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SOME ASPECTS OF SIMMEL'S CONCEPTION OF THE INDIVIDUAL 
MATTHEW LIPMAN 

To sociologists and social philosophers alike, few problems have been as haunting, as challenging, as persistently intriguing as the problem of individuality. For in what, precisely, does individuality consist? In our difference from others, or in some intrinsic and essential quality or structure of the self? Even should we agree that individuality is bound up with social differences, we find ourselves enmeshed in new perplexities. And if we attempt to resolve these perplexities by appealing to history, we find that, with the passage of time, the dominant formulations of the problem have radically altered. Individuality in primitive society tends to be defined by the extent to which one approximates a social type. Social types are established by the cultural traditions of the community, and the more one realizes the type, the more individualized he is considered to be. It is not far from this point of view to that of the Greeks, who discard the notion that social types must be accepted uncritically as norms. Instead, they examine social relationships, isolate those which appear to be values, idealize them, and then consider that to be individual which most perfectly participates in the ideal. It is only with Aristotle that this approach is systematically transformed: attention is directed away from form as the agency of individual determination and is focused instead upon the individuating function of material content. This statement of the problem in turn foreshadowed the more modern view that conformity to type is a denial of individuality. We have been inclined to think that individuality is constituted by deviation from type, by nonconformity. The more we depart from established norms, the more we appear to stand out as distinctive. In time, however, such departures become stylized and conventional. Consequently, the demand for individuality is renewed and intensified. 

Since the ideology of Western society is largely composed of notions stemming from Christianity, romanticism, and liberal- 
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ism (with their respective versions of religious, aesthetic, and political individualism), it has steadily insisted upon the incomparability, induplicability, and uniqueness of the individual human being. This insistence is frequently hortative rather than descriptive; it is not necessarily rooted in empirical observation of individual differences. In democratic societies, where pluralistic values are predominant, uniqueness is as readily imputed to the individual as is diversity to the group. 

The individual can also be regarded as simply a chance intersection of social relationships, expendable as a means to some overriding social end, and duplicable if liquidated. Clearly, the affirmation or denial of essential personal differences is at the heart of many contemporary ideological controversies. 

For the philosophically oriented social scientist, the problem of individuality is thus complicated by traditional disputes among theologians, metaphysicians, and political ideologists. All sorts of strands are here knotted up, and each seems to involve some exasperating dualism: universal vs. particular, general vs. specific, type vs. instance, law vs. case, norm vs. deviation, and so forth. In Simmel's philosophical sociology, some parts of the knot are unraveled; some are cut; and some remain as entangled as ever. 

The construction of a theory of individuality might well begin with a metaphysical formulation of the problem, but in approaching Simmel's writings on the subject it may be more useful to turn first to the epistemological problem of how individuals come to be observed, and how the distinctive trait of individuality is discerned and identified. For as we originally understand these terms, an individual is a specific and concrete entity, while individuality is the characteristic attribute of all individuals. 

There are many points of similarity between Simmel's approach to the problem of knowledge--especially knowledge of individuals--and the general theory of Verstehen as outlined by Dilthey. There are also significant similarities between Simmel and Bergson, although Simmel does not appear to be particularly perturbed by the seeming contradiction between "intuition" and "understanding." Most interesting, however, 
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is the contrast between the epistemological frameworks which Simmel and Bergson choose to emphasize. For if Bergson repeatedly asks that we admit the importance of time, Simmel is just as insistent in stressing the significance of space. If Bergson is concerned with passage and duration, with the movement and change of the object observed, Simmel is preoccupied with the object's stability. Bergson contemplates duration as an observer, standing idly on a bank, might watch a river sweep by: the observer is more or less fixed, the object flows on. Simmel views it as one might examine a cathedral: while one walks outside it, around it, within it, or looks down upon it, it endures. 

Bergson relies upon an illustration drawn from motion-picture photography: Movement is fundamentally unanalyzable; it can be reduced only to specious units, each without motion; and these units, when viewed sequentially and properly phased, re-create merely the illusion of movement. Bergson's cameraman is stable, whereas Simmel's, mounted on a mobile crane, is in constant movement, for Simmel is more concerned with the spatiality of the observed object than with its temporally phased fluctuations. The process of observation itself becomes dynamic, entailing as it does a constant search for new viewpoints: now pressing forward for a close-up, now bearing down still more for a microscopic scrutiny of some intimate detail, now pulling suddenly back for a broader perspective or an aerial view. 

This restless movement of the observer causes a continual shifting of focus. For a moment, all is blurred; he adjusts himself to the changed conditions of observation; all becomes clear again. From each moment of clarified vision, where an organized field can be envisaged, individuality emerges. It is not that the object is completely individualized and that we simply learn more about it from each new vantage point. Rather, the object exists as a permanent condition of infinitely individualized, infinitely varied experiences. Individuality is a characteristic of the experiential transaction involving subject and object, although usually, in our confusion, we attribute it now to the one component, now to the other. 

The house seen from a distance of three yards is the same object when seen from a distance of thirty yards, but in each case the optical representation is singularly different. Each ordered 
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experience is an individual. The relationships of which it is composed are unique to it and cannot be transposed with those of another individual since every change in distance involves a change in proportion. Simmel's epistemology does not deny the existence of the object itself, either as the condition for the emergence of individualized experiences or as a limit of scientific abstraction. Nevertheless, there is a tendency in Simmel to permit the object to become remote, a kind of Kantian Ding an sich, whereas the real objects of knowledge become the structured relationships of our experience. 

Every standpoint is privileged to disclose relationships visible from no other standpoint: 

If A and B have different conceptions of M, this by no means necessarily implies incompleteness or deception. Rather, in view of the relation in which A stands to M, A's nature and the total circumstances being what they are, A's picture of M is true for him in the same manner in which, for B, a different picture is true. It would be quite erroneous to say that, above these two pictures, there is the objectively correct knowledge about M, and that A's and B's images are legitimated to the extent to which they coincide with this objective knowledge. Rather, the ideal truth which the picture of M in the conception of A approaches--to be sure, only asymptotically--is something different, even as an ideal, from that of B. It contains as an integrating, form-giving precondition the psychological peculiarity of A and the particular relation into which A and M are brought by their specific characters and destinies. 1 
Simmel maintains that what is involved here is a "structural principle" of the relativity and equivalent correctness of all perspectives in so far as they are able to bring the field of visualization into focus. Given a constant, stable object, there are innumerable variables--for example, the psychology of the observer, his relative distance--which contribute to and compose the individual that emerges in experience. 

Yet, paradoxically, if the object is to be viewed "in perspective," it must be seen from more than a single point of view. We need both distance and nearness. Also, we need "inside knowledge" as well as an understanding of the external factors (pp. 7, 97 n.). Gradually, a curious reversal occurs. In the initial ob- 
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servation, the object is subordinated to the individuality of the experience. But every additional observation contributes to the construction of the individuality of the object. This abstracted individuality is a composite pattern of relationships as discerned from a variety of perspectives. It is not necessarily more "correct" than the individuality of any direct observation from a single standpoint. It may, however, have a depth or fullness which single observations often lack. 

Thus far, little has been said about the sensitivity of the observer. Yet what we call individuality is partially determined by our sensitivity to individual differences. When these differences are relatively great, an acute observer is not needed to discern them; but when they are slight, we often become sensitized to them, as inhabitants of a jungle become accustomed to noting innumerable minor variations of greenness. It follows, then, that if our threshhold of sensitivity increases as the differences among perceived individuals diminish, the experienced differentiation appears to be negligible. The smaller the differences, the more they are magnified. In this sense, a shrinking universe might not necessarily appear to be shrinking to its inhabitants, and a society of individuals who were becoming increasingly uniform might appear to them absolutely unchanged in its variety. 

An individual is a unified set of relationships in the field of visualization. A society, a style, an epoch, a person, a physical thing, an experience--these can all be individuals. It is not that they are wholly subjective or wholly objective. Independent of observation, the relationships of which such individuals are composed may already be patterned to a pronounced degree. But the individualized structure or form is rounded out in the act of intellectual understanding. Another way of putting this might be to say that, for Simmel, individuality is neither wholly discovered nor wholly invented. It is produced, although it is not so much a product as a natural production. Yet it cannot be denied that Simmel wavers in his formulation of individuality. Now he views the individual as an intellectual synthesis, now as a category of the understanding, now as a structure at least partially objective. His intent, apparently, is to suggest that individualization is both a basic mental habit and a tendency to 
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distinctiveness and discreteness in events. What becomes individuated in experience we call an individual, but our concept only makes more pronounced a structure that was already immanent. Simmel believes that scientific understanding requires the disclosure of individuals, for it is essentially an abstractive process concerned with the discovery of structural unities. This is why he is able to remark that individuals are "the immediate, concrete data of all historical reality" (p. 40): apparently we have no better way of organizing our experience so as to make it comprehensible. 

We must understand, however, that our emphasis upon individuals cannot deny reality to that which is not individualized. This is true whether the non-individual is content (as compared to form) or background (as compared to pattern). Simmel does not preoccupy himself too greatly, however, with the futile problem of whether individuals are ultimately more real than that of which they are composed or that against which they stand out. 

Certainly, the figure-ground opposition is an important conceptual instrument for Simmel, for he often speaks of individuality as a pattern whose pronouncedness must be seen against the background of what it is not--of what contrasts with, or even contradicts, it. (This chiaroscuro technique makes quite plausible his interest in Rembrandt--especially since Rembrandt used that technique for the purpose of intense individualization.) The individual stands over against the common or the general; the individualized experience contrasts with the ordinary, commonplace experience. We prize the individual in this sense, not because of its intrinsic value, but because it occurs in a context of triviality, monotony, mediocrity. We value the rare, fresh, spontaneous relationships which stand in such contrast to the insipid dreariness of ordinary relationships. The greater the routinization of the world, the more the genuine individual stands boldly in relief against it. The commonplace modestly withdraws to the background, but without it the pattern of individuality could not emerge. 

Of equal or perhaps greater importance for Simmel is the form-content distinction. Contents are common, indiscriminate, undifferentiated; forms alone are individualized. A form may 
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be taken to be a pattern or Gestalt in terms of which contents have been ordered. But individuality may also consist in the quality--the Gestaltqualität--of that pattern. 

Change, activity, flux--these exist in the passage or flow of contents, although each content is what it is: unchanging, yet passing on. Forms themselves remain the same, forever independent of alteration. Bureaucracies differ, marriages differ, secrets differ, but not the forms of bureaucracy, marriage, or secrecy. The more things change, the more they remain formally the same. 

This is still an oversimplification. First, because contents-the material, Simmel calls it (pp. 40-42), of individuality--already have a tendency to form. We might call it a matrix. Second, because to the extent that matrices exist, contents become unchanging. Digestion is a process that has gradually developed with life. To the extent that it distinguishes itself from non-digestive processes, it attains the matrix of form. But only with the full-fledged emergence of form can we speak of the emergence of individuality. One becomes an individual when one functions as an autonomous and integrated whole, which can if necessary become subordinate to a segment of itself. 

