..;_.anmfw weighe of their claims; they observe the forms which
re unbreakably valid for both; and they are conscious that
ey, are surrounded in their whole enterprise by a social
power_which alone gives meaning and ccrtainty to their

iy e -

gdertaking. The parties to a negotiation or a commercial
affair form a unity in the same manner, even though to a
3 extent, for they recognize norms binding and obligatory
both, irrespective of the opposition of their interests. The

on premises which exclude everything personal from
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legal conflict have that character of pure objectivity to which
(on the other hand) correspond tlie inexorability and the
acute and unconditional character of the conflict irself. Legal
conflict thus shows the interaction between the dualism and
the unity of sociological relations no less than antagonistic
games do. The extreme and unconditional nature of conflict
comes to the fore in the very meduim and on the very basis

of the strict unity of common norms and conditions.

CONFLICTS OVER CAUSES

THIS SAME PHENOMENON is characteristic, finally, of all

conflicts 1 which both parties have objective interests. In

this case, the conflicting interests, and hence the conflict it-
self, are differentiated from the personalities involved. Here
two things are possible. The conflict may focus on purely
objective decisions and leave all personal elements outside
itself and in a state of peace. Or on the contrary, it may
involve precisely the persons in their subjective aspects with-
out, however, thereby leading to any alteration or dishar-
mony of the co-existing objective interests common to the
two partics. The second type is characterized by Leibnitz’s
saying that he would run even after a deadly cnemy if he
could learn something from him. Such an attitude can ob-
viously soften and attenuate the hostility itself; but its pos-
sible opposite result must also be noted. Hostility which goes
along with solidarity and undersranding in objective matters
is indeed, so to speak, clean and certain in its justification.
The consciousness of such a differentiation assures us that
we do not harbor personal antipathy where it docs noc be-
long. But the good conscience bought with this discrimination
may under certain circumstances fead to the very intenstfica-
tion of hostility. For where hostility is thus restricted to its
real center, which at the same time is the most subjective

Ao~ of personality, we sometimes abandon oursclves to it

L. g extenstvely, passionately, and with more concentration
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than when the hostile impulse carries with it a ballast of
secondary amimosities in areas which actually are merely
infected by that center.

In the case in which the same differentiation inversely limits
the conflict to impersonal interests, there too are two possi-
bilities, On the one hand, there may be the elimination of
uscless embicterments and intensifications which are the price
we pay for personalizing objective controversies. On the
other hand, however, the parties’ consciousness of being
mere representatives of supra-individual claims, of fighting
not for themselves but only for 2 cause, can give the conflict
a radicabsm and mercilessness which find their analogy in
the general behavior of certain very selfless and very idealisti-

nm:N inclined persons. Because they have no consideration

,_.oa..goEmnTnm_ ﬁrn.ﬂ_:_,Su:c:n?aonrﬂ.mnmm:an nrmv\m_.n
convinced that they are entitled to make anybody a victim
of the idea for which they sacrifice themselves. Such a con-
flict which is fought our with the strength of the whole per-
son while the victory benefits the cause alone, has a noble
character. For, the noble individual is wholly personal but
knows nevertheless how to hold his personality in reserve,
This is why objectivity strikes us as noble. But once this
differentiation has been achieved and the conflict thus ob-
jectified, it is, quite consistently, not subjected to a second
- restriction, which in fact would be a violation of the ob-
. Jective interest to which the fight has heen limited. On the
- basis of this mutual agreement of the two parties, according
fo which each of them dcfends only his claims and his cause,
iﬂboczow:m all personal or cgoistic considerations, the conflict
“m.a. fought with unattenuated sharpness, following its own
jptrinsic logic, and being ncither intensified nor moderated
by . subjective factors.

v The contrast between unity and antagonism Js perhaps
most visible where both parties really pursue an identical

