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Introduction

SIMMEL'S READERS MAY
well find themselves puzzled once they try to analyze their im-
pression: does it come from an extraordinary mind or from its
product, from a process or from an achievement, from an atti-
tude or from the discoveries made by virtue of it? The dichot-
omies may be clarified by testimonials of Simmel’s hearers, who
“too, helped build”; Simmel took “his students down an
obhque pit into the mine”; he was not a teacher, he was an
“inciter.” “Just about the time when . . . one felt he had
reached a conclusion, he had a way of raising his right arm and,
with three fingers of his hand, turning the imaginary object so
as to exhibit still another facet.” 1 A lecture by Simmel was
creation-at-the-moment-of-delivery: the essence of Simmel’s
spell seems to have been the spontaneous exemphﬁcanon of the
creative process.

Who was this man? Does his life glve~4n51ght into his signifi-
cance? Is there ajrelation between fw’ma’n s biography and his
work? What little we know indicates that biographyxis the less
important, the less true to type and the more ongmal\{hgmatl
but there are certain data we feel relevant in all cases, if only
for the contrast between{a man and his history to stand out the
more clearly: “to be a stranger is . . . a very positive relation;
it is a specific form of interaction.” 2 And further, once we are
aroused to explore a life as a clueito a mind, and the mind as
a clue to its work, we become aware of our ignorance. In the
case of Simmel, with hardly a biography, no biographical diary,
with few letters existing and practically none published,® the
case is worse; worse still, because what biographical facts are
known suggest only the most tenuous hypotheses concerning
their relation to his work. We pass them in review quickly,
along with what light they may throw on Simmel’s mind.

xvii



xviii Introduction

§ 1. Fragments of Simmel’s Life and Mind

" Georg Simmel,* the youngest of seven children, was born in
Berlin on March 1, 1858. His father, a partner in a well-known
chocolate factory, died when Georg was a boy. A friend of the
family, the founder of an international music publishing house,
was appointed his guardian. He left Simmel a considerable for-
tune which enabled him to lead the life of a scholar. Simmel’s
mother was temperamental and domineering.

After graduating from the gymnasium, Simmel entered the
University of Berlin at the age of eighteen to study history. De-
spite Mommsen'’s impact on him, he soon changed to philos-
ophy. Later, he named Lazarus and Steinthal, the founders of
Vélkerpsychologie, as his most important teachers; but he also
studied with Harms and Zeller (philosophy), with Bastian (psy-
chology), with Droysen, Sybel, Treitschke, Grimm, and ]ordan
(history). As the second “minor” in his doctoral examination,
he chose medieval Italian, and made a special study of Petrarch.
In 1881, he received his doctor’s degree with a dissertation on
“The Nature of Matter according to Kant’s Physical Monadol-
ogy.” From 1885 to 1900, he was a Privatdozent (a lecturer un-
paid except for student fees) in philosophy, and for another
fourteen years, an ausserordentlicher Professor (*‘professor
extraordinary,” an honorary, but not a remunerative title)—
both at the University of Berlin. In 1914, at the age of 56, four
years before his death, he was called to Strasbourg as a full
professor (Ordinarius). He died on September 26, 1918.

Simmel’s slow advancement 5 stood in contrast with his great
reputation as a speaker and thinker. But for many, this reputa-
tion was that of an exclusively negative and critical spirit; and
both Simmel’s mind and work were the indirect basis of the
judgment. Hls mind has been characterized as dialectical; there
was a preponderance of the logical and epls(emologlcal ele-
ment over the normative; there was his “microscopic-method,”
the absence of the “unerring instinct ofy lje truly artistic man,”
the overabundance of associations.® A\;ﬁn his first books, his
power of discrimination was employed£ritically more than con-
structively, especially in his “Introduction to Moral Science,”
a survey of ethical concepts. But unless one is critical of a criti-
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cal attitude, one must agree with Simmel himself, who wrote
(to Max Weber, in connection with an abortive effort to obtain
a professorship for him at Heidelberg, March 18, 19o8):

“What you write has not surprised me. . . . Only this,
briefly: in certain circles the idea exists that I am an exclusively
critical, even a destructive spirit, and that my lectures lead one
only to negation. Perhaps I don’t have to tell you that this is a
nasty untruth. My lectures, as, for many years, all my work,
tend exclusively toward the positive, toward the demonstra-
tion of a deeper insight into world and spirit, with complete
renunciation of polemics and criticism in regard to divergent
conditions and theories. Whoever understands my lectures and
books at all, cannot understand them in any other way. Never-
theless, that opinion has existed for a long time; it is my kismet;
and I am convinced that the minister’s ‘unfavorable mood’
goes back to some such communication ...” 7

Simmel lectured on “logic, principles of philosophy, history
of philosophy, modern philosophy, Kant, Lotze, Schopenhauer,
Darwin, pessimism, ethics, philosophy of religion, philosophy of
art, psychology, social psychology, political psychology, and
sociology.” 8 His writings ranged equally far, and he published
much.? The areas of his major production may be classified as
soc1010gy, philosophy of history, ethics, general philosophy,
philosophy of art, philosophy of contemporary civilization, and
metaphysics.1?

Reading Simmel prompts an inquiry into his mind. Simmel
often appears as though in the midst of writing he were over-
whelmed by an idea, by an avalanche of ideas, and as if he in-
corporated them without interrupting himself, digesting and
assimilating only to the extent granted him by the onrush. This,
perhaps, strikes some as personal about his writing, and others
as disorganized, even irritating. His few published aphorisms
and posthumous fragments 11 suggest that one way in which he
developed an essay was to begin with ideas occurring to him as
themes that were jotted down for later elaboration and connec-
tion.

“The Simmelian order resembles the interrelations in the collec-
tion of a real friend of the arts, who has always_bought only
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what excited him and was an experience to him . . . And yet,
the collection has a compelling unity, because all 1ts pieces were
chosen on the basis of a unique attitude toward art, of a unique
view of life and world.”

But “sometimes”

“one has the feeling that Simmel . . . insistently prefers Cinder-
ellas among experiences (so to speak), either to reveal, precisely
in them, his virtuosity of philosophizing . . . or to show how,
even from them, paths lead into ultimate depths.” 12

4

Simmel’s relation to things—*‘things,” “objects,” the “objec-
tive,” “objectivity” occupied him in many of his writings, espe-
cially in his “Philosophy of Money” 13—seems to have been as
intimate as his relation to ideas. Wandering through the streets
of a city where he had given a lecture, he discovered two black
Wedgwood bowls in a cobbler’s shop—which was the beginning
of a collection. He may have hit upon ideas in a similar fashion,
and they, too, were often beginnings of collections, if they did
not remain isolated discoveries which he put in his diary or filed

away or did not record at all.1* Perhaps one could makeé a good
case for the proposmon that he was most profound in his aphor-
isms, in (his.shots into the unknown—or perhaps it is merely
that the distance between the allusion and the uncharted (un-
charted at least for Simmel) is so much more striking than be-
tween the road and the landscape through which it leads. A few
samples may clarify the point:

“I don’t khow which of these two shows man’s vulgarity
more: when he gets accustomed to ugliness or when he gets ac-
customed to beauty.

Objectivity toward people often hides the most boundless
solipdism.

To treat not only every person, but every thing as if it were
its owri’end: this would be a cosmic ethics.

In comedy, a highly individual fatef{is fulfilled by typical
characters; in tragedy, a general-human fate by individual char-
acters.