For example, there are innumerable impulses, drives, movements, and interests in biological existence. Some of these may develop into a "mating tendency." As yet, this is only the matrix of form. There is a further development into what we call marriage, and marriage has thus far persevered as an institution because it has transcended its instrumental function and become an end in itself. People avoid divorce "so as to preserve the marriage." Similarly, random pleasurable movements become play, and playfulness is an ingredient in the development of art, but art is a form which has value in itself: one may devote oneself to art, live for art. It becomes autonomous. 

It is in this manner that one develops the form of individuality. Each person may have differently organized the raw materials of life--impulses, drives, tendencies. But until that organization persists for its own sake, mastering the separate activities so that they can contribute to the perseveration of the whole, and the whole can subserve the part, one has not yet 
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achieved individuality. Differentiation may have been a natural result of the struggle for survival, but the appearance of individuality means that one now survives in order to be differentiated, unified, and autonomous. Contents may be individuated, but only forms are individualized, having transcended the conditions of their origin. 

It is usually believed that individuality is reduced when the individual participates in a group. Simmel does not contradict this impression--he even accentuates it. In the group, individuality tends to be reduced not merely to the average but to the lowest, moral feelings, the most primitive or superficial thoughts. The larger the group, the lower the moral and intellectual level of those who compose it is likely to be (pp. 36-39). Yet this is only one consequence of group membership; there are compensatory consequences. To affiliate oneself with a group is to determine and define oneself more precisely in respect to it. One becomes, or is seen as, similar to others in the group but dissimilar to the totality of individuals outside it. To belong to a second group further limits one's similarity to others and increases one's dissimilarity. Thus the greater the number of groups to which one belongs, the less likely it is that the totality of one's affiliations will be identical with anyone else's totality. The cumulative effect of group affiliation turns out to be increasing differentiation and individualization. Simmel asserts that "the larger the number of groups to which an individual belongs, the more improbable is it that other persons will exhibit the same combination of group-affiliations, that these particular groups will 'intersect' once again (in a second individual)." 2 
There is a certain hazard in such a statement. In a society that is highly conventional, group affiliations may be so rigorously prescribed that one may belong to a large number of groups without perceptibly increasing one's differences from others. Yet Simmel reminds us that it is not, after all, the mere sum of one's affiliations which helps to constitute one's singularity: it is the unique pattern of those affiliations. Quantitative changes in a sociological structure do result in distinct qualitative differences (pp. 115-17). The addition or subtraction of a single, apparently insignificant element may utterly transform 
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the quality of the whole. An individual's uniqueness may therefore result from an uncharacteristic affiliation which nevertheless radically alters the whole of his character. 

Just as group membership can both diminish and enhance individuality, so the establishment of universals in the social order has a double-edged effect. Thus Simmel asserts that the rise of a money economy in which a universal means of exchange was substituted for diversified particular means was to a considerable degree responsible for the rise of individualism. Yet the individualizing power which money confers has its other side: such power is achieved at the cost of de-individualizing other beings, whom one tends to evaluate in monetary terms. Here we confront the Nietzschean belief that there is a world economy of individuality, with the result that its increase in the few takes place at the expense of the depersonalized many. 

The positive side, however, is also inescapable. Universals can function subserviently to all individuals, heightening their uniqueness. When, for example, we assert that all men have equal and identical rights, the universality we stipulate does not constrain men's individuality but liberates it, especially if we insist that all men have the identical right to be treated as individuals. In Simmel's writings, universality represents a necessary condition for humanity, while individuality represents a sufficient condition. 

The secret of individuality, therefore, lies in the transmutation of the impersonal, general, necessary conditions of life into the personalized, differentiated, sufficient conditions of being alive as a human individual. For example, while sexual relationships form the general condition of all marriages, genuine marriage involves more than sexuality. 

It follows that the general conditions of social life require the establishment of norms. In a large society, obedience to a norm is not an individualizing form of conduct, whereas we do become distinctive once we violate the norm. "Greeting somebody in the street proves no esteem whatever, but failure to do so conclusively proves the opposite" (p. 400). In a smaller society, however, where there is a large number of particular norms, conformity to norms is taken as a sign of individuality and distinction. In a complex mass society, made up of highly 
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differentiated individuals, norms must be general rather than specific, few rather than many. If in seeking to allow greater freedom to its members, a smaller society crystallizes norms in a wide variety of specific forms that seem to be appropriate to individual needs, it is, on the other hand, likely to permit less differentiation than it would if the lack of freedom were confined to only very general and pervasive features. Simmel remarks that democratic societies initiate relatively simple, general measures, whereas aristocracies try to do justice to the peculiarities of individual elements (p. 143 ). If modern individuality arose under the despotisms of the Italian Renaissance, it was because the political character of the individual could be factored out and repressed, while the development of all other aspects of his individuality could be encouraged and stimulated (p. 204 ). Simmel here touches upon the antinomy between freedom and individuality which is entailed in the contrast between democracy and aristocracy. 

Central to Simmel's presentation of the problem of individuality is his analysis of the contrast between the philosophical outlook of the eighteenth century and that of the nineteenth. 

The Enlightenment sought to emancipate man from the historical bonds of traditional institutions. In liberating men from servitude to the past, it believed it was liberating a human nature that was common to all, identical in each human being. Human freedom could be achieved simply by releasing men from the conditions which caused inequality. In this sense, the eighteenth century stood for a break with one's predecessors. 

Individualism in the nineteenth century, on the other hand, meant a break with one's contemporaries. Especially under the impetus of the romantic movement, men were stimulated to differentiate themselves. Individuals had to be liberated from custom and convention so as to be most truly themselves. Freedom was thought to be the consequence of encouraging men to be infinitely differentiated and diversified, even if this entailed drastic inequalities. In short, Simmel remarks, " Eighteenthcentury liberalism put the individual on his own feet: in the nineteenth, he was allowed to go as far as they would carry him" (p. 83) 
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What the eighteenth century failed to understand was that the emancipation of men from an oppressive social system, in the name of equality, would lead directly to the oppression of men by one another, also in the name of equality. Unless the freedom of the strong is restricted (through law or the ethics of fraternalism), the strong restrict the freedom of the weak. An equal measure of freedom for all, therefore, leads to inequality, to the concentration of power and the monopolization of opportunities. 

The eighteenth century may have had some fleeting faith that the spirit of fraternity would resolve this antinomy between equality and freedom. But it pinned its hopes on the notion of law. The individual is to be conceived of as an instance of a general rule. That which differentiates the particular case is merely accidental, external, trivial. The essence of man, his humanity, lives in each individual, is an atomic unit, everywhere alike, and absolutely amenable to universal law. Because this unconditionally identical core in all men finds its freedom in submitting to the requirements of universality, in lawful rather than lawless behavior, men themselves achieve freedom by liberating the humanity within them. To be moral is to deny yourself privileges which you might ordinarily take on the grounds that you are different from others. In this view, articulated most clearly in Kant, to be moral is to submit oneself to universal law, and to be lawful is to be free. 

In brief, the attitude of the eighteenth century was that individuals are homogeneous and basically undifferentiated. The atomic individuals who constitute society are bound together solely by means of law, which applies indiscriminately to one and all since one and all are essentially alike. This is a quantitative individualism that treats the individual as a unit, as a separate entity. Simmel calls it the individualism of singleness (Einzelheit). 

In contrast, the following century developed a qualitative emphasis which may be called the individualism of uniqueness (Einzigkeit). As single, one attains the freedom that is permitted to whatever falls within the law. As unique, one is free by falling outside the law. As single, one is an instance, an exemplification, of mankind. As unique, one's context is society, which 
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exists as the background against which one stands out: one's fellow men conveniently provide one with innumerable points of unlikeness. 

The romantic feels that his self is absolutely specific and irreplaceable. Individuality becomes precious because it is incomparable; priceless, because matchless. Yet one's uniqueness escapes possession. It remains an ideal to be longed for: the individual seeks his self "as if he did not yet have it" (p. 79). 

This, then, is the qualitative individuality of the romantic period, originating in Herder and Rousseau. It will be recalled that Rousseau, at the very beginning of his Confessions, asserts that he may not be better than other men but at least he is different. This voices precisely the essence of the interpretation of individuality as uniqueness. The doctrine was elaborated by Schlegel and Schleiermacher. In the latter (as afterward in Royce), the realization of one's uniqueness becomes a moral duty, that which one is called to do because the absolute can live only in the individual--hence one's responsibility to become a unique monad mirroring the universe. 

The radical shift in the interpretation of individuality which was introduced with romanticism was also reflected in social and economic developments. The rigid class structure of the ancien régime had enforced social distinctions regardless of merit. Such injustice seemed to liberals of the time a denial, not of legitimate individual differences, but of the fundamental similarity and equality of all human beings. However, their nineteenth-century successors attempted to construct a social order which would take individual differences into account. The institutions entrusted with the legitimation and enforcement of differences were competition and the division of labor. Although free competition would seem to be associated with the individualism of difference, Simmel suggests that it is really a product of eighteenth-century liberalism, according to which such competition naturally promoted the welfare of all social interests. The doctrine more closely aligned with the individualism of difference was the theory of the division of labor. By this means, the nineteenth century (culminating in Durkheim) sought to maintain and guarantee the existence of precise differences among individuals. 

-130- 
Simmel recognized that unlimited competition and occupational specialization have not been outstandingly successful in promoting individuality. How individuality might be more suitably enhanced, he does not specifically indicate, and his skeptical attitude toward socialism suggests that he did not expect a solution to come from this quarter. Yet he hoped for a higher synthesis, a form which would transcend both the individual and society, blending greater diversities with new unities, thereby realizing and celebrating the idealized possibilities of humanity itself (p. 84 ). He looked ahead to those "highest types of development" in which there are 

social structures which precisely when they have attained a very large size and a perfect organization, can grant the individual the greatest freedom to live his life according to his own particular norms and in the most individualized form. And on the other hand, there are groups which reach their greatest strength only when their members have attained the most intense and differentiated individualism (p. 110). 

Simmel's profound commitment to the nineteenth-century conception of differentiated individuality is here very much in evidence. 

If Simmel admired the nineteenth century for its understanding of the substance of individuality, he admired the eighteenth century for its grasp of its structure. He found that two quite different frames of reference were involved. For the quantitative, universalistic view, the framework is mankind, humanity. For the qualitative, particularistic view, the framework is society. 

That mankind and society are extremely different contexts is a concept which Simmel finds most clearly worked out in Kant and Nietzsche. The values of the individual as a human being are not the same as his values as a social being. One's values as a human being are purely personal qualities, independent of social relationships. Human values are autonomous, intrinsic, and immediate. One's personal worth lies in his "good will," as Kant would say. Society, on the other hand, is chiefly interested in our actions and in the consequences of what we do. It judges us pragmatically, on the grounds of our social utility, whereas humanity judges us by our contributions to the development of 
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mankind, by the extent to which humanity is enriched by our existence. 