aim—such as the exploration of a scientific truth. Ilere any
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yielding, any polite renunciation of the merciless exposire
of the adversary, any peace prior to the wholly decisive
victory would be treason against that objectivity for the sake
of which the personal character has been eliminated from
the fight. Ever since Marx, the social struggle has developed
into this form, despite infinite differences in other respects.
Since it has been recognized that the condition of labor is
determined by the objective conditions and forms of pro-
duction, irrespective of the desires and capacities of particu-
lar individuals, the personal bitterness of both general and
local bartles has greatly decreased. The entreprencur is no
longer a bloodsucker and dammnable egoist, nor does the
worker suffer from sinful greediness under all circumstances.
Both parties have at least begun no longer to burden each
other’s consciences with their mutual demands and tactics as
acts of personal meanness. In Germany, this objectification
was started more nearly by means of theory, in as much as
the personal and individualistic nature of antagonism was
overcome by the more abstract and general character of the
historical and class movement. In England, it was launched
by the trade unions and was furthered by the rigorously
supra-individual unity of their actions and those of the cor-
responding federations of entrepreneurs. The violence of the
fight, however, has not decreased for thar. On the contrary,
it has become more pointed, concentrated, and at the same
time more comprehensive, owing to the consciousness of the
individual involved that he fights not only for himself, and
often not for himself at all, but for a great super-personal aim.

An interesting example of this correlation is the workers’
boycott of the Berlin breweries in 1894. This was one of the
most violent local fights in recent decades,® carried out with
the utmost force by both sides, but without any personal
“/rus.& of the brewers by the leaders of the boycott, or of
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the workers by the business leaders. Tny fact, in the middle
of the fight, two leaders of the two parties published their opin-
tons of the struggle in the same periodical, both being objective
in their presentations of the facts and hence agreeing on them,
but differing, in line with their respective parties, on the
practical consequences that were to be drawn from the facts.

It Hrnm appears that conflict can exclude all subjective or

[

personal factors, thus quantitatively reducing hostilicy, en-
gendering mutual respect, and producing understanding on
all personal matters, as well as the recognition of the fact

Rt

. that both parties are driven on by historical necessities, At
. the same tune, we see that this common basis increases, rather

mmwn”monnnmmn.m- the intensity, irreconcilability, and stubborn

e i e

alone their fighe is based, can show itself in a much less noble

‘manner than in the cases just discussed. This is true when
~the common feature is not an objective norm, an interest
that Tiés above the egoism of the fighting partics, but their
-ggeret understanding in respect to an egoistic purpose which
- they both share. To a certain extent this was true of the two
‘great English political parties in the eighteenth century.

There was no basic opposition of political convictions be-
tween them, since the problem of both equally was the
maintenance of the aristocratic regime. The strange fact was
that two parties which between themselves completely domi-
ted the area of political struggle, nevertheless did not fight

“each other radically—because they had a silent mutual pact

nm.mmnmﬂ something which was not a political party at all.
istorians have connected the parliamentary corruptibility
of that period with this strange limitation of the fight, No-
body thought too badly of a party’s selling its conviction in
avor of the opposing party because the conviction of that
pposing party had 2 rather broad, even though hidden
common basis, and the fight lay elsewhere, The ease of

consistency of the fight. ..i
The o wonn?o common to the nonmmnm:m parties on which

!
i

_, /i

.
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corruption showed that here the restriction of the antagon-
ism through a common feature did not make the conflict
more fundamental and objective. On the contrary, it blurred
it and contaminated its meaning as necessarily determined
by objective circumstances.

In other, purer cases, when unity is the point of departure
and the basis of the relationship, and conflict atises over this
unity, the synthesis between the monism and antagonism of
the relation can have the opposite result. A conflict of this
sort is usually more passionate and radical than when it does

N,

not meet with a prior or simultaneous mutual belongingness

to the parties. While ancient Jewish law permitted bigamy,

it forbade marriage with two sisters (even though after the
death of one her husband could marry the other), for this
would have been especially apt to arouse jealousy. In other

s, this law simply assumes as a fact of experience that
antagonism on the basis of 2 common kinship tie is stronger
than mnmon_m_;ﬂwm:mnnm. The mutual hatred of very small neigh-

boring states whose whole outlooks, local relations, and in-
terests are inevitably very similar and frequently even coin-

cide, often is much more passionate and irreconcilable than

between great nations, which both spatially and objectively
aié complete strangers to one another. This was the fate of

- Grecece and of post-Roman Italy, and a more intensive degree
of it shook England afrer the Norman Conquest before the

two races fused. These two lived scattered among one an-
other in the same territory, were mutually bound by con-
stantly operating vital interests, and were held together by
one national idea—and yer intimately, they were complete
mutual strangers, were, in line with their whole character,
without reciprocal understanding, and were absolutely hostile
to one another in regard to their power interesrs. Their
reciprocal hatred, as has rightly been said, was more bitter
than it can ever be between externally and internally sep-
arate groups.