All that can be proved can also be disputed. Only the un-
provable is indisputable.
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We think we actually understand things only when we have
traced them back to what we do not understand and cannot
understand—to causahty, to axioms, to God, to character.” 15

Suilmels attltude toward events and processes during his
lifetime is difficult to infer. His writings reveal little, although
his interest in certain contemporary literary, phllosophlcal and
artistic phenomena is obvious, and his constitutive function in
some of them would reward investigation.!® But up to the war,
he was not interested in following the history of his time. With
the outbreak of the war, however, he began to write much in
great agitation, and he continued to write and speak until shortly
before his death. In the beginning he was swayed, it seems, by
the general excitement; and, in a speech on “*Germany’s Inner
Transformation,” delivered in Strasbourg in November, 1914,
he spoke and then published such phrases as “This is what is so
wonderful about this time”; “‘history we ate now experiencing”’;
“I dare say that most of us have only now experienced what may
be called an absolute situation”; “‘I love Germany and therefore
want it to live—to hell with all ‘objective’ justification of this
will in terms of culture, ethics, history, or God knows what else”’;
“Germany . . . again pregnant with a great possibility”; “This
war somehow has a significance different from that of other
wars”’; 17 and the like. But only fourteen months later, in another
speech on the “Crisis of Culture,” held in Vienna, he said this
about the war, and published it'in the same pamphlet (“The
War and the Spiritual Decisions,”*1917%):

“The most basic formula of a highly developed culture—a
formula which transcends all particular contents—may be sug-
gested by“designating it as a crisis constantly held back. . . .
Insofar as [the war] has any effect at all on these fundamental,
inner forms of culture . . . it can merely inaugurate a scene or
an act of\this endless drama.” 18

And in this vein, as a pointed and passionate analyst of con-
temporary civilization, he wrote his last comments on the times
(especially the speech just quoted, “The Idea of Europe,” and
“The Conflict of Modern Civilization” [1918]—when he was
not the morally outraged critic of misconduct ? or spoke in the
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service of charitable organizations, such as the Red Cross, or to
soldiers at the front.
Two-and-a-half months before his death, he wrote in a letter:

“There is hardly anything to say about us. We live in the
antinomy between the most enormous inner excitements and
tensions and a cloisterly secluded, evenly bleak external exist-
ence. . . . The conflict over the fact that one is firmly tied to
Germany’s and Europe’s fates and is torn without resistance into
all of their turmoil—but that for the very sake of Germany and
Europe one must free oneself from this and stand above it in
the redeeming sphere of the spirit: this conflict demands, even
for the very imperfect measure in which one can bear or solve
it from hour to hour, an effort which I don’t know how much
longer can be sustained.” 20

In the end, Simmel no longer asked about political events.
“During his last days,” Gertrud Simmel, his wife, wrote shortly
after he died, “Georg no longer wanted the paper, and I did not
want to bring it uncalled lest I disturb him in his thoughts.” 21
And ten years later:

“Before he died, Georg Simmel said emphatically and on
more than one occasion that he had done his essential work;
that he could merely have applied his way of looking at things
farther and farther and to ever new objects—to something
really new it would not have come.

And yet, one felt something like a reservation in these utter-
ances; and in fact he once spoke of it by adding: ‘“Unless I had
another twenty years of full strength ahead of me, something
which in my age is not at all my share.” His reservation pre-
sumably concerned studies which would have been in the pur-
suance of the line traced by his last book, Lebensanschauung
[“View of Life”]—in the pursuance of this line, or perhaps in
a new turn.” 22

Simmel seems to have been impressed from the beginning
by the relationism of all items (a more suggestive name for much
of his “relativism” 28), which he found to haunt ever new terri-
tones——from sociology to history to ethics mepmtemology to art.
But he 2 appears to have yearned for an Archimedean point; and
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although he may be said always to have had such a point,2¢ he
made it explicit (if at all) only in his metaphysics of life, in
Lebensanschauung, which he found shortly before he died. Most
of this was in 1918 when, knowing that he was stricken with
cancer of the liver, he went to the Black Forest to finish the book.
Those who knew him*best agree he was greatest, came into his
perfection, during those last months, in his life even more than
in the book written out of it—that, clearly, what he once said
of a beloved person, applied to him: he was “a flower on the tree
of mankind.”

“What permitted Simmel to get along with a minimum of
personal experiences and to reconstruct and sympathize with
the most alien and varied conditions, attitudes, conflicts, suffer-
ings, and happinesses? Was he ultimately a naive intellect who
Irew upon the depth and the wealth, of his own inner experi-
ences? Or did he have a kind of/clairvoyant imagination and the
capacity to push this imagination dialectically ever further? Or
did the free mobility of his intellect awaken and progressively
strengthen, as its own complement, a longing after roots in a
firm province, after a home in a circle of ultimate experience?
This, too, is possible.” 28

Simmel’s conception of philosophy as the expression of a
human type 2¢ raises in a new light the old question of the nature
of subject and object and of their relation, most conspicuously
perhaps as the connection between attitude and validity (a vari-
ant of the question posed earlier here). To focus on this problem,
in fact, may objectively be the most fruitful attack on the yield
of Simmel’s work. But it is well to remember a suggestion in re-
gard to'a comprehensive study of him, which has to solve two
tasks above all:

“first, it must illumine for us Simmel’s intellectual existence, as
he illumined Goethe’s [in his book on Goethe]; that is, his deeds
and omissions, his creations and accomplishments, must be un-
derstood'out of the uniqueness of his personality. And then, his
works must be collected, ordered, and minutely indexed, for
only then can they become fertile for science . . . , which will
be able to change all the gold that glitters and shines in this
work into its own coin.” 27
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But it would also seem promising to appreciate the matters
about which Simmel did not write (or hardly wrote), and for
what reasons: for instance, lan uage, music, and “human types”

other than Rembrandt, MicheJangelo, Rodin, Goethe, the “ulti-
mate heightenings of his own self.” 282 And what matters did he
take for granted? Pointing analysls on such quesnong//mlght not
only lead to;formulating his ‘“central attltude, 29 but might
also elucidate the objective problem of/the relation between at-
titude and validity, and between subject and object in _general.
It is hoped that in the last two sections of. this introduction
studies of this sort are anticipated.

§ 2. Simmel in America

In the United States, Simmel never had a great name as a
philosopher, but from the turn of the century to the 'twenties
he was well known as a sociologist. Between 1893 and 1910, a
number of his writings, most of them sociological, appeared in
American periodicals,3¢ especially in The American Journal of
Sociology, the majority of them in translations by Albion W.
Small. Park and Burgess gave him a prominent position in their
classic Introduction to the Science of Sociology (1921).3 Spyk-
man’s ‘The Social Theory of Georg Simmel, further evidence of
his enthusiastic reception, followed shortly (1925), but its author,
along with Park, was presently criticized by Sorokin.32 In the
following year, Abel published a new appraisal of Simmel’s
sociology (1929), and soon afterward (1932) appeared Becker’s
elaboration of von Wiese’s “systematic sociology,” a work in
which Simmel plays an important role.?® These few events mark
his career in America to date.

Fifty years ago, American sociology was still in the process of
emerging from its European influences, especially the German.
Many of its best known representatives spent some of their stu-
dent days in Germany, and numerous products of German sociol-
ogy, conspicuously among them some of Simmel’s, were at once
made available to American readers.3¢ But with the development
of sociology as an empirical and quantitative study, interest in
the more theoretical and philosophical European literature re-
ceded. The last decade, however, has witnessed a new appeal of
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selected European contributions, the most important cases in
point being Talcott Parsons’ The Structure of Social Action and
the various Max Weber translations.s5

Translation, of course, is neither a prerequisite nor a guar-
antee of acquaintance or influence. Some American sociologists
are well-versed in European sociology, whether translated or
not, and others, perhaps, do not fully utilize what renditions
exist. And it is a question whether a translation is as helpful in
communicating a thinker’s ideas as an appraisal of his thought.3é
It seems obvious, however, that it is the most desirable means of
introducing two types of works: those ought to be introduced
into American scholarship whose foremost relevance lies in
empirical knowledge or methodological acumen not yet sur-
passed by American achievements (and here Weber and Durk-
heim would seem to qualify pre-eminently); and those whose
greatest importance lies in the exemplification—predominantly,
or in addition to the first criterion—of a suggestive intellectual
approach. Simmel’s work appears best to fit this second category.