The stipulation of humanity that we should act to realize human ideals is often in sharp contrast to society's frequent demand that we conform to the average and mediocre. Of course, we should not too hastily assent to Simmel's contention (which links him with the liberalism of de Tocqueville and Mill) that society generally cultivates mediocrity (p. 37 ). For society may wish to encourage a situation in which diversity and variety are prevalent. After all, mere variety is no threat to it, and perhaps social controls are most effective when the constituents of society are effectively divided among themselves. On such a dead level of diversity, all persons can be equally insignificant and impotent. In fact, it might even be maintained that what is distinctive about twentieth-century society is that it simultaneously encourages the contradictory ideals of social conformity and individual differentiation, so that individuality becomes more than ever an insoluble dilemma. 

Empirically, we note that men are similar to one another in some respects, different in other respects. As fact or as tendency, says Simmel, difference is of neither greater nor lesser importance than likeness. But this is not the case with our psychological and sociological interpretations of individuality. "If something is objectively of equal importance in terms of both similarity with a type and differentiation from it, we will be more conscious of the differentiation" (p. 31). We are more interested (at present, at any rate) in the way we differ from others than in the way we resemble them. One comes to think that he is significant only to the extent that he can contrast himself with others. As a matter of fact, Simmel observes that "where such a contrast does not exist, he may even artificially create it" (p. 31). Simmel here moves from the consideration of individuality as such to the analysis of the ways in which we are fascinated by it. 

It is tempting to assume that different interpretations of individuality have their appeal for us because they represent alternative modes of achieving ultimate values, such as freedom or happiness. Simmel cautions us, however, against assuming 
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that the choice of interpretation is a purely instrumental choice, seeking merely to adjust means to ends. Instead, the decision of each man as to whether he is, or wants, or ought to be, like or unlike his fellow man is bound to come from the depths of his being. This decision is of the utmost gravity to each individual: "It expresses the existence of man, the substance of his essence" (p. 74). It is not the result of an appraisal of means and ends but the ultimate ground on which all one's other decisions are built. Either we feel, in some ultimate, foundational sense, that we are the same as all other men, or we feel, with equal conviction, that we are basically unique. This choice is at the heart of our civilization. For, as the existentialists would say, the sort of societies we create and the manner of men we are to be will depend on the choice we make. 

Again, interpretations of individuality vacillate between the notion that an individual is an elementary unit of some larger complex and the notion that an individual is a single composite organization of parts. If we examine the consequences of the latter assumption, we note that an almost magical transposition can take place. Man has the capacity to decompose himself into parts and to feel any one of these as his proper self, Simmel remarks. The part can stand for, or be interpreted as, the whole. A person can come to believe that his true self consists in some portion of his self. It is this psychological alchemy that enables men to devote themselves so whole-heartedly to separate segments of their lives. 

Similarly, the individual may rebel against the feeling that he is merely an atomic member of society. If we take the point of view of the part (either the fragmentary motif of personality or the individual member of society), we insist upon the equivalence of part to whole, or we insist that only in the part is reality to be found. If we take the point of view of the whole (either the whole individual or the whole society), we maintain that the whole is greater than any of its parts, and greater than the sum of its parts. 

Although this antinomy cannot be resolved on its own terms, it does not preclude a third interpretation--one that Simmel finds in Goethe and Nietzsche--which is that the individual can best perfect and fulfill himself when he devotes himself to the 
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service of some objective ideal, when he dedicates himself to be the instrument of a cause greater than himself. This ideal cause need not be identical with society or with the aims of society. One becomes the agent of an ultimate value: for the artist, beauty; for the scientist, truth; and so on. The conflict between society and the individual is resolved only by transcending both, by surmounting the vacillations of egoism and altruism and rising to the objectivity of idealized endeavor. 

Yet Simmel warns us that the cultivated individual is something more than a specialist, for specialization is usually the result of devoting oneself to a single ideal. Of course, when an individual places himself in the service of an ideal cause, his individuality is not reduced as much as when he becomes a member of a group. But just as he gains individuality by an increasing variety of group participations, so his individuality increases if he dedicates himself to a plurality of ideals. 

Since the model of individuality which Simmel constructs relies so frequently upon spatial or geometrical imagery, it is not surprising that he should note two conflicting interpretations of the boundaries of the individual. These interpretations correspond to two contrasting modes of vision, as suggested by Wölfflin. In one case, we see things as having sharply defined outlines; in the other, the outlines are blurred and indistinct. Illustrations of this contrast are to be found in the paintings of the classic Renaissance artists as opposed to works done in the baroque style. For Simmel, the individual takes shape as a tangible entity, but one's sharp raw edges (if one is too peculiar, too eccentric) can be abrasive or destructive in social intercourse. One needs to be in touch with one's neighbors in a more sociable, more harmonious manner; hence one develops tact, which is a self-regulatory function aimed at maintaining the smooth flow of interpersonal conduct. To be tactful is thus to suppress one's most personal, most intimate, most unique characteristics for the sake of integrating and blending easily with the group. Tact therefore blurs the edges of the individual. It softens his contours and surrounds him with an aura of approachability and permeability so as to make him less formidable than the tactless individualist. 

Every individual is surrounded by an ideal sphere, a zone of 
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personal "honor" which it is considered indiscreet to trespass upon. Discretion is, thus, a recognition of social distance. It is also a recognition of the private, unbreachable innerness of the individual. If to be tactful means the courteous inhibition of one's own unique eccentricities, to be discreet means the awareness of another individual's privacy and distinctiveness. 

Simmel's treatment of such topics as tact, discretion, confidence, reserve, and secrecy are at the core of his sociology of intimate relations. It can be seen that in this "internal sociology" he tends to accept the nineteenth-century interpretation of individuality as definitive. Repeatedly, he emphasizes the uniqueness that springs from internal complexity and external incomparability rather than the individuality that is associated with atomic discreteness and subservience to universal law. 

Whereas the atomic individual is united to his fellow men by identity of interests, the unique individual is bound to them by a harmony of interests. When interests are taken for granted as being largely identical, individuals can confront one another totally. The subtleties of intimate rapports do not have to be utilized. The preservation of one's individuality does not require the use of devious, ambiguous stratagems of conduct, such as simultaneous disclosure and secrecy. 

On the other hand, unique individuals can engage one another only at odd points or at rare intervals. Like meshed gears, they can touch only at limited segments of their perimeters. Thus, as differentiation among individuals increases, intimacy becomes increasingly difficult to achieve and increasingly precarious once accomplished. Modern man, Simmel observes, "has too much to hide to sustain a friendship in the ancient sense" (p. 326). Once again, we see in Simmel the figure-ground mode of analysis: what the individual discloses of himself must always be seen against the dark background of what he conceals. There is a strong analogy here with G. H. Mead's notion that our understanding of an action must be in terms of its contrast with the actions which might have taken place but were inhibited. For Simmel, that which the individual conceals remains his private psychological property, which the intimate acquaintance honors and respects, acknowledging "the right to question to be limited by the right to secrecy" (p. 329). 
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However, although modern friendships between unique individuals entail connection in only one or only several respects, it is nevertheless possible that each connection entails the total individual. For as we have already seen, a person may treat a portion of his self as though it were the whole. The inner complexity of the highly developed, highly differentiated individual reveals itself in a multiplicity of specialized facets, through each of which he can express the unity of his inner nature, even though he conceals from each friend other segments of his personality. 3 One can speak here of a division of intimacy as one speaks of a division of labor. In modern man there has developed a type of specialization which permits the absolute sharing of oneself with another in a single, limited respect, instead of the restricted sharing of experience in a variety of respects. 

We see, then, that what the individual fails to disclose to others is a primary element of individualization (p. 334). With the growth of the metropolis, there has also developed a greater need for reserve and discretion so as to guard one's inner traits from others. Also, one becomes blasé, channeling one's perception of others so as to become unaware of, or anesthetized to, their personal distinctiveness. 

The growth of democracy has led to increasing publicity in public affairs, but there has also developed a trend toward even greater secrecy in individual matters. 4 As political authority becomes demystified and rationalized, as secularization increases, the remaining zone of mystery is the individual. What is not apparent in his behavior, we take to be concealed. This may lead to the endowment of the individual with a mystical charisma (especially in liberal democracies) which is referred to as his uniqueness. 

On the other hand, if a secret society is created, the whole of it becomes charismatically endowed with uniqueness, while in each member there occurs a loss of self, a de-individualizing, and a heightened emphasis upon similarity (p. 373). The advantage of this de-individualization is that it replaces personal responsibility with collective irresponsibility (p. 374). In such a society, one is held personally responsible only when one's 
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actions are contrary to the explicitly permitted behavior within the group. 

A discussion of Simmel's conception of individuality cannot conclude without some reference to the aesthetic dimension of individuality. Individuality may be enhanced by the ornaments with which one chooses to adorn oneself, but such enhancement requires the stylization of ornament, its lack of individual distinctiveness, and its stress, instead, upon a style that is broadly historical or socially oriented. In contrast, we appreciate the work of art precisely because of its incomparability, its transcendence of style, and the manner in which it suggests both the uniqueness of its creator and that of the individual to whom it appeals. Through this deeper realization of the meaning of the non-personal individuality of the work of art, we come to a more profound understanding of the significance of personal individuality in the human being. 

How can Simmel's contribution to our understanding of individuality be evaluated? Probably we must acknowledge that he sheds on the problem only a fitful light. His reliance upon a spatial (or pseudospatial) frame of interpretation tends to emphasize the static and extended aspect of the self but neglects those more dynamic aspects, less readily visualized, which are also essential to a just conception of individuality: only cursorily or obliquely does Simmel confront such problems as power, integrity, productivity, and growth. 

What is undeniable, certainly, is the sensitivity Simmel shows to the delicate nuances and intricate complexities of the concept of individuality. This sensitivity is particularly fruitful in his explorations of the epistemological, historical, and sociological contexts of the problem. True, the epistemology contains intimations of a metaphysic; the historical account is chiefly a historical application of the sociology of knowledge; and the sociology is tightly interwoven with psychology and aesthetics. But this is because Simmel prefers to follow his insights rather than limit himself to any single discipline or perspective. 

Perhaps it is unjust to demand of Simmel a solution to the contradiction between the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century views of individuality. It is a relatively simple matter to say 
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that the conflict is merely between two modes of interpretation. In the one case, individuality refers to whatever is separable, quantitatively isolable. Individuality here is determined by the act of segregation. However, it can also be determined by the act of distinguishing between qualities. Hence the antinomy appears: individuality defined as separateness or as distinctiveness. 

Did Simmel wish to formulate a paradox? Or was he seeking to demonstrate that individuality entails a fundamental ambivalence, an equivocality which makes it susceptible of several modes of interpretation? Or did he really believe in the possibility of some higher synthesis? These three theories appear equally plausible as interpretations of Simmel's intent. But the second with its suggestion of the subtle, ambiguous depths of the self, may be the most fruitful for future inquiry. 

	1 
	Kurt H. Wolff (ed.), The Sociology of Georg Simmel (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press of Glencoe, Illinois, 1950), p. 309. Page numbers in parentheses refer to this work. 

	
	

	2 
	Reinhard Bendix (trans.), "The Web of Group-Affiliations," in Georg Simmel's Conflict and The Web of Group-Affiliations (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press of Glencoe, Illinois, 1955), p. 140. 