£ R S . L
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Some of the strongest examples of such hatred are church
relations. Because of dogmatic fixation, the minutest diver-
gence bere at once comes to have logical irreconcilability—
if there 1s deviarion at all, it is conceptually irrclevant whether
it be large or small. A case in point are the confessional con-
troversics between Lutherans and Reformed, espectally in
the seventeentl century. Hardly had the great separation
from Catholicisn occurred, when the whole, over the most
trivial matters, split into partics which frequently said about
one another that one could more casily make peace with
the Popists than with the members of the other Protestant
“group. And in 1875 in Berne, when there was some difficulty

over the place where Catholic services were to be held, the
* Pope did not allow them to be performed in the church used
by the Old-Catholics, but in a Reformed church.

. COMMON QUALITIES VS, COMMON MEMBERSHIP
T IN A LARGER SOCIAL STRUCTURE
AS BASES OF CONFLICT

- Two KinNps of commonness may be the bases of particu-
* lady._intense antagonisms: the common qualities and the

.common membership in a larger social structure. The first
case goes back simply to the fact that we are discriminating
beings (Umterschiedswesen). A hostility must excite con-
o ﬁ_o_._mmnmm .n.ra.:_c_.a .mnnw? and violently, the greater the
ties. similarity against the background of which the hos-
tility rises. Where attitudes are friendly or loving, this is an
excellent protective measure of the group, comparable to the
ning function of pain in the organism. For it is precisely

%”rng awareness of dissonance against the prevailing gen-

iy

_harmony which at once warns the parties to remove the
geounds of conflict lest conflict half-consciously creep on
endanger the basis of the relation itself. But where this

ental intention to get along under all circumstances

king, the consciousness of antagonism, sensitized as this
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consciousness is by similarity in other respects, will sharpen
‘the antagonism itself. People who have nuany common fea-
tures often do onc another worse or “wronger” wrong than
| complete strangers do. Sometimes they do this because the
t large area common to them has become a matter of course,
iand hence what is temporarily different, rather than what is
_noSEo: determines their mutual posidons. Mataly, ow-
ever, they do it because there is only little that is different
between them; hence even the m__m_:nmn antagonisin has a
relative significance quite other than that between strangers,
who count with all kinds of mutual differences to begin
with. Ilence the family conflicts over which people pro-
foundly in agreement sometimes break up. That they do so
does by no mcans always prove that the harmonizing forces
had weakened before. On the contrary, the break can result

from so great a similarity of characteristics, leanings, and con-.

victions that the divergence over a very insignificant point
makes itself felt in its sharp contrast as something utterly
unbearable.

We confront the stranger, with whom we share neither
characteristics nor broader interests, objectively; we hold
our personalitics in reserve; and thus a particular difference
does not involve us in our totalities. On the other hand, we
meet the person who is very different from us only on certain
points within 2 particular contact or wirhin a coincidence of
particular interests, and hence the spread of o conflict is
limited to those points only. The more we bave in cotmmon
with another as whole persons, however, the more casily will
our totality be involved in every single relation to him. Ience
the wholly disproportionate violence to which normally
. ontrolled people can be moved within their relations
to those closest to them. The whole happiness and depth of
the relation to another person with whom, so to speak, we
feel identical, lies in the fact that not a single contact, not a
single word, not a single common activity or pain remains
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isolated but always clothes the whole soul which enmpletely
gives il i arnl is yeceived in it Therefore, if a quarrel
arises between persons in such an jutimate relotionship, it
s often so passionately cxpansive and suggests the schema of
the fatal “Not you” (“Du-diberbanpr™). Persons tied to one
another in this fashion are accustemed to invest every direc-
tion i which they may turn with the totality of their being
amd feeling, __::r.n :_mﬁ also give o:::.r::m accents and, as
it were, a ﬁo:t:cﬂv\ by virrue of which it far outgrows its
Onnp.m_c:.mza the objective m_m;_mgcro of that occasion, and
&.mwm the total personalities into it.