§ 3. The Translations

The translations contained in this book have been taken
from three sources. Part One, “Fundamental Problems of So-
ciology (Individual and Society),” is a complete rendition of
Grundfragen der Soziologie (Individuum und Gesellschaft)
(191%), Simmel’s last comprehensive statement on sociology.
Parts Two through Five, Chapter g, inclusive, are taken from
his major work in the field, Soziologie, Untersuchungen iiber
die Formen der Vergesellschaftung (1908). (Parts Two through
Four are given in the order in which they appear as chapters in
that work; Part Five, Chapters 1-3, consists of “Exkurse” con-
tained in other chapters of Soziologie not included here.) The
remaining pages of the volume (Part Five, Chapter 4) are the
translation of a lecture, “Die Grossstidte und das Geistesleben”
(1902-03).37

Simmel appended the following note to the table of contents
of Soziologie:

““Each of these chapters contains many discussions which more
or less closely surround its title problem. But they are not only
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treatments of it: they also are relatively independent contribu-
tions to the total problem [of the book]. The ultimate intention
and the methodological structure of these studies required their
arrangement unden|few central concepts but, at the same time,
required!great latitude in regard to the particular questions
treated under their heads. The chapter headings, therefore, cover
the content only quite imperfectly; the content is given in the
subject index at the end of the volume.” 38

This suggests that the ten chapters of Soziologie might be likened
to connected nets which must be opened by those who want to
know what they contain. Simmel’s short “Pgeface” to the work
gives an important clue to their arrangement:

“If a study is carried on according to the legitimate cognitive

purposes and methods of an existing science, the connection with
this science determines the place of the study: an introduction
to it need not establish the right-to this place but can simply
claim a right already justified. But if an investigation lacks such
a connection (which would, at least, eliminate the need for dis-
scussing its right to its specific way of asking questions); if the
manner in which the investigation connects phenomena finds no
model for its formula in any domain of the recognized disciplines
—then, clearly, the determination of its place within the system
of the sciences, the discussion of its methods and potential fer-
tilities, is a new task in itself, which requires its solution not in
a preface, but as the first part of the very investigation.

This is the situation of the present attempt at giving the
fluctuating concept of sociology an unambiguous content, domi-
nated by one, methodologically certain, problem-idea. The re-
quest to the reader to hold on, uninterruptedly, to this one
method of asking questions, as it is developed in the first chapter
(since otherwise these pages might impress him as an accumula-
tion of unrelated facts and reflections)—this request is the only
matter which must be mentioned at the head of this book.”

The first chapter, on “the problem of soc1ology mcludmg
the epxste’mologlcal discussion of the question, “How is society
possible?” is not contained in the present volume. It is replaced
by Simmel'’s later conception (Part One, Chapter 1, below) ac-
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cording to which there are three kinds of sociology that are
exemplified in the remaining three chapters of Part One. The
selections making up the remaining four fifths of this book are
indeed held together by a “specific way of asking questions,”
by “one, methodologically certain, problem-idea”; but it is
doubtful that Simmel gave as ‘“‘unambiguous” a formula of it
as he seems to have believed he did.

There are perhaps no intrinsic reasons for preferring the
passages selected to others; the major reason is that several Amer-
ican somologlsts 39 acquainted with Simmel’s work, and with the
teaching of it, agreed upon their importance (and on that of
several others whose inclusion has been prevented only by tech-
nical circumstances).

§ 4. Simmel’s “Field of Sociology”

For reasons of economy, comments on this book will be re-
stricted to its first chapter, an over-all outline of sociology. In
contrast to\the preceding paragraphs, the following pages thus
deal with Simmel’s work. The treatment, of course, is colored
by the earlier statements, with their (not altogether explicit)
conception of Simmel. But an interpretation, Simmel wrote,
“will always, admittedly or not, also be a confession of the in-
terpreter,” 4° and if the interpreter’s “involvement” leads to in-
sights not otherwise gained, there is a chance that it becomes an
objective example, and thus justified.

Two observations must be made, however, before discussing
the “field of sociology.” The first, which the reader will make for
himself, is that the following comments cannot be understood
without a knowledge of their text. Without the second observa-
tion explicitly made, the reader may gain a false impression or
become confused. The point is that there exists no contradiction
between the positive attitude exhibited in many of the preceding
pages, and the critical attitude exemplified in the present sec-
tion. The work commented upon is so important that no human
precautions are called for. The general statements on sociology..
of which the text discussed is a pre-eminent example, are among
the most vulnerable of Simmel’s sociological writings, but for
this very reason, the most profoundly important to*historians
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and philosophers of sociology. Simmel’s topical chapters, a good
sample of which is offered in this volume, are equally if not more
brilliant; and many of them, as the reader will discover, have
not been surpassed fin their grasp, depth, sensitivity, timeliness.
But in these chapters, Simmel is creating, and to watch him at
work is a delight. Here, in his methodological and metaphysical
concerns, he seems, rather, to be struggling; and the reaction,
to the extent he is, is not delight, but sympathy, empathy, awe,
concern, participation, involvement. Even here, however, we
may be inclined to expose ourselves to that aspect of his mind
in which the distinction we are accustomed to make between
science and philosophy seems to dim and become precocious
and petty, dissolving, as it does, in the crucible of creativity. If
it is nevertheless insisted upon in the following pages, this is done
in a combined act of daredeviltry and devil’s advocacy, in order
to clarify the problems which Simmel (it must not be forgotten)
has given us, for us to receive and transform.

ig; “SOCIETY”’ AND “INDIVIDUAL”

In order to delimit the nature of sociology, Simmel criticizes
two equally misleading conceptions of its subject matter, “so-
ciety.” One of them minimizes the concept; the other exagger-
ates it. That is, Simmel suggests, we cannot be satisfied with ad-
mitting either that individuals alone are “real,” or that society
alone is “real’) (merely because all human life occurs in society):
we cannot do without either of the two ideas. For, “society” is
among the “least dubious and most legitimate contents” of “hu-
man knowledge”; and the “individual,” though not an ultimate
cognitive unit, is a (presumably iner4dicable) object “of expe-
rience.”

Almost three decades earlier (in Uber sociale Differenzier-
ung), when Simmel faced the individual-society “problem” for
the first time, he presented a similar argument. But instead of
denying the individual as a cognitive object, he insisted upon
the difficulty, due to our knowledge of evolution, of so conceiv-
ing of him: logic (he wrote) leads us to recognize only atoms as
the ultimately “real.” 41 In Grundfragen, however, in his formu-
lation of the individual ps a unit of experience, he presents a
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conception very closely related to that of Dilthey, who main-
tained:

“We know natural objects from without through our senses. . .
How different is the way in which mental life is given to us! In
contrast to-external perception, inner perception rests upon an
awareness (Innewerden), a lived experience (Erleben), it is im-
mediately given.” 42

Yet shortly after calling the individual a unit of experience,
Simmel returns to his earlier argument:

“Color molecules, letters, particles of water indeed ‘exist’; but
the painting, the book, the river are syntheses: they are units
that do not exist in objective reality but only in the conscious-
ness which constitutes them. . . . It is perfectly arbitrary to stop
the reduction, which leads to ‘ultimately real elements, at the
individual. For this reduction is interminable.”

But in “Social Differentiation,” Simmel recognized atomism as
theoretically inescapable, though practically unusable: “The
question of how many and which real units we have to fuse into
a higher but only subjective unit . . . is only a question of
practice.” 43 Now, by contrast, he proceeds to lead atomism ad
absurdum, even if still on epistemological grounds. For he sug-
gests that atomism is due to an erroneous conception of the
nature of cognition: the more adequate conception of it is to
consider it as a process of abstraction. (The abstract character of
sociology is discussed in Sect. 2.)