	
	

	3 
	Apparently, for Simmel, the most fundamental level of individuality is reached when one observes oneself as a whole by means of a facet of oneself acting as the whole. 

	
	

	4 
	Although modern life has in some ways decreased in privacy, we have simply invented new modes of reserve and discretion, new techniques of secretiveness. The growth of mass societies does not destroy arcana but causes them to flourish. We can recognize this in the insatiable curiosity that is stimulated in democratic societies concerning the private affairs of individuals. Yet we should not be too sure that the balance between the public and the private has been upset, for as we reveal an increasing amount of what was traditionally secret to the eyes and ears of the profane, more and more of what in the past was public knowledge becomes problematical. The outward signs of wealth and power become increasingly inconspicuous. The locus of power is getting to be an enigma. Even work becomes more private as it becomes more specialized; hence one thinks it of little interest to others and is reticent about it. Gossip, on the other hand, deals with those features of human behavior or motivation which are common to all; consequently, it becomes more and more prominent as a major cultural form. 

	
	


-138- 
ON SIMMEL'S PHILOSOPHY OF MONEY 1 
HOWARD BECKER 

If asked to list a dozen of the thinkers who during the past fifty years have most influenced the development of sociology as a discipline, sociologists the world over would in all probability include, in the majority of these lists, the name of Georg Simmel. Nevertheless, it is astonishing to note that, with few exceptions, sociologists have paid little attention to one of his most profound and stimulating works, the Philosophie des Geldes. Granted, the subject of the book may be doubly cursed; to many of us, "philosophy" has bad connotations, and to others, "money" seems a topic for the economist only. To these handicaps has been added the absence of even an abridged translation of the entire work; only bits and pieces--some of them giving little inkling of what it is all about--have been presented in English. Moreover, discussions of Simmel's writings, and commentaries thereon, either omit altogether any reference to the Philosophie des Geldes or give only a partial and perhaps distorted impression of what it contains. This seems to be true of even that remarkably able summary, The Social Theory of Georg Simmel, by N. J. Spykman ( 1925), who devotes less than forty pages to the Philosophie des Geldes, and who by singling out several aspects of relatively little interest to the sociologist and labeling what he offers as Simmel's "social metaphysics," evokes hostility among readers who are in the field of sociology. 

There is one fortunate exception in this dismal history, but it is a work that is apparently little known. In 1903, S. P. Altmann , then lecturing in Berlin, published an article entitled "Simmel's Philosophy of Money" in the American Journal of Sociology; 2 this comes closer to giving a reasonably good idea of what Simmel was driving at than anything printed before or since. Few references have ever been made to this article, however; it has remained among the neglected resources of the sociologist who does not read German. But with all its merits, Altmann's article is clearly the work of a man whose field of major interest and competence was economics; and although he does his best to emphasize the primarily sociological character of Simmel's treatise, he does not quite succeed. Nevertheless, 
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what is hereinafter said will occasionally follow up some of Altmann's insights; he really did perceive some of the key sociological issues to which Simmel addressed himself. 

It seems best at this point to postpone discussion of these issues. Just now, a translation of the Table of Contents of the Philosophie des Geldes is probably most appropriate, for within present space limits the points covered in discussion must be relatively few and their choice somewhat arbitrary. To present so lengthy a translation within the space of an article seems, from the standpoint of literary form, somewhat objectionable, but so little is known of the remarkable range of the Philosophie des Geldes that even so brief a sketch may serve a useful purpose. Some alleviation of the repellent schematism may be afforded by the present writer's comments, given within brackets throughout. 

PREFACE (pp. v - ix ) 

Analytic Part
CHAPTER I: Value and Money 

[This entire chapter is devoted to laying the foundation for the remainder of the book. The epistemology is Neo-Kantian, which was widely accepted at that time and has recently been in vogue-often in psychologistic form--in the United States, as witness many recent studies of "social perception."] 

I. [This section includes, in somewhat diffuse form, the basic definition of value underlying the rest of the study, and also sets forth, without explicit reference, the Neo-Kantian position assumed throughout.] 

Reality and value as mutually independent categories, through which the contents of our ideas become images of the world. The psychological fact of objective value. The objective in practice as offering a standard or guarantee for the totality of the subjective. Economic value as the objectification of subjective values by virtue of the distance (or separation) established between (1) the subject enjoying direct gratification, and (2) the object. Analogy: aesthetic value. Economic activity as the establishing of separation (through effort, renunciation, sacrifice) and the simultaneous overcoming thereof. (pp. 3-29) 

II. [Here "value as object" is considered at length, largely in preparation for the succeeding section.] 
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Exchange as occasion for the elevation of the object beyond its mere subjective value-significance: in exchange, things mutually express their value. The value of the object becomes objectified in the process of exchange for another object. Exchange as (1) a form of life, and as (2) a condition of economic value, as a primarily economic fact. Refutation of the utility and scarcity theory. The socially determined price as the preliminary stage of the objectively regulated price. (pp. 30-61) 

III. [The fundamental relativism characteristic of all Simmel's work in ethics, aesthetics, and sociology finds concise expression at this point; money is viewed merely as a symbol of such relativism.] The locating of economic value in a relativistic view of the world. This view, from an epistemological standpoint, outlined by means of examples: the projection of proofs in infinite series and their reciprocal legitimation. The objectivity of truth, as well as of value, as the relation of subjective elements. Money as the manifestation, which has become autonomous, of the exchange relation through which desired objects become economic; the substitutability of things. Clarification of this fundamental characteristic of money by reference to its value-constancy, its development, its objectivity. Money as a substantialization of the general form of existence in accordance with which things derive their significance from one another. (pp. 62-100) 

CHAPTER II: The Value of Money as Substance 

[This presentation, organized in terms of the controversy among the economists of that day concerning the necessity for a monetary standard based upon metal--or some similar material of "intrinsic" value--as opposed to one based on fiat money, actually goes far beyond conceptions of money as such. In essence, it represents an effort to reduce substance, or even structure, to function or process, and is in line with the rejection of "society" as an entity in favor of "sociation" as a process.] 

I. [The concept of equivalence, developed toward the end of this section, has a general significance which goes beyond its specific meaning for a theory of money.] 

The seeming necessity of an intrinsic value for money in order to fulfill its function of measuring value. Refutation of this idea by showing the transmutation of the immediate equivalence between separate goods and separate sums of 
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money into the equivalence of two proportions: on the one hand, between the former and the total quantity of goods effective at the moment, and on the other, between the latter and the total quantity of money effective at the moment. Lack of awareness of the denominators of these proportions. Logical possibility of monetary function independent of all intrinsic value. The original necessity for money's having intrinsic value. Development of the concept of equivalence beyond this original stage toward the purely symbolic character of money. (pp. 101-28) 

II. [Here again the argument concerning money serves a general purpose; namely, to illustrate an all-pervasive relativism.] 

Renunciation of the non-monetary uses of monetary material. The first argument against money as being symbolic: The relations of money and goods, which would make an intrinsic value for money superfluous, are not accurately determinable; intrinsic value remedies this deficiency. The second argument against money as being symbolic: The unlimited augmentability of monetary symbols; relativistic indifference to the absolute limits of monetary quantity and the errors to which this indifference leads. The uncompletable development of money from the stage in which it has intrinsic value to the one in which it has relative significance as an example of a general phenomenon; the reciprocal nature of the limitation which reality places on pure concepts. (pp. 129-50) 

III. [Sociological considerations dominate this section; there is a sustained effort to show that economic activities cannot be adequately comprehended unless placed in a sociological context.] 

Historical development of money from substance to function; the sociological conditioning of this development. Social interactions and their crystallization into separate structures; the common relations of buyer and seller to the social unit as the sociological premise of monetary intercourse. Largeness and smallness, diffuseness and concentration of the economic circle in their significance for the intrinsic character of money. The transition to a general functional character as growing out of money's various special functions: its facilitation of trade, its constancy as a measure of value, its mobilization and condensation of 
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values. The declining significance of money as substance and its increasing significance as value. (pp. 151-96) 

CHAPTER III. Money in the Sequence of Ends [Essentially, this is an extended statement of "the means-ends schema" that is utilized consistently, although often implicitly, throughout.] 

I. [In the following, a wide array of highly significant points is offered. For example: (1) a diffuse but important definition of social interaction; (2) a concise sketch of instrumentalism; (3) an explanation of what might be paraphrased by the American colloquial maxim, "Them as has, gits," or by its Biblical precedent, "For he that hath, to him shall be given: and he that hath not, from him shall be taken away even that which he hath" ( Mark 4: 25 ); and (4) a survey of "middleman (or marginal) trading peoples," such as Armenians, Parsees, Huguenots, Quakers, Lombards, and Jews.] 

Action toward an end as conscious interaction between subject and object. The varying length of teleological series. The tool as intensified means; money as the purest example of the tool. The intensification of the value of money through the unlimitedness of the possibilities of its utilization. The unearned increment of wealth. The difference between the same amount of money as part of a large and of a small fortune; the limitation of price in consumption. Money--because of its character as pure means-as peculiarly congruent with personality types that are not closely united with social groups. (pp. 197-228) 

II. [The fact that means may become ends, and vice versa, often advanced as a "novel" criticism of the means-ends schema, is explicitly considered as a demonstration of its utility when placed in the appropriate context. The general phenomenon of ambivalence, constituted in other than narrowly Freudian terms, is also considered, with special reference to the "modern" phenomenon of decadent personality types.] 

The psychological growth of means into ends; money as the most extreme example. The dependence of the character of money as an end upon the cultural tendencies of the given epoch. Psychological consequences of the teleologi- 
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cal position of money: greed, avarice, wastefulness, ascetic poverty, modern cynicism, and boredom. (pp. 229-66) 

III. [The expression generally current in Max Weber's day, "the paradox of consequences," called by Wundt "the heterogony of ends," which has recently been skillfully paraphrased as "the unanticipated consequences of purposive social action," is here considered and illustrated at length, together with several other matters of sociological and social-psychological importance.] 

The quantity of money as its quality. Subjective differences in quotas of risk. The general phenomenon of qualitatively disparate consequences of quantitatively altered causes. The threshhold of economic awareness. Differential sensitivity toward economic stimuli. Relations between external stimuli and emotional responses in the field of money. Significance of the personal unity of the possessor. The material and the cultural relation of form and amount, of quantity and quality of things, and the significance of money for this relation. (pp. 267-94) 

Synthetic Part
CHAPTER IV: Individual Freedom 

[Much that has recently been said about "urbanization" is shown, by implication, to be nothing more than the consequences of a money economy, regardless of the urban or rural nature of the locale.] 

I. [The rise of anonymity and emotional detachment is linked with the increasing prevalence of monetary exchange.] 

Freedom existing in conjunction with duties: gradations of this freedom depending on whether the duties are directly personal or apply only to the products of labor; monetary responsibility as the form congruent with the most complete freedom. Connecting this with the problem of maximizing value through change in possession. Cultural development as increasing the number of persons on whom one is dependent and the simultaneous decrease in ties to persons viewed as individuals. Money as responsible for "non-commital" relations between persons, and thus for individual freedom. (pp. 297-321) 

II. [The traditional identification of owner with object owned is illustrated, and the breakup of such identification is 
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traced to the mobility that is facilitated by a money economy.] 