CONFLICT IN INTIMATE RELATIONS

AT THE TNGHEST LEVEL of spiritual cultivation it is possible
to avoid this, for it is characteristic of this level 1o combine
no_.sw_cmm mutual devotion with nc_:_:o:u mutual differentia-
tion. Whercas undifferentiated passton involves the totality

of the individual in the excitement of a part or an clement
of it, the cultivated persont allows no such part or clement to
transcend its proper, cleatly circumscribed domain, Cultiva-
tion thus gives relations between harmonious persons the
nmcmnﬂm:n thar they beeome aware, ?.nr_mo? on the ocecasion
of ncz:_nn of its wifling nature i comparison with the

magnitude of the forces that unify them.
. m rthermore, the refined m_,ﬁ,::_:ﬁog sense, especially
of annvq sensitive persens, makes attractions and antipathies

LTty

- more m_n,..m_c:uﬁo if these feelings contrast with those of the

- Tty

past. This is true in the casc of ::E:n irrevocable decisions
concerning a given relatiouship, and it must be sharply dis-
tinguished from the everyday vacillations within a mutual
belongingness which is felt, on the whole, to be unquestionable.
Sometimes between men and women a fundamental aversion,

ol i -

even 2 mno__:m of hatred--not in regard to certain particulars,

.Fﬁw the reciprocal repulsion of the total person—is the fiese

stage of a relation whose secand phase is passionate love. One
might entertain the paradoxical suspicion that when indi-
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viduals are destined to the closest mutual emotionat velation-
ship, the emergence of the intimate phase is goded by an
instinctive pragmatism so that the eventual feeling attatns its
most passionate intensification and awareness of what it has
achieved by means of an opposite prefude—a step back before
running, as it were.

The mverse phenomenon shows the samme form: the deep-
est hatred grows out of broken love. Tlere, however, not
only the sense of discriminarion js probably decisive but
also the denial of one’s own past—a denial involved in such
change of feelng. To have to recognize that a deep love—
and not only 2 sexual love—was an error, a failure of intuition
(Instinkt)y, so compromises us before ourselves, so sphits the
security and unity of our sclf-conception, that we unavoid-
ably make the object of this intolerable fecling pay for it.
We cover our secret awareness of our own responsibility for
it by hatred which makes it easy for us to pass all responsi-
bility on to the other.

This particular bitterness which characterizes conflicts
within relationslyips whose nature would seem to entail har-
mony is a sort of positive intensification of the platitude
that relarions show their closeness and strength in the absence
of differences. But this plaritude is by no means teue without
exception. That very intimate groups, such as mariral couples,
which dominate, or at least touch on, the whole content of
life, should contain no occasions for conflict is quite out of
the question. Tt is by no means the sign of the most genyine
and decp affection never to yield to those oceastons but
instead to prevent them in far-ranging anticipation and to
cut them short immediately by mutual yielding. On the con-
trary, this behavior often characterizes atticudes which thongh
affectionate, moral, and loyal, nevertheless lack the ulrimate,
unconditional emotional devotion. Conscious of this lack,
the individual 1s all the more anxious to keep the relation free
from any shadow and to compensate his partner for that Jack
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through the ntmaost friendliness, self-control, and considera-
sion. Bue another function of this behavior is to soothe one's
own consciousness in regard to Its more or Jess evident un-
truthfuliiess which even the mosr sincere or cven the mose
passionate will cannot change into truthfulness—Ixcause feel-
tngs ate involved which are not accessible to the will but,
Yike fate irself, exist or do not exist.

 The felt insecurity concerning the basis of such relations

- often moves us, whoe desite to maintain the relation ar all
cost, to acts of exaggerated selflessness, to the almost mechani-
cal insurance of the relationship through the aveidance, on
principle, of every possibility of conflict. Where on the
other hand we are certain of the irrevocability and unre-
servedness of our feeling, such peace at any price is not
necessary, We know that no crisis can penctrate to the
mﬂﬂ;aﬁ.mo: of the relationship—we can always find the other
again on this foundation. The strongest love can stand a blow
most casily, and hence it does not even occur to it, as is
characteristic of a weaker one, to fear that the conseyucnees

cof such a blow cannot be faced, and it must thercfore be
avoided by all mcans. Thus, although conflict among inti-

_mates can have more tragic results than among less intimate

mmn,_dcnm. in the light of the circumstances discussed, precisely

crons st Conflict

nost firmly grounded relation may take a chance at
discord, whereas good and moral but less deeply rooted rela-
kﬂm@aazwm appareruly follow a2 much more harmonious and