But Simmel is here engaging in a fallacious argument. Ac-
tually, he is not distinguishing between two conceptions of cog-
nition, but between two heterogeneous inquiries (about whose
connection, furthermore, he is silent). The first inquiry, to which
“atomism” is a possible answer, is into the nature of reality; it
is ontological. The second inquiry, to which “cognition is ab-
straction” is a possible answer, is into the nature of cognition;
it is epistemological. Thus, by switching from one inquiry
(ontological) to another (epistemological), Simmel tries to vali-
date the concept of “society” epistemologically; but as a sociol-
ogist, that is, as a scientist, he needs no such validation. For as a
scientist, he needs only a pragmatic justification: he must merely
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show that'a concept (in this instance, the concept of “society”)
is useful)for his theory or research; the pragmatic justification
requires no ontological or epistemological supplement.

To make this clearer, attention may be called to Simmel’s
discussion of the{isolated individual as a sociological phenomc}
non (Part Two, Ch. g, Sects. 2-4). There he simply finds it use-
ful so to consider the"individual, because he thus discovers maﬂ-
ters he would not otherwise have noticed; and he is far from
raising suchyontoldgical questions as whether the individual is
a marginal case or a residuum of sociation or whether, inversely,
society is a mere instrument of individuation, etc. It is precisely
this kind of question, however, which Simmel asks in the present
context, his general development of sociology. He is aware, here,
of his “insecure foundations,” while in the discussion of the
quantitative aspects of the group (which contains the treatment
of the isolated individual), he is preoccupied with empirical
challenges and thus is sure of his “solid structures.” (On the con-
trast between “insecure foundations” and “solid structures,” see
below.)

Atany rate, in the present context, Simmel fails to distinguish
between a philosophical’and a"pragmatic justification.t Is this
an oversight? Or does it suggest that Simmel’s conception of

socmlogy is not that of a science alone, but of a scientific-
philosophical enterprise, or of a strictly philosophical enterprlse?
We shall see, on the analysis of further arguments, that the im-
putation of an “oversight” is uncalled for since the second hy-
pothesis (to be specified) is the more plausible one.

“Society” itself is presently defined as “a number of individ-
uals connected by interaction.” But at the same time, Simmel
seems to suggest that it is only the sum total of these interactions,
without the individuals. For a more explicit statement, we must
look elsewhere (Soziologie, Ch. 1):

* ‘Society’ is, ﬁxjsty}the«complexof:societagizgd individuals, the
societally formed human material, as it constitutes the whole
hlstoncal reahty Secondly, however, soc1ety 1s also the sum
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the abstract, general concept of all these forms—the genus whose
species they are—or it is their sum.operating at a particular
time,” 48

Thus even here, we do not find an unémbiguous statement but
must simply conclude that Simmel leans toward the second defi-
nition, without clearly deciding'in favor of it or suggesting what
use the first might have. In his studies (as against his theoretical
statements), he appears to be no clearer, but likewise only to
tend toward the second; yet in regard to his studies, the question
of defining ‘“‘society” is practically irrelevant.

[b] socioLoGy

In Sect. 2, onlthe abstract character of soc1ology, Simmel
comes back to the problem of estabhshmg a science of sociology
in the face of the observation.that “man in all aspects of his life
and action is determined p; the fact that he is¥% social being.”
Does this not, he asks (as is maintained by that “exaggerated”
notion of “society” which was mentioned earlier by him)—does
this not reduce all sciences of man to mere parts of the science
of social life? Since Simmel is convinced that the “special social
sciences” will continue no matter how socmlogy may develop,
the answer can only be’ negatlve Hence, in order to estabhsh
sociology as a science which is yet no utopian “master science,”
a different route must be taken.

[c] socioLOGY AS A METHOD

Simmel suggests this route by calling attention to the “so-
ciological viewpoint”—in his words, to the recognition of
“societal production,” that is, the social explanation (or inter-
pretation) of historical phenomena. This explanation histori-
cally superseded explanations in terms of production by in-
dividuals and by divine interference. To act on‘the knowledge
(or interpretation) that historical phenomena are social prod-
ucts, is to view them in a new light, is to adopt a new method
for studying them—in short, is to institute a new method for
“the historical disciplines and . . . the human studies in gen-
eral.” This method is “sociology.” Sociology
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yields possibilties of solution or of deeper study which may be
derived from fields of knowledge contentually quite different
(perhaps) from the field of the particular problem under in-
vestigation.

An inspection of the three examples which illustrate the
application of this method suggests that it consists in the ab-
straction,of.certain elements from historical reality, and in their
recombination for specific study. (Note particularly the end of
the second example.) In the instances given, these elements
are, first, the effect of a mass upon the individual; second, readi-
ness for sacrifice (and other attitudes) found in religious devo-
tion but associated not only with religious groups; and, third,
generalized attitudes toward the world (here, individualism as
against concentration upon uniformities). Obviously, these ele-
ments, the objects of sociological abstraction, are, in some sense,
heterogeneous. What they have in common is clarified, though
only indirectly, by recalling the historical role of sociology men-
tioned before: all three examples reflect “societal production.”
Their common features are further illuminated by Simmel’s
statements concerning the problem areas of sociology.

[d] “GENERAL” socioLOGY

The first “problem area,” resulting in the articulation of
“general sociology,” is introduced by the proposition that hu-
man life may be considered from three (or possibly more) stand-
points: objective, individual (subjective), and social. That the
last of these, the social standpoint, is not perfectly clear, is no
objection, according to Simmel, “for it is a characteristic of
the human mind to be capable of erecting solid structures,
while their foundations are still insecure.” 46 And from the im-
mediately following examples of sociological investigations
(fall of the Roman Empire, relation between religion and eco-
nomics in the great civilizations, etc.), it appears that his
methodology is propaedeutic rather than specific (which may
be one implication of his remark on ‘“solid structures” vs. “in-
secure foundations”). To grasp Simmel’s position in another
frame of reference: he has not been able to objectify his atti-
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tude toward sociology, or toward the sociologically relevant
world. He himself comes close to making this point in the fol-
lowing passage from Soziologie (especially in thé\ parts here
italicized):

“If T myself stress the wholly fragmentary, incomplete char-
acter of this book, I do not do so in order to protect myself, in
a cheap manner, against objections to this character. For when
measured by the ideal of objective perfection, the selection of
the particular problems and examples contained in this work
doubtless presents a haphazard character. Yet if this character
should strike oneas a defect, this would only go to prove that
I have not been able to clarify the fundamental idea of the pres-
ent volume. For according to this idea, nothing more can be at-
tempted than to establish the beginning and the direction of an
infinitely long road—the pretension of any systematic and defin-
itive completeness would be, at least, a self-illusion. Perfection
can here be obtained by the individual student only in the sub-
jective sense that he communicates everything he has been able
to see.” 47

The nature of the “sociological problems in the narrower
sense of this term,” on which Simmel continues the discussion,
is another indication of the merely propaedeutic or program-
matic character of his sociology as methodology. One of these
more narrowly sociological problems belongs to the general
* question of whether sociology, in the course of investigating his-
torical phenomena, can hope to establish laws.48 Another prob-
lem is that of group power; and a third is constituted by the
“value relations between collective and individual conduct, ac*
tion, and thought”—a phrase which, in the next chapter, turns
out to have anticipated a treatise on (chiefly) group ‘character-
istics as compared with individual characteristics, the distinction
(within the individual) of private and group aspects, and “mass
psychology” or “collective behavior” (in contemporary termi-
nology). What, then, in brief, is “general sociology?"/Siﬁimel an-
swers (but only in the subsequent discussion of “pure or formal
sociology”): the study “of the whole of historical‘life insofar as
it is formed societally.”
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[e] “FOorRMAL” socioLoGY

The second problem area and kind of sociology, “pure” or
“formal” sociology, investigates “‘the societal forms themselves,”
which make “society (and societies) out of the mere sum of liv-
ing men.” Examples of such “forms” are

“superiority and subordination, competition, division of labor,
formation of parties, representation, inner solidarity coupled
with exclusiveness toward the outside.”

These and similar forms, Simmel points out, may be exhibited
by the most diverse groups; and, the same interest may be real-
ized in very different forms. He subsumes “groups” and “inter-
ests,” together, under the category of “‘content,” which is sharply
contrasted with that of “(societal) form” or ‘“‘sociation.”