Possession as activity. The mutual dependence of having and being. Dissolving of this dependence by the possession of money. Lack of liberty as the interweaving of psychical series: this lack at a minimum when the interweaving of either is with the most general of the other series. This formula applied to limitations deriving from economic interests. Freedom as the articulation of the self in the medium of things, that is, freedom as possession. Monetary possession and the self. (pp. 322-56) 

III. [Individualism, viewed from the standpoint of both its associative and dissociative consequences, is here related to a money economy.] 

Differentiation of person and possession: spatial separation and technical objectification through money. The separation of the total personality from its various achievements, and the results of this separation for the evaluation of these achievements. The development of the individual's independence from the group, and of new forms of association, brought about by money; the association planned for a purpose. General relations between a money economy and the principle of individualism. (pp. 357-86) 

CHAPTER V: The Monetary Equivalent of Personal Values 

[This chapter is well integrated where the first two sections are concerned, but the third section might more properly have been placed earlier in the treatise, perhaps in the second chapter. The illustrative references are many and varied, attesting to a wide acquaintance with the history of law in all its forms, and with much of the literature of "social problems."] 

I. [Here is a parallel to Durkheim's discussion of the kinds of law which are characteristic of societies having "mechanical solidarity," as over against those having "organic solidarity." However, there is no parallel to Durkheim's value judgments about the superior worth of societies of the latter type. A discussion of prostitution, remarkable for its insight, is presented and is closely related, with logical and empirical rigor, to the main argument of the section.] Wergild. The transition from the utilitarian to the objective and the absolute valuation of the human being. Punishment by fine and the stages of culture. The increas- 
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ing differentiation of human beings and the increasingly undifferentiated character of money as cause of the latter's increasing inadequacy. Marriage by purchase and the value of women. Division of labor among the sexes, and the dowry. The typical relation between money and prostitution; its development analogous to that of Wergild. Mercenary marriage. Bribery. Money and the ideal of the gentleman. (pp. 387-437) 

II. [The "rootlessness" of personalities wholly devoted to monetary values, who exercise freedom only in the sense of "freedom from," is here discussed.] 

The transmutation of specific rights into monetary claims. The enforcibility of demands. The transformation of thing-values into monetary value: the negative meaning of freedom and the deracination of personality. The difference in value between personal achievement and monetary equivalent. (pp. 438-55) 

III. [As noted above, this section might well have been placed at a much earlier point. Basically, it is directed against the cruder versions of the Marxian labor theory of value.] "Labor money" and its rationale. The unpaid contribution of mental effort. Differences in amounts of labor as quantitative differences. Physical labor as labor unit. The value of physical performance reducible to that of psychical performance. Differences in the utility of labor as argument against "labor money"; the insight into the significance of money thereby afforded. (pp. 456-79) 

CHAPTER VI: The Style of Life 

[ Simmel essay on "The Metropolis and Mental Life" 3 is foreshadowed here, as is Louis Wirth article on "Urbanism as a Way of Life." 4 Simmel, however, does not fall into the trap of attributing the characteristics of urbanism, which both he and Wirth point out, to just any population cluster bearing the label "city."] 

I. [A social-psychological analysis of certain "modern" personality types, which is astonishingly close to that now current in many quarters, is offered here with a minimum of technicality.] 

The preponderance of intellectual over emotional functions that is brought about by the money economy; lack of "character" and objectivity of the style of life. The 
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double roles of both intellect and money: with regard to content they are superpersonal; with regard to function, individualistic and egoistic. Relation to the rationalism of law and logic. The calculating character of modern times. (pp. 480-501) 

II. [A strongly pessimistic note with regard to "modern" life is evidenced; Simmel's own value-system, already manifested at many points, here becomes apparent.] The concept of culture. Increase in material culture, lag of personal culture. Objectification of mind. The division of labor as the cause of the divergence of subjective and objective culture. The occasionally greater weight of the former. Relation of money to the bearers of these opposing tendencies. (pp. 502-33) 

III. [Relativism is again expounded and illustrated, with indications of the ultimate reference point, namely, that "life" incorporates and transcends all relative oppositions and inequalities. From this section it is easy to see why Simmel was called "the German Bergson." However, a decision for the values indicated by Bergson élan vital is not explicitly made by Simmel; it can only be inferred. His habit of treating every presumably final question, as even one of his friendly critics put it, "as though it were the question before the last," prevented him from openly proclaiming any ultimate stand. Had he lived longer, he might have expressed in his published writings the "anti'modern'" position which is abundantly manifested in his correspondence with intimates; he was not "a spineless intellectual."] 

Alterations of the distance between self and objects as manifestations of varying styles of life. Modern tendencies toward the increase and the diminution of this distance. The part played by money in this dual process. Credit. Pre-eminence of technology. The rhythm or symmetry, and its opposite, of the contents of life. Sequence and simultaneity of both tendencies; developments of money as their analogy and vehicle. The tempo of life, its alterations, and alterations of the money supply. The concentration of monetary activity. The mobilizing of values. Fixity and motion as categories for comprehending the world; their synthesis in the relative character of being, and money as historical symbol of this character. (pp. 534-85) 
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This, like any table of contents, is informative and, at the same time, tantalizing--if not frustrating. If attention is directed chiefly to the terms used, the impression can easily be gained that the work is in the field of economics. But in his Introduction Simmel flatly states: 

Not one line of these investigations is meant to be a statement about economics. That is to say, the phenomena of valuation and purchase, of exchange and the means of exchange, of the forms of production and the values of possession, which economics views from one standpoint, are here viewed from another . . . . One science . . . never exhausts the total of a reality . . . . Exchange can . . . legitimately be handled as a psychological, as a moral-historical, and even as an aesthetic fact . . . . Here money is only a means, material, or example for the depicting of relations that link the most superficial, "realistic," and accidental phenomena . . . with the deepest currents of the life of the individual and of history. 5 
Simmel does not say, however, that the angle from which he is viewing money is a sociological one. As is well known, his conception of sociology virtually excluded what today we would call social psychology of sociological derivation; he was inclined to call this psychology or philosophy. Before he began to publish anything dealing with sociology as he viewed it, he had already established the base lines of the Philosophie des Geldes in an article entitled "Psychologie des Geldes," which appeared in 1889. Furthermore, almost a decade before this, he had launched his more strictly epistemological, aesthetic, and ethical studies, which continued concurrently with his rigidly limited sociological investigations and finally pre-empted most of his attention and effort. In brief, a conception of sociology broader than Simmel's would lead to the inclusion of much that he calls psychological and philosophical. 

Without attempting to sketch such a broader conception at this time, it may nevertheless be appropriate to note a few of Simmel analytical and synthetic presentations in the Philosophie des Geldes that might justly be viewed as relevant, at the very least, for much of current sociology. 

To begin with, take value itself. Those of us who have read the famous The Polish Peasant in Europe and America are quite 
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familiar with Thomas and Znaniecki's definition of value as reciprocal with attitude. 

By a social value we understand any datum having an empirical content accessible to the members of some social group and a meaning with regard to which it is or may be an object of activity. 6 
By attitude we understand a process of individual consciousness which determines real or possible activity of the individual in the social world . . . . The attitude is thus the individual counterpart of the social value; activity, in whatever form, is the bond between them. 7 
The cause of a value or of an attitude is never an attitude or a value alone, but always a combination of an attitude and a value. 8 
Clearly, Thomas and Znaniecki regard a value as any object of any attitude. 

Simmel's literary style is such that a completely self-contained definition of value is nowhere to be found in his writings--not even in the axiological first chapter of Philosophie des Geldes. Nevertheless, there are some highly pertinent passages. 

Subject and object are born in the same act: (a) logically, in that the purely conceptual, ideal [ideell] constituents [Sachgehalt] are, on the one hand, given as the content [Inhalt] of representation [Vorstellen], and, on the other, as the content of objective reality; and (b) psychologically, in that the as yet self-unrelated [noch ichlose] representation, containing both subject [Person] and object [Sache] in a neutral state [Indifferenzzustand], undergoes internal differentiation and thereby gives rise to a contrast between the self [Ich] and its object [Gegenstand], through which each of these is first endowed with the character that sets it apart from the other. This process, which eventually brings about our cognitive model of the world [Weltbild], also goes on within our volitional experience [willensmässige Praxis] . . . . In so far as the human being receives gratification from [geniesst] anything [Gegenstand], there occurs an entirely unitary act [that is, subject and object are not distinguished] . . . . The possibility of desire [however] is the possibility of the object of desire. Such an object--characterized by contrast with the subject, and constituted as object by that contrast--the desire for which the 
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subject simultaneously endeavors to gratify and to set at rest [überwinden], is for us a value. 9 
Perhaps it would not be too much to say, then, that for Simmel a value is any object of any desire. 

The parallel between Simmel and Thomas and Znaniecki seems close, and given the nature of Znaniecki's early training, it is quite conceivable that the precedent afforded by Simmel influenced him considerably. However, it is possible to derive a great deal more than a definition of value from the passages quoted above: indications are given of the basic pattern of social interaction as developed by George Herbert Mead and others. But let it be hastily added that Mead, in all probability, drew on Hegel rather than on Simmel; whatever parallel may exist would then arise from the familiarity of both writers with Hegel and those who carried his ideas further. 

It seems clear that Simmel viewed interaction between subject and object as occurring only when these can be clearly differentiated; before this ability to differentiate appears, it is quite nonsensical to talk about interaction between human beings. To be sure, in his treatment of value, Simmel does not talk about subject and object as self and other; the self does represent one pole, but the other is merely one of many possible objects. He lays a foundation for social interaction, but the interaction he has in mind is not fully social in the sense attached to it by Mead or, for that matter, by Max Weber. 

Still, Simmel's epistemological position has far-reaching socialpsychological and sociological implications--implications, indeed, that Simmel did not himself realize. Had he done so, he would not have committed himself to the untenable position that others are known only by analogical inference. 

Every human being we encounter, as directly experienced, is only a noise-making and gesticulating robot [Automat]; that behind these perceivable phenomena there is a mind, and that certain processes are going on within this mind, can be inferred by us solely through analogy with our own internal life, which represents for us the only directly known psychic being. Conversely, knowledge of the self develops only through knowledge of the other; in fact, the fundamental cleavage of the self into observed and observing portions comes about only through its 
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analogy with the relation between the self and other personalities. 10 
This is pre-Meadian, and even pre-Hegelian; one might even go so far as to say that it is pre-Kantian. Simmel's own NeoKantianism should have saved him from the absurdities of the "conclusion by analogy" (Analogieschluss). 

The commentary provided by the present writer for the various parts of the Table of Contents makes it unnecessary--or at least inadvisable under present space limits--to discuss at length most of the matters and topics mentioned there. Furthermore, the general structure of the Philosophie des Geldes is adequately indicated by the Table of Contents. Consequently, the balance of this paper will be concerned only with various items not already touched upon in some reasonably clear, albeit superficial, way. The choice of such items, however, is necessarily somewhat arbitrary; for Simmel's presentation abounds in brilliant examples, intricate subtleties, hints at possibilities of further development that remain hints only, and outright digressions. Only a few of the multifarious avenues can be followed. 