@,,.m@
- This sociological sense of discrimination and the accentu-
ation of conflict on the basis of similarity have 2 special nuance
“in cases where the separation of originally homogeneous
~elements occurs on purpose. FHere separation does not follow
from conflict but, on the contrary, conflict from scparation.,
Typical of this is the way the rencgade hates and is hared.
- The recall of carlier agrecment has such a strong effect

that the new conrrast is infinitely sharper and Ditterer than




|
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if no relation at all had existed in the past. Moreover, of-
ten both parties realize the difference between tliz new

phase and the similarity remembered (and the unambiguous-

ness of this difference is of the greatest inportance to them)
only by allowing it to grow far beyond its original locus
and to characterize every point which is at all comuparable,
This aim of securing the two _.n%aon:d positions trausfonms

. thenretical or religious defection into the reciprocal charge

saresy In respect to all moral, personal, internal and ex-
ternal matters—a charge not necessarily ensuing where the
same difference occurs between strangers. In fact, the degen-
eration of a difference in convictions into hatred and fight
ordinarily occurs only when there were essential, original
similarities between the parties. The (sociologically very
significant) “respect for the encmy” is :ms..u_:w absent where
the hostility has arisen on the basis of previous solidarity.
And where enough similarities continue to make confusions
and blurred borderlines mOm&EP points of difference need
an emphasts not justificd by the issue but only by that danger
of confusion. This was involved, for instance, in the case of
Catholicism in Berne, mentioned earlier. Roman Catholicism
does not have to fear any threat to its identity from external
contact with a church so different as the Reformed Church,
but quite from something as closely akin as Old-Catholicism.

CONFLICT AS A THREAT TO THE GROUP

THIS EXAMPLE already touches upon the second type which
is relevant here, m_nrcsmr in practice it more or less coincides
with the first, It is the case of hostility whose intensification
is grounded in a feeling of belonging together, of unity,
‘which by no means always means similarity. The reason for
treating this type separately is that instead of the sense of
discrimination, it shows a very different fundamental factor,
:»Em? the peculiar phenomenon of social hatred. This

hatred is directed against a member of the group, not from
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. m..ﬁmn:»_ motives, but because the member represents a danger
o ?;;1%333.:5: of the group. In so far as intra- -group con-
flict anvolves such a danger, the two conflicting parties hate
- each other not only on the concrete ground which produced
the conflict but also on the sociological ground of hatred
for the encmy of the group itsclf. Since this hatred is mutual
;and each accuses the other of responsibility for the threat to
e ﬂromo. the antagenism mrp_,ﬁmzwl_:.mn:nq because both
ues to it belong to the same social unit.
fost characteristic here are the cases which do not lead
Q the proper break-up of the group. For once the group
“is dissolved, there is a certain release of the conflict; personal
differences have been discharged sociologically; the thorn of
ever new irritation has been removed. The tension berween
intra-group antagonism and group continuation must, on the
y lead to continued conflict. Just as it is terrible to
bein no:mﬁn with a person to whotn one is tied—externally
il.lil!l.
in_the most tragic cascs, by an internal bond—bue from
one cannot tear oneself loose even if one wished to,
Iyimu_.sxm.ﬂﬂznmm 15 equally intensified when one docs not
% o o feave the group becausc one feels this unit to be an
.oruonn_qo <m_co, a threar to which calls for fight and hatred.
“this constellation springs the violence characteristic of
ts within a political faction, a labor union, a family, etc.
M...n...mmuimbammnmm within the individual offer an analogy. In
cases, they may be held down by the fecling that a
le between sensuous and ascetic, egoistic and moral,
and intellectual tendencies not only does injustice
fie or both of these contrasting claims—not .:_os::m full
w cither of them—but menaces the very unity, equi-
am, and strength of the whole individual. Where on
oonﬂg this feeling is not enough to check the con-
ey, it gives it a bitter and desperate accent—as if the fight
were about something much more essential than the immedi-
- issue in question. The energy with which each of the




GEORG SIvMEL: Conflict [ 50]

conflicting tendencies wishes to subjugate the other, {ecds
not only on its own egoistic interest, so to speak, hut on the
much more comprehensive interest in the maintenance of
the ego which is torn apart and destroyed by the conflict,
unless the conflict ends n unambiguous victory. Just so, con-
flict within a closely knit group often enough grows beyond
the extent justified by its occasion and by the interest to the
group immediately attendant on this occasion; for in addi-
tion, this conflict is associated with the fecling that the
discord is not a matter only of the two parties but of the
group as a whole. Each party fights, as it were, in the name
of the whole group and must hate in its adversary not only
its own cnemy but at the same time the enemy of the higher
sociological unit.