In terms of its subject matter, ‘“formal” sociology

“is not a special science, as . . . [sociology] was in terms of the
first problem area. Yet in terms of its clearly specified way of
asking questions, . . . [sociology] is a special science even here.”

The implication seems to be that “formal” and “general” sociol-
ogy have different kinds of subject matter, and for this reason
are special sciences in different senses of the term.

[£] “PHILOSOPHICAL” SOCIOLOGY

The discussion of “‘philosophical sociology,” the third and
last kind, begins with a treatment of the philosophical dimen-
sions of science (including the social sciences), but then leads
to the surprising conclusion that

“sociology . . . emerges as the epistemology of the special social
sciences, as the analysis and systematization of the bases of their
forms and norms.” 49

And likewise, it seems problematical to call the inquiry into the
metaphysical (rather than epistemological) ramifications of so-
ciological study, “philosophical sociology.” For, the discussion
refers to a topic which is hardly suggested by this name: it would
more accurately be designated as “an inquiry into the nature of
reality suggested by the study of social phenomena” or, briefly,
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as “ontology on the occasion of social phenomena.” And the con-
fusion is increased by the fact that only the first three sections
of Ch. 4, “an example of philosophical sociology,” constitute an
ontological discussion, while the major part is a study in intel-
lectual history. To a careful reader of the last paragraph in Sect.
g of that chapter, however, it may appear that Simmel’s road to
ontology is intellectual history, in the sense of ontological in-
duction from history or in a sense even closer, once more, to
Dilthey (or even to Hegel). Does Simmel suggest that there is no
philosophy of history other than sociology?

It is important to elucidate the problems raised by these ob-
scurities, surprises, and inconsistencies—the last among the
problems here proposed for clarification. All the puzzles that
have been noted are interrelated, and can be redefined, if not
solved, together.

[g] SIMMEL'’S SOCIOLOGY AS THE EXPRESSION OF AN ATTITUDE

But what is the value of Simmel’s conception of sociology
given in the Grundfragen, a work written by him (according to
von Wiese and Becker)

“when he wa$ already suffering greatly from the illness which re-
sulted in his death, and . . . [which] must be regarded as an
unsuccessful attempt to popularize his theories?” 80

And worse: the methodological statements in Soziologie (pub-
lished long before that illness) are no clearer, as the few quota-
tions from that work have probably shown; and Simmel ad-
mitted some lack of clarity by his insistence, in both works, upon
the idea of “insecure foundations.” Yet the question is rhetori-
cal: the study of Simmel is worth our effort—provided we real-
ize that Simmel’s vagueness derives from an attitude, and that
this attitude is of great importance and can be clarified by
analysis.

[h] sSIMMEL’s PROBLEMS

A clue to an understanding of Simmel’s sociology is furnished
by the suggestion that Simmel did not succeed in objectifying
his attitude.5! Or, to set this idea into an even broader frame-
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work: he confronts the student of all of his philosophy with the
problem of the nature of attitude, on the one hand, and of
validity, on the other, and of their relation. In the course of
articulating his attitude, Simmel may have come to find the study
of “sociology” fascinating, because it helped his own articulation
and clarification.52 In his pursuit of particular topics within this
study, he made numerous finds that are objective or scientific,
and are there for the sociologist to ponder or delight in, whether
or not he be plagued by problems of attitude or of the philo-
sophical implications of his pursuit. Some pages even in Part
One, but especially the subsequent Parts, bear witness to this.
But the “foundations” were “insecure”; and Simmel’s inquiry
was not articulated even to the point of his asking in what the
insecurity consisted, by what he was worried. The problems
stated in the foregoing appraisal may thus be interpreted as im-
portant and closely interrelated grounds of his worry: the nature
and “kinds” of sociology, and the nature of society, of “form,”
and of “content.”

The first of these implies almost all others. It is: what “way
of asking questions” was sociology for Simmel? It is close to the
modern concern with “social structure”; one does justice to a
great portion of Simmel’s sociology by saying that he attempted
to throw light on the structure of society. But his very definitions
of “society” indicate what portions of his sociology are not caught
by this interpretation: he wavered, as we have seen, between the
inclusion and the exclusion of the individuals connected by in-
teraction. (And it may also be noted that he failed to distinguish
between “society’” and “group,” or to show that no such distinc-
tion is required.) The fact that one of the admittedly central
concepts of sociology remains vague, suggests that its clear-cut
definition was not central to Simmel nor, therefore, to his sociol-
ogy. Perhaps he was too much engrossed in a way of grasping
the world to find the questions whose answers would have clari-
fied the issue.

[i] THE *SOCIALIZATION OF THE SPIRIT” VS. SOCIOLOGY AS A METHOD

An important component of this way of grasping the world
within the framework of his sociology, was what he conceived
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to be “sociology as a method.” Our attention, he seems to say,
has so insistently and constantly been called to the usefulness of
investigating and interpreting historical affairs sociologically,
that if we would understand them, we no longer can afford to
do without the sociological viewpoint. And it is true that the
sociological perspective has penetrated, for the last half century
and, in a wider sense, for much longer, not only the social sci-
ences (as Simmel pointed out that it might), but also'the humani-
ties. But to emphasize this viewpoint, Simmel noted, is not the
same as to establish sociology as a special discipline. He did not
note, however, that his emphasis itself is part of that modern at-
titude which is interested (and often in a metaphysically not
disinterested manner) in socializing the spirit: in conceiving
of mind as a product, or by-product, of society, in locating, trac-
ing, and finding mind in society.5® But Simmel did not want to
socialize the spirit: he wished (half-heartedly in his sociology
and wholeheartedly elsewhere) to preserve its autonomy. He in-
sisted that the realms of the objective and of the individual are
coordinate with the social realm; and he may also have wanted
to save the spirit by finding “subject matter” for sociology—for
otherwise, its subject matter might become the whole world.

[}] “GENERAL” vs. “FORMAL” SOCIOLOGY

But his first attempt at establishing a subject matter failed:
it is difficult to distinguish the sociological method from the
first “kind of sociology” proper, “‘general sociology,” whose sub-
ject matter is “the whole of historical life insofar as it is formed
societally.” Throughout his discussion of sociology as a method
and of sociology’s first “problem area” or “subject matter” (re-
sulting in the postulation of “‘general sociology”), Simmel de-
fines neither—and yet, the reader may well be fascinated by
Simmel’s attitude (or, as Sorokin put it in a derogatory fashion,
by “a talented man”).

In comparison with his discussions of the sociological method
and of general sociology, his “formal” sociology—which has
drawn the greatest attention and has aroused the greatest con-
troversy—is in fact a successful thrust in the direction where his
worries must lead him to seek sociological subject matter: the
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“societal forms themselves.” But why did Simmel insist that
“general” sociology and “formal” sociology are not special dis-
ciplines in the same sense of the term? Assuming that we know
what to understand by “history,” on the one hand, and by the
“sociological viewpoint,” on_the other, the two can be easily
distinguished: “general’ sociology is only a way of looking at
history (or its subject matter), only a method of handling it
(whereby the method interferes with the subject matter of his-
tory as much as any method with any subject matter)—whereas
“formal” sociology is not a method but a special science with its
own subject matter, “ilie” forins of sociation” (and with a
method). But for Simmel, this was not so simple, because he
thought ‘“‘general sociology,” too, had its subject matter (“his-
torical life insofar . . .”), while “formal sociology” did not: he
took method for subject matter in the first instance, and did the
reverse in the second.

The reason may be that in his ambivalent attitude toward
the socialization of the spirit, he hesitated to throw the whole
world, that is, any subject matter, open to the sociological ap-
proach. If so, he did not here apply his knowledge (and his in-
sistence on it) that sociology, like any other science, proceeds by
abstraction. Did Simmel fear sociology might abstract too much,
might, as it were, “pre-empt” the spirit? In one of his essays, re-
flecting upon the sadness of ruins, he suggested that

“the collapse strikes us as nature’s revenge of the violation which
the spirit, by producing a form in its own image, has perpetrated
upon it. . . . The balance between nature and spirit, which the
building itself presented, shifts in favor of nature. This shift
becomes a cosmic tragedy.” 54

Was he overpowered, too, not by nature,’s but by the “socializa
tion of the spirit” itself?