One item, of considerable interest to systematic sociologists, is the differentiation between the family as a web of concrete interactions, some of which can ordinarily be known only to the family members themselves, and the family as an abstract collectivity, often more readily perceivable by outsiders than by its own members. 11 In other words, Simmel distinguished between the Joneses as they interact with one another, and the Joneses as they are known to those who are trying to keep up with them. There may be relatively little connection between the two constellations, but in certain situations the Joneses as an abstract collectivity may assume tremendous importance for the Joneses as a web of intimately personal relations. It is needless here to call the roll of those who have worked with this and similar distinctions; Leopold von Wiese is but one name among many. 

We have long heard man spoken of as homo faber; the expression can be paraphrased as "the tool-making animal." Simmel carries such a view to a highly important conclusion: Since all the evidence indicates that man is characteristically a tool- 
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maker, and since any tool is, as a tool, a means to a more or less clearly envisaged end, those who think of man as homo faber should also think of him as "the end-setting animal," that is, "the purposive animal." 12 The present writer therefore suggests that man might well be called homo tendens. We all know, of course, that a tool may become an end in itself, as in the case of the gun fancier who never fires a shot. In such cases, obviously, the tool is no longer a tool as such. But as long as it retains its character as a tool, it is only an instrument intended to achieve a given purpose. Simmel's rapier 13 may prove a little dangerous to those who swing their broadswords in tumultuous assault on the means-ends schema. 

A number of years ago, Willard Waller asserted that when two persons share an intimate relationship, the partner who cares least for the perpetuation of the intimacy can exploit the partner who cares more. This familiar point is developed at some length by Simmel with special reference to the destructive effect of mercenary considerations on "affectively united dyads." 14 
An amazingly insightful longer passage 15 that could readily be expanded into a book on the sociology of contemporary science has to do with the parallels between the mentality often generated by an all-pervasive money economy and the conviction that nothing is real, in any ultimate sense, that cannot be readily measured. A similar point regarding the relations between money and mathematics is made later. 16 That such insistence on quantity as ultimate reality involves a metaphysical commitment, witting or unwitting (and it is usually the latter), is for Simmel beyond doubt. 

In virtually all of his writings, many of Simmel's abstract analyses are illustrated in such a way that, for some readers, the illustration is of greater interest than the analysis. Such an illustration occurs in conjunction with a description of the difference in value between personal achievement and monetary equivalent. 17 This passage contains an array of evidence bearing not only on the abstract analysis but also on the point that revolutionary tendencies are rarely manifested by utterly impoverished, underprivileged, or underdeveloped social strata, but rather by those who have begun to rise in the social scale. The 
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		same hypothesis has often been stated by students of revolutionary movements, but rarely on the basis of such highly relevant evidence. Those good-hearted but ill-informed advocates of massive aid to underdeveloped areas as a means of forestalling Communist infiltration might well study Simmel; it is perhaps demonstrable that the likelihood of direct revolt against the benefactor, or the rejection of him, is in direct proportion to his beneficent activity. This is, of course, no argument against contemporary foreign-aid programs, but it is to say that many of the arguments that advance and support such programs have no solid base in fact. Those offering aid must be prepared for ingratitude; when dealing with underdeveloped areas, virtue must be its own reward. 

In many "principial" societies tending toward normlessness, and in "pronormless" societies, it is widely assumed that selfinterested action (das Handeln in selbstischem Interesse) is of necessity the only "logical" variety. 18 Simmel shows clearly how thoroughly such an opinion is bound up with the rationalism and individualism that are characteristic of societies of this kind, 19 and how entirely relative the "logic" involved actually is. The sociology of knowledge, unknown by that name in Simmel's day, is not only anticipated as an abstract possibility but is also concretely applied to a world that even then plumed itself on its "modernity." Some recent work on motivation, launched at the behest of hucksters and pitchmen, might have been sounder--if less salable--had its producers been even remotely aware of Simmel's analysis, which, although far from dispassionate, is nevertheless penetrating and probably quite valid. 

Reference was made earlier to Simmel's remarks on the family and similar intimate groups, and some of what Simmel had to say about the disorganization of the family as one outcome of a comprehensive money economy was there adumbrated. However, something new is added in a later passage, 20 for it qualifies, in a striking way, the assertions often made by some exponents of "urbanization" as a sufficient explanation of the source of disorganization of any and every kind. Close reading of the passage noted, and of others related to it, shows that Simmel never thought of "urbanization" as an explanatory formula like the Yankee peddler's trousers, "large enough for 
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of labor, a money economy, a wage system, marked industrialization, and other characteristics peculiar to the Western world from the fifteenth century until very recent times. Recently, of course, such cities have affected other cities scattered throughout those parts of the world experiencing the direct impact of Westernization. Moreover, even when writing about Western and Westernized cities, Simmel makes several references indicating that they are never fully "urban" in the sense recently assigned to that adjective; many aspects of life in "modern" cities have not yet, at least, been substantially altered by "urbanization." Those who still view Louis Wirth essay, "Urbanism as a Way of Life," as a sort of revelation which is never to be questioned might well read, ponder, and prayerfully digest Simmel's presentation. 

The love of paradox--or, to put it less drastically, the love of startling nuances that apparently reverse the meanings ordinarily assigned to standard formulations--becomes evident in one passage toward the end of Simmel's great book. 21 With a straight face, he points out that the Golden Rule finds its fullest formal realization in a money economy. The injunction to "do as you would be done by" is most readily met when the producer of object A need not directly exchange it for what the producer of object B has to offer. Only in a money economy can the producer of A who wants C instead of B achieve his objective, for in such an economy the producer of B, exchanging his product for money, D, makes it possible for the producer of A to acquire C. The producer of B does this by giving D to the producer of A, who then can lay hands on the coveted C by offering D for it. Formally, then, the producer of B has followed the Biblical injunction, "Therefore all things whatsoever ye would that men should do to you, do ye even so to them." 

It is this note of what his harsher critics label willful triviality, as perverse delight in analytic subtlety, that has caused Simmel to be dismissed with the remark, "Only a gifted essayist." We may perhaps regret that Simmel does at times confuse his more simple-minded readers by piling up illustrations and analytic refinements until his main points are obscured. Our regret 
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should not lead us, however, to grant the contention that the main points are not there or that they are of no great importance. Every man has his own mode of thought and his own style, and to impose requirements on him which are utterly foreign to that thought and style is to show oneself incurably egocentric. The thirteenth chapter of First Corinthians is still worth reading, particularly in the King James version. Some of us who find "love" unpalatable in a scientific context may still be able to practice "charity." 
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SIMMEL'S IMAGE OF SOCIETY 
HUGH DALZIEL DUNCAN 

Our image of society determines how we think about society. If we use mechanical models for thinking about society, we can say nothing very rigorous about communication as symbolic interaction or role-playing unless we reduce communication to "signaling," "feed-back," "built-in purposes," and so on. The same holds true, of course, for models derived from aesthetic or religious experience. When we say society is a "configuration," like that of a great painting, there is little we can say about verbal communication because paintings do not talk. 

We do not avoid the necessity of rigorous thinking about society when we construct hypotheses which, we assert, will be validated by "operations" of how we use our hypothesis in reference to data. Our selection of hypotheses determines our selection of data. However rigorous our techniques of investigation, the question of whether we are finding out what we need to know still remains. When we take over images or models from fields outside of sociology proper, we must make clear the relevance of such images to the solution of sociological problems. We know that sacred beliefs are acted out in ritual, but we know too that men act out their beliefs in non-religious ways. I may believe in critical intelligence as the ultimate social good. To apply ritual concepts taken from religion (and only the tragic sacrificial moment of religion) to the social expression of critical intelligence may tell us something about ritual but not much about intelligence. 

Few sociologists were more aware of the need for careful consideration of models of sociation than Simmel. 1 In every turn and twist of his thought, as in his moments of sheer illumination when sociology suddenly becomes a great path into the hearts and minds of men, Simmel's concern over the meaning of the concept "society" is manifest. From his early days as a lecturer at the University of Berlin 2 to his last years at Strasbourg he asks, How are we to think about the forms of sociation if we assume that the primary fact of sociation is interaction? 3 
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"Pure sociology," as Simmel calls it (to distinguish it from "general" and "philosophical" sociology) investigates "the societal forms themselves, in hope of creating a grammar of the forms of sociation." Pure sociology must abstract the element of sociation. "It isolates it inductively and psychologically from the heterogeneity of its contents and purposes, which, in themselves, are not societal. It thus proceeds like grammar, which isolates the pure forms of language from their contents through which these forms, nevertheless, come to life." 4 For whatever the content of social experience, forms of sociation, such as "superiority and subordination, competition, division of labor, formation of parties, representation, inner solidarity coupled with exclusiveness toward the outside," 5 are common to all. The identification, systematic ordering, psychological explanation, and historical development of pure forms of sociation become the central task of sociology. 6 
Simmel's image of sociation, then, is interaction which has both form and content. While the form cannot be abstracted completely out of contents, the materials with which social life is filled, and the motivations "by which it is propelled," are not social. Hunger, love, work, religion, technology, or reason 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 general concept of interaction." 7 Simmel then argues that forms, originally developed to satisfy our needs, "remove themselves from the service of life that originally produced and employed them" to develop in terms of their own resources as forms. Thus cognition is no longer bound to practical ends but chooses its own objects, shapes them according to its own needs, and is interested in nothing beyond its own perfection. So, too, with law. Law may be defined simply by the relationships established among legal forms which determine in their "own right and not by legitimation through any higher, extrinsic agency, how the contents of life should be shaped." 8 
"This complete turnover, from the determination of the forms by the materials of life to the determination of its materials by forms that have become supreme values, is perhaps most extensively at work in the numerous phenomena that we 
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lump together under the category of play"--as seen in the "hunt; the gain by ruse; the proving of physical and intellectual strength; competition." 9 Sociability itself is the most characteristic autonomous form, or play-form, of sociation. Men band together in economic associations, blood brotherhoods, religious societies, and the like, yet in addition to the satisfaction of these specific interests, all such sociations are characterized by a feeling among the members of being sociated and by the satisfaction derived from this. Like art, sociability abstracts sociation out of our relationships and makes it into pure forms. Thus even the most primitive societies speak of "good form" as a value in itself. And although the actual, life-conditioned motivations of sociation are of no significance to sociability, the forms of sociation may by their formal excellence enhance life when they are returned to it. 

Sociability has no objective purpose, no content, no extrinsic results; it depends entirely on the actors in the moment of sociation. Its aim is nothing but the success of the sociable moment and, at most, a memory of it. Here "society" is "that being with one another, for one another, against one another which, through the vehicle of drives or purposes, forms and develops material or individual contents and interests." 10 At any social gathering, the moment of warmth, of deep enjoyment of solidarity, occurs precisely at the moment when sociability frees itself from all ties with contents. We are no longer rich, poor, old, young, learned, ignorant, beautiful, ugly, genteel, or vulgar, for now we are transformed into actors in a drama of sociation. As we greet, chat, move from one to another, bow, sip drinks, a new relationship, the relationship of sociability, is born. We are now in the realm of manners which exist for the sake of the fascination that the freedom from all ties with contents diffuses throughout the group. 