JEALOQUSY

FINALLY, tlere is a fact by which the extreme violence of
antagonistic excitement is linked to the closeness of belong-
ing rogether. This fact, though apparently quite individual,
actually is of great sociological significance, It is jealousy.
Linguistic usage is ambiguons in regard to this concept; often
it does not distinguish it from envy. Both affects are un-
doubtedly of the greatest importance for the shaping of
hue onditions. In both a value is at stake which a third
party acwally or symbolically prevents vs from attaining or
keeping. Where it is a matter of attaining, we shall here
speak of envy; where of keeping, of jealousy. But the use
of definirions is of course quite irrelevant as long as the
psychological-sociological processes are clearly distinguished.
It is characteristic of the jealous individual to have a rightful
claim to possession, whereas envy refers to the desirability
of what is denied it, not to the legitimacy of any claim. To
the envious individual it is irrelevant whether the good is
denied him because somebody else possesses it or whether
even its loss or renunciation by thar other individual would

wrerG smarrL: Confiict fsr]
- not Jet him obtain it Jeadeusy, on the eontrary, 1s deternuned
in ity jner dircetton and color precisely by the fact that

A

....c.nmnm..,_._.nac:ﬂc.._?::_ mu:wmommwc:ronu:mn H_._nﬁ:mmmmm_o:_m
" i some Ammw else’s hands, and that if this were otherwise,

we would become the POSSCSSOTS af unce. The feeling of the
enviogs individual turns more around possession, thar of the
wn&aﬁ person more around the possessor. One can envy

-

somcbody’s fame even though one has nor rhe slightest Q.u:s
oo fame, bur one is jealous of a famous man if enc thinks
“that one deserves fame as much or more than he does, What
8 embitrering and gnawing to the jealous individual is a
eerwain fiction of fecling—no matter how wnjustified or even
nonsensical it may be-that the other has, so to speal, stolen
the fame from him. Jealousy, whatever the exceptional psy-
chological constellation from which it may _::_d. E‘.mmn:, iIs a
sensation of such a specific kind and power that it internally
complements its typical situation.
~ Midway on the continuum betwceen the ﬁrn:c:_c_ﬂ_m.cw.
envy ik “jealousy thus described, there is a third one ﬁ...m‘:n:
may be mm&m:uﬂma as begrudging (Missgrst). :wcmﬁz_mm:m:
8 the envious desire of an object, not because it is especially
mn&ﬂu _m‘Mmbﬁ because the other has it. This kind of fecling
may grow to either of two extremes, hoth :*..ﬁ.._:nr erud up by
negating one's own _Emmommm::..C:n _,.,:._J 15 ::_H, passionate
gﬁ_m_uq_ which &_ntn~.~mnw.<.”_~._d the vbject or in __,:A,,,ﬁo-
S Ryoys it, rather than _ouﬁ_ﬁ.: in the hands of the .:1:,._,. The
gecond form is complete indiffecence or even aversion toward
gmw_l.mmwc_:ﬁu:a_ hy the utter unbearabiliey of m_:n
%ﬁ.&xgmn the other possesses ir. Such forms of begrudging
are enmeshed in a2 thousand degrees and mixrures in the Fecip-
aeal behavior of human beings, They cover considerable por-
of the large problem area in which people’s relations to
are revealed as causes or cffects of their relations to
oe another. For here it is not only the question of desiring
: 3093,- or power, aflection or social position, through com-
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peting with another person or through surpassing or chmt-

nating him, whercby these activities are techniques, identical
in their inner meaning with conquering physical obstacles.
Rather, in these modifications of begrudging, the fecling which
accompanies such external and secondary relations among
persons develops into autonomous sociological forms ju which
the desire for the object has become mere content. That this
is so can be seen in the fact that the interest in the objective
purpose has been slouched off or, rather, has been reduced to
the intrnsically irrelevant material around which the per-
sonal relation crystallizes.