[k] THE “‘SOCIETAL FORMS”

His Kantian heritage probably prevented him from seeing
“forms” as subject matter because they are merely “injected”
into social life. Perhaps if he had been clearer in regard to the
nature of science, he might have been content to say that subject
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matter is whatever a science studies. But perhaps he was aware of
his uncertainty concerning what “formal” sociology was designed
to study; at any rate, whether aware or not, he actually was not
clear in regard to the nature of the “forms.” Again, if he came
upon them out of his ambivalence, it is understandable that he
should not have been; in addition, his own achievements in his
sociological studies proper (his “‘solid structures”) may well have
made him feel that he could afford a merely cursory treatment of
the definition and of the methodological and philosophical status
of the “forms.” 58 To the student of Simmel, in any event—since
“general sociology” turned out to be a program of a method only
—the notion of “form” is the most promising methodological
or philosophical contribution toward the establishment of so-
ciology as a science.

Despite the relatively numerous discussions of the ““forms,” 57
the concept has yet to be specified in a satisfactory manner. To
do so requires a painstaking collection and juxtaposition of all
passages in which Simmel employs the term,58 and the subse-
quent formulation of a definition which does justice to all of
them, in a way to be determined by the study itself. This is
clearly beyond the scope of the present interpretation. But there
is one sense which probably all of Simmel’s usages of “form”
have in common, although it has not been noted in the litera-
ture; 5 and unfortunately, it is neither as specific as it might be,
nor is it capable of answering many pertinent questions. It is
“form” understood as that element which, among the elements
relevant to a particular inquiry as well as to the general view-
point of sociology, is relatively stable—as against “content”
which, with the same specifications, is relatively variable.s®

[1] THE RELATION OF SIMMEL’S PHILOSOPHICAL TO
HIS SOCIOLOGICAL CONCERNS

The chief question in regard to Simmel’s “‘philosophical so-
ciology” concerns the reason which led hxm to designate it as
“the epistemology of the social sciences.” Reading the pages
which lead from his statements on the philosophical dimensions
of the social sciences tg this designation, one is impressed by a
non sequitur. Perhaps it may be resolved by suggesting that the
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soc1010g1ca1 grasp of the world tempted Simmel to ennoble, to

“spiritualize,” Sociology by elevating it to the rank of epxstemo—
logical inquiry.®! Also, his statement that “individual” and “
ciety” are “the only sociological themes that have thus far been
realized,” %2 may indicate his wish to reserve sociology for the
task of checking both stagnation and the premature articulation
of other themes. If so, he gave “philosophical sociology” a second
role, in addition to that of social epistemology and ontology,
namely, the role of general philosophy of the social sciences.

These arguments may make Simmel’s leaps into philosophy

less surprising. But there is the further fact that Simmel hardly
went beyond the programmatic announcement of his epistemol-
ogy and ontology into actual inquiries in these fields, neither in
his Soziologie nor in his Grundfragen.® The significance of this
merely negative fact\is greatly increased by\the positive fact that
he did call the last chapter of Grundfragen (Part One, Ch. 4, in
this volume) an example of philosophical sociology,” while it
is predominantly 4 1 study in intellectual history, rather than in
eplsxemology or ontology. “This positive fact, along with the
propositions of the preceding arguments, makes'it plausible to
suspect Simmel’s philosophical concerns to, be no more deeply
related to his sociological concernsthan was neécessary for the
production of his programmatic statement—and not deeply
enough to enforce it.

§ 5. The Methodological and Philosophical Importance
of Simmel’s Sociology

This whole introduction, practically, has been an attempt to
evoke an image of Simmel’s significance/ The reader’s attention
is called particularly to the paragraph preceding [a] in Sect. 4
above, the most explicit relevant passage. A succinct concluding
statement seems in order.

Irrespective of his “insecure foundations,” Simmel has given
us penetrating analyses of sociological problems. To repeat, since
these are almost entirely matters to delight in, they have not been
reviewed here; and the tool for their review is scientific proce-
dure as ordinarily understood, and no more. They not only make
up the bulk of Simmel’s work in sociology, as well as of this book,
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but will also be the chief attraction to most readers, and they are,
furthermore, his most important contribution to sociology as a
science.

But the historian and philosopher of sociology, rather than
the sociologist proper, will have reason for wonder: although
there is hardly a logical connection between Simmel’s general
statements on sociology (for instance, his threefold subdivision
of the field) and his topical statements (for instance, his discus-
sion of the metropolis), nevertheless, since both types of state-
ments come from the same person, there must be some psycho-
logical connection between them. While no attempt has been
made here to trace this connection, the two mental sets which
may account for the two respective kinds of statements have
been suggested: worry and creativity. Yet the main topic has
been an analysis of the “worries”: from them, it is submitted,
Simmel wrested sociology as the scientific study of social life by
means of the heuristic construct of “societal forms.” This con-
struct, along with related constructs, especially ‘‘interaction,”
has contributed (for reasons which may be no more scientific
than is the origin of “form” itself) to other constructs that are
still in the center of contemporary sociological thought, are still
(among other things) articulations of the sociological attitude.
Among these are “social process,” ‘‘processes” and ‘“‘types of
interaction,” ‘“‘social structure,” ‘“social relations,” “social sys-
tem.”

But Simmel (it has been suggested) was most profoundly im-
portant on another count. There is a more recent viewpoint than
the sociological attitude, although it is closely related to it; per-
haps it is a later phase of the “socialization of the spirit.” It is
embodied in that fumbling branch of sociology itself that goes
by the name of “sociology of knowledge.” Should this branch
grow and exemplify as unquestioned an attitude as sociology
does now, then Simmel, because of his very confusion, might
fully come into his own: he might emerge, not as the exemplifier
of creativity, which to some he must have been as a speaker, but
as the incarnation of the scope, the dangers, and the potentiali-
ties, not yet foreseeable, of the “socialization of the spirit” itself.
If such a time comes, sociologists may have to collaborate with
“social ontologists” and with philosophers of history and of sci-
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ence; and a new appraisal of our intellectual efforts and of their
functions may be the intent or result (or only the result) of such
a collaboration.

Notes

(Capital letters refer to Appendices below. Names refer to authors
of works listed in A, B, E; titles without indication of author refer
to works by Simmel listed in B, C, or D; numbers are page references.
Items preceded by [*] were not available for inspection at the time
of writing.)

1. Tagger, g7; Ludwig, 412; Flexner, 108. Cf. also Fechter, 53-54.

2. Simmel, “The Stranger” (Part V, Ch. g, below).

3. The only biographical sketch: Spykman, xxiii-xxix (source:
Simmel’s widow). Only-published letters: Weber, 382-383, 384-38s,
$86-387. Practically nothing of Simmel’s possessions was salvaged
when his son and family left Nazi Germany. Attempts are being
made to gather what scattered remains may turn up.

4. Sources: Acknowledgements; Spykman.

5. For an illuminating description of the generally slow uni-
versity career in the Germany of the Kaiser: Max Weber, “Science as
a Vocation” (1918), in From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, tr., ed.,
and with intr. by H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills, New York:
Oxford University Press, 1946, pp. 129-156, esp. 129-134.

6. Hurwicz; the last quotation (198) is taken (though not quite
exactly) from Frischeisen-Kohler, 6. Hurwicz is trying to point to

“Jewish elements” in Simmel’s thought. Simmel’s parents, baptized
Jews, baptlzed “the child a Protestant; later Simmel left the church
without, however, joining a synagogue. He must have taken his
Jewishness for granted, although he never wrote about the Jews
except, here and there, sociologically. Cf. Fischer, 46: “And if—as
has been said repeatedly—it appears strange that a man of non-
Germanic blood found the hitherto most profound insights into the
Germanic way of art, then I want to say only that all cognition pre-
supposes, or includes, a being-different, a setting-oneself-off, and
that, for this very reason the Semitic thinker, at whom people like
to look askance, was capable of circumscribing the German spirit in
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art and philosophy more easily than others can who live and work
in it.” Needless to say, this passage illustrates a well-known variety
of anti-Semitism.