While Simmel offers many illustrations of what he means by forms of sociation, he selects the kind of sociability we experience at a social gathering as his representative illustration. At three decisive moments in his career he turned back to such moments of pure sociability for the image of man in society which was to dominate all his sociological writings. He knew that he must clarify his ideal form of sociation before he could 
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establish a firm foundation for a science of sociology. Thus in an early footnote to his Soziologie of 1908, he says: ". . . I have not been able to clarify the fundamental idea of the present volume . . . the pretension of any systematic and definitive completeness would be . . . a self-illusion." 11 But in his "Soziologie der Geselligkeit," 12 which he used as an opening address at the first meeting of the German Sociological Society in 1910, Simmel returns to his image of sociability: "Associations are accompanied by a feeling for, by a satisfaction in, the very fact that one is associated with others and that the solitariness of the individual is resolved into togetherness, a union with others." 13 In his final summation of his sociological views, the Grundfragen der Soziologie of 1917, he entitles his third chapter "Sociability (An Example of Pure, or Formal, Sociology)." 

Now, by "pure form" Simmel does not mean an imaginary fiction like Goethe's schematic idea of an animal archetype, but a form which is pure because its content is wholly societal, or, as he states it, wholly determined by sociability. In his discussion of the problems of sociology in the first chapter of his Soziologie, Simmel makes this clear. 

Men regard one another, and men are jealous one of another; they write one another letters or dine together; they meet in sympathy or antipathy quite apart from all tangible interests; their gratitude for altruistic service weaves a chain of consequences never to be sundered; they ask the way of one another, and they dress and adorn themselves for one another;--these are instances chosen quite at random from the thousand relations, momentary or lasting, conscious or unconscious, transitory or fraught with consequences, which, playing from person to person, knit us incessantly together. Every moment such threads are spun, are dropped and again caught up, replaced by others, woven up with others. These . . . determine all the tenacity and elasticity, all the variegation and unity of this so intelligible and yet so mysterious life of society. 14 
In the Grundfragen, he gives sociability a specific psychological content: "'Society,'" properly speaking, "is . . . being with one another, for one another, against one another . . . ."; and it is these forms themselves, not "drives or purposes," which develop material or individual contents and interests. 
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When specific interests determine social form, they prevent the individual from presenting his peculiarity and uniqueness in too unlimited a fashion. When there are no such interests, the subordination of the individual to the group (and his realization through the group) is accomplished simply by the power of the forms of sociation as such. Indeed, without the reduction of personal intimacy and autonomy brought about by this form, no purely social gathering could exist. It is enabled to do so through tact, whose most essential task is to set the limits of the individual's impulses, ego stresses, and intellectual and material desires. Purely intimate traits, individual character, mood, and fate--like wealth, social position, erudition, fame, skill, and merits--must not intrude in moments of sociability. To allow them to do so is tactless because it militates against interaction. But this surrender of subjective inward spheres of personality does not (in moments of pure sociability) demand complete acceptance of objective, group-determined elements. So long as subjective or objective elements dominate relationships, sociability cannot become a value in itself but only a bridge or mediation between the two. 

The positive formal motive of sociability is thoroughly democratic. The end of sociability is expressed in "the axiom that each individual should offer the maximum of sociable values (of joy, relief, liveliness, etc.) that is compatible with the maximum of values he himself receives." 15 This democratic character of sociability can be realized only within a given social stratum, for sociability among members of very different social strata is inconsistent and painful. Sociability creates an ideal sociological world in which the pleasure of the individual is closely tied up with the pleasure of others. In principle, nobody can find satisfaction if it has to be at the cost of diametrically opposed feelings in others. Social forms other than sociability exclude such opposition, but in all of these some superimposed ethical imperative operates. In sociability it is excluded by the intrinsic principle of the social form itself. 

Yet this world of sociability which reaches its most characteristic expression among equals, and which is the only world wherein a democracy of the equally privileged exists without friction, is an artificial world. It is composed of individuals who 
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strive to create an interaction so pure that it cannot be spoiled by material or individual wants. 

If sociation itself is interaction, its purest and most stylized expression occurs among equals--as symmetry and balance are the most plausible forms of artistic stylization. Inasmuch as it is abstracted from sociation through art or play, sociability thus calls for the purest, most transparent, and most casually appealing kind of interaction, that among equals. 16 
There are many wonderful examples of such pure moments of sociability scattered throughout Simmel's writings. 17 Even in his most abstract analysis there is a kind of radiance and wonder over the mystery and power of the social bond itself. 

"Style is always something general. It brings the contents of personal life and activity into a form shared by many and accessible to many." 18 "One adorns oneself for oneself, but can do so only by adornment for others." 19 Thus it is a great mistake to think that because it always functions in the case of an individual, adornment must be an individual work of art. On the contrary, because it is to serve the individual, it may not be of an individual nature--any more than the piece of furniture on which he sits, or the fork he uses to bring food to his mouth, may be individual works of art. The work of art cannot be incorporated into another life for it is a self-sufficient world. Adornment, on the other hand, 

intensifies or enlarges the impression of the personality by operating as a sort of radiation emanating from it. . . . One may speak of human radioactivity in the sense that every individual is surrounded by a larger or smaller sphere of significance radiating from him; and everybody else, who deals with him, is immersed in this sphere. It is [a] . . . mixture of physiological and psychic elements; the sensuously observable influences which issue from an individual in the direction of his environment also are, in some fashion, the vehicles of a spiritual fulguration. . . . The radiations of adornment, the sensuous attention it provokes, supply the personality with . . . an enlargement or intensification of its sphere. 20 
The personality is enhanced because the body is adorned. 

The world from which Simmel drew his examples of soci- 
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ability has been well described in one of the most moving passages in Amiel's Journal. 

In society, one must have an air of living on ambrosia and having only noble preoccupations. Care, want, passion do not exist. All realism, being brutal, is suppressed. It is taken for granted that these goddesses have come down from Olympus and are not subject to any of the earthly infirmities. They have no vital organs, no weight; they retain, of their human nature, only that which is needed for grace and pleasure. In a word, what is called the great world grants itself for the moment a flattering illusion, that of being in the ethereal state and breathing the life of mythology. For this reason, any vehemence, any cry of nature, any real suffering, any unreflecting familiarity, any frank token of passion shocks and reverberates in this delicate atmosphere; any crudity at once destroys the collective work, the palace of clouds, the magic architecture that has been erected by the common consent. It is rather like the harsh cock-crow that dissolves all the enchantments and puts the fairies to flight. Gatherings of the elite unconsciously try to produce a sort of concert of the eyes and ears, an extempore work of art. This instinctive collaboration has a real charm, for it is a festival of wit and taste and transports the actors into the sphere of the imagination; it is a form of poetry and the way in which cultivated society recompenses, by reflection, the vanished idyll and the engulfed world of Astrea. 21 
The artificiality and playfulness of sociability should not blind us to the great power of such forms. Only a highly superficial rationalism looks for social power among concrete contents in social experience and brands sociability as shallow foolishness. The power of forms of sociation becomes obvious once we observe how the sexual drive is subordinated to the demands of sociability. In the sociology of sex we find a play-form: coquetry. "The coquettish woman enormously enhances her attractiveness if she" makes a man think she is about to surrender but at the decisive moment indicates she is not really serious after all. "Her behavior swings back and forth between 'yes' and 'no' without stopping at either." 22 The male partner of the coquette enters the game when his conduct is no longer dominated by hope for satisfaction of his lust. For coquetry unfolds its charms precisely at the moment when it transcends the reality of erotic 
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desire as consent or refusal. So long as erotic desire dominates, the man and woman are but two individuals trying to satisfy a bodily need (even though there will be other satisfactions). But "under the sociological sign of sociability from which the center of the personality's concrete and complete life is barred, coquetry is the flirtatious, perhaps ironical play, in which eroticism has freed the bare outline of its interactions from their materials and contents and personal features." 23 
And when we turn to conversation, "the most general vehicle for all that men have in common," we find that sociable talk has no immediate purpose. We talk for the sake of talking, but no one confuses such talk with idle chatter or nonsense. "In purely sociable conversation, the topic is merely the . . . medium through which the lively exchange of speech unfolds its" charm, the charm of the art of conversation, which has its own laws. In such moments the same forms of relationship exist that we find in many contents of social experience. We quarrel, appeal to norms recognized by both parties; we pacify our quarrel by compromise and common discovery of shared convictions; we accept new ideas hopefully; and we agree to disregard what we cannot agree on. In talk, however, these forms "derive their significance from themselves, from the fascinating play of relations which they create among the participants, joining and loosening, winning and succumbing, giving and taking." 24 We are not indifferent to content. Good talk must be interesting, fascinating, even important. But it is the "relatedness" and the forms of this relatedness we prize in such moments of sociability. 

There are, of course, numerous ways of thinking about society. Simmel wrote significantly in many fields. Philosophers, historians, psychologists, and sociologists who neglect his work risk going over ground which he has already covered. Dilthey and Collingwood in philosophy, and Park, 25 von Wiese, Becker, Burgess, and many other sociologists, offer eloquent witness to Simmel's greatness. Wolff indicates this in his notes on Simmel. 26 
The value of Simmel's model of sociation may be summed up by saying that he keeps our attention focused on the specifically sociological aspects of social experience. He forces us to ask 
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always: What, really, are we talking about when we talk about a sociology of society? His search for a model of sociation, "that being with one another, for one another, against one another which, through the vehicle of drives and purposes, forms and develops material or individual contents and interests," 27 never ends. In the Grundfragen der Soziologie of 1917, as in his last work, Lebensanschauung, published in 1918, he struggles with all the force and virtuosity of a subtle mind versed in philosophy, history, ethics, religion, art, and psychology to reach a clear definition of "society." This struggle has become one of the great legacies of sociology. Those who attempt creation of sociological models without reading Simmel delude themselves. As many of us have discovered in our excursions into sociological theory, the figure of Simmel often appears toward the end of the journey. We greet him with dismay as well as respect, for he is coming back from a point we are still struggling to reach. 

Our present concern with interaction is but one example of this. When we talk about interaction, what exactly are we talking about? How do we study it? What are the data of interaction? Over a half-century has passed since Simmel began his description of interaction; yet we still go on talking about social structure with little reference to function. Common sense teaches us that we "function" in role enactment through symbolic interaction whose societal meanings arise in communication. We do not "have" meanings and then share them. On the contrary, as we communicate we create meanings. What we know about motivation is derived from what is said about it. We can argue that symbols are but a terministic screen beyond which lies the reality of motivation, and then go on describing our reality in terms of physical or human nature, family roles, supernatural or sociopolitical "laws." But wherever we assign our causes, when we return to specifically human experience we must deal with expressions of these causes in symbols. 28 
In his discussion of knowledge, truth, and falsehood in human relations, Simmel says: "Human interaction is normally based on the fact that the ideational worlds of men have certain elements in common, that objective intellectual contents constitute the material which is transformed into subjective life by means of men's social relations. The type, as well as the 
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essential instrument, of these common elements is shared language." 29 He held that sociability reaches its forms of interaction through "conversation, the most general vehicle for all that men have in common." 30 Thus while he argued that the science of sociology must concern itself with structure, he did not mean mechanical or biological but symbolic structure as we know it in art and play. "Freed of substance . . . play gets its cheerfulness but also that symbolic significance which distinguishes it from pure pastime . . . . Sociability (. . . and the more so as it approaches pure sociability) takes on a symbolically playing fullness of life and a significance which a superficial rationalism seeks only in content.""Sociability is, then, the play-form of association and is related to the content-determined concreteness of association as art is related to reality." 31 
To elaborate fully what Simmel meant by art lies beyond the scope of this paper. He was not, in his role as sociologist, interested in creating a sociology of art, 32 but he thought that the sociologist could learn much from the relationship between art and reality. 