This is the general basis on which emerges the significance
of jealousy for our problem, conflict. More parricularly, this
is so when the content of jealousy is a person or the relation
of a given individual to that person. In facr, it seems to me
linguistic usage does not recognize jealousy in regard to a
—E—.o_% impersontal object. What concerns us here is the
relarion . between a jealous individual and the person for
whose sake his jealousy is directed toward a third individual.
The relation to that third individual itsclf has a very differ-
ent, sociologically much less specific and complicated, formal
character. For, the rage and hatred, contempt and cruelty
against bim are built precisely on the premise of a belonging
together, of an external or internal, real or presumed claim
to love, friendship, recognition, union of some sort. Whether
felt on both sides or on one only, the antagonism is the more
intensive .and  extensive, the more unconditional the uniry
from which it started and the more passionate the longing to
overcome it. The frequent, apparent vacillation of the jealous
person between love and hate means that these two layers
(of which the second covers the first in its whole expanse)
alternatively command his stronger awareness.

Here it is very important to remember the condition indi-
. cated earlier, namely, the right that the jealous individual
* * believes he has to the psychological or physical possession,
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the love ot the vencration of the person who is the object of
his jealousy. A man may emvy another’s possession of a
woman, but he is jealous only if he himself has some claim
to possessing her. This claim may well consist exclusively
in the mere passion of his desire, for it is a general human
m;m_ﬂ to derive 2 right from such a desire, The child excuses
himself for taking something forbidden to him by saying
that he “wanted #t so much.” At a ducl, the adulterer, if
he has the slightest trace of conscience, could not aim ar the
offended husband if he did not see in his own love for the
other’s wife a right to her, which he defends against the
husband’s merely legal right. Everywhere the mere fact of
ossession is considercd the right to possession.
ust so, the stage preceding possession, namely, the desire
~ for it, may grow into such a right. In facr, the double mean-
ing of “claim”—simple desirc and legally grounded desire—
alludes to the fact that the will likes to increase the right of
* its strength by the strength of irs right. To be sure, precisely
| because of this legal claim, jealousy often is the most pitiful
spectacle; for to make Jegal claims to such feelings as love
and friendship is to make an atcempt with wholly inadequate
‘means. The level on which one can operate on the basis of
‘any right, external or internal, does not even touch the level
on which these feelings lie. To wish to enforce thein through
right, no matter how profound and well-acquired in other
¥ ¢~ ts, is as senscless as if one wanted to order back to its
5 eage a bird which has escaped from it heyond the reach of
ht and hearing. This hopelessness of the right to love pro-
s.4he phenomenon characteristic of jealousy, that is, the
agnal hanging on to the external proofs of feeling, which
2l andeed be enforced by an appeal to duty. By means of

miserable satisfaction and sclf-deception, jealousy pre-
he “body” of the relationship—and does as if it had

ht in it something of its “soul.”
A he claitn advanced by the jealous person is often fully

bz
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recognized by the other party. Like every right between per-
sons, this claim means or produccs a sort of unity. Jt & the
ideal or legal content of a group, or a positive relationship
of some sort, or at least their subjective anticipation. To this
existing and continuing unity is added its sinultaneous nega-
tion, and thus the situation ripe for jealousy is created. Con-
trary to other situations in which unity and antagonism
interact, in the situation conducive to jealousy these two
forces are not distributed among different areas, being held
together and against one another only by the total person aliry.
On the contrary, there is the denial of the very unity which
still exists in some inner or outer form and is felt by at Jeast
one of the two parties so to exist, actually or ideally. The
feeling of jealousy interjects a very peculiar, blinding, ir-
reconcilable bitrerness betrween two persons. For, the sep-
aration between them revolves precisly around the point of
their comnection, and the negative element in the tension
between them thus attains the highest possible sharpness and
accentuation.

The complete control of the inner situation by this formal-
sociological constellation explains the strange, actually un-
limited, range of motives upon which jealousy may feed. It
also explains why its development is often incomprehensible
as far as its content is concerned. Where either the very
structure of the relation or the psychology of the individual
is disposed toward such a synthesis of synthesis and antithesis,
any occasion will develop the consequences—and these con-
sequences, obviously, will be the more appealing, the more
often they have been developed in the past. The jealous
person can never see more than ome interpretation. Thus,
jealousy finds a completely malleable instrument in the fact
that all human deeds and words admit of several interpreta-
tions.of their intentions and artitudes, Jealousy can combine
the most passionate hatred with the continuation of the most
passionate love, and the lingering of the most intimate unity

A
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vith the destmuetion of both parties—for, the jealouss ndivid-
:m:. destroys the relation just as much as that relarion invites
w::. to destroy his partner. Thus, jealousy is perhaps that
sociological phenomenon in which the building of antagonism
upon unity attains its subjectively most radical foren.