#. An allusion to this episode in Hurwicz, 197.

8. Spykman, xxv.

9. B.

10. C,

11. “Aus einer Aphorismensammlung,” Der Kunstfreund, Zeit-
schrift der Vereinigung der Kunstfreunde, 2: 284-286, June, 1914;
“Aus dem nachgelassenen Tagebuche” (first published in Logos,
8:121-151, 1919-1920, as “Aus Georg Simmels nachgelassenem Tage-
buch,” which in turn was a reprint of many of the aphorisms pub-
lished in the Kunstfreund), 1-46; “Bruchstiicke und Aphorismen”
at the end of Simmel’s long essay on love (“Uber die Liebe”), 100-123;
the fragments at the end of his essay on the actor (“Zur Philosophie
des Schauspielers”), 260-265; and the fragments rounding out his
study of naturalism (“Zum Problem des Naturalismus”), 297-304; all
in Simmel, Fragmente und Aufsitze; also “Aus Georg Simmels
nachgelassner Mappe ‘Metaphysik’.”

12. Utitz, 12, 8.

13. See also, e.g., Part I, Ch. 1, Sect. 4a, below.—Cf. Delbos in
Mamelet, iv: Signmel “evidently gets the greatest pleasure from pur-
suing the collaboration between intelligence and things . . .” Or,
in a negative version, Lessing, 336, in the pun for which he humor-
ously apologizes: “Quae non sunt simulo. (Was nicht ist wird ersim-
melt.)” (Things that don’t exist I simmelate.)

14. Diary excerpts in Fragmente und Aufsitze, 1-46 (see n. 11
above). The filing-away is suggested by the title of Gertrud Simmel’s
contribution to the Buber volume (B, no. 23, also cited in n. 11
above): “From Georg Simmel’s Posthumous Folder, ‘Metaphysics’.”
—At a party in his home, Simmel noted that his wife didn’t fill his
tea cup properly and asked her why. Gertrud Simmel, who was tall,
answered that she hadn’t noticed this from her height. “Now I
understand,” Simmel replied, “why the Lord God doesn’t fill the
cups to the brim!”—In conversation with another person, he inter-
rupted himself, wonderingly: “Isn’t it something strange that one
should be no less than oneself?” (“Ist es nicht etwas Merkwiirdiges,
kein Geringerer als man selbst zu sein?”’)—"That Bergson is more
important than I, may well be; but what I can’t see is that I should
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be less important than he.” (Fechter, 55.)—“Thinking hurts.” (“Den-
ken tut weh.”)—The following utterance may be apocryphical:
“She has a great past ahead of her” (said of a young lady Simmel had
met).

15. From Simmel’s diary (cited in preceding n.), 5, 87, 20, 39, 4,
4, respectively.

16. Simmel wrote some newspaper articles on current social
questions, e.g., *“Die Bauernbefreiung in Béhmen” (1894), *“Der
Militarismus und die Stellung der Frauen” (1894), *“Soziale Medizin”
(1897), *“Uber die Zurechenbarkeit perverser Verbrecher” (19o4),
as well as several anonymous pieces. For bibliographical references,
see Rosenthal-Oberlaender. See ibid., and B, for relevant items con-
cerning Simmel’s interest in, and literary activities in behalf of,
Rodin, Bergson, and above all, Stefan George.

17. “Deutschlands innere Wandlung” (a speech delivered in
Strasbourg, November, 1914), in: Der Krieg und die geistigen Ent-
scheidungen, 12, 13, 20, 21, 27, 28, respectively—The fourth passage
quoted is presumably referred to by Joél, 247, when he writes of
Simmel’s “love for his people which now [during the war] he felt
so deeply that he, the thinker, wanted to keep all reasons out of it.”
Joél's manner of reference shows more than approval, whereas here,
the suggestion is made that Simmel was under the impact of war
excitement. The discrepancy presents the general problem of ap-
praising divergent interpretations. Joél knew Simmel personally,
for perhaps twenty-five years (:bid., 242), and stood under the impres-
sion of his recent death; the present writer did not know Simmel.
In the meantime, furthermore, there has been a second world war
and an increase in insight into the possible ramifications of such
words as were quoted of Simmel. But these considerations only
throw light on different valuations in whose terms the difference
in interpretation may be understandable. The test of preferability
of one to another interpretation is coherence with other aspects of
Simmel. Joél, because of his personal friendship with Simmel, prob-
ably was more certain of his image than the present writer can be;
but it is also possible that in the particular case at issue he was
swayed by more ephemeral impressions, deriving from the point in
time at which he wrote, than this writer is. (For an interpretation of
Simmel’s intellectual activity during the war, which is considerably
closer to the one here presented than Joél's is, see Utitz, g.)
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18. “Die Krisis der Kultur” (1916), in: Der Krieg und die geistigen
Entscheidungen, 64, 63, respectively.

19. “Die Idee Europa” (1915? See Rosenthal-Oberlaender, no.
189), ibid., 67-72; Der Konflikt der modernen Kultur, ein Vortrag—
As an example of Simmel’s moral criticism, see, e.g., his sermon to
the wealthy, exhorting them to buy war bonds: “Eine Fastenpredigt:
Von dem Opfer der Wohlhabenden.”

20. Weber, §84.

21. Ibid., 391.

22. Gertrud Simmel, 221.

23. Including most of what Mamelet understands by “le relativ-
isme de Georg Simmel,” and in full cognizance of Troeltsch’s critique
of Simmel. (See also Kracauer, 331-332, on Simmel’s “Kerngedanke.”)
Hence, also, there is no contradiction in Mandelbaum’s counting
Simmel (as a philosopher of history) among the “counter-relativists.”

24. A proposition worked out, though not in the largest perspec-
tive, by Mamelet, through an exposition of Simmel’s major works
up to 1914.

25. Frischeisen-Kohler, 36-37.

26. See, e.g., Hauptprobleme der Philosophie, Ch. 1. Also, Mame-
let, Ch. X.

27. Utitz, 41

28. Ibid., 19—Beginnings of a “negative determination” may be
found in Kracauer, go4-308.

2g. Cf. Kurt H. Wolff, “The Sociology of Knowledge: Emphasis
on an Empirical Attitude,” Philosophy of Science, 10:111-114, 1943.

go. See the first 13 entries in D.

31. At one point, Small calls Simmel “one of the keenest thinkers
in Europe” (Albion W. Small, General Sociology, Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1905, p. 498); he admittedly used some of
Simmel’s concepts (ibid., passim), as did Park and Burgess, in whose
work Simmel is referred to more often than any other author (see
index). Characteristic comments: “Simmel has made a brilliant
contribution in his analysis of the sociological significance of ‘the
stranger’ " (286); “Georg Simmel has made the one outstanding con-
tribution to a sociology or, perhaps better, a social philosophy of the
city in his paper ‘The Great City and Cultural Life’” [D, no. 15]
(331); “Georg Simmel, referring, in his essay on ‘“The Stranger,’ to
the poor and the criminal, bestowed upon them the suggestive title
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of ‘The Inner Enemies’ ” (559); “Simmel has made the outstanding
contribution to the sociological conception of conflict” (639); “Sim-
mel’s observation upon subordination and superordination is almost
the only attempt that has been made to deal with the subject from
the point of view of sociology” (%720).

82. For references to Spykman’s and Sorokin’s works, see Ap-
pendix A. Sorokin wrote: “From a purely methodological stand-
point, Simmel’s sociological method lacks scientific method. I must
express my complete disagreement with Dr. R. Park’s or Dr. Spyk-
man’s high estimation of the sociological method of Simmel. Besides
the above logical deficiency [due to the ambiguous term ‘form’: ibid.,
501-502], Simmel’s method entirely lacks either experimental ap-
proach, quantitative investigation, or any systematic factual study
of the discussed phenomena. In vain one would look in his work for
a systematic method like that of the Le Play school, or of the methodo-
logical principles of social sciences developed by A. Cournot . . .;
or some principles like those of H. Rikkert [sic] and W. Windelbandt
[sic] concerning the classification of sciences . . .; or something like
Max Weber’s method of the ‘ideal typology’; or Galton’s, Pearson’s,
and A. Tchuproff’'s quantitative methods of investigation; or even
a simple, careful and attentive study of the facts he is talking about.
All this is lacking. What there is represents only the speculative
generalization of a talented man, backed by the ‘method of illustra-
tion’ in the form of two or three facts incidentally taken and often
one-sidedly interpreted. Without Simmel’s talent the same stuff would
appear poor. Simmel’s talent saves the situation, but only as far as
talent compensates for lack of scientific methodology. Under such
conditions, to call the sociologists ‘back to Simmel,” as Drs. Park and
Spykman do, means to call them back to a pure speculation, meta-
physics, and a lack of scientific method. Speculation and metaphysics
are excellent things in their proper places, but to mix these with the
science of sociology means to spoil each of those sciences.” (502, n. 26.)
(See von Wiese’s critique of Sorokin’s critique: Systematic Sociology
On the Basis of the Beziechungslehre and Gebildelehre of Leopold von
Wiese, adapted and amplified by Howard Becker, New York: Wiley;
London: Chapman and Hall, 1932, pp- 44-47.)

33. For Abel reference, see A; for Wiese-Becker (consult index),
see preceding n. See E for a list of discussions of Simmel in English.

34. Especially in and through The American Journal of Sociology
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(published since July, 1895). In the second issue, a group of “advising
Editors” of three American and seven foreign sociologists, among
them Simmel, was announced. Cf. Ethel Shanas, “The American
Journal of Sociology through Fifty Years,” American Journal of
Sociology, 50: 523, May, 1945. (On the beginning of the Journal, cf.
also Bernhard J. Stern, ed., “The Letters of Albion W. Small to Lester
F. Ward,” Social Forces, 12: 163-173 [1933]; 13: $23-340 [1935]; 15:
174-186 [1986], 305-327 [1937]. For European, especially German and
Austrian contacts by Ward, Ross, and several other early American
sociologists, see also Bernhard J. Stern, ed., “The Ward-Ross Cor-
respondence,” American Sociological Review, 3: 362-401 [1938]; 11:
593-605, 734-748 [1946]; 12: 703-720 [1947]; 13: 82-94 [1948]; 14:
88-119 [1949])

35. Talcott Parsons, The Structure of Social Action, a Study in
Social Theory with Special Reference to a Group of Recent Euro-
pean Writers [Durkheim, Pareto, M. Weber], New York and London:
McGraw-Hill, 1937 (reprinted, Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1949).—
Max Weber, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, tr.
Talcott Parsons, London: Allen and Unwin; New York: Scribner,
1930; From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology (see n. y above); The
Theory of Social and Economic Organization, tr. A. M. Henderson
and Talcott Parsons, New York: Oxford University Press, 1947; On
the Methodolog"y of the Social Sciences, tr. and ed. Edward A. Shils
and Henry A. Finch, Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1949. Other transla-
tions are in preparation.

36. Cf. the short but suggestive remarks on this point by Robert
Schmid in his review of Loomis’ translation of Tonnies, American
Sociological Review 6: 581-582, August, 1941.

37. See F for the detailed sources of the translations contained in
this volume, and G for a note on the translation itself.

38. Cf. Utitz’s suggestion of an indexed edition of Simmel’s
works (see passage to which n. 27 above refers).

39. See ““Acknowledgements.”

40. Goethe (5th ed.), vii.

41. Cf. Uber sociale Differenzierung, 10-11. It should be noted
that no attempt is made here to present all of Simmel’s views, even
upon one topic, in their chronological development. Some of his
very relevant writings, above all, “Das Problem der Soziologie”
([Schmollers] Jahrbuch fiir Gesetzgebung, Verwaltung und Volks-
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wirtschaft im Deutschen Reich, Vol. XVIII [18g4]; for tr., see D,
no. 2), are not referred to at all. Furthermore, this attempt, not
made here, would also have to use many among Simmel’s primarily
non-sociological writings. The most successful and painstaking effort
of this sort, with reference to one particular theme, namely, “form,”
is Steinhoff—In Grundfragen, in formulating the individual as an
object of experience, Simmel does not raise the question whether it
is the only object of experience, nor does he reveal whether by
“object of experience” he uses a synonym of some sort of “given.”
The two questions: why he does not, and what his givens are, promise
well for a study of Simmel, and are related to the questions raised
(earlier and below) in regard to such a study.

42. See also Part III, Ch. 4, Sect. 4 below.—The similarity of
Simmel’s and Dilthey’s conceptions is also seen, in the field of soci-
ology, by Simmel’s emphasis that Kant’s “nature” as the subject’s
synthesis does not apply to “society,” to which the “synthesis” is
intrinsic: Soziologie, 22.—The quotation is from Hodges, 133, from
Dilthey’s “Ideen iiber eine beschreibende und zergliedernde Psycho-
logie” (1894). It is characteristic of Simmel not to refer to Dilthey
or to this particular work (with which he was most likely acquainted
if only because Dilthey taught at Berlin from 1882 to his death in
1911), much less to analyze similarities and differences of their re-
spective positions. This (systematic) analysis is one of the many tasks
that result from a study of Simmel’s work and remain yet to be
done. (Their conceptions of sociology itself were dissimilar, in spite
of Dilthey’s approval of Simmel’s “sociology.” For reference to
Dilthey’s relevant statement, see A.)

43. Uber sociale Differenzierung, 12.

44. In this particular case under discussion, Simmel’s earlier
position (in Uber sociale Differenzierung, quoted) was more scienti-
fic except that, as a scientist, he could not have pronounced judg-
ment (of agreement) on the metaphysical status of atomism. It
should be noted that in the chronologically intermediate Soziologie
(1908), Simmel does not directly tackle the problem, but at one
point (13) speaks of “individual existences—the real bearers of con-
ditions.” But this, probably, is intended as a scientific statement,
which also seems the significance of the passage in Grundfragen
following upon the propositions discussed in the text above. There,
Simmel in effect suggests that even from an empirical standpoint
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one must note that “individual” is no more “real” than “society”;
that is (one may put it), both are equally heuristic concepts. (For an
avowedly epistemological treatment of the question, “how is society
possible,” see the “Exkurs” by this title which is a part of the first
chapter of Soziologie. For a somewhat unsatisfactory translation of
this “Exkurs,” see reference in D, no. 13.)

45. Soziologie, 8, g. (For Small’s translation, see item referred to
in D, no. 12, pp. 301, 303.)

46. This is a favorite observation, but may also stem from another
realm of inquiry not otherwise studied by Simmel, namely, ontol-
ogy, in particular, the ontology of mind. See the following quota-
tion (Soziologie, 13): “After all, in intellectual matters it is not too
rare—and, when it comes to the most general and the most pro-
found problems, it is, as a matter of fact, the rule—that (what by an
unavoidable metaphor is called) the foundation is less secure than
the superstructure erected upon it. And thus, scientific practice, too,
especially when it works in new areas, cannot do without a certain
measure of merely instinctive advance. Only later is it possible to
become fully conscious of the motives and norms of that stage and
to penetrate it conceptually. Certainly, scientific work must never
be satisfied solely by such vague, instinctual procedures. . . . Yet,
one would .condemn science to sterility if, before new tasks, one
made a completely formulated methodology the condition of taking
even the first step.” (Cf. Bentley, Relativity in Man and Society, 158,
297.) This is elaborated in the following footnote (of which only the
beginning is quoted here): “If we compare the infinite complexity
of socal life with the initial crudeness which the concepts and
methods employed to master it intellectually are only now begin-
ning to overcome, we realize that it wo