In all art, in all the symbolism of religious life, in great measure even in the complex formulations of science, we are thrown back upon this belief, upon this feeling, that autonomies of mere parts of observed reality, that the combinations of certain superficial elements possess a relation to the depth and wholeness of life, which, although often not easy to formulate, makes such a part the bearer and the representative of the fundamental reality. From this we may understand the saving grace and blessing effect of these realms built out of the pure forms of existence, for in them we are released from life but have it still. . . . [Art] perhaps reveals the secret of life; that we save ourselves not by simply looking away from it but precisely in that in the apparently selfgoverning play of its forms we construct and experience the meaning and the forces of its deepest reality but without the reality itself. Sociability would not hold for so many thoughtful men who feel in every moment the pressure of life, this emancipating and saving exhilaration if it were only a flight from life, the mere momentary lifting of its seriousness. . . . The freeing and lightening, however, that precisely the more thoughtful man finds in sociability is this: that association and exchange of stimulus, in which all the tasks and the whole weight of life are realized, here 
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is consumed in an artistic play, in that simultaneous sublimation and dilution, in which the heavily freighted forces of reality are felt only from a distance, their weight fleeting in a charm. 33 
As Wolff points out in his note on "form," there are ambiguities in Simmel's forms of sociation. 34 Even if we put aside ontological considerations to construct heuristic methodological tools, Simmel's forms offer many difficulties. For despite his reference to art, play, and communication, it is very difficult to distinguish the empirical referents of his forms. This is not because he offers few illustrations. On the contrary, his work, unlike that of modern theoreticians such as Parsons, is studded with illustrations so brilliant and dazzling that sheer admiration and delight still criticism. But when we return from the heights to ask ourselves how we can fashion methodological tools out of a profound conviction that we know something of societal reality, Simmel's forms become singularly elusive. 

Simmel's worst ambiguity lies in his mixture of images. He has not one but several representative illustrations of what he means by society. We are never sure, when he uses an image of play, whether he means play as in drama or in games or as in the play of forces over a physical field--in magnetic currents, among atoms, and so on. Thus in his speech on the "Soziologie der Geselligkeit" we are told that in his familiar image of the forms of social life, "all the with-one-another, for-one-another, in-one-another, against-one-another, and through-one-another, in state and commune, in church and economic associations, in family and clubs," are like atoms. "The energy effects of atoms upon each other bring matter into the innumerable forms which we see as 'things.' Just so the impulses and interests, which a man experiences in himself and which push him out toward other men, bring about all the forms of association by which a mere sum of separate individuals are made into a 'society.'" But then, we are told, this physical "constellation" really must be thought of as "art or play." 35 
Like Freud, Simmel is uneasy at times over mixing quantitative and qualitative images. "It may be an open question whether the concept of play impulse or an artistic impulse possesses explanatory value." But "at least it directs attention to the fact that in every play or artistic activity there is contained 
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a common element not affected by their differences of content." That is, the content of sociation is like the "energy affects of atoms," but the form is like art or play. But how can an art form be derived from a material content? What is the relevance of a conception of art to a conception of energy? And, finally, what kind of art is Simmel talking about? Only an exhaustive study of Simmel's imagery could answer this; but even a hasty view indicates that when he uses the term "art," he is thinking of visual art. "If association is interaction at all, it appears in its purest and most stylized form when it goes on among equals, just as symmetry and balance are the most outstanding forms of artistic stylizing of visible elements." 36 
A further ambiguity in the imagery Simmel uses is in the relationships between the individual and society. He discusses these as, among other things, "sociability thresholds." The personality has "outside" referents such as political and economic contents of experience; and it has "inside," subjective and personal, "purely [inward] spheres." Sociability makes passage from one to another possible; but this, Simmel argues, is not "true" sociability. For objective and subjective experience are nourished from a "common but somewhat undefinable source of energy, the ego." 37 The ego is a system of its own. It is not to be confused with inner, subjective "thresholds," with their "zigzag motions, the chaotic whirling of images and ideas which objectively are entirely unrelated to one another, and their logically unjustifiable, only so-to-speak probative, connections." For the ego must select from "that psychological real whole whose absolutely exact report (absolutely exact in terms of content and sequence) would drive everybody into the insane asylum." 38 
The ego functions by choosing the audience to whom one communicates. Only "fragments" of our inner life can be revealed, even to our closest fellow men; and "what is more, these fragments are not a representative selection, but one made from the standpoint of reason, value, and relation to the listener and his understanding. Whatever we say . . . is never an immediate and faithful presentation of what really occurs in us during that particular time of communication, but is a transformation of this inner reality, teleologically directed, reduced, and recom- 
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posed." 39 How does this transformation take place in the ego, and by what means do we "select" our audience? 

The answer to both these questions is communication. But then we should expect Simmel to show how forms of sociability are determined by communication and how they in turn determine communication. And if by communication Simmel means not only gesture but also the forms of expression created by art, 40 then we should expect Simmel to turn to art for analysis of how forms of sociation are created and sustained. It can be argued, of course, that Simmel had no interest in creating hypotheses. Yet even if we admit this, there is still the problem of inner consistency, or logical model-construction, which must be solved according to canons of good theoretical construction. But Simmel never makes clear whether the acting individual is a bearer or a creator of psychic social energy. That is, although he discusses the acting individual in terms of role enactment, we are never sure of the existence of the individual except as a bearer of psychic social energy which the individual does not determine, yet which cannot exist without him. 

Lotze 41 pointed out that even in a physical field, interaction cannot be conceived of without reference to points or agents which are internally modified by, and in turn modifiers of, the process which affects them. We say that the impact of one element on another communicates motion, so that the element struck passes from a state of rest (or from one phase) to one of motion (or to another), while the striking element has experienced a change of an opposite character. Even as description of a physical field, however, this explains nothing, for if all that happens is the communication of motion, why does it not pass through the stricken element and leave its state unchanged? 

This is not simply a "metaphysical problem" which we can thrust aside "to get down to business" as rugged empiricists. The same dilemma haunts Parsons' work. If statuses and roles are "analogous to the particle of mechanics, not to mass or velocity," 42 but are "not in general attributes of the actor," 43 how can we form hypotheses for dealing with the data of sociation? And if our model is mechanical, how are we to deal with change and communication? We can reduce communication to 
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signals, or interaction to game-theory, in which actors do not motivate through symbols but indicate through signals, but we must make clear why we do so. And if we say that our analogies hold true for society because they hold true in biology, physics, and so on, what are we to do when biologists and physicists themselves tell us that we have not described their models accurately? 

Park and Burgess were aware of Simmel's ambiguity. They turned to communication as "the medium of interaction," 44 but their model of communication was only another variant of mechanism. Now interaction became process, and processes such as imitation and suggestion were but "mechanisms of interaction." Simmel's "being for, with, and against one another" was transformed into "social forces," such as competition, conflict, accommodation, and assimilation. New terms, however, do not change the problem, which still is, What are the data of social process? How can we create hypotheses which will allow us to deal with social process as facts? We know men compete, but how can we study this? And if we study it as sociologists, how does sociology differ from any other approach? 

We can learn much from Simmel's failure to reduce theory to hypotheses through confusion of mechanical and human images. While there is little evidence that Freud knew much about Simmel, there can hardly be any question that he too suffered from the dilemma of how to use the mechanical concepts of science for the study of psychic experience. But Freud, unlike Simmel, rejected his early mechanical models. 45 He turned to art because only in art could he find the kind of structure he needed to deal with the symbolic data offered him by patients. This was not an easy choice for Freud. As Jones tells us in his biography of Freud, hopes for a mechanical model of human mentation were never abandoned. But the hard facts of therapy, of patients whose suffering continued or lightened, drove Freud to create methods and techniques derived from symbolic expression in drama, jokes, fairy tales, and myths. 

Briefly stated, the question Simmel leaves unanswered is this: How can forms of sociation which are "like" art or play be thought of as mechanical? For if they are like art, they are not 
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mechanical; and if they are mechanical, they are not art. This question has not yet been answered, but we ought to realize that it does not disappear simply because we do not face it. It plagued Freud, 46 as it did Mead and Dewey, who insisted that if mind is social, it must arise in and through communication. But communication cannot be a process which somehow passes through one individual to another, for in such passage the individual becomes meaningless. Nor do we solve anything by saying that roles, not individuals, are the proper concern of sociologists. Roles, like forms of sociation, must be internalized before they can be enacted. Theories of role cathexis couched in physical or mechanical terminology are merely another return to mechanistic models of sociation. 

Descriptions of structure which do not derive from a function to which the structure is related can never become theories but must remain fictions. So long as we go on spinning out structural descriptions, we are like the workman who elaborates endlessly a scaffold whose meaning exists only when the building within gets under way. What is our building? What specifically is the structure and function, or as Simmel put it, the form and content, of sociation? It is to Simmel's great credit that he forces us to ask this question, as he himself asked and answered it in so many wonderful ways. The past generations of American sociologists abandoned theory in the hope that method could evolve from ever more refined technique. Our generation knows that there is no road back from technique to theory, but that many roads open from theory to method, and from method, in turn, to technique. 

We have not yet had our Marx, Darwin, Einstein, or Freud, and until we do, there is little use in closing our minds to theory. Neither is there any virtue in going over the same ground and changing signposts on terrain already well traveled. Surely there is no need for any more mechanistic theories of society. However we dress them up, they still do not tell us what we want to know about specifically human forms of interaction. These, as we all know, are symbolic interactions which take place in acts through roles. 

The problem for our generation of sociologists is not to explain away the symbolic or to treat it as residual to non-symbolic 
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elements. For if society exists in and through symbolic expression, the fate of sociology as a science will be determined by our ability to deal with symbols. Structural theory must be derived from symbolic function. Hypotheses must be created which relate to the symbolic facts of sociation. It is easy enough to say this now, because we inherit the thought of men like Simmel, who struggled to free the science of sociology from the science of matter. The question for Simmel's generation was, How is any science possible if we do not follow the canons of physical science? The question for ours is, How can we construct hypotheses to deal with the observable facts of human sociation? Mead has shown how communication determines consciousness. Kenneth Burke has created a dramatistic model of communication in which symbolic interaction can be thought of as both form and content. The great task of theoretical construction has been done for us. We can now enter the analysis of symbolic experience along clearly marked paths. 
